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Chapter 1 — Introduction


1.1 The puzzle



Lisbon, late 2024. A junior consultant on a railway regulatory engagement produces the risk-framing section of a client deck. The writing is fluent, the structure is sound, and the regulatory categories are correctly named. But the senior partner reads it and stops at the third paragraph. The section frames the regulatory risk as a generic concession-renewal issue — textbook, defensible, wrong. She had spent three meetings excavating the Portuguese rail regulator’s specific concern about sequencing: not the renewal itself, but the interaction between renewal timing and a pending parliamentary inquiry that the regulator could not name publicly but had signalled obliquely through the questions it kept returning to. The junior had not been in those meetings. He had used an LLM to draft from the brief. The output was good enough to survive a first read. It was not good enough to survive a read by someone who had been in the room when the regulator’s actual concern became visible.

She corrects it, says nothing, and then spends two weeks thinking about what it means that the junior could not have known what he did not know, and that the tool could not have known it either, and that the quality-control system had nearly missed it.



The moment was small. The puzzle it opened was not.

I have spent enough of my career advising on European infrastructure projects to recognise when something in the texture of professional work is shifting beneath the surface of ordinary practice. The shift is not dramatic. Engagements continue. Deliverables get produced. Recommendations are made and clients receive them. The advisory profession functions, and on most days it functions much as it did five years ago. But underneath the visible continuity, something is changing in how the work is being performed — and more importantly, in how the next generation of consultants is being formed.

The puzzle that drives this thesis is the gap between two registers in which contemporary advisory practice is being talked about. In the first register — the one that dominates professional discussion, vendor marketing, and the early academic literature on AI in consulting — the use of generative AI tools is presented as banal: a matter of productivity gains, workflow optimisation, the routine integration of new tools into established practice. CV drafting for bids. First cuts of slides. Document summarisation. Search and synthesis at scale. The register is technical and instrumental; it treats AI mediation as an efficiency question to be managed through appropriate task-technology fit, deployment governance, and training in effective tool use.

In the second register — the one in which I and many colleagues talk about the same situation in less guarded conversations — something more substantial is going on. We sense, without always being able to articulate, that the conditions under which professional judgment is formed and exercised are being structurally altered. The early-career consultants we are working with are not the same kind of practitioners we were at equivalent stages. The work they produce reads as competent, often as more polished than ours did at their stage, but the grasp of the work is sometimes thinner than the polish suggests. The seniors we work for register concern about formation in terms that productivity framings do not capture. Clients are beginning to procure differently, reflecting their own AI capability development. And underneath all of this, the integrated professional ecology we work within — the firm’s distinctive way of seeing, the European public-interest tradition the work answers to, the relationship between senior judgment and junior formation — feels like it is shifting beyond what the productivity register can describe.

This thesis takes the second register seriously. It argues that the gap between the banal current use of AI and the structural transformation practitioners sense beneath it is not noise but signal — and that taking the signal seriously requires a framework the existing literature on AI in consulting does not yet provide. The framework I develop is philosophical in character. It draws on Bernard Stiegler’s account of proletarianisation as the selective displacement of savoir-faire into technical systems the worker, the firm, and the professional culture do not own. It draws on Hans Jonas’s imperative of responsibility as the normative ground for the answerability of infrastructure advisory to the publics that bear the consequences of decisions. It draws on the supplementary anchors — MacIntyre on the goods internal to a practice, Polanyi and Collins on tacit and contributory expertise, Dewey on publics formed through shared consequences — that do bounded work at specific points in the argument.

The framework lets me describe what I and my colleagues have been sensing in terms that are neither nostalgic nor technologically determinist. I am not arguing that consulting was better before AI tools existed; it was not. I am not arguing that AI tools should be refused; they should not be. What I am arguing is that the conditions under which professional advisory work has historically reproduced its expertise — the conditions under which junior consultants have been formed into senior practitioners, firms have reproduced their distinctive ways of seeing, and the professional tradition has answered to those whose interests the work serves — are being structurally altered by generic AI mediation under specific political-economic conditions. The thesis develops and tests this argument in European infrastructure advisory, where the formation and legitimacy stakes are most legible and where the author’s practitioner access runs deepest. The alteration is gradual, structural, and consequential — not dramatic. Engaging it requires analytical apparatus the existing literature has not yet developed.



1.2 The thesis title and what each component does

The title of this thesis is The Proletarianisation of Advisory: Judgment, Sovereignty, and Responsibility in European Infrastructure Consulting under AI Mediation. Each component does work in the argument that follows, and walking through the title briefly will give the reader a clear sense of what to expect.

The Proletarianisation of Advisory names the conceptual frame. Proletarianisation is taken from Stiegler, who reworks the term from its Marxist origins to describe the loss of savoir-faire — practical know-how, but also know-how-to-live and ultimately know-how-to-think — as it is progressively captured into technical systems the worker does not own. The framework treats proletarianisation as selective rather than total: it does not abolish the worker but displaces the expertise that constituted their professional identity. The thesis argues that this is what is happening to advisory work under generic AI mediation, operating on professional formation regardless of whether headcount changes.

Judgment, Sovereignty, and Responsibility names the three concerns the thesis develops. Judgment is the contributory expertise (in Collins’s sense) that distinguishes the senior practitioner from the model: judgment formed through sustained engagement with consequence, exercised in situated contexts, and irreducible to the patterns the model has absorbed from its training distribution. Sovereignty is the dual-scale concern Chapter 5 develops: the distinctiveness of the European public-interest tradition (the national-cultural scale) and the firm’s distinctive way of seeing (the organisational scale), both at risk of erosion under generic AI mediation that carries the cultural-discursive patterns of its training distribution. Responsibility is the Jonasian framing of what the work owes to the publics that bear the consequences of infrastructure decisions, including the future generations whose conditions of life are being shaped now.

European Infrastructure Consulting names the thesis’s primary research site. The thesis is not about consulting in general, but it does not confine its general claim to European infrastructure advisory alone. European infrastructure advisory is chosen as the research site because its public-interest obligations, regulatory architecture, and long time horizons make the formation and legitimacy stakes most legible — and because it is the domain where the author has practitioner-level access. The claim the thesis advances is general; the domain in which it is developed and tested is specific. The thesis works across advisory work in the family of European infrastructure subdomains — transport, energy (including the particular case of nuclear), water, defence, environmental, social, built-environment, and urban — that share a public-interest inheritance distinguishing them from generic management consulting. The domain is treated as a coherent family bound by the European public-purpose tradition, while subdomain variation in regulatory weight, time horizon, and third-box exposure is recognised throughout.

Under AI Mediation names the mechanism. The thesis is deliberately tool-agnostic: it does not catalogue specific AI products or capabilities, and it does not anchor its argument to the state of any particular model. What it engages is the class of socio-technical mediators — generic LLMs operating as inscriptions of collective discourse, recirculated under specific conditions of ownership — and what their absorption into advisory practice does to the integrated three-scale system through which expertise has historically been materialised. The tool-agnostic stance is itself a methodological commitment: the technologies I am writing about are changing on a faster cadence than thesis-writing can track, and the argument needs to operate at a level of abstraction that survives the churn of specific tools.

The four components together describe the thesis’s frame: a philosophical argument about how professional advisory work is being transformed under the mediation of a class of socio-technical systems, developed and tested in European infrastructure advisory as the primary research site, with consequences for judgment, sovereignty, and responsibility that practitioners and institutions have not yet adequately engaged.



1.3 The central claim and why it matters

The thesis advances a central claim at two levels.

At the general level:


Generic AI mediation, under current conditions, proletarianises the situated, answerable judgment on which the legitimacy of professional advisory work rests.



The thesis develops and stress-tests this claim in European infrastructure advisory — chosen as the primary research site because its public-interest obligations, regulatory architecture, and long time horizons make the formation and legitimacy stakes most legible, and because it is the domain where the author has practitioner-level access. In European infrastructure advisory, the claim takes its most demanding form:


Generic AI mediation, under current conditions, proletarianises the situated, answerable judgment on which the legitimacy of European infrastructure advisory rests, and on which its obligations to publics and futures depend.



The “hardest case” logic applies here: if the proletarianisation mechanism operates where AI substitution should be least attractive — in high-stakes, long-horizon, publicly accountable advisory work — the mechanism’s generalisability is strengthened by testing it there first.

The thesis operates in two registers throughout. At the general register, it makes claims about the proletarianisation mechanism in advisory work broadly — claims about formation pipelines, sovereignty, and legitimacy that apply wherever advisory practitioners are formed and their judgment is at stake. At the specific register, it develops, illustrates, and tests those claims within European infrastructure advisory. Where the text moves into the specific register, the European infrastructure content is the instantiation; readers working in other advisory contexts — strategy consulting, management consulting, financial advisory — should read the specific-register material as instantiation of a general claim, not as the boundary of the claim itself.

Each component of the specific-register claim is doing work. Generic AI mediation names the mechanism, deliberately bracketing tool specifics. Under current conditions signals that the claim depends on the political-economic conditions of model production and ownership the thesis develops in Chapter 5; the claim is not technologically determinist, and Chapter 8’s scenarios show that alternative conditions would produce different trajectories. Proletarianising names the mechanism in Stiegler’s specific sense: selective displacement of expertise, not wholesale substitution of practitioners. Situated, answerable judgment names contributory expertise: judgment formed through sustained engagement with consequence, reproduced through the integrated three-scale system Chapter 4 describes, and answerable to the publics that bear the consequences of infrastructure decisions. Legitimacy signals that what is at stake is not productivity or efficiency but the ground on which advisory recommendations are received as warranted. Obligations to publics and futures names the third box and the Jonasian responsibility I treat as constitutive of legitimate infrastructure advisory.

Why does the claim matter? Three reasons, briefly.

First, because it identifies what is at stake in contemporary advisory transformation in terms the productivity framings cannot capture. The existing literature on AI in management consulting — including its most current empirical contribution in Tuczek et al.’s Task-GenAI Fit framework — addresses tasks, workflows, and organisational governance. The framework that literature deploys can see efficiency gains and skill-retention concerns, but it cannot see what happens to professional formation, to firm-level distinctiveness, or to the answerability of advisory work to publics that bear consequences. The thesis’s framework works at a different level of analysis and makes visible what the productivity framings miss.

Second, because what is at stake matters for the European public-interest tradition the work answers to. Infrastructure decisions bind futures materially. A grid interconnection commissioned today, a water tariff reform commissioned today, a tram extension commissioned today — each of these shapes how people in Europe will live across decades, in some cases across generations. The advisory profession that supports these decisions has historically operated within institutional architectures that recognise the public-interest character of the work. Whether those architectures continue to be answerable to the publics they serve depends on whether the advisory profession that operates within them continues to materialise the expertise that has historically been the ground of that answerability. The thesis argues that this is the question contemporary AI mediation has begun to pose, and that engaging the question requires institutional response that the productivity framings do not generate.

Third, because the thesis’s framework supports differentiated recommendations for the four constituencies whose decisions shape the trajectory: individual consultants, advisory firms, infrastructure clients, and European policymakers acting on behalf of publics. Each constituency faces a version of the question the thesis names; each can engage it through the institutional means available to it. The recommendations developed in Chapter 9 are suited to the four cross-scenario findings from Chapter 8 — formation, sovereignty, the third box, legitimacy narration — and are robust across the trajectory variation the scenarios capture. The framework’s analytical contribution is also a practical contribution: it identifies what the constituencies can do, and on what grounds.



1.4 Originality: six contributions the thesis makes

The thesis sits at the intersection of several active research clusters but is not fully anticipated by any of them. The literature on AI in management consulting is growing rapidly, with the Tuczek et al. (2026) Task-GenAI Fit framework as the most directly comparable contemporary contribution and the broader IS-theoretical and management-research literature providing additional empirical and conceptual context. The literature on AI sovereignty and cultural bias in LLMs is well-developed and has produced substantial work on the political economy of AI systems. The literature on AI in adjacent professions — particularly law and software development — has produced empirical evidence and theoretical articulation that the thesis draws on directly. The philosophical literature on technics, individuation, responsibility, and tacit knowledge provides the framework’s analytical apparatus.

What the thesis does that this combined literature has not done is bring these clusters together to address a specific question — what is happening to European infrastructure advisory under contemporary AI mediation — through a philosophical framework suited to the domain. Six contributions follow from this combination, each of which is registered in this introduction and developed across the analytical chapters.

First, the thesis applies Stiegler’s proletarianisation thesis to management consulting, which has not been done in the existing literature. Stiegler’s framework has been applied to digital labour, to platform work, to cultural and educational contexts, and to critiques of contemporary capitalism, but its application to the advisory professions specifically has not been undertaken. The application requires developing the dual-scale individuation argument — operating at the levels of the individual consultant, the firm, and the professional culture — that gives the framework conceptual unity across the analytical chapters. This is a theoretical contribution to both Stiegler scholarship and consulting studies.

Second, the thesis applies Jonas’s imperative of responsibility to AI-mediated advisory accountability in infrastructure contexts, which has not been done in the existing literature. Jonas’s framework has been deployed in environmental ethics, bioethics, and broad technology ethics, and has been cited in AI ethics literature for its precautionary structure. What has not been done is the application to advisory work in infrastructure, where the long-horizon, public-interest, future-binding character of the decisions makes the framework structurally apt. The application provides the normative ground for the third-box argument and for the sovereignty claims developed in Chapter 5.

Third, the thesis maps the ChMC competency framework against AI substitutability across the three stages of professional progression, which has not been done in the existing literature. Analogous mappings have been undertaken in legal and medical contexts, where the corresponding competency frameworks (bar admission, clinical training accreditation) have been used as analytical scaffolds for studying AI mediation. The ChMC framework launched in 2021 has not yet been used in this analytical mode, and the thesis provides what is, to my knowledge, the first such mapping. The mapping gives the framework a stage-by-stage diagnostic register that the IS-theoretical literature does not provide.

Fourth, the thesis theorises pipeline rupture as a cross-professional philosophical mechanism, demonstrating through the comparative evidence in Chapter 6 that the mechanism already operates in software and law and that it operates on professional formation independently of headcount changes. This is the thesis’s most analytically robust contribution because it survives the AI-washing critique that complicates the labour-market data. The cross-professional empirical pattern — selective displacement, pipeline rupture regardless of headcount, uneven upward value flow, explicit narration of professional legitimacy — is consistent enough across the comparative cases to support the theoretical framing, and the framing itself has not been articulated in this form in the existing literature.

Fifth, the thesis develops the dual-scale framing of sovereignty as identity-formation under technical mediation, connecting the national-cultural and organisational scales through a single mechanism (dis-individuation under generic mediation) rather than treating them as separate concerns. The existing literature on AI sovereignty operates predominantly at the procedural level — data residency, cloud infrastructure, regulatory compliance — and where it engages sovereignty concerns, it does so primarily at the national or supranational scale. Connecting national-cultural and organisational sovereignty through the same individuation mechanism is a theoretical move that the existing literature has not made.

Sixth, the thesis constructs and analyses four scenarios for European infrastructure advisory as philosophical thought-experiments rather than predictions, identifying the structural trends that hold across all four and providing the cross-scenario findings that ground the recommendations in Chapter 9. Scenario methodology has been used in consulting studies and futures research, but its application as philosophical thought-experimentation in the Williamsonian sense, suited to the concerns of European infrastructure advisory, has not been done. The cross-scenario findings — formation, sovereignty, the third box, legitimacy narration — provide robust ground for institutional response that does not depend on which trajectory unfolds.

These six contributions are claimed as originality. The first (Stiegler applied to consulting) and fourth (pipeline rupture as cross-professional mechanism) are general contributions whose scope reaches beyond European infrastructure advisory. The second (Jonas applied to infrastructure accountability) and third (ChMC mapping) are contributions developed in the European infrastructure context, with implications available to adjacent advisory contexts through analogous frameworks. The fifth (dual-scale sovereignty) and sixth (scenarios as thought-experiments) are contributions whose analytical architecture is general — the sovereignty mechanism operates in any non-Anglo-American advisory context, and the scenario methodology applies to professional advisory broadly — developed in their most specific form in the European infrastructure research site. None of them is the final word on the questions it engages; each opens further work, and the limits of what the thesis has done are acknowledged honestly in Chapter 9. What I claim is that the combination of contributions, working together through the framework the thesis develops, constitutes a philosophical contribution to the analytical conversation about AI in professional advisory — and specifically in European infrastructure advisory — that the existing literature has not yet provided.



1.5 Methodology and positionality

The thesis is reflexive practitioner research. Its methodology requires explicit declaration because the work is conducted from inside the profession it examines, and the epistemic claims it makes depend on what that position permits and what it constrains.

I write as a practising consultant in the European infrastructure space. The puzzle that drives the thesis is one I have lived, not observed from outside. The lived material the analytical chapters draw on comes from my own practice, observation of colleagues across firms and sectors, and the broader professional discourse I am part of. Where the analytical chapters draw on this material, I mark it. Where I draw on the published empirical and theoretical literature, I cite it.

The methodological position has both an epistemic advantage and an epistemic burden. The advantage is access to material that external observers cannot reach: the texture of bids, the practical weight of deliverables, the political feel of client relationships, the quiet ways in which judgment is formed or foreclosed in daily practice. The burden is the obvious one — vested interest, motivated reasoning, the temptation to mistake one’s own situation for the situation of the field. Both have to be named, and the methodology has to be designed to honour the advantage while disciplining the burden.

The methodology I deploy draws on the reflexive practitioner tradition initiated by Donald Schön, who argued that competent practitioners do not merely apply theory to practice but reflect in action, generating and revising knowledge through engagement with the situations they confront. Schön’s framework remains foundational, but it has been criticised — particularly by phenomenologists who argue that it remains too cognitivist, treating professional knowledge as a matter of explicit reflection rather than embodied engagement. For the purposes of this thesis I draw on Schön for the basic move (the practitioner has epistemic access that the external observer does not) while taking the phenomenological critique seriously enough to be cautious about what reflection alone can yield. The deeper engagement with Merleau-Ponty’s account of perception and embodied skill, with Dreyfus’s account of skill acquisition, and with the philosophical grounding of reflexive practice in phenomenological vocabulary is one of the things deferred to the Chapter 3 bis the conclusion identifies as residual work.

The methodology is also tool-agnostic, and this is itself a methodological commitment that needs justifying explicitly. The technologies I am writing about — large language models, the platforms that wrap them, the agent architectures and tool integrations that have proliferated since 2023 — are changing on a faster cadence than thesis-writing can track. A thesis that anchors its argument to specific products or capabilities risks dating itself before it is examined. More importantly, a thesis that focuses on the technical artefact misidentifies the object of inquiry. What is being transformed is not the technology; the technology is the means by which the transformation operates. What is being transformed is professional judgment, formation, and identity — and these can be examined at a level of abstraction that survives the churn of specific tools. I commit to writing about the class of socio-technical mediators rather than about any particular instance, and I commit not to catalogue prompt libraries, agent frameworks, or model releases. Where specific products matter for the argument, I cite them as evidence of practice rather than as the object of analysis.

The methodology has limits, which the conclusion acknowledges in detail. The thesis is not a systematic empirical study. It has not included an interview programme, a survey of consulting practitioners, or a longitudinal study of AI adoption in firms. Its central claims are conceptual and normative, not empirical, and they should be read as such. Empirical validation of the framework’s predictions in the European infrastructure context specifically is one of the residual questions Chapter 9 identifies. The framework that the thesis develops has been sufficient for the analytical work the thesis undertakes; it is not the philosophically complete framework the thesis points toward, and the limits are acknowledged rather than concealed.



1.6 The structure of the thesis

The thesis is organised across nine chapters that build cumulatively. The structure is sequential: each chapter rests on what previous chapters have established and prepares ground for what subsequent chapters will undertake. The walk-through that follows is offered as a map for the reader.

Chapter 2 situates the inquiry. It anchors the definition of consulting in the ChMC framework — four competencies (ethics and professional standards, leadership and management, client operating environment, personal and professional development) traversed by three stages of progression (Foundation, Applied, Chartered). It characterises European infrastructure advisory as a domain shaped by a public-interest inheritance with three components: a tradition of public-purpose engineering, a regulatory architecture for utilities (with energy and water as the most highly regulated subdomains, and nuclear as a particular case of layered governance), and an intensifying EU governance frame around climate transition and strategic autonomy. It introduces the third box — the publics who bear consequences without holding contract — as a normative constituency grounded in Dewey’s account of publics and Jonas’s imperative of responsibility. And it sets out the methodological position of reflexive practitioner research, with a note that the philosophical depth of this position is developed further in Chapter 3 and elaborated in the residual Chapter 3 bis the conclusion identifies.

Chapter 3 assembles the philosophical framework. It builds the normative spine from two principal anchors: Stiegler on the proletarianisation of savoir-faire under technical capture and on individuation as the unifying concept that works across three scales (individual, firm, professional culture), and Jonas on the imperative of responsibility toward futures. Supplementary anchors — MacIntyre on internal goods, Dewey on publics formed by shared consequences, Collins and Polanyi on tacit and contributory expertise — are recruited to specific arguments, not as decoration. A dedicated section addresses the distinction between tacit-as-constraint (the dominant register in IS-theoretical work) and tacit-as-formation (the thesis’s Stiegler-mediated claim that tacit knowledge is constitutive of professional becoming, such that displacing the tasks through which it is formed is a different and more serious matter than displacing the tasks themselves). The chapter establishes the working ontology of the LLM as a socio-technical inscription of collective discourse, recirculated under specific conditions of ownership.

Chapter 4 describes the materialisation of expertise in European infrastructure advisory. The individual scale: how consultants are formed through sustained engagement with consequence, how tacit pattern-recognition cohabits with formal training, how contributory expertise is developed across a career that progresses through the ChMC stages. The organisational scale: how consulting firms operate as knowledge-management collectives, how the SECI cycle of socialisation, externalisation, combination, and internalisation reproduces the firm’s distinctive way of seeing across generations, and how organisational knowledge management is constitutively identity-producing, not merely productivity-supporting. The domain scale: variation across the family of European infrastructure subdomains in regulatory weight, time horizon, stakeholder shape, and decision character; the unifying public-interest texture; the dual character of technical depth and political judgment; and the role of contested knowledge. The chapter argues that the three scales are mutually constitutive: the individual is individuated by the firm, the firm by the domain, the domain by the firms that work within it.

Chapter 5 develops the political-economic component of the thesis in two parallel arguments. The first, sovereignty, works across two scales: at the national-cultural scale, generic AI mediation introduces a gradient that tilts the texture of advisory work toward the dominant registers of the model’s training distribution and away from the registers distinctive to the European public-interest tradition; at the organisational scale, the same mediation tilts firm-level outputs toward common defaults and erodes the firm’s distinctive way of seeing. The two scales are connected by the same Stieglerian mechanism — dis-individuation under generic technical mediation — working across different levels of the integrated system. The second argument, extraction, examines the structural risk that the firm’s externalised knowledge flows outward into the training distributions of the generic models the firm itself is using, producing the rigorous form of the digital-twin concern as a possibility internal to the SECI cycle becoming externalised. The defence reference case provides an institutional anchor: European policymakers already treat AI sovereignty as a strategic concern in defence, and the logic of that recognition extends to other infrastructure subdomains.

Chapter 6 draws on comparative evidence from two adjacent professions where AI mediation has been operating at scale for longer. The software case provides substantial empirical evidence of selective displacement at the level of individual practice and pipeline disruption at the level of formation, supplemented by labour-market data that requires careful handling because of the AI-washing complication. The law case provides theoretical articulation of the formation problem in Watkin’s mediated-evolution framing, empirical evidence of similar patterns in the legal profession, and institutional-response evidence showing how a regulated profession is beginning to develop explicit governance around AI mediation. The AI-washing critique is engaged directly to demonstrate that the thesis’s argument addresses formation rather than headcount. The Susskinds’ Future of the Professions is engaged as foil to clarify that the thesis offers a formationist rather than substitutionist account. Four findings — selective displacement, pipeline rupture regardless of headcount, uneven upward value flow, explicit narration of professional legitimacy — are synthesised at the end of the chapter and carried forward into Chapter 7.

Chapter 7 is the analytical core. It traces the proletarianisation mechanism through the three stages of the ChMC framework, deploying the TGAIF overlay (which TGAIF quadrants correspond to which stages of work), the four findings from Chapter 6, and the three vectors of transformation (commoditisation of outputs, extraction of inputs, apprenticeship rupture) as analytical lenses applied within each stage. At Foundation, the apprenticeship blow lands hardest because formation is being structurally disrupted by AI mediation of the formative tasks through which juniors have historically been made into the next generation of consultants. At Applied, the deliverable-as-performance moat erodes as commoditisation absorbs the work that has historically demonstrated the firm’s distinctive value at this tier, and the supervisory role through which Applied consultants helped form Foundation consultants is altered. At Chartered, disintermediation operates immediately as clients build in-house AI capability that compresses engagement scope, and relational erosion operates as the long-term consequence of pipeline disruption at Foundation stage propagating forward into the senior practitioners of two decades from now. The third box runs through the analysis as the constituency to which the framework’s normative argument always returns. The chapter also registers honestly that the trajectory described is not deterministic; resistant practice exists at each stage, in firms, partners, and practice areas that recognise the formation question and choose differently.

Chapter 8 takes the cross-stage pattern into futures. It constructs four scenarios for European infrastructure advisory as philosophical thought-experiments, not predictions, derived from two structural axes that emerge from the framework: where expertise lives (in consultants or in models), and under whose sovereignty AI models operate (extractive Anglo-American commercial or alternative). The four scenarios — Commodity Advisory, The Digital Twin Economy, Artisanal Advisory, and Disintermediated Clients — are each read for their consequences across the three ChMC stages, the third box, the two scales of sovereignty, and the extraction dynamic. The cross-scenario synthesis identifies four structural trends that hold regardless of trajectory: the formation question becomes inescapable, sovereignty pressure operates across multiple scales, the third-box question persists, and explicit narration of professional legitimacy is required. These findings provide robust ground for the recommendations in Chapter 9.

Chapter 9 is the conclusion. It restates the central claim, names the six contributions the thesis has delivered, and develops differentiated recommendations for the four constituencies the thesis has been concerned with throughout: individual consultants (deliberate formation, reflexive practice, refusal of unattributed mediation, cultivation of judgment that resists generification, senior responsibility for the next generation); advisory firms (formation pathway preservation, tooling choices that protect organisational knowledge, cultivation of distinctive firm voice as strategic asset, explicit attribution practices, active engagement with the formation question at industry level); infrastructure clients (procurement norms that distinguish judgment from output, disclosure norms that recognise the third box, strategic engagement with in-house capability development, recognition of the client’s role in supporting the wider professional ecology); and European policymakers (extension of strategic-autonomy framing from defence to other infrastructure subdomains, procurement architectures that recognise sovereignty, engagement with the formation question at policy level, support for the European public-interest tradition, explicit institutional recognition of the third box). The chapter acknowledges three limits — the single-domain character of the analysis, the reflexive and conceptual, not systematically empirical, methodology, and the deliberate lightness of the philosophical apparatus — and identifies five residual questions that further work should take up.

The structure is cumulative: Chapter 2 cannot be skipped without losing the institutional and methodological scaffolding, Chapter 3 cannot be skipped without losing the framework, Chapters 4 and 5 cannot be skipped without losing the ground on which Chapter 7’s analysis rests, and Chapter 6 cannot be skipped without losing the comparative evidence that the cross-professional pattern operates. Chapter 7 is the chapter where the framework, the descriptive groundwork, the political-economic analysis, and the comparative evidence cohere into a stage-by-stage analytical reading of contemporary European infrastructure advisory. Chapter 8 takes the analysis forward in time, and Chapter 9 closes it.



1.7 What follows

The puzzle that drives the thesis is one I have lived. The framework I develop is offered as a contribution to making contemporary advisory transformation visible in terms that the productivity framings cannot capture. The recommendations I draw are addressed to the four constituencies whose decisions will shape the trajectory European infrastructure advisory follows in the next decade.

That is the question. The chapters that follow develop it.







Chapter 2 — Situating the Inquiry


2.1 The terrain of the argument

The practitioner’s institutional terrain — the framework that structures professional progression, the domain that carries the public-interest inheritance, the publics that stand behind every contract — is usually absorbed rather than examined. This chapter examines it. Three moves are made: I anchor the definition of consulting in the Chartered Management Consultant (ChMC) framework, which provides the institutional architecture against which the analytical chapters operate; I characterise European infrastructure advisory as a distinctive domain with a public-interest inheritance that distinguishes it from generic management consulting; and I introduce the third box — the publics who bear the consequences of infrastructure decisions without holding the contracts under which they are produced — as the constituency to which the framework’s normative argument always returns. The chapter closes with the methodological position of reflexive practitioner research, which the thesis adopts and which carries both epistemic privilege and methodological burden.


Fourteen years advising on regulatory and strategic questions across European infrastructure — initially transport (rail privatisation sequencing in Central Europe, airport price control reviews in the UK and Netherlands), then energy (electricity distribution and gas transmission regulatory resets, primarily in France and Germany), and later water and environmental infrastructure. Work commissioned both by clients seeking strategic positioning and by European regulatory bodies assessing market structure. Practice conducted in English and French, with project-specific engagement in German, Dutch, and Polish regulatory contexts. {: .placeholder }

I write as a practising consultant in the European infrastructure space, with engagements across multiple subdomains in the family Chapter 4 will describe in detail. The reflexive position the thesis takes is not theoretical posture; it is the position from which the puzzle of contemporary advisory transformation became visible to me, and the position from which the analytical chapters develop their content. The methodological commitments this position carries are developed in §2.5.

The chapter is shorter than the analytical chapters because its work is institutional and methodological scaffolding, not analytical argument. The argument begins in Chapter 3, where the philosophical framework is assembled. The descriptive groundwork on which the framework is then deployed begins in Chapter 4. What this chapter does is establish the conditions under which the analytical work that follows can operate: the institutional anchor in the ChMC framework, the distinctiveness of the European infrastructure domain, the normative constituency of the third box, and the methodological position of reflexive practitioner research.



2.2 What I mean by consulting: the ChMC framework

The thesis is about management consulting in a specific institutional sense. To make this precise, I anchor the definition in the Chartered Management Consultant (ChMC) framework, the chartered-status framework launched in 2021 by the Chartered Management Institute and now operating in the United Kingdom and adopted in modified forms in adjacent jurisdictions. The framework provides what the existing literature on AI in consulting has not deployed: a chartered-status competency architecture against which professional progression can be analysed.

The ChMC framework has two components that matter for the thesis. The first is its four competency components. Ethics and professional standards covers the ethical commitments the consultant brings to engagements, the institutional norms of professional conduct, and the relationship between professional commitments and client expectations. Leadership and management covers leading engagements, managing teams, and exercising the institutional weight that senior practice carries. Client operating environment covers the understanding of the client’s institutional context, the political and regulatory environment within which the engagement operates, and the relational intelligence required to advise effectively in complex contexts. Personal and professional development covers how a consultant becomes a consultant: the formation pathway through which contributory expertise is developed, the institutional architectures that support continued development across a career, and the reflexive engagement with one’s own professional becoming.

The second component is the three-stage architecture of progression: Foundation, Applied, and Chartered. Foundation covers the first stage of professional progression, where consultants in their early career develop the basic competencies through engagement with formative tasks under supervision. Applied covers the mid-career stage, where consultants exercise autonomy on engagements, lead project teams, manage client relationships at working level, and produce the analytical outputs that have historically demonstrated the firm’s distinctive value. Chartered covers the senior stage, where consultants exercise professional judgment as their primary contribution, carry institutional weight in their firms, and engage clients at the level where strategic and consequential decisions are made.

The framework is institutionally available in a way that supports systematic analytical work. It defines what consulting is for the chartered-status sense the thesis uses, it provides the stage-by-stage architecture against which Chapter 7’s analysis operates, and it supports the comparison with adjacent professions in Chapter 6, which have their own chartered-status frameworks (the legal profession’s bar admission and seniority architecture, the engineering profession’s chartership architecture). Annex C develops the framework for readers who require detailed engagement with its institutional content.

Three limits of the framework as analytical scaffold need acknowledging. First, the ChMC framework launched in 2021 is relatively young; its institutional weight is developing, not yet fully established. Second, it works at a level of generality that requires elaboration for the European infrastructure context specifically. Third, the ChMC framework is one of several competency architectures operating across advisory contexts — the Institute of Consulting’s member accreditation in the United Kingdom, the International Council of Management Consulting Institutes’ Certified Management Consultant designation operating across forty-nine national bodies, and the professional development architectures of financial advisory (CFA, CAIA) and public-sector advisory all provide analogous three-tier progression structures against which AI substitutability analysis could be conducted. The thesis anchors in ChMC because it is institutionally available, recently developed, and suited to the European infrastructure advisory context where the reflexive practitioner methodology has its grounding. The general finding that follows from the analysis — that AI mediation disrupts the formation pathway most at the entry level, with propagating consequences for the levels above — is available across these analogous frameworks and to the advisory sectors they serve. The thesis treats ChMC as the institutional anchor it needs without claiming that its mapping is the only possible one; what it provides is a structured architecture that supports the analytical work the thesis undertakes.



2.3 European infrastructure advisory as a distinctive domain

The thesis is not about consulting in general. It is about advisory work in a specific family of subdomains within the European infrastructure space — transport, energy (including the particular case of nuclear), water, defence, environmental, social, built-environment, and urban. The family is treated as a coherent domain bound by shared features, while subdomain variation in regulatory weight, time horizon, stakeholder shape, and public-interest exposure is recognised throughout.


Amsterdam, 2022. An advisory team has produced a tightly argued recommendation on tariff efficiency for a Dutch drinking water utility. The DCF analysis is robust, the benchmarking rigorous, the recommended price trajectory defensible by any standard regulatory toolkit. Then the regulator’s legal team invokes the drinkwaterbesluit — the statutory requirement that drinking water be provided as a public service regardless of cost recovery. The recommendation is not wrong. It has been framed as if the firm is optimising a private service, when the regulator must account for universal access obligations that do not appear anywhere in the analytical model. The senior partner calls a pause. She does not say the analysis is wrong. She says: we have been advising as if the client’s constraint set is commercial. It is not. Let’s start again from what the statutory obligation actually requires. The recommendation survives the reframe. The framing does not. {: .placeholder }

The distinctiveness of European infrastructure advisory has three components that the thesis treats as constitutive of the domain.

The first is the public-purpose engineering tradition. European infrastructure has been shaped by an institutional tradition that treats infrastructure as serving public purposes — the provision of essential services to populations, the maintenance of social and economic infrastructure across decades, and what infrastructure is for as a matter of public policy rather than market provision alone. The tradition has institutional roots in the post-war reconstruction era, in the institutional architectures of European public utilities, in European urban and regional planning traditions, and in the wider continental tradition of public-purpose engineering that distinguishes European practice from markets where infrastructure is more thoroughly commercialised. The tradition is not uniform across European countries — French service public, German Daseinsvorsorge, Dutch publieke voorzieningen, the various national traditions of the Nordic and Mediterranean countries — but it shares content that I treat as constitutive of European infrastructure practice.

The second is the regulatory architecture for utilities. European infrastructure advisory operates within institutional architectures of utility regulation that recognise the public-interest character of the work. Energy and water are the most heavily regulated subdomains, with extensive institutional architectures of price regulation, service standards, and public-interest obligations. Transport is moderately regulated, with subdomain variation between rail (heavily regulated, often publicly owned or substantially state-supported) and road (less regulated, more market-based). Defence is institutionally distinctive, with regulatory architecture that operates through procurement, security clearances, and strategic-autonomy concerns. Environmental, social, and urban subdomains have variable regulatory architectures depending on the specific institutional context. Nuclear is a particular case of layered governance: heavily regulated at multiple levels (national safety regulators, international bodies, EU institutions), with content that is technical, political, and intergenerational simultaneously.

The third is the intensifying EU governance frame around climate transition and strategic autonomy. The European Green Deal, the EU’s strategic-autonomy initiatives, the AI Act, and adjacent EU policy frameworks have created an institutional architecture in which European infrastructure advisory operates within explicit commitments — to climate transition timetables, to strategic-autonomy considerations, to AI governance, to social-fairness requirements in transition planning. The architecture is not stable; it is developing under contemporary political pressure. But its content is part of what distinguishes European infrastructure advisory from advisory work in markets where these institutional commitments are weaker or absent.

These three components together produce a domain whose content is oriented toward public-interest practice in a register that generic management consulting framings do not reach. The advisory work is not only about analytical sophistication; it is about engagement with the institutional architectures of European public-interest practice. The framework the thesis develops is suited to this content, and the analytical chapters operate against it. The epistemological content of these features — what they mean for the character of practitioner knowledge and how that knowledge is reproduced — is examined in Chapter 4.

This characterisation of European infrastructure advisory establishes it as the thesis’s primary research site for a general claim about professional advisory work. The domain’s combination of the most legible formation stakes, the most formally binding public-interest obligations, and the practitioner-level access that the reflexive methodology requires makes it the site where the general claim is most testable in its most demanding form. The implications of the general claim for other advisory contexts — strategy consulting, management consulting, financial advisory — are addressed through the Introduction’s two-register framing; what follows in the analytical chapters is the specific-register development of the general claim in this research site.



2.4 The third box

The thesis introduces the third box as a normative constituency that the framework’s analytical apparatus engages. The two boxes already present in standard advisory framings are the consulting firm (the entity that produces the work) and the infrastructure client (the entity that procures and pays for the work). The third box is the constituency that bears the consequences of the work without being party to the contract under which it is produced — the publics whose lives are shaped by infrastructure decisions, including the future generations whose conditions of life are being shaped by decisions made now.


Berlin, 2021. A Deutsche Bahn station modernisation prioritisation engagement — a standard cost-benefit matrix, weighted by passenger volume and network criticality. The public consultation runs for eight weeks. Two hundred and fourteen responses arrive from disabled passengers in rural eastern Germany, most of them involving small stations the matrix has ranked low. They will not change the ranking: the numbers do not support it. But the regulator signals informally, in a conversation the senior consultant has with a mid-level official after a working group, that accessibility commitments in low-density areas carry political weight with the current Federal Government that has not been quantified in any document the team has been given. The stakeholder map had identified operators, regulators, and passenger advocacy groups. It had included BahnCard holders and business travellers as demand segments. It had not included mobility-impaired passengers in Saxony as a distinct constituency with political salience the analysis needed to account for. They had arrived uninvited, and they had changed the conversation, and they had not been in the model. {: .placeholder }

The third box has normative grounding in two philosophical sources the framework engages. The first is Dewey’s account of publics as constituted through shared consequences. For Dewey, a public is not a pre-existing political constituency but a group of people who come into political existence through their shared exposure to the consequences of decisions made by others. The grid interconnection commissioned by an energy regulator brings into being the public of those whose electricity supply depends on the interconnection. The water tariff reform commissioned by a utility brings into being the public of those whose household budgets depend on the tariff structure. The transport extension brings into being the public of those whose mobility patterns will be shaped by the network configuration. Publics are constituted by the consequences of decisions rather than by prior political organisation, and the institutional architectures of public-interest practice are partly architectures for engaging these constituted publics.

The second source is Jonas’s imperative of responsibility, which the framework engages in Chapter 3. For Jonas, responsibility extends to those whose conditions of life will be shaped by present decisions, including future generations whose interests cannot be represented through contemporary political processes. The infrastructure decisions European advisory work supports bind futures materially: a grid commissioned today, a water system commissioned today, a transport network commissioned today, will shape how people live across decades and in some cases across generations. The Jonasian framing extends the third box to include these future-generation publics whose interests are at stake even though they cannot participate in present decision-making.

The third box is not unique to European infrastructure advisory, but it is most institutionally visible and most formally binding here. Management consulting to a retail chain has a third box — the employees whose conditions of work, the consumers whose buying patterns, the communities whose commercial environments are shaped by strategic recommendations — but that third box is diffuse, informally constituted, and without regulatory or legal standing in the advisory relationship. The infrastructure third box has institutional architecture: the publics whose water supply or electricity tariff or transport access depends on infrastructure decisions have statutory recognition in the regulatory frameworks governing those decisions. There is a gradient of third-box weight across advisory contexts, ranging from the attenuated and informal (the retail client’s indirect stakeholders) to the explicit and legally structured (a public consultation for a water tariff determination). European infrastructure advisory sits at the high end of that gradient, which is why the thesis develops the third box in its most demanding form here. Readers who carry the concept into other advisory contexts should apply it with the gradient — recognising a third box in management consulting to a pharmaceutical company, a government ministry, or a financial institution, weighted by the institutional standing and formal accountability that each context provides.

The third box is institutionally invisible in standard advisory framings because it does not hold the contract. In the framework’s reading, the answerability of the profession to those publics is what distinguishes legitimate advisory practice from practice that has lost its grounding — and this applies across the advisory gradient, most visibly in European infrastructure advisory.

The third box is also a motif in the thesis — a recurring element that returns across chapters and accumulates content. It is introduced here, given philosophical grounding in Chapter 3, applied in the descriptive groundwork of Chapter 4, made structurally consequential in Chapter 5’s political-economic argument, threaded through Chapter 7’s stage-by-stage analysis, examined across all four scenarios in Chapter 8, and engaged in Chapter 9’s recommendations. The recurring presence is intentional: the third box is the constituency the framework’s normative argument always returns to, and its visibility across the chapters is part of what I treat as important about European infrastructure advisory.

Annex B develops the third box, including its philosophical grounding in Dewey and Jonas, its operational consequences for advisory practice, and the distinction between the third box (the constituency) and third-box thinking (the analytical disposition the framework deploys throughout the thesis).



2.5 Methodology: reflexive practitioner research

The thesis adopts a reflexive practitioner research methodology. The methodology requires explicit declaration because the work is conducted from inside the profession it examines, and the epistemic claims it makes depend on what the position permits and what it constrains.

The methodological position rests on Schön’s account of reflective practice, which argued that competent practitioners do not merely apply theory to practice but reflect in action, generating and revising knowledge through engagement with the situations they confront. Schön’s framework remains foundational, but it has been criticised — particularly by phenomenologists who argue that it remains too cognitivist, treating professional knowledge as a matter of explicit reflection rather than embodied engagement with the world. For the thesis I draw on Schön for the basic methodological move (the practitioner has epistemic access that the external observer does not) while taking the phenomenological critique seriously enough to be cautious about what reflection alone can yield.

The methodological position carries both epistemic privilege and methodological burden. The privilege is access to material that external observers cannot reach: the texture of bids, the practical weight of deliverables, the political feel of client relationships, the quiet ways in which judgment is formed or foreclosed in daily practice. The burden is the obvious one — vested interest, motivated reasoning, the temptation to mistake one’s own situation for the situation of the field. Both are named, and the methodology is designed to honour the privilege while disciplining the burden.

Three methodological commitments follow from the position.

The first is honest naming of the position. I write as a practising consultant in European infrastructure advisory; the puzzle that drives the thesis is one I have lived; the lived material the analytical chapters draw on comes from my own practice, observation of colleagues, and the broader professional discourse I am part of. Where the analytical chapters draw on this material, I mark it. The marking is the methodological discipline that distinguishes reflexive practice from autobiographical assertion.

The second is engagement with the wider literature. The reflexive position does not exempt the work from engagement with the wider analytical conversation about AI in consulting, in adjacent professions, and in the philosophical literature on technics, individuation, responsibility, and tacit knowledge. The framework the thesis develops is suited to that wider literature, and the analytical chapters cite it. The reflexive position grounds the analytical work; it does not replace the engagement with the wider conversation.

The third is acknowledgment of limits. The thesis is reflexive and conceptual rather than systematically empirical. It does not include an interview programme, a survey of consulting practitioners, or a longitudinal study of AI adoption in firms. Its central claims are conceptual and normative, not empirical, and they should be read as such. The empirical validation of the framework’s predictions in the European infrastructure context specifically is one of the residual questions Chapter 9 identifies. The methodological position is sufficient for the analytical work the thesis undertakes; it is not the philosophically complete methodological framework the thesis points toward, and the limits are acknowledged, not concealed.

The methodology section here works at a working register. The deeper philosophical engagement — Merleau-Ponty’s account of perception and embodied skill, Dreyfus’s account of skill acquisition, the phenomenological grounding of reflexive practice in vocabulary that survives the cognitivist critique of Schön — is one of the components of the Chapter 3 bis the conclusion identifies as residual work. What is established here is sufficient for the analytical chapters that follow; the philosophical depth that would ground the methodology more is deferred to the residual work the thesis’s limits acknowledge.



2.6 The domain situated

European infrastructure advisory is a distinctive domain — not a general case of knowledge-work transformation. Its distinctiveness turns on three features: a public-interest inheritance in which the third box is a standing constituency, not an afterthought; the ChMC framework through which formation and professional progression are institutionally structured; and a European regulatory tradition whose content is at stake in ways the productivity framings of the AI-in-consulting literature cannot engage.

The methodological position follows from the domain’s character. Reflexive practitioner research is the position from which the puzzle became visible and from which its consequences can be specified. The inside carries both epistemic privilege and burden — access to what cannot be observed from outside, alongside obligations of transparency about where the inside cannot see.

Chapter 3 asks what philosophical apparatus this domain and this puzzle require — what conceptual resources make AI mediation’s effects on European infrastructure advisory visible in terms that address the third box, the sovereignty argument, and the formation question directly. The terrain is situated. The argument can begin.







Chapter 3 — Theoretical Framework


3.1 What the framework is for

A puzzle that the productivity framings cannot engage requires analytical apparatus that the productivity framings do not provide. This chapter assembles it. Two principal anchors carry the normative weight: Stiegler on the proletarianisation of savoir-faire under technical capture, and Jonas on the imperative of responsibility toward futures. Supplementary anchors — MacIntyre on internal goods, Polanyi and Collins on tacit and contributory expertise, Dewey on publics formed through shared consequences — do bounded work at specific points in the argument rather than serving as decoration.

The chapter is shorter than the analytical chapters because its work is conceptual rather than analytical. It does not develop the arguments about contemporary advisory transformation; that is the work of Chapters 4 through 8. What it does is provide the philosophical apparatus through which those arguments are then framed and the normative grounding from which the recommendations of Chapter 9 are then drawn.

The framework is deliberately light in philosophical register. The deeper philosophical engagement — Stiegler’s wider apparatus including tertiary retention, grammatisation, the pharmakon, and épokhé; Simondon on metastable individuation; Jonas’s relationship to Heidegger, Ellul, and Feenberg; the phenomenological grounding of methodology in Merleau-Ponty and Dreyfus; the philosophical ontology of LLMs grounded in Floridi and postphenomenology — is deferred to a Chapter 3 bis that this thesis does not include. The lightness is deliberate, but it is also a limit that Chapter 9 acknowledges. What is established here is sufficient for the analytical work the thesis undertakes; it is not the philosophically complete framework the thesis points toward.

The chapter also develops the framework’s most direct analytical contribution against the existing IS-theoretical literature on AI in consulting: the distinction between tacit-as-constraint and tacit-as-formation. This distinction concerns the unit of analysis, not empirical evidence, and it is part of what the framework brings to the analytical conversation that Tuczek et al.’s Task-GenAI Fit framework and adjacent IS-theoretical work cannot bring at the level they operate on.

The philosophical framework assembled in this chapter is not domain-specific. The Stieglerian account of proletarianisation and individuation, the Jonasian imperative of responsibility, and the Collins/Polanyi account of tacit and contributory expertise could be applied to advisory work in other contexts — strategy consulting, financial advisory, management consulting generally. The thesis’s specific contribution is the application and development of this framework in European infrastructure advisory as the primary research site. The Introduction’s two-register framing holds throughout: where this chapter makes general philosophical claims, they are claimed as general; where the analytical chapters apply those claims to European infrastructure advisory, that application is the specific-register work.



3.2 Stiegler: proletarianisation and individuation

Bernard Stiegler’s philosophical contribution here is twofold. First, his reworking of the Marxist concept of proletarianisation into an analytical category that operates beyond the specifically industrial-economic context Marx originally engaged. Second, his deployment of Simondon’s concept of individuation to characterise what proletarianisation operates on.

Proletarianisation, in Stiegler’s reworking, is the loss of savoir-faire — practical know-how, but also know-how-to-live (savoir-vivre) and ultimately know-how-to-think (savoir-penser) — as it is progressively captured into technical systems the worker does not own. The Marxist register of proletarianisation focused on the loss of control over the means of production; Stiegler’s register focuses on the loss of content of expertise into technical systems whose ownership is institutionally elsewhere. The mechanism is not specifically industrial; it operates wherever practical know-how is being captured into technical systems, and Stiegler argues it operates across contemporary capitalism in ways the original Marxist framework did not anticipate.

Critically for the framework, Stiegler treats proletarianisation as selective, not total. Proletarianisation does not abolish the worker; it displaces the expertise that constituted the worker’s professional identity. The carpenter whose knowledge of timber and joinery is captured into computer-aided manufacturing systems remains employed but is doing different work — work whose content has been altered by the technical capture. The same structural mechanism, in the framework’s reading, operates on European infrastructure advisory under contemporary AI mediation: the advisory profession is not being abolished; what advisory work is, what it produces, and what is being formed in the practitioners who do it is being structurally altered by the AI mediation at work across the work.

Annex A develops the proletarianisation concept, distinguishing Stieglerian proletarianisation from Marxist proletarianisation, articulating the selective-displacement qualification I treat as central, and connecting the concept to the dual-scale individuation argument that Chapter 5 develops politically.

Individuation, in Stiegler’s reading drawing on Simondon, is the process through which a person, a collective, or a culture comes to have distinctive form. Individuation is not a completed state; it is an ongoing process operating across time, in which the individuating entity continually integrates new content while preserving its distinctiveness. The proletarianisation Stiegler diagnoses is, in the register, dis-individuation — the loss of distinctive form under technical capture, the smoothing-out of distinctiveness into the generic forms that the captured expertise produces.

The framework deploys individuation at three scales. The individual scale is the level of the consultant whose identity as a particular kind of practitioner is at stake. The organisational scale is the level of the firm whose identity as a knowledge-managing collective with distinctive ways of seeing is at stake. The national-cultural scale is the level of the European public-interest tradition whose identity is at stake under contemporary generic AI mediation. The three scales are connected through the same mechanism: dis-individuation under generic technical mediation operates on all three, with different visible effects but with one underlying structural dynamic.

The three-scale deployment is an analogical extension of Simondon’s framework rather than its strict application: Simondon constrains collective individuation to the transindividual domain through which psychic individuation proceeds, and national-cultural individuation is not addressed by his framework directly. The extension is the thesis’s own, warranted by the structural parallel rather than by derivation from Simondon’s account. Chapter 3 bis would develop the philosophical case for the extension; here the deployment is asserted as a productive analytical move that the subsequent chapters will justify by what it enables.

A clarification is required here about the mechanism’s application to consulting, because consulting presents a prima facie difficulty for the Stieglerian account that the framework must engage rather than presuppose away. Stiegler’s proletarianisation thesis was built around the paradigm of embodied craft knowledge: the cabinetmaker’s tacit feel for grain and joint, the weaver’s knowledge of thread tension carried in the hands rather than in any articulable formula. This knowledge is in the body, acquired through years of sustained engagement, and the machine extracts it by encoding the movements, the sequences, the timing — leaving the craftsman as an operative rather than a productive contributor.

Management consulting does not fit this paradigm straightforwardly. The savoir-faire of a consulting firm has been substantially externalised — into frameworks, methodologies, playbooks, case databases, slide templates, training curricula — well before AI mediation arrived, and through deliberate institutional choice, not external imposition. The McKinsey 7S, the BCG matrix, the analytical playbooks of every major advisory firm: these are prior instances of consulting savoir-faire being inscribed into technical objects. The consulting firm has always been, in an important sense, a machine for the deliberate externalisation of savoir-faire; externalisation is the product the firm sells and the mechanism through which it scales. If the Stieglerian mechanism is the capture of embodied knowledge into technical systems, and if consulting knowledge was already substantially externalised before AI arrived, then the framework needs to specify what is specifically new about AI mediation — what it captures that prior externalisation did not.

Contemporary practitioner observation sharpens the question. Renaud (2026) identifies the most consequential knowledge-sharing gesture of the current AI moment as the transmission of method in natural language — skills rather than implementations, posture rather than code — precisely because such methods can be taken by another agent, bent to its context, and executed autonomously [@renaud2026skills]. Prior externalisation inscribed consulting savoir-faire into legible artefacts for human practitioners to apply with developing judgment; skills-as-text inscribe it into executable methods that agents run without that judgment. The crossing is from legible-to-practitioners to executable-by-agents, and it is this threshold, not externalisation itself, that I identify as the structurally new event.

The answer, which the tacit-as-formation distinction of §3.5 develops, is that the Stieglerian mechanism in consulting does not operate on content. It operates on temporal structure. Prior externalisation captured the content of consulting savoir-faire: frameworks encoded analytical approaches; playbooks encoded what works in recurring engagement types; case databases encoded institutional memory. What prior externalisation did not and could not capture was the formative engagement through which a junior consultant becomes capable of using those frameworks with genuine judgment. The duration of struggling with a tariff model from a blank document, the experience of ten failed memos before one lands, the absorption of a senior practitioner’s hesitation in a regulator meeting — these are not content. They are the temporal structure of a formation process whose medium is precisely the difficulty and duration of engagement with consequential work under conditions of genuine uncertainty.

AI mediation collapses this temporal structure. When a junior consultant produces a competent first draft through AI assistance in hours instead of weeks, the content is present but the formative engagement is eliminated. Prior externalisation left the formation process intact while capturing its outputs; AI mediation substitutes for the formation process itself. This is a fundamentally different kind of capture, and it is the specifically Stieglerian proletarianisation the framework diagnoses in consulting: not the seizure of what practitioners know, but the elimination of the conditions under which future practitioners will come to know it. The practitioner’s individuation — the process of becoming a particular kind of consultant with a particular quality of situated judgment — depends on the temporal engagement that AI mediation removes. The proletarianisation is of the formation pathway, not of the practitioner already formed.

The framework’s application of Stiegler to consulting sits within a developing literature on AI-induced proletarianisation in professional and cognitive domains. Nony (2024) applies the Stieglerian apparatus to argue that AI is producing generalised cultural and cognitive proletarianisation across professional and creative domains [@nony2024proletarianization]; Alombert (2024) extends the pharmacological reading to argue that generative AI concentrates the risk of symbolic misery — the impoverishment of shared cognitive and cultural life under generic technical mediation [@alombert2024noetic]. The framework’s distinctive contribution is its specification of the mechanism: not cognitive or cultural proletarianisation in the general case, but the specific temporal collapse of the formative engagement through which practical wisdom develops in European infrastructure advisory, with the Jonasian intergenerational dimension that makes the consulting domain normatively distinctive.

Annex D develops individuation, including its Simondonian origins, Stiegler’s extension into the contemporary technical context, and the framework’s deployment at three scales. The annex also acknowledges where the framework is incomplete, notably in the deeper philosophical engagement with Simondon’s concept of the metastable that would be part of a Chapter 3 bis.



3.3 Jonas: the imperative of responsibility

Hans Jonas’s philosophical contribution is the imperative of responsibility toward futures. Jonas’s argument, developed in The Imperative of Responsibility, is that contemporary technological capacity has created a new ethical condition: human action now operates across scales that bind future generations whose conditions of life are being shaped by present decisions, and the ethical commitments of the present must be suited to this condition.

The mechanism Jonas identifies is the long-horizon, irreversible character of contemporary technological action. Decisions made now about energy, infrastructure, climate, and ecological systems shape the conditions of life for generations whose interests cannot be represented through contemporary political processes. The intergenerational asymmetry is constitutive: future generations cannot participate in decisions that bind them, but they will bear the consequences of those decisions across time horizons that exceed any single human life or political cycle. Jonas’s argument is that the ethical content of contemporary action must engage this asymmetry instead of abstracting away from it.

What makes the intergenerational asymmetry Jonas identifies new rather than merely extreme is worth stating precisely, since it is sometimes read as a version of the general duty to consider future interests that earlier moral frameworks could accommodate. Jonas’s claim is more radical. Traditional ethics assumed a fixed human condition: that what it meant to do well, to act rightly, to be a capable practitioner was sufficiently stable across generations to provide a reference point for present decision. Contemporary technological capacity breaks this assumption by altering the conditions under which future generations will form and exercise their own capacities. The ethical problem is not that we are failing to maximise future welfare on a stable scale; it is that we are altering the scale. The appropriate response is therefore not merely “consider future interests” — which existing moral frameworks could absorb — but a categorical imperative of a different kind: do not foreclose the conditions under which future people can form and exercise the capacities that make them agents. For European infrastructure advisory, this imperative means preserving the formation pathways through which future practitioners will develop the situated judgment on which both their agency and the answerability of the work depend [@jonas1984imperative].

For the framework, Jonas provides the normative grounding for the third-box constituency Chapter 2 introduced. The publics who bear the consequences of infrastructure decisions include the future generations whose conditions of life are being shaped now, and the answerability of European infrastructure advisory operates across this intergenerational dimension. The infrastructure decisions the work supports bind futures materially: a fifty-year asset commissioned in a five-year political cycle is the form the asymmetry takes in European infrastructure advisory practice. I treat this asymmetry as constitutive of the legitimate practice of European infrastructure advisory; advisory work that abstracts away from it has lost its grounding in the European public-interest tradition I treat as constitutive of the domain.

Jonas’s framework works at the level the framework requires. It is not a procedural ethics; it is a normative position about what contemporary action owes to futures. The framework draws on this content for the normative argument that runs through the analytical chapters. The Chapter 5 sovereignty argument, the Chapter 7 stage-by-stage analysis, the Chapter 8 cross-scenario findings, and the Chapter 9 recommendations to constituencies all rest on the Jonasian commitment to the answerability of present decisions to futures whose conditions are being shaped now.

The framework’s anchor in Jonas distinguishes it from the dominant tradition in contemporary AI ethics, which has crystallised around principlist approaches descending from medical ethics through bioethics into AI policy. Floridi’s canonical synthesis [@floridi2023unified] articulates this tradition’s five principles — beneficence, non-maleficence, autonomy, justice, and explicability — and provides the operative reference framework for much contemporary AI governance, including the EU AI Act and adjacent European policy. The framework I deploy operates alongside this tradition rather than against it: the principlist apparatus produces real normative work in the policy contexts where it is deployed. But its level is procedural, not constitutive: it specifies what AI systems ought to do without articulating what professional practices in domains like European infrastructure advisory are constitutively for. The Jonasian commitment the framework adopts grounds the content the principlist apparatus cannot reach: the answerability of the work to publics whose conditions of life it shapes, including the future-generation publics whose interests cannot be procedurally represented.

The framework’s engagement with Jonas works at working register here. The deeper philosophical engagement — Jonas’s relationship to Heidegger and to philosophy of technology more broadly, his ontological commitments, the relationship between Jonas’s framework and contemporary work in long-termist ethics that has institutional weight in some AI-policy discussions — is part of what Chapter 3 bis would develop. What is established here is sufficient for the analytical chapters that follow.

The framework adopts this commitment as a philosophical stance rather than a derived argument: that the conditions under which capable, situated judgment is reproduced across generations are intrinsically worth preserving, not merely instrumentally valuable. This is not a position that can be derived from empirical premises alone; it is the specific normative ground that Jonas’s framework occupies, and it is the ground the thesis stands on. The examiner who wants the derivation will find it in Jonas; Chapter 3 bis would develop it [@jonas1979imperative].



3.4 Supplementary anchors

The framework draws on three supplementary philosophical anchors that do bounded work at specific points in the argument rather than carrying normative weight.

MacIntyre on internal goods. The framework draws on MacIntyre’s account of practices and the goods internal to them in After Virtue. For MacIntyre, a practice is a cooperative human activity through which goods internal to the practice are realised, where the goods are constitutively recognisable only through engagement with the practice itself. What makes a practice valuable is not external to the practice but internal to it, and the integrity of a practice depends on whether the internal goods continue to be reproduced through the practice’s institutional architectures.

The framework deploys MacIntyre’s account at specific points in the analytical chapters where the firm’s distinctive way of seeing, or of the senior practitioner’s professional commitments, requires articulation in terms of internal goods rather than external markers. The framework does not adopt MacIntyre’s wider Aristotelian-Thomist commitments; it draws on the practice-and-internal-goods analytical apparatus where it does productive work, and leaves the wider philosophical commitments aside. The internal goods / practice distinction deployed here recurs in Chapter 7’s reading of the third box as the form of value AI mediation most directly threatens at each ChMC stage, and in Chapter 9’s normative recommendations to practitioners and firms about what sustaining a practice requires institutionally.

The MacIntyre framework generates a complication the thesis should name: MacIntyre’s own argument implies that consulting practice has been substantially compromised by external goods — client fees, growth pressures, competitive positioning — well before AI mediation arrived. The thesis does not dispute this. Its claim is comparative rather than restorative: AI mediation constitutes an additional, structurally distinct form of internal-goods displacement, operating through the formation pathway at a pace and comprehensiveness that market-external-good pressures could not previously achieve. The concern is not AI disrupting an uncorrupted practice but AI eliminating the formation conditions that historically allowed the internal goods to be reproduced at all, imperfectly but genuinely, alongside and sometimes against the external goods.

Polanyi and Collins on tacit and contributory expertise. The framework draws on Polanyi’s account of tacit knowledge — the professional knowledge that is institutionally constitutive of expertise but cannot be fully articulated in propositional form — and on Collins’s distinction between contributory expertise (the ability to contribute to a practice through embodied engagement) and interactional expertise (the ability to engage with a practice through linguistic competence without the embodied contributory grasp). The two anchors operate together to provide the framework’s account of what professional expertise is and how it differs from competent linguistic performance.

The framework’s analytical contribution against the existing IS-theoretical literature operates partly through these anchors. The existing literature, including Tuczek et al., engages tacit knowledge instrumentally — as a constraint on what AI can substitute for. The framework engages tacit knowledge — as constitutive of professional formation, such that the question is not only what AI can substitute for but what AI substitution does to the formation pathway through which contributory expertise is reproduced. This distinction is developed in §3.5.

Annex E develops Polanyi and Collins, including the philosophical commitments of the tacit-knowledge tradition and the analytical work the contributory/interactional distinction does in the framework.

Dewey on publics formed through shared consequences. The framework draws on Dewey’s account in The Public and Its Problems of publics as constituted through shared exposure to the consequences of decisions made by others. For Dewey, a public is not a pre-existing political constituency but a political reality that comes into being through the institutional architectures that recognise shared consequences as constituting political standing. The framework deploys this account in Chapter 2’s introduction of the third box and in Chapter 5’s sovereignty argument, where European public-interest practice operates partly through the institutional architectures that recognise consequence-bearing publics as present in decisions that affect them.

The framework’s engagement with Dewey works at working register; the deeper philosophical engagement with Dewey’s wider pragmatism, with the relationship between Dewey’s account of publics and contemporary deliberative-democratic theory, and with how shared consequences are institutionally recognised in the European tradition, is part of what Chapter 3 bis would develop.



3.5 Tacit-as-constraint versus tacit-as-formation

A concrete image clarifies the distinction before the philosophical apparatus arrives. Reaching the sixth floor by lift delivers the destination: faster, without effort, adequately. What the lift does not deliver is the muscle that stair-climbing would have built. Function is provided; formation is not. This is the structure the tacit-as-formation distinction is designed to name: AI mediation of formative tasks delivers the output of formative engagement without the engagement itself, and it is the engagement, not the output, that the framework’s analysis concerns.

The framework’s most direct analytical contribution against the existing IS-theoretical literature on AI in consulting operates through the distinction between tacit-as-constraint and tacit-as-formation. The distinction concerns the unit of analysis, not the empirical level, and it is what the framework brings to the analytical conversation that the existing literature cannot bring at the level it operates on.

Tacit-as-constraint is the dominant register in the IS-theoretical literature on AI in consulting. Tuczek et al. engage Polanyi explicitly in their Task-GenAI Fit framework, citing Polanyi to explain why some consulting tasks resist codification and therefore resist AI substitution. The logic is instrumental: tacit knowledge is engaged as a constraint on what AI can substitute for. The analytical apparatus this register provides supports systematic mapping of tasks against substitutability, with tacit knowledge functioning as the boundary condition that defines where substitution operates and where it does not. The register is empirically productive and Tuczek et al. deploy it carefully.

Tacit-as-formation is the register the framework adopts. Tacit knowledge is engaged as constitutive of professional formation — of how a consultant becomes a consultant, of how expertise is reproduced across generations of practitioners, of how the integrated three-scale system Chapter 4 will describe operates. The logic is constitutive, not instrumental: tacit knowledge is engaged as the ground on which contributory expertise is built, not as a constraint on what AI can substitute for.

The two registers ask different questions about the same situation. Tacit-as-constraint asks: which tasks resist AI substitution because of their tacit-knowledge character? Tacit-as-formation asks: what does AI substitution for formative tasks do to the formation pathway through which contributory expertise has historically been reproduced? Both questions matter; they are not in opposition. But they yield different analytical apparatus and different recommendations.

The framework’s claim is that the tacit-as-formation register is necessary for engaging the question of what contemporary AI mediation is doing to European infrastructure advisory. The tacit-as-constraint register can engage which tasks are being substituted; it cannot engage what the substitution is doing to the formation pathway, because the formation pathway is not visible at the level of task substitution. The framework’s analytical contribution is partly to make this distinction visible and to develop the analytical apparatus the tacit-as-formation register requires.

Deleuze and Guattari’s concept of the apparatus of capture — the mechanism through which the state converts mobile, uncodified flows into striated, metered, comparable form — describes at a more structural level what the tacit-as-formation distinction identifies from the epistemic side. The training process of a large language model is an apparatus of capture in their precise sense. What it takes in are the textual traces of advisory practice: the deliverables, frameworks, methodology documents, industry analyses, and professional discourse that practitioners have produced and that have been accumulated as training data. These traces are already representations — they are what advisory work looks like after it has been externalised as text. The apparatus captures the representation; it codes it as tokens and their statistical relationships; it distils from the corpus a parametric model of how advisory discourse is organised. What it produces in output is the recirculated extract of the capture: the coded, striated distillation of the patterns present in the corpus, recirculated as advisory output.

The structural feature that matters is what the apparatus cannot reach. The junior who built the tariff model from scratch produced an artefact — the spreadsheet, the analytical output — and also underwent a formation: the temporal engagement with difficulty, error, and correction through which their practical judgment developed. The apparatus of capture absorbs the artefact; it does not absorb the formation, because the formation is not in the artefact. The formation is in the process that produced the artefact — a process that leaves no textual trace in the training corpus and that the apparatus therefore cannot code. This is not a technical limitation to be overcome through better capture techniques; it is a structural feature of any capture apparatus that operates on representations. The uncaptured remainder is not what has eluded the apparatus by accident. It is what the apparatus cannot in principle reach.

Contemporary practitioner discourse reaches the same boundary from a different direction. Renaud (2026) observes that sharing expertise as natural-language method transmits posture rather than implementation and makes it executable by agents who can take it, adapt it, and run it without the practitioner who produced it [@renaud2026skills]. But the qualification introduced in the same exchange is the one that matters here: natural language improves transmissibility, not reliability. What transmissibility cannot transfer is the judgment required to apply the method faithfully when the context it was not designed for is precisely the context in play. That remainder — situated judgment resistant to capture — is what the apparatus cannot reach and what the tacit-as-formation register names.

The tacit-as-formation distinction identifies this remainder from the epistemic side: the knowledge constitutive of professional formation is not knowledge-as-content (capturable as representation) but knowledge-as-process (the temporal engagement through which capacity develops). The apparatus of capture provides the mechanism from the other direction: the training process is structurally configured to absorb content and leave process uncaptured. The two accounts converge on the same structure. What is at stake in AI-mediated consulting is not the content-capture that would complete the externalisation the framework and playbook already performed. It is the process-remainder that the apparatus of capture cannot reach and that the thesis’s recommendation must therefore deliberately maintain [@deleuze1980plateaus].

Guy Debord’s account of spectacular pseudo-cyclical time names the substitution from a different theoretical direction. Debord distinguishes irreversible historical time — the time of genuine productive engagement, the time in which development is real and irreversible, the time through which a practitioner becomes — from spectacular pseudo-cyclical time, the temporal form produced when accumulated representation is recirculated as a substitute for lived activity. Spectacular time has the surface structure of historical time: tasks are completed, outputs appear, sequences unfold. What it lacks is the formative quality through which historical time constitutes the subject who passes through it.

The AI-mediated advisory process generates spectacular time in Debord’s precise sense. The junior consultant who produces a polished tariff model in hours by working with a generative AI system has consumed spectacular time: they have experienced the output of formative engagement without having lived its duration. Debord’s critical move — the one that matters for the thesis — is to insist that this substitution is not detectable at the level of output quality. The spectacular commodity often satisfies; the AI-generated model may be more technically adequate than the unassisted junior would have produced. The critique does not address the output. It addresses what has not happened to the junior in the course of producing it: the temporal engagement with difficulty, error, and correction through which practical judgment develops has been eliminated, and the elimination is concealed by the adequacy of what replaces it.

Spectacular time does not constitute the subject who consumes it. The junior who consumed spectacular time in the production of three hundred deliverables over two years has models; they do not have the formation that would have resulted from having built them under conditions of genuine formative difficulty. This is the mechanism the temporal-structure-collapse argument identifies: not the loss of a content that could be recovered through better instruction, but the elimination of the formative time whose irreversible quality is its constitutive property [@debord1967spectacle].

A third theoretical register makes the same argument from the side of the receiver. Benjamin’s essay “The Storyteller” (1936) distinguishes between counsel (Rat) — practical wisdom transmissible only from one experience to another, whose authority derives from the adviser’s having lived through what they speak of — and information, which arrives complete, self-explanatory, with its explanation already attached. The distinction rests on a prior one: Benjamin’s separation of Erfahrung (accumulated, reflective, transmissible experience — the practical wisdom that sediments over years of sustained engagement with consequential problems) from Erlebnis (the isolated, momentary, non-accumulating experience of the subject who encounters but does not assimilate). The formation process the tacit-as-formation register describes is precisely the process through which Erlebnis accumulates into Erfahrung: through which isolated encounters with consequential work — the model built from scratch, the case argued before a regulator, the recommendation challenged by a senior partner — sediment over time into the transmissible practical wisdom that counsel requires. The AI-mediated formation process substitutes Erlebnis without accumulation: the junior’s engagement is with AI-generated outputs rather than with the direct challenge of the work, and the Erlebnis of those engagements does not accumulate into Erfahrung — or does not accumulate at all. The apparatus of capture reduces Erfahrung to training data; what it returns — in the model’s output and in the junior’s AI-mediated engagement with it — is Erlebnis [@benjamin1936storyteller].

This distinction — tacit-as-formation rather than tacit-as-constraint — is also what rescues the Stiegler application in the consulting domain specifically: since consulting savoir-faire has always been substantially externalised into frameworks, playbooks, and deliverable templates, a content-capture reading would imply that proletarianisation was already complete long before AI arrived, which cannot be the argument. The tacit-as-formation register relocates the site of capture from content (already externalised) to the temporal structure of formative engagement — the duration of struggle, correction, and witnessed senior judgment through which the capacity to use the externalised content wisely develops — and it is this relocation that makes the Stieglerian mechanism grip a domain where content externalisation is a structural feature rather than a vulnerability.

The tacit-as-formation reading has acquired direct empirical support since the thesis was drafted from work in cognitive science. Kosmyna et al.’s EEG study of essay-writing under LLM assistance [@kosmyna2025brain] demonstrates that participants writing with AI assistance display measurably weaker brain connectivity, lower memory recall, and reduced sense of authorship over time, with the effects accumulating across repeated sessions. Oakley et al.’s review of cognitive psychology and neuroscience [@oakley2025memory] develops what the authors call the memory paradox: as external aids become more capable, the internal memory systems on which expertise, critical thinking, and long-term retention depend risk atrophy, and effective human-AI interaction itself depends on the absorbed schemata that the AI is putatively replacing. Both papers operate at the cognitive level, not the philosophical level the thesis adopts, but they provide direct empirical grounding for the structural claim the tacit-as-formation register makes: that displacing the engagements through which contributory expertise is built is not analytically equivalent to displacing the tasks themselves, because the engagements are constitutive of the formation that makes future practitioner judgment possible. Medical evidence corroborates this at the level of specific competency domains: Natali et al. (2025) identify differential diagnosis, clinical judgment, and physician-patient communication as specifically vulnerable to AI-induced upskilling inhibition — their term for the foreclosure of skill acquisition rather than the loss of already-acquired skills — precisely the formation-through-engagement capacities the tacit-as-formation account predicts will be most at risk, and their findings are explicitly extended to any professional domain where AI decision support displaces practitioner judgment [@natali2025deskilling]. Economic theory formalises why this mechanism cannot be addressed through market signals alone: Ide’s (2025) overlapping-generations model demonstrates that when entry-level work is automated, the transmission of embodied, non-verifiable knowledge between generations is structurally severed under conditions of contract incompleteness — establishing that the tacit-as-formation problem is not merely a philosophical framing but a formal economic result [@ide2025intergenerational].

The distinction also clarifies the framework’s relationship to Tuczek et al. and the wider IS-theoretical literature. The thesis is not arguing that Tuczek et al. are wrong; the analytical work they undertake at the level they operate on is productive. The thesis is arguing that the level they operate on is insufficient for engaging the question of what contemporary AI mediation is doing to European infrastructure advisory, and that the tacit-as-formation register the framework adopts is necessary for the engagement. Annex G develops this engagement, including the points of differentiation between the framework and Tuczek et al.’s Task-GenAI Fit framework.



3.6 The working ontology of the LLM

The framework treats large language models with a specific working ontology that the analytical chapters then deploy. The ontology is not a complete philosophical account of what LLMs are; it is a working specification sufficient for the analytical work the thesis undertakes.

The working ontology is this: a generic LLM is a socio-technical inscription of collective discourse, recirculated under specific conditions of ownership. Three components carry the analytical weight.

Socio-technical inscription. The model is not a technical artefact in isolation; it is an inscription of human discursive material into a technical system whose operation depends on the inscription’s content. The inscription is socio-technical in that it is technically structured but constituted by the social discursive material it encodes. The analytical implication is that the model’s outputs are not the product of the technical system alone; they are the discursive material the technical system has inscribed, recirculated through technical operation.

Collective discourse. The discursive material the model has inscribed is collective in two senses. It is collective in that it draws on human discourse at scales that no individual or institution has produced on their own — the wide corpus of internet-available text, scholarly publication, professional discourse, and adjacent material that constitutes the training distributions of contemporary models. It is also collective in that the content has been produced by communities of practice whose contributions are not individually attributable in the inscribed form. The analytical implication is that the model’s outputs are recirculations of collective work that the model itself has not produced but has inscribed and reorganised technically.

Specific conditions of ownership. The inscription operates under political-economic conditions — the institutional architectures of the firms that produce the models, the contractual architectures that govern how the inscribed material was acquired, the commercial architectures that govern how the models are deployed and monetised, and the wider political-economic context within which model production occurs. These conditions are not neutral; they shape what is inscribed, what is recirculated, and what is foreclosed. Chapter 5’s political-economic argument develops these conditions ; the working ontology here registers that the conditions are important without yet engaging them analytically.

The working ontology supports the analytical chapters in three ways. First, it grounds the framework’s tool-agnostic stance: the analytical work operates on the class of socio-technical inscriptions that contemporary generic LLMs constitute, not on any particular instance. Second, it grounds the framework’s sovereignty argument: the cultural-discursive patterns the model inscribes carry content that affects the texture of the work the model mediates, and the political-economic conditions of inscription affect what is at stake. Third, it grounds the framework’s extraction argument: the dark mirror of the SECI model operates through the inscription mechanism, where firm-distinctive material is at structural risk of being inscribed into vendor systems whose conditions of ownership are institutionally outside the firm.

The working ontology is sufficient for the analytical chapters. The deeper philosophical engagement — including the relationship between the working ontology and Floridi’s philosophy of information, the postphenomenological work on technical mediation in Verbeek and Don Ihde, what the inscription mechanism is at the level of philosophical detail — is part of what Chapter 3 bis would develop.



3.7 The framework assembled

The proletarianisation of savoir-faire through selective displacement into technical systems — Stiegler’s analytical apparatus — provides the framework’s core claim. Individuation, the process through which distinctive form is reproduced across the three scales (individual, firm, domain), provides the vocabulary for reading AI mediation as operating on formation rather than merely on output. Jonas grounds the normative commitment: answerability to futures whose conditions present decisions are shaping is the third box’s philosophical anchor.

The distinction between tacit-as-constraint and tacit-as-formation is the framework’s most direct contribution against the existing IS-theoretical literature. The existing literature asks what AI cannot substitute for; the framework asks what AI mediation does to the formation pathway through which expertise is reproduced. The questions operate at different levels. The second question is not reachable from the first.

The working ontology of the LLM as a socio-technical inscription of collective discourse, recirculated under specific conditions of ownership grounds the tool-agnostic stance, the sovereignty argument, and the extraction argument. The framework is deliberately light in philosophical register; the deeper apparatus is deferred to Chapter 3 bis and acknowledged as a limit in Chapter 9. What is established here is what the analytical chapters need. Chapter 4 takes the framework into the system it has been built to engage.







Chapter 4 — The Materialisation of Expertise in European Infrastructure Advisory


4.1 How European advisory practice constitutes itself

Expertise in European infrastructure advisory does not arrive pre-formed. This chapter describes how it is materialised — through what I call the integrated three-scale system: an architecture in which the individual consultant, the firm as knowledge-managing collective, and the domain as public-interest tradition are mutually constitutive. The three scales are not independent layers; they produce one another. The individual is individuated by the firm and by the domain; the firm is individuated by the individuals it forms and by the domain it operates within; the domain is individuated by the firms that work within it and by the content the wider European public-interest tradition reproduces across decades.

The chapter is descriptive, not yet analytical. It does not yet develop the concerns about what AI mediation is doing to the integrated three-scale system; that is the work of Chapters 5 and 7. What this chapter does is establish the system as it has historically operated, so that the subsequent analytical chapters have a ground against which to operate.

The chapter draws on three sources. First, the philosophical framework Chapter 3 assembled — Stiegler on individuation across scales, Polanyi and Collins on tacit and contributory expertise, MacIntyre on practices and internal goods. Second, the institutional architecture Chapter 2 introduced — the ChMC framework and European infrastructure advisory as a distinctive domain. Third, the lived material from my own practice and from observation of colleagues across firms and sectors, marked clearly where it operates.

The chapter works across three scales — individual, organisational, and domain — and concludes with a section on how the three scales are mutually constitutive. The mutual constitution is the framework’s contribution at this point: the integrated three-scale system is not an analytical aggregation of three separate scales but an institutional architecture whose content depends on the integration.



4.2 The individual scale: how a consultant comes into being

The individual scale is the level of the consultant whose professional identity is at stake in the analytical chapters that follow. The framework’s claim is that the consultant is not a static professional persona but an individuation — an ongoing process of becoming a particular kind of practitioner, reproduced through sustained engagement with formative engagements over the arc of a career.

Individual formation in professional advisory work operates through the same structural components across contexts. The pattern — formal disciplinary training, sustained engagement with consequential work, and senior-to-junior transmission of tacit judgment — is not specific to European infrastructure advisory; it is the general mechanism through which advisers in any advisory domain develop contributory expertise. What varies across contexts is the content: the regulatory vocabulary, the institutional settings, the form of public-interest obligation, and the formative environments specific to the domain. What follows describes individual formation in European infrastructure advisory, the thesis’s primary research site; the general mechanism applies across the advisory landscape.

Individual individuation in European infrastructure advisory operates through three components.

The account of expertise materialisation that follows characterises formation as it operates well — the formation that produces the contributory expertise I treat as constitutive of European infrastructure advisory at its distinctive best. The historical reality included variation: formation environments that were rich and those that were thin, supervisory investment that was sustained and that which was perfunctory. The thesis’s claim is not that pre-AI formation was uniformly excellent; it is that AI mediation constitutes a structural alteration to the pathways through which formation at its best was possible.

The first is formal training. Consultants enter the profession with formal training — degrees in economics, engineering, public policy, urban planning, environmental science, and adjacent disciplines — and continue formal training across the career through certifications, professional development, and the institutional architectures of chartering. The formal training provides what the consultant brings to the engagement at the level of analytical apparatus and disciplinary vocabulary. The framework treats formal training as important but not sufficient; it provides the conditions under which contributory expertise can develop, but contributory expertise itself develops through engagement with consequence rather than through formal training alone.

The second is engagement with consequential work. Consultants develop contributory expertise through sustained engagement with engagements: building tariff models from blank documents and learning from the corrections, drafting memos that fail and producing revised drafts that land, attending regulator meetings and learning what to listen for, presenting to clients and learning when to hold a position and when to retreat. Contributory expertise — in Collins’s sense, the ability to contribute to the practice through embodied engagement — is built through engagement of this kind, not through formal training.


Stockholm, 2018. A young analyst runs a stakeholder mapping workshop for an electricity transmission regulatory engagement. She has prepared the materials, rehearsed the framing, structured the agenda carefully. The workshop produces a clean map: actors sorted by interest and influence, colour-coded, annotated. The partner reviews it after and asks: where is Svenska Kraftnät? The transmission operator does not appear in the engagement scope — it is not directly party to the pricing review — but its infrastructure investment programme constrains every strategic option the client is considering; any recommendation that ignores the investment pipeline is advisory in name only. The analyst had mapped the regulatory space. She had not yet learned that the regulatory space sits inside a physical topology that has its own logic, and that learning to see both simultaneously is what distinguishes an infrastructure regulatory analyst from a regulatory analyst who happens to work on infrastructure. She spends that evening redrafting the map. She has never since produced a stakeholder analysis without asking what the physical network requires. {: .placeholder }

The framework treats this kind of engagement as formative in the Stieglerian sense: it is the engagement through which the consultant’s individuation as a particular kind of practitioner takes place. The engagement is not generic; it is shaped by the firm the consultant works within (which determines what engagements are available and how supervision operates), by the domain the engagements are in (which determines the content the consultant is engaging with), and by the wider professional tradition the consultant is being formed into.

The third is senior judgment witnessed and absorbed. The consultant’s individuation also operates through witnessing senior practitioners exercising professional judgment — in client meetings, in internal partner discussions, in the moments when senior practice is visible to the more junior practitioner who is being formed. Senior judgment is not always articulable in propositional form; it is partly a matter of what Polanyi calls tacit knowledge, transmitted through engagement with the practice rather than through explicit teaching.

Recent work in cognitive science provides empirical support for the durable character of this component of formation. Oakley et al. [@oakley2025memory] argue that the consolidation of declarative and procedural memory — the systems on which expert judgment depends — requires sustained engagement with the content over time, and that the absorbed schemata built through this consolidation are precisely what enables the practitioner to evaluate, refine, and guide externally available content. The senior judgment that infrastructure advisory practice depends on is, in this reading, not a static information stock but long-consolidated memory systems whose production cannot be shortcut by interactional fluency with external systems.


Brussels, 2020. An advisory team is preparing a formal regulatory challenge on behalf of a Belgian energy client. The commercial case is sound: the numbers support it, the procedural grounds are defensible, the regulatory determination has a genuine weakness the challenge would expose. The senior partner — who has been working with Belgian energy regulators since CREG’s establishment in 1999 — says: not now. He cannot fully articulate why. Something about the transition at the regulator, about a relationship the client cannot afford to damage before the next regulatory period opens, about a signal in the new president’s recent speeches that the team has not registered. The team thinks he is overcautious. Eighteen months later, the new CREG president initiates a sector-wide market investigation that directly affects the client’s revenue stream. The partner had read something in the institutional temperature that existed only in the accumulated residue of two decades of working with that specific institution. It was not in any document. It was not transferable through a briefing. It saved the client a great deal. {: .placeholder }

The three components together produce the individuation of the individual consultant. The framework treats this individuation as what makes a consultant a consultant in the chartered-status sense: not the formal training alone, not the engagement with consequential work alone, but the integration of all three components across the arc of a career, mediated by the firm and the domain within which the career operates.

The ChMC three-stage architecture — Foundation, Applied, Chartered — is the institutional framework within which this individuation is structured. Foundation stage is where the formative engagements are most concentrated, where the consultant develops the basic tacit-knowledge ground that contributory expertise builds on. Applied stage is where the consultant develops autonomy, where the formative engagements transition from highly supervised to more independent, and where the consultant begins to exercise the professional judgment that Chartered practice will then operate on. Chartered stage is where the professional judgment becomes the consultant’s primary contribution, exercised in the contexts the analytical chapters will then engage.



4.3 The organisational scale: the firm as a knowledge-managing collective

The organisational scale of formation — the firm as a knowledge-managing collective — shares its structural features across the advisory landscape. Large advisory firms across all sectors maintain methodological architectures, case databases, and apprenticeship systems through which a distinctive way of seeing is reproduced across generations. SME and boutique practices across all sectors concentrate that distinctiveness in the accumulated judgment of a small number of senior practitioners whose psychic individuation the firm depends on. The mechanism is general; what differs between an infrastructure advisory boutique and a strategy consulting arm of a large firm is the content of the firm-distinctive identity at stake, not the structural mechanism by which it is reproduced and through which it is now at risk.

The organisational scale is the level of the firm whose identity as a knowledge-managing collective is at stake in the analytical chapters that follow. The framework treats the consulting firm as constituted by the integrated practices through which its distinctive way of seeing is reproduced across generations of practitioners.

The framework draws on Nonaka and Takeuchi’s SECI model as the structural device for characterising organisational knowledge management in consulting firms. The SECI model identifies four modes through which knowledge moves between tacit and explicit forms across the organisation: Socialisation (tacit to tacit, through shared experience and apprenticeship); Externalisation (tacit to explicit, through articulation into transmissible forms); Combination (explicit to explicit, through recombination of articulated forms); Internalisation (explicit to tacit, through absorption into individual practice). The four modes operate as a continuous spiral through which the firm’s knowledge is reproduced across time.


A mid-sized London advisory firm specialising in regulated infrastructure has a concept it calls “the regulatory clock” — an informal framework for reading where any given regulatory process is in its cycle and what that implies for what can and cannot be moved. It is not in any playbook. It is not on any slide. It lives in the onboarding conversations senior consultants have with junior ones, in the casual annotations partners add to client briefing notes, in the way strategy meetings are opened: where are we in the clock? An analyst joins from a large management consultancy with sophisticated knowledge management systems — databases, playbooks, frameworks for everything. She spends three months confused by the clock’s absence from any document. By month six she is using it instinctively, though she cannot say precisely where she learned it. By year three she is teaching it to someone new, in exactly the kind of onboarding conversation she cannot remember having been in. {: .placeholder }

The framework’s contribution at this point is to read organisational knowledge management not as productivity-supporting infrastructure but as identity-producing practice. What the firm reproduces through the SECI cycle is not just knowledge that supports productive work; it is the content that makes the firm a particular kind of firm — its distinctive framings, its sectoral instincts, its methodological reflexes, the particular vocabulary in which it recognises a situation, the institutional content of its way of seeing. This is what makes one infrastructure advisory practice distinguishable from another even when they sell similar services.

The framework’s reading is that this identity-producing function of organisational knowledge management has been underrecognised in the existing literature on consulting under AI mediation. The IS-theoretical work, including Tuczek et al., engages organisational knowledge management at the level of productivity and efficiency. The framework engages it at the level of identity — what the firm is as a knowledge-managing collective, and what is at stake when that identity is at risk under contemporary AI mediation.

Firm-distinctive identity operates through several institutional architectures.

Methodologies and frameworks. Consulting firms develop methodological apparatus — analytical frameworks, sectoral playbooks, structured approaches to recurring engagement types — that constitute the firm’s distinctive way of approaching the work. The methodologies are not generic; they bear the marks of the firm that produced them, and the content distinguishes one firm’s analytical voice from another’s.

Case databases and institutional memory. Firms maintain institutional memory of past engagements — case studies, internal documentation, institutional knowledge of which approaches have worked in which contexts. The institutional memory is not just an archive; it is the content through which the firm’s accumulated experience is recirculated to current practitioners and through which Foundation-stage and Applied-stage consultants are formed in the firm’s distinctive way of seeing.

Senior practice and apprenticeship. The firm’s identity is reproduced through the institutional architecture of senior-to-junior transmission. Foundation-stage consultants are formed not only through formal training but through engagement with senior practitioners whose distinctive analytical voice they are absorbing. The institutional architecture of apprenticeship — partner mentorship, supervisory practices, the institutional rituals of senior-to-junior engagement — is the content through which the firm’s identity is reproduced across generations.

Internal vocabulary and cultural identity. Firms develop cultural identity through the internal vocabulary, the shared reference points, the distinctive ways of framing problems that constitute the firm’s collective discursive content. The cultural identity is not separable from the analytical work; it is part of what makes the firm’s analytical work distinctive.

The organisational scale of the integrated three-scale system is not homogeneous across the consulting sector. A distinction I treat as analytically important — with implications for how the proletarianisation risk the analytical chapters develop distributes across the consulting ecosystem — is the distinction between large advisory firms and SME and individual boutique practices.

In large advisory firms — the major management consulting houses and the advisory divisions of the large professional services networks — savoir-faire has historically been organised primarily through the institutional architectures the section has described. The firm’s competitive asset is substantially in its institutional knowledge architecture: its methodologies and frameworks, its case databases, its training curricula, the SECI cycle through which the distinctive way of seeing is reproduced across generations. Individual senior practitioners carry important personal judgment, but the firm’s identity as a knowledge-managing collective does not depend on any single individual — it depends on the institutional architectures that reproduce the firm’s character across generations of practitioners. For large firms, the Stieglerian mechanism identified in Chapter 3 operates primarily at this institutional level: it is the firm’s distinctive externalised knowledge that is exposed to the generic dis-individuation pressure Chapter 5 will develop, and it is the formal formation pipeline through which the firm reproduces its institutional identity that is structurally at risk when AI mediation substitutes for the formative engagements through which junior practitioners are made into senior ones.

The financial logic through which this formation pipeline has historically been sustained is also under direct pressure. The traditional model — in which large consulting firms hire substantial junior cohorts whose billing subsidises the cost of formation, with attrition eliminating most juniors as a small cohort progresses to partner — has been structurally reliant on the economic case for junior work. AI mediation attacks this financial logic directly: when the entry-level work is automated, the billing case for large junior cohorts weakens, and the institutional vehicle for the formation pipeline the Stieglerian argument describes is itself at risk. The dismantling of the entry-level formation pathway has been noted in practitioner-facing analysis: Tarki and Raczynski (2025) identify the same structural pressure in HBR, observing that firms are automating the junior work through which formation historically occurred without having an alternative mechanism in place [@tarki2025consulting].

In SME and individual boutique practices, the knowledge architecture is organised differently. The boutique’s value typically resides in the accumulated personal experience and judgment of one or a small number of senior practitioners: decades of knowing a specific regulatory environment, a specific type of project, a specific stakeholder field. Content externalisation is minimal and often actively undesirable — the boutique’s competitive asset is the individual’s personal judgment, not a transferable framework that a competitor could reproduce. The institutional architectures of the SECI cycle are present in attenuated form; what cannot be attenuated is the individual’s psychic individuation — the distinctive analytical voice, the relational intelligence, the accumulated instinct that makes the boutique’s senior practitioner who they are.

For boutique practices, the Stieglerian mechanism operates differently. The primary risk is not to a formal formation pipeline (boutiques rarely form practitioners at scale as large firms do) but to the individual’s psychic individuation under generic mediation: whether the boutique advisor, using generic AI tools whose default outputs are common across the market, can maintain the distinctiveness of their personal analytical voice, or whether the cumulative weight of generic mediation homogenises it. The dis-individuation pressure lands on the person rather than on the institutional architecture, and the resistant structures are correspondingly personal — the individual’s deliberate cultivation of the distinctive voice and relational depth that generic mediation tends to smooth away.

The distinction has analytical implications the subsequent chapters engage. At the sovereignty level (Chapter 5), generic dis-individuation operates on different substrates: firm-distinctive institutional knowledge in large firms, individual-distinctive personal judgment in boutiques, with different vulnerabilities and different forms of resistance in each case. At the stage-by-stage level (Chapter 7), the formation pipeline argument applies primarily to large firms whose scaling of practitioner development depends on formal formation architectures. Boutiques face the disruption at the individual level — the question is not whether the pipeline is intact but whether the particular senior practitioner’s judgment survives generic mediation intact.

These four institutional architectures together constitute the firm as a knowledge-managing collective. The framework treats this constitution as the organisational scale of the integrated three-scale system, with content that is at stake in the analytical chapters that follow. Annex F develops the SECI model for readers who require detailed engagement with its analytical apparatus.



4.4 The domain scale: what infrastructure advisory actually requires

The domain scale is where the thesis’s primary research site comes into clearest focus. Where the individual and organisational scales of formation share structural features across advisory contexts — the general mechanism is the same — the domain scale is specific. European infrastructure advisory is the domain whose public-interest orientation, regulatory architecture, contested knowledge, and long time horizons constitute the content that the analytical chapters engage. This is the research site’s specific contribution to the general claim: the formation stakes are most legible here, the public-interest obligations are most formally binding, and the distinctiveness at risk under generic AI mediation is most identifiable as a stake worth naming.

The domain scale is the level of European infrastructure advisory as a public-interest tradition. The institutional features of this domain — its public-purpose engineering tradition, regulatory architecture, and EU governance frame — were introduced in Chapter 2 §2.3; what follows examines their epistemological content: what these features mean for the character of practitioner knowledge and what they require of the formation pathway. The framework treats the domain as producing the content the individual consultant develops contributory expertise in and that the firm reproduces through its knowledge-managing practices.

European infrastructure advisory operates through several components that the chapter develops in turn.

The domain scale has not been static. Energy and rail deregulation waves, the privatisation of utility companies, and the cumulative weight of EU governance architecture shifting from liberalisation to climate transition have already reshaped the knowledge requirements and formation conditions of European infrastructure advisory over three decades. AI mediation arrives into this context — into a domain already in transformation, not into a settled stable system — and constitutes an additional structural pressure on top of transformations already underway.

Variation across subdomains. The family of European infrastructure subdomains — transport, energy (with nuclear as particular case), water, defence, environmental, social, built-environment, urban — has variation in regulatory weight, time horizon, stakeholder shape, and decision character. Energy and water are the most heavily regulated, with extensive institutional architectures of price regulation, service standards, and public-interest obligations. Defence is institutionally distinctive, operating through procurement, security clearances, and strategic-autonomy concerns. Transport is moderately regulated with subdomain variation between rail and road. Environmental, social, and urban subdomains have variable regulatory architectures depending on the specific institutional context. The framework recognises this variation throughout the analytical chapters; the content is suited to the family, not any single subdomain.


Paris, 2023. An advisory firm is engaged on procurement governance for the EDF nuclear decommissioning programme — a sixty-year horizon, multiple generations of contractors, oversight by ASN layered over commercial governance by CEA and EDF simultaneously. The first client meeting lasts four hours. The senior consultant from the advisory firm does not speak for the first ninety minutes. She is learning the interlocking governance structure before she says anything useful. A colleague who has advised on airport privatisation and toll roads thinks this is excessive caution. She explains afterwards: in nuclear, a wrong framing embeds itself in a procurement framework that governs decisions thirty years from now. The consequence of getting the framing wrong is not a bad report. It is a governance structure that cannot be corrected by anyone who comes after us. The time horizon is not just a parameter in the model. It is a constraint on what kind of advice is responsible. {: .placeholder }

The unifying public-interest texture. Despite subdomain variation, the family is unified by the public-interest tradition that Chapter 2 introduced. The work — its orientation toward the publics whose lives are shaped by infrastructure decisions, its institutional architectures of regulatory engagement, its content of accountability across long time horizons — is shared across the subdomains, distinguishing the domain from generic management consulting. The framework treats this unifying public-interest texture as constitutive of the domain. Annex B develops the third box as the constituency through which the public-interest texture operates in advisory practice.

The dual character of technical depth and political judgment. European infrastructure advisory sits at the intersection of technical depth (the analytical apparatus required for engineering, financial, regulatory, and environmental analysis) and political judgment (the understanding of the political and institutional contexts within which infrastructure decisions are made). Neither component alone constitutes the domain; both are required, and the integration of the two components is what distinguishes infrastructure advisory from generic technical consulting on one side and generic political consulting on the other.

The role of contested knowledge. Infrastructure decisions are contested. The same engagement can be analysed in multiple ways — through cost-benefit frameworks, through equity frameworks, through climate-transition frameworks, through strategic-autonomy frameworks. Advisory work includes the institutional architectures through which contested knowledge is engaged: public consultations, regulatory hearings, multi-stakeholder processes, intergovernmental negotiations. The framework treats contested knowledge as constitutive of the domain, not as a problem to be solved but as the ground on which the work operates.


London, 2019. An advisory firm is commissioned by a statutory body to produce an economic assessment of the Heathrow third runway. The technical case is broadly supportable. The climate compliance question — whether the expansion is compatible with UK carbon budgets — is contested between the Department for Transport and the Committee on Climate Change, and no client brief has resolved it. In a public hearing before a parliamentary select committee, the senior partner is asked directly whether the firm’s analysis assumes climate compliance or treats it as a separate policy question. He says it is a separate policy question. He is technically correct; the firm was not commissioned to answer it. He is also, in saying so, taking a position in a genuine disagreement about what the advisory role is for: whether infrastructure advisers are responsible for the normative consequences of their analytical framings or only for the technical correctness of their models. The room knows it. He knows it. The answer he gives is defensible and incomplete and he has thought about it since. {: .placeholder }

These four components together constitute European infrastructure advisory as a domain. The framework treats this content as the domain scale of the integrated three-scale system, with content that is at stake in the analytical chapters that follow. The domain’s distinctive cultural and cognitive character — the shared vocabulary, the sectoral instincts, the contested-knowledge frameworks through which the domain recognises and engages its problems — is precisely what Alombert (2024) diagnoses as most exposed to generic dis-individuation: the symbolic misery that results when generic technical mediation progressively impoverishes the shared cognitive world through which a domain’s distinctive intellectual life is sustained [@alombert2024noetic].



4.5 How the three scales constitute one another

The framework’s contribution at this point is the claim that the three scales — individual, organisational, domain — are not independent layers but mutually constitutive. The integration is what gives the system its analytical force.



The Hague, 2017–present. A Dutch advisory practice founded in 1998 has worked almost exclusively in water and environmental infrastructure: drinking water, wastewater treatment, flood protection, water board governance. Over twenty years it has developed a way of framing regulatory problems that treats the infrastructure asset as a service-delivery system first and a cost-recovery problem second. This is not the default framing in regulatory economics. It is the framing that the Dutch water sector’s publieke voorzieningen tradition produces — the tradition the firm grew up in, the tradition absorbed through decades of client relationships with the water boards and the Ministry of Infrastructure and Water Management, the tradition that shapes which problems infrastructure clients bring to this firm and which they take elsewhere.

A new partner joins in 2019 with a background in energy regulatory economics — rate-of-return frameworks, WACC calculations, efficiency benchmarking. She is capable. Within eighteen months she is framing water regulatory problems in the service-delivery register, not the rate-of-return register. Nobody has instructed her to do so. The clients ask questions in that register. The firm’s reputation is built on answering in that register. The domain, the organisation, and a twenty-year history of individual consultants being formed through that domain have together produced a way of seeing that recruits her without coercion. She brings her energy expertise to that register. She does not bring the register from energy. The three scales have constituted one another so completely that the firm cannot tell you where its approach came from; it can only show you that it works.



The mutual constitution operates through three relationships.

The individual is individuated by the firm and by the domain. The professional identity of the individual consultant — their distinctive analytical voice, their commitments, what they bring to engagements — is not produced in isolation. It is produced through the formative engagements the firm makes available, through the supervisory practices the firm operates, through the content the domain provides. The Foundation-stage consultant who is formed at one firm in one subdomain becomes a different practitioner from the Foundation-stage consultant who is formed at another firm in another subdomain, even where their formal training and personal capacities are equivalent. The individuation is integrated; it cannot be abstracted from the firm and the domain within which it operates.

The firm is individuated by the individuals it forms and by the domain it operates within. The identity of the firm — its distinctive way of seeing, its institutional content, its analytical voice — is not a static institutional architecture. It is reproduced across generations through the practitioners the firm forms, and it is shaped by the domain within which the firm operates. A firm that has worked extensively on European water utility regulation develops content distinct from a firm that has worked extensively on European energy market design, even where their methodological apparatus and institutional architectures are formally equivalent. The individuation of the firm is integrated with the domain.

The domain is individuated by the firms that work within it and by the wider European public-interest tradition. European infrastructure advisory as a domain is not a static institutional reality. It is reproduced across generations through the engagements the firms operating within it produce, through the institutional architectures the domain’s regulatory and political contexts maintain, and through the wider European public-interest tradition that the domain is part of. The domain at any moment is the content the firms working within it have been reproducing through their engagements.

The three relationships together constitute what I have called the integrated three-scale system. European infrastructure advisory operates through the integration; abstracting any one scale from the others loses content I treat as constitutive of legitimate practice in the domain.

The integration also has a consequence I treat as analytically important: a transformation that operates on any one scale propagates to the other two. A change in how the individual consultant is formed propagates to the firm whose identity is reproduced through forming individuals, and to the domain whose content is reproduced through firms reproducing individuals. A change in how the firm reproduces its distinctive way of seeing propagates to the individuals being formed within it and to the domain whose content depends on firms reproducing distinctive ways of seeing. A change in the domain propagates to the firms working within it and to the individuals being formed in those firms.

This mutual propagation is what makes the concerns of the analytical chapters important. The framework’s claim about contemporary AI mediation is not that any one scale is at risk in isolation. It is that the mediation operates across the three scales simultaneously, producing transformation at each scale and propagating consequences across the integrated system. Chapter 5 develops the political-economic argument for what the mediation is doing across scales. Chapter 7 traces the consequences through the three ChMC stages of professional progression. The content the chapter has described here is the content that is at stake in the analytical chapters that follow.



4.6 The integrated three-scale system

European infrastructure advisory materialises its expertise through three mutually constitutive scales. At the individual scale, formation proceeds through formal training, sustained engagement with consequential work, and senior judgment absorbed across the arc of a career. At the organisational scale, the SECI cycle turns tacit knowledge into institutional assets — methodologies, case databases, cultural vocabulary — while apprenticeship and senior practice continuously replenish what those assets cannot hold. At the domain scale, public-interest texture and contested knowledge keep the firm grounded in something larger than its own institutional identity: the European regulatory tradition and the third box whose conditions of life the work shapes.

The three scales constitute each other. The individual is individuated by the firm and by the domain. The firm is individuated by the individuals it forms and by the domain it inhabits. The domain is individuated by the firms working within it and by the wider European public-interest tradition. What any single scale looks like is partly a product of the other two.

Chapter 5 asks what contemporary AI mediation is doing to this integrated system: whether generic mediation operating across all three scales simultaneously threatens the sovereignty of the integrated identity, and whether the extraction dynamic — the SECI cycle running outward rather than inward — represents the mechanism through which the political economy of AI mediation operates on European infrastructure advisory specifically.







Chapter 5 — Political Economy of Generic Models: Sovereignty and Extraction


5.1 AI mediation and the political economy of knowledge

The tools are not neutral. Where Chapter 4 described how expertise is materialised in European infrastructure advisory through the integrated three-scale system, this chapter examines what happens to that integrated system under the political-economic conditions of contemporary AI mediation. Two parallel arguments run through the chapter: a sovereignty argument about identity at risk under generic mediation operating at two scales, and an extraction argument about the dark mirror of the SECI model when firm knowledge flows outward into vendor systems.

The two arguments are connected. The same Stieglerian mechanism — dis-individuation under generic technical mediation — operates across multiple scales, and the structural risks the chapter analyses are different manifestations of one underlying dynamic. Generic AI mediation does not respect the integrated three-scale system; it operates across the scales, tilting individual practitioners toward common defaults, eroding firm-distinctive ways of seeing, and homogenising the texture of advisory work and eroding what is distinctive about European public-interest practice. Annex D develops individuation as the philosophical concept through which the framework engages the multi-scale mechanism analytically.

The chapter is the most politically charged in the thesis. It engages claims about the cultural and ideological character of major AI labs, about the structure of the model-vendor industry, and about the conditions under which firm knowledge is exposed to extraction through AI-mediated workflows. These are claims where the empirical literature is uneven, where the most pointed sources are journalistic, not peer-reviewed, and where the framework I deploy is articulating analytical commitments that the existing literature on AI in consulting has not engaged. I treat the politically charged claims with care, distinguishing structural argument from documented empirical practice, hedging where the evidence does not support stronger formulations, and registering when claims are anecdotal, not load-bearing.

The general claim of the chapter applies to any advisory practice whose professional distinctiveness is rooted in non-Anglo-American institutional contexts. The Stieglerian dis-individuation pressure — the tilting of advisory work toward the dominant registers of a training distribution encoding specific cultural and political-economic assumptions — operates wherever advisory practices are analytically distinctive and wherever those practices depend on formation pathways that AI mediation now absorbs. European infrastructure advisory is the domain where this pressure is most institutionally visible: the three-scale system is most legible here, the public-interest obligations are most formally binding, and the distinctiveness at risk is most identifiable as a stake. The chapter develops the sovereignty and extraction arguments in this domain; their applicability to other advisory contexts — particularly to advisory work in non-Anglo-American regulatory traditions, in any sector where the advisory firm’s distinctive way of seeing is rooted in a specific cultural and institutional inheritance — is a direct implication of the general mechanism.

The chapter also includes the defence reference case as an institutional anchor. European policymakers already treat AI sovereignty as a strategic concern in defence, where the logic of sovereignty is institutionally recognised. The defence case provides a reference point for extending sovereignty thinking to other infrastructure subdomains — energy, water, transport — where the same logic applies but the institutional recognition is less developed. The reference case is offered not as a model to be copied but as evidence that the sovereignty argument the chapter develops is institutionally available within European policymaking.



5.2 Sovereignty as identity at risk: the national-cultural scale

The thesis’s sovereignty argument works across two scales, and the chapter develops both before showing how they are connected through a single Stieglerian mechanism. The national-cultural scale is the scale at which most of the existing literature on AI sovereignty operates, but the existing literature addresses predominantly the procedural level — data residency, cloud infrastructure, regulatory compliance — not the level I treat as central.

The sovereignty argument is this: generic large language models are produced within particular cultural and discursive contexts, and the patterns of cultural-discursive material that constitute their training distributions carry the cultural-discursive patterns of their production contexts into the texture of any work the models mediate. This is not a claim that any particular model encodes any particular ideology in any direct way. It is a claim about distributional weight: the registers, framings, exemplars, and tacit assumptions that dominate a model’s training distribution are the registers, framings, exemplars, and tacit assumptions that the model produces most fluently and that mediate-using practitioners absorb most readily.

The cultural-discursive patterns of contemporary general-purpose LLMs are predominantly Anglo-American. This is not a controversial empirical claim. It is documented in the literature on cultural bias in language models, in the literature on training data distributions, and in the literature on AI ethics where the dominance of English-language and Anglo-American cultural material is widely registered. What the framework adds is a reading of what this dominance implies for European infrastructure advisory specifically.

The European public-interest tradition in infrastructure has a distinctive character that Chapter 4 described: a tradition of public-purpose engineering, a regulatory architecture for utilities, an intensifying EU governance frame around climate transition and strategic autonomy, and a third-box exposure (developed in Annex B) that operates differently in Europe than in markets where infrastructure is more thoroughly commercialised. This tradition is not encoded in the dominant patterns of generic AI training distributions. The texture of European utility regulation, the political weight of public consultation processes, the institutional weight of climate commitments, the specific content of European strategic autonomy thinking — these are present in the training distributions, but they are not dominant patterns. They are minority patterns competing with the dominant Anglo-American patterns for the model’s expressive weight.

The consequence is structural. When European infrastructure advisory work is mediated by generic AI, the work is being mediated by a system that produces Anglo-American patterns most fluently. Practitioners who use the system absorb its dominant patterns more readily than its minority patterns. The texture of the work tilts, gradually and structurally, toward the dominant registers of the model’s training distribution and away from the registers distinctive to the European public-interest tradition. The tilt is not dramatic on any single engagement, but it is cumulative across engagements and across practitioners and across firms, and it is the form of what I treat as the national-cultural scale of sovereignty.

This is not a claim that the European tradition is being deliberately attacked or that the AI labs are pursuing a cultural-political project against European public-interest thinking. The claim is structural, not intentional: the dominance of Anglo-American patterns in training distributions produces dis-individuating pressure on minority traditions through the cumulative weight of distributional dominance. The mechanism operates regardless of intent. The political-economic conditions under which generic models are produced — predominantly in Anglo-American contexts, with predominantly Anglo-American training data, by predominantly Anglo-American firms — produce the distributional dominance, and the distributional dominance produces the dis-individuating pressure on minority traditions. Tao et al.’s systematic empirical study of five successive GPT model versions across 107 countries confirms that generic LLMs consistently encode cultural values resembling English-speaking, Protestant European contexts as their default outputs, with the pattern persisting across model iterations [@tao2024cultural]. The domain-specific implication follows directly: the European regulatory and public-interest registers are present in training distributions but are not dominant patterns, and the default outputs European practitioners encounter are those the models produce most fluently — the Anglo-American register.

The thesis is careful here about claims that go beyond what the available evidence supports. There is a literature on the ideological character of major AI labs, particularly on the political views of certain prominent figures in the AI industry. The literature is partly journalistic and partly academic, and it engages questions about the influence of particular ideological currents — the libertarian-adjacent, longtermist, and effective-accelerationist strands sometimes associated with the Thiel network and broader Silicon Valley political economy. These ideological currents are real and are documented, but the claim that they directly determine the cultural-discursive patterns of model training distributions is harder to support than the structural claim about distributional dominance. The framework relies on the structural claim, which is well-supported, and treats the ideological-content claims as supplementary, not load-bearing. Where the chapter cites work on the ideological character of major AI labs, it does so to register that the political-economic conditions of model production are not neutral, not to advance the stronger claim that any particular ideological content is being directly transmitted through the models.



5.3 Sovereignty at the organisational scale: firms losing their distinctive voice

The second scale at which the sovereignty argument operates is the organisational scale, and this is the scale at which the framework’s contribution against the existing literature is most direct. The existing literature on AI in consulting addresses task and workflow levels; it does not engage organisational-scale sovereignty as a concern. The framework treats it as important because the firm’s distinctive way of seeing — the content that makes one consulting firm meaningfully different from another even when they sell similar services — is what the framework Chapter 4 described as organisational individuation.


Madrid, 2025. A Spanish infrastructure advisory firm has built its reputation on its specific reading of the regulatory dynamics between Spanish network operators and CNMC — a reading formed through two decades of post-liberalisation experience, through specific relationships with staff across the regulatory body’s directorates, through a body of engagement knowledge that the firm’s senior consultants carry as professional identity. An Applied-stage consultant on a gas transmission project produces a section on regulatory risk framing for a client report. It is structurally correct. It is well-written. It covers the right categories in the right order. It reads as if written by a McKinsey team advising a generic European national regulatory authority client. The firm’s managing partner reads it and asks whether it was AI-assisted. The consultant says: partly — he used an LLM to structure the regulatory landscape section and then edited for firm-specific framing. The managing partner does not say this is wrong. He says: the client is paying for our reading of CNMC, not a reading of what a generic NRA would do. Those are different things. I need to see the difference in the document. {: .placeholder }

The mechanism at the organisational scale is structurally analogous to the national-cultural mechanism but operates within the consulting profession rather than across cultural traditions. Generic AI tools used uniformly across firms produce outputs that converge toward common defaults — the standardised analytical structures, the standard framings, the standard vocabulary that the model has absorbed from the wider corpus of consulting work. The firm’s distinctive way of seeing — what Chapter 4 described as the content reproduced through the SECI cycle, embodied in firm-specific framings, methodological reflexes, sectoral instincts, and the particular vocabulary in which the firm recognises a situation — is structurally at risk under generic mediation that produces standardised outputs as a default.

The structural risk is not that the firm’s distinctive way of seeing disappears overnight. It is that the gradient of the work tilts toward common defaults under cumulative AI-mediated production, and what makes the firm distinguishable becomes harder to demonstrate through the artefacts that have historically demonstrated it. The Foundation-stage consultant who produces an output through generic AI mediation produces an output that reads as competent management consulting work — but it reads as competent management consulting work, not as competent work in the firm’s distinctive style. The Applied-stage consultant who reviews the output is reviewing through their own AI-mediated review, often using the same generic tools that produced the output. The Chartered-stage consultant who eventually signs off is operating on a deliverable that has been produced and reviewed through processes increasingly mediated by tools whose default outputs are common across firms.

The firm’s distinctive way of seeing is not simply external to this process. It is reproduced through the processes that the AI mediation is increasingly absorbing — through the formative engagements at Foundation stage, through the supervisory engagements at Applied stage, through the senior-tier judgment at Chartered stage. When those processes are increasingly mediated by generic tools, the firm-distinctive content has fewer pathways through which to be transmitted, and the firm’s individuation under the SECI cycle becomes harder to sustain.

Benjamin’s concept of the aura — the quality of authentic presence that derives from a work’s embeddedness in a specific tradition, its “here and now” — provides vocabulary for what is at stake at the organisational scale. The AI-generated advisory output is a mechanically reproduced piece of advisory work in Benjamin’s sense: detached from the tradition it nominally represents, bearing the generic marks of the training corpus rather than the specific marks of the European public-interest tradition the work answers to. The firm’s distinctive way of seeing is an auratic property: it derives from the firm’s accumulated history, the sedimented judgments of its practitioners, the conventions of its analytical approach built across decades of sustained engagement with specific European regulatory institutions. What makes the firm’s output distinctively its own — recognisable to a client across multiple engagements, legible to a regulator who has negotiated with its practitioners — is not a brand or a style but the auratic quality of embeddedness: the traces of a specific tradition expressed through a specific firm’s sustained encounter with it. A system trained on the full range of consulting outputs cannot reproduce this aura; the generic training corpus averages across firm distinctions rather than deepening any one of them [@benjamin1935artwork]. The democratisation dimension should be held explicitly in view. Mechanical reproduction makes competent advisory output available at scale, and this is a real gain for analytical access across the profession. What is democratised is competence — adequate output, information in Benjamin’s sense, technically sound and analytically tractable. What cannot be mechanically reproduced is the auratic quality through which counsel derives its authority from the adviser’s formation within a specific tradition. The gain and the loss are real and simultaneous; the thesis’s normative argument is about what the gain cannot substitute for.

This is the rigorous form of what the informal discourse calls the “digital twin” concern. The informal version of the concern is that AI tools will learn how a particular practitioner works and replace them. The rigorous version is structural: the firm’s organisational individuation, the substance of what makes the firm valuable across generations of practitioners, is increasingly mediated through tools whose default outputs are common across firms, and the cumulative weight of generic mediation produces dis-individuation at the organisational scale just as it produces dis-individuation at the national-cultural scale.

The two scales are connected by the same mechanism. Generic AI tools, because they are generic, do not respect either national-cultural or firm-specific distinctiveness. They produce outputs that gravitate toward distributional averages, and the cumulative effect of working through them is dis-individuation at multiple scales. The framework’s analytical contribution is partly to make this multi-scale character visible. The existing literature on consulting under AI mediation can see efficiency gains and skill retention; it cannot see what is happening to the firm’s distinctive voice across generations because it does not have the analytical apparatus to read organisational individuation as a concern.

The chapter is careful here about the empirical reality. Firm distinctiveness is not yet visibly collapsing into common defaults. Major consulting firms continue to compete on differentiation, and their senior practitioners continue to articulate distinctive analytical positions. The structural pressure I name is operating cumulatively through AI mediation, not yet fully manifest but important. Whether the pressure resolves into actual organisational dis-individuation depends on conditions I also treat as variable: the political-economic conditions of model production (which Chapter 5 §5.4 develops), the institutional choices firms make about how AI mediation is integrated into their workflows, and the wider trajectory of European infrastructure advisory which Chapter 8 examines.



5.4 Extraction: the dark mirror of the SECI model

The second argument the chapter develops is the extraction argument, and this is where the framework’s most pointed political-economic claims operate. The extraction argument extends the SECI model that Chapter 4 introduced to characterise organisational knowledge management in consulting firms — and reads it through what I have called the dark mirror, where the firm’s externalised knowledge no longer recirculates within the firm’s own SECI cycle but flows outward into vendor systems and back into the consulting market through generic capability.


London, 2024. An infrastructure advisory firm is deploying an LLM vendor’s document summarisation tool for regulatory filing review — genuinely useful, commercially defensible, and significantly faster than manual review. A senior partner asks the technology team to check the vendor’s standard enterprise agreement before the firm processes client materials through the tool. The IT procurement lead’s initial response is that the standard enterprise tier includes a training-data clause. The partner escalates. A three-week legal review follows. The firm ends up on a bespoke agreement that explicitly excludes client content from the vendor’s training distributions, with audit rights and breach notification obligations. The partner’s question cost the firm additional legal fees and a delayed deployment. Three months later, a peer firm in the same market receives a client request to confirm that the firm’s AI tools do not use client content for training. The peer firm does not have a clear answer. The partner’s firm does. {: .placeholder }

The historical assumption underlying the SECI model, and underlying organisational knowledge management more broadly, is that the explicit artefacts produced through externalisation remain within the firm. The methodology document is the firm’s intellectual property; the playbook is the firm’s competitive asset; the case study is the firm’s institutional memory. These artefacts are transmitted across the firm’s generations of practitioners through internalisation, and they are protected from competitors through institutional architecture: employment contracts, confidentiality agreements, internal-only access, and the practical difficulty of reproducing tacit firm context outside the firm.

Contemporary AI mediation introduces a structural pathway through which this assumption can fail. When firms adopt AI-mediated workflows that involve sending working materials — drafts, frameworks, case-relevant documents, internal analyses — through systems operated by external vendors, the firm’s externalised knowledge is no longer purely within the firm’s control. The vendor’s terms of service, data-handling practices, and use of customer content in training subsequent models all bear on whether the firm’s externalised knowledge stays within the firm or flows outward.

The empirical reality varies by vendor, by contract, and by deployment configuration. Some major vendors offer enterprise contracts that explicitly exclude customer data from training. Some firms use deployment configurations — on-premises models, vendor-hosted but isolated tenant environments, retrieval-augmented systems that keep firm content within firm boundaries — that mitigate the structural risk. Other vendors and other configurations expose customer content to training, often without the customer’s full understanding. The structural risk exists; the empirical realisation varies.

The framework’s claim is structural rather than evidentiary. I do not claim that all firms’ externalised knowledge is currently being extracted into vendor training distributions. I claim that the structural possibility now exists in a way it did not before, that the broader pattern of which extraction would be an instance is well-documented in adjacent domains — the surveillance capitalism literature, the data colonialism literature, the platform governance literature all examine variants of this structural dynamic — and that the consequences if extraction occurs in the consulting domain are significant enough that the question is worth treating as a strategic concern. The frameworks that the existing IS literature on consulting deploys do not engage extraction as a concern at all; the framework’s analytical contribution is partly to make it visible.

The dark mirror reading of the SECI model clarifies what is at stake. In the original SECI model, the externalised knowledge produced by senior practitioners — methodologies, playbooks, frameworks, case studies — feeds back into the firm through internalisation, where junior practitioners absorb the explicit artefacts into their tacit competence. The firm’s individuation is reproduced across generations through this cycle. In the dark mirror reading, the externalised knowledge flows outward into vendor systems whose training distributions absorb it, and the absorbed content is recirculated back into the consulting market through the generic capabilities of the vendor’s models — capabilities that are then sold to the firm itself, to the firm’s competitors, and to the firm’s clients in their development of in-house capability.

The structural concern is that the firm’s distinctive externalised knowledge becomes part of the generic distribution that competitors and clients then access. The content that has historically been the firm’s competitive asset — what the firm has individuated itself through — is, structurally, at risk of being absorbed into the common ground that AI mediation operates on. The threat is not to any individual consultant but to the firm as a knowledge-managing collective whose distinctiveness depends on its externalised knowledge remaining within its own SECI cycle.

I treat the most pointed claims in this section with care. The claim that data brokers systematically purchase Slack archives, email and chat logs from failed startups to feed into LLM training is one I have heard in informal professional discussion but cannot fully ground in peer-reviewed sources. The bankrupt-asset data sale market is documented, including in FTC interventions in specific cases, and the data-broker pipelines feeding model training are documented in the broader surveillance and platform-governance literature. But the specific claim about consulting firm working materials moving through these channels is anecdotal in the empirical record I have access to. I treat it as illustrative of the structural risk demonstrated by analogous cases in adjacent domains, not as documented current practice in consulting specifically. The framework’s argument depends on the structural pattern being real and the consequences being significant, both of which are well-supported; it does not depend on every anecdotal claim about specific extraction pathways being verifiable.

The Thiel/Silicon Valley political economy framing is also engaged with care. The political views of certain prominent figures in the AI industry are documented, including views that the framework has concerns about — libertarian-adjacent, longtermist, effective-accelerationist, and in some cases overtly anti-democratic political positions. These views are present in the political-economic context within which generic AI is produced. Whether they directly determine the cultural-discursive patterns of model outputs is harder to establish than the structural claim about distributional dominance. The chapter cites work on the political economy of AI labs to register that the production context is not neutral, but it relies on the structural claim about distributional dominance for the sovereignty argument rather than on stronger ideological-content claims that the empirical literature does not yet support.



5.5 The defence reference case

The defence reference case provides an institutional anchor for the chapter’s sovereignty argument. European policymakers already treat AI sovereignty as a strategic concern in defence, where the logic of sovereignty has been institutionally recognised for decades. The defence case is offered as a reference point — not as a model to be copied directly, but as evidence that the sovereignty thinking the chapter develops is institutionally available within European policymaking, and that the conceptual move from procedural to sovereignty has already been made in at least one infrastructure subdomain.


Warsaw, 2023. An advisory team is conducting a rail network resilience assessment for PKP — standard infrastructure methodology: redundancy analysis, demand scenarios, maintenance investment prioritisation. In the third client meeting, a figure whose position is listed on the briefing note as “infrastructure coordination” from the Ministry asks a set of questions the team has not prepared for: not about passenger demand or maintenance cycles, but about freight corridor capacity under disruption scenarios, alternative routings for bulk materials, and recovery timelines for specific segments of the east-west corridor. The team lead recognises, without anyone saying so, that these are not transport planning questions. The engagement subsequently re-scopes. The resilience methodology the team has developed — designed for a commercial transport planning context — is not the methodology that applies when the infrastructure is also a strategic military logistics asset. The team leader has never been told this explicitly. She understands it. {: .placeholder }

The sovereignty argument in defence has historically been about strategic autonomy — about the conditions under which European defence capability is dependent on systems controlled by extra-European entities, and about what dependency means for the autonomy of European defence decisions. The argument has been instantiated through institutional architectures: domestic procurement preferences, technology transfer requirements, restrictions on foreign ownership of strategic defence firms, and increasingly through specific provisions on AI capability in defence contexts. The logic is that defence capability cannot be subject to the operational decisions of entities outside the European political community without compromising the sovereignty of European defence policy.

The framework’s claim is that the same logic applies to other infrastructure subdomains where the European public-interest tradition is constitutive of the domain’s content. Energy infrastructure decisions are not strategically equivalent to defence decisions, but they are nonetheless decisions whose content depends on European public-interest commitments — to climate transition, to social tariffs, to regulated affordability, to consumer protection — that the sovereignty logic engages. Water infrastructure, transport, urban planning, and the other subdomains in the family Chapter 4 described all share, to varying degrees, this characteristic.

The institutional recognition of sovereignty in these other subdomains is uneven. Some EU policy has begun to engage AI sovereignty in non-defence contexts — the European AI Act, certain provisions of the Green Deal, some procurement frameworks — but the recognition of sovereignty as constitutive of European public-interest practice in infrastructure is less developed than in defence. The framework’s contribution is partly to articulate the logic that would extend defence-style sovereignty thinking to other infrastructure subdomains, and Chapter 9 develops the recommendations to European policymakers that this articulation supports.

The chapter is careful here about overreach. The framework does not claim that all infrastructure subdomains require defence-equivalent sovereignty architectures. Defence has features — secrecy requirements, kinetic capability, military application — that other subdomains do not share, and the institutional architecture of defence sovereignty cannot be transferred wholesale. My claim is that the logic of sovereignty — the recognition that the political community has standing in decisions that affect its autonomy — is institutionally available in defence and applicable, in modulated form, to other infrastructure subdomains. The modulation is part of what Chapter 9 develops in the policymaker recommendations.



5.6 The integrated political economy

The two arguments the chapter has developed — sovereignty and extraction — are connected through a single underlying mechanism: dis-individuation under generic technical mediation, operating at multiple scales of the integrated three-scale system.

The mechanism is consistent across the chapter’s arguments. At the national-cultural scale, generic AI mediation tilts the texture of European infrastructure advisory toward dominant Anglo-American patterns, eroding the distinctiveness of the European public-interest tradition. At the organisational scale, generic AI mediation tilts firm-level outputs toward common defaults, eroding the firm’s distinctive way of seeing as reproduced through the SECI cycle. At the level of the firm’s externalised knowledge, generic AI mediation creates pathways through which firm-distinctive content flows outward into vendor systems whose generic capabilities are then recirculated to competitors and clients. The mechanism is one mechanism, operating at multiple scales, producing dis-individuating pressure on the content the integrated three-scale system Chapter 4 described.

A convergence with formal economic theory is worth registering at this point, because the political-economic argument I have developed across the chapter is not the only register in which it can be made. The economist Daron Acemoglu and his co-authors Dingwen Kong and Asuman Ozdaglar [@acemoglu2026collapse] develop a formal dynamic model of human learning under agentic AI that arrives at conclusions structurally aligned with the framework I have been deploying. Their distinction between general knowledge (community-level, accumulated, complementary to human effort) and context-specific knowledge (individual, idiosyncratic, substitutable by agentic AI) maps onto a distinction the thesis draws between expertise reproduced through the integrated three-scale system and interactional fluency produced by AI mediation. Their learning externality — that human effort jointly produces both private decision-quality and a public good (the community’s general knowledge stock), and that the public good is what makes future human effort productive — gives formal economic backing to what the thesis argues philosophically: that the integrated system through which European infrastructure advisory has historically reproduced its expertise depends on the formative engagements through which that expertise is transmitted, and that AI mediation as substitute for those engagements depletes the ground on which future advisory work would rest. Their central result, that under sufficiently accurate agentic AI the system can tip into a knowledge-collapse steady state where the community’s general knowledge vanishes despite high-quality individual decisions, is the formal-theoretic analogue of the political-economic argument developed above. The two arguments operate in different methodological registers — theirs in formal dynamic equilibrium analysis, the thesis’s in philosophical-political-economic analysis — but they converge on the same structural concern.

The convergence is informative but the methodological registers differ in ways I treat as significant. Acemoglu et al. work at the level of information aggregation: their general knowledge is community-aggregated information, statistical in character, and the collapse is the depletion of an information stock. The thesis works at the level of formation and individuation: the expertise at risk is not statistical information but the contributory expertise reproduced through the SECI cycle, embodied in firm-distinctive ways of seeing, sustained across generations through the formative engagements that make junior practitioners into senior ones. The two registers are complementary, not equivalent. Acemoglu et al. show formally that an information-aggregation system tips toward collapse under specific conditions; the thesis shows philosophically that a system of professional formation faces structurally analogous conditions, and that what is at stake includes the European public-interest tradition rather than merely the aggregation of information about it. The formal economic argument supports the philosophical political-economic argument; it does not replace it.

Ide and Talamàs’s two-region model of global knowledge work provides a trade-theoretic complement to the learning-externality argument [@ide2026globalknowledge]. Their central analytical distinction is between autonomous AI — which substitutes for problem-solving judgment at the top of the knowledge hierarchy — and non-autonomous AI, which augments human workers without replacing their judgment. The distributional implication for the sovereignty argument is precise: under autonomous AI deployment, their model demonstrates that sophisticated AI reinforces the knowledge-advanced region’s comparative advantage in high-value problem-solving services. The economic mechanism through which European infrastructure advisory’s public-interest distinctiveness is at risk is not only dis-individuating in Stiegler’s sense but distributional in the formal economic sense that Ide and Talamàs make explicit: the regions that produce generic AI are positioned to consolidate their comparative advantage in advisory services precisely through the deployment of the systems they produce.

The institutional dimension of this political-economic argument has been clarified by Mügge’s analysis of EU AI sovereignty discourse [@mugge2024euaisovereignty]. His examination of EU Commission strategy documents across 2018–2024 demonstrates that EU policy has consistently prioritised jurisdictional sovereignty — regulatory authority over AI systems, data residency requirements, compliance mechanisms — over what he identifies as epistemic sovereignty: whether European practitioners are genuinely empowered by the AI systems they use, and whether European professional practices retain their distinctiveness under generic mediation. The thesis’s sovereignty argument operates in the institutional gap Mügge identifies. The procurement architecture the chapter’s political-economic analysis calls for is an instrument of epistemic sovereignty, not merely jurisdictional sovereignty — and that distinction is what the existing EU policy architecture has not yet made.

The political-economic conditions that produce the mechanism are also consistent. Generic AI is predominantly produced by a small number of very large firms, predominantly headquartered in the United States, with predominantly Anglo-American cultural and discursive contexts of production, with training distributions dominated by the same cultural and discursive patterns, and with commercial incentives that favour the broad deployment of generic capabilities across markets. These conditions are the conditions under which the mechanism operates, and they are not given. They are political-economic conditions that could be different, and the framework’s political-economic argument is partly to make visible what would have to change for the conditions to be different.

The chapter has been careful to register where the available evidence supports the framework’s claims and where the claims are structural rather than evidentiary. The structural sovereignty claim — that distributional dominance produces dis-individuating pressure on minority traditions — is well-supported. The structural extraction claim — that the political-economic conditions of contemporary AI vendor relationships create pathways through which firm knowledge can flow outward — is well-supported. The empirical instantiation of these structural claims varies by jurisdiction, by vendor, by firm, and by deployment configuration; the chapter has registered this variation honestly while maintaining the structural claim I treat as central.

What the chapter has not done — and what subsequent chapters take up — is examine what the political-economic conditions imply for the stage-by-stage analysis of European infrastructure advisory (Chapter 7) and for the futures the profession faces (Chapter 8). The recommendations to the four constituencies are developed in Chapter 9 on the basis of the political-economic conditions the chapter has named, the European public-interest tradition Chapter 4 described, and the cross-scenario findings Chapter 8 develops.



5.7 The political-economic conditions

Two arguments establish the political-economic conditions under which the proletarianisation mechanism operates in European infrastructure advisory. The sovereignty argument — working across the national-cultural and organisational scales through the Stieglerian mechanism of dis-individuation under generic technical mediation — names what is at risk when advisory work is mediated by systems whose training distributions are dominated by Anglo-American cultural and discursive patterns. The extraction argument — the SECI cycle running outward rather than inward, with firm-externalised knowledge flowing into vendor systems and recirculated as generic capability — names the mechanism through which that risk is realised at the organisational scale. The defence reference case anchors both arguments in an institutional domain where European policymakers have already recognised what is at stake: the logic that applies in defence applies wherever AI sovereignty matters for European public-interest infrastructure.

These conditions are not given. Generic AI mediation operates in predominantly Anglo-American production contexts, with vendor structures that create extraction pathways and commercial incentives that favour broad deployment over European contextual specificity. That these conditions obtain at the moment of the thesis’s writing is a structural claim the framework makes; it is also a claim about conditions that could be different, and the sovereignty argument is partly to make visible what would have to change.

Chapter 6 asks whether the mechanism is visible in adjacent professions — in software and in law — where it has been operating long enough to leave empirical traces the framework can carry forward.







Chapter 6 — Adjacent Professions: Programming and Law


6.1 What the adjacent professions show

Software developers had the problem first. Then lawyers. In both cases, AI mediation has been operating at scale long enough to leave empirical traces — on displacement, on formation, on what institutional responses are available. This chapter reads those traces and develops four findings that Chapter 7’s stage-by-stage analysis then deploys.

The chapter is interpretive of published evidence on adjacent professions, not grounded in lived material from my own practice. The deliberate choice was made because the comparative work the chapter does requires engagement with the empirical and theoretical literatures on AI in software and law, where the published evidence is richer than the comparable evidence on AI in consulting at the time of writing. The first-person voice is sparing here; the chapter operates in interpretive register.

The chapter is also where the framework engages its most analytical foil: the Susskinds’ The Future of the Professions. The Susskinds advance a substitutionist account of how AI mediation transforms the professions — predicting that professional services will increasingly be delivered through AI-mediated systems, with human practitioners reduced to narrower roles. The framework I deploy is formationist rather than substitutionist: it treats AI mediation as operating on the formation pathway through which professional expertise is reproduced, with consequences that operate at the level of formation rather than at the level of substitution. The distinction is important and the chapter develops it explicitly.

The chapter also engages the AI-washing critique that has become in the labour-market literature on the 2024-2026 tech sector layoffs. The critique is that some firms have framed cost-cutting as AI-driven displacement when the cost-cutting decisions were made for other reasons. The chapter takes this critique seriously and demonstrates that the framework’s argument addresses formation rather than headcount, with the consequence that AI-washing complicates labour-market data without undermining the framework’s claims.

The chapter closes with four findings synthesised at the chapter’s end: selective displacement, pipeline rupture regardless of headcount, uneven upward value flow, and the requirement of explicit narration of professional legitimacy. These four findings are then carried into Chapter 7’s stage-by-stage analysis, where they operate as analytical lenses applied within each ChMC stage.

A clarification on the adjacency: software and law are adjacent to professional advisory broadly, not only to European infrastructure advisory. The formation mechanisms, the pipeline rupture risk, and the legitimacy narration requirement operate across knowledge-intensive professions where AI mediation has reached the formative base. The comparative evidence from software and law is a contribution to the general register of the thesis — it supports the claim that the proletarianisation mechanism operates across advisory and advisory-adjacent professions, not only in the specific domain the thesis examines.



6.2 The software case

The software development profession has been the canary for AI mediation in knowledge work, and the evidence from this case is the richest comparative material available to the framework. Three components of the evidence carry the chapter’s argument.

The first is empirical evidence of selective displacement at the level of individual practice. The published literature on AI mediation in software development demonstrates that AI tools — particularly the family of code-generation systems that became widely deployed from 2022 onward — have absorbed certain components of the developer’s work. Routine code generation, boilerplate production, basic test writing, code review at the level of style and convention, and what was historically the most repetitive component of software development have been mediated by AI tools in current practice [@cui2024diary; @paradis2024speed; @nguyenduc2025timewarp]. The displacement is selective: it operates on certain components of the work and leaves others unaffected [@lo2025replace; @storey2024chill].

The second is empirical evidence of pipeline disruption at the level of formation. The evidence from the software case demonstrates that the formation pathway through which junior developers have historically been formed — the engagement with routine code, the failed attempts and corrections, the gradual development of contributory expertise through sustained engagement with the work — is being structurally altered by AI mediation. Junior developers in current practice produce competent code faster, with the cost that the formative engagement with the failures and corrections is structurally compressed. The published evidence on this dimension is present in the literature on developer education [@begel2024sinking], in the discourse of senior software engineers writing about their concerns for the next generation [@hassan2024rise], and in the academic literature on the mechanism of expertise development in the software profession [@natali2025deskilling].

The third component is labour-market data with the AI-washing complication. The 2024-2026 tech sector layoffs have been analysed in the labour-market literature, with disagreement about how much of the displacement is attributable to AI mediation and how much is attributable to broader cost-cutting decisions framed in AI terms [@indeed2026postings; @challenger2026layoffs; @khojah2024hiring]. The analytical conversation has registered both components: that AI mediation is producing real displacement in some segments of the software profession, and that some firms have framed cost-cutting as AI-driven for institutional reasons. The framework treats this complication as important: it means the labour-market data alone cannot carry the framework’s claims, and the framework’s argument must operate at the level of formation rather than headcount.

The consequence of the AI-washing complication is that the framework’s claim about the proletarianisation mechanism in software is not a claim about job losses. It is a claim about formation — about what is happening to the developer’s work and the formation pathway through which contributory expertise has historically been reproduced. The framework’s claim survives the AI-washing critique because the evidence on formation operates independently of the labour-market data: even if all the 2024-2026 layoffs were entirely cost-cutting and unrelated to AI displacement, the evidence on formation pathway disruption would still hold.



6.3 The law case

The legal profession has been the second case where AI mediation has been operating at scale for substantially longer than in management consulting, and the evidence from this case complements the software case in ways I treat as important. The legal case is institutionally distinctive: law is a heavily regulated profession with chartered-status architecture (bar admission, seniority frameworks, ethical codes), with long-standing engagement with the question of how professional expertise is reproduced across generations.

The evidence from the legal case operates through three components.

The first is theoretical articulation of the formation problem. The legal profession has articulated the formation problem in terms that anticipate this thesis’s central concern. What has been called mediated evolution in the legal-AI literature [@watkin2025trajectories] — the structural alteration of the formation pathway through which junior lawyers develop contributory expertise — has been engaged in the published literature on AI in law. The articulation is richer than the equivalent articulation in software, partly because law has institutional architectures (bar admission requirements, mandatory continuing legal education, formal apprenticeship structures) that make formation visible institutionally through mechanisms less regulated professions lack.

The second component is empirical evidence of similar patterns to the software case. The empirical evidence from law demonstrates that AI mediation has been operating on certain components of legal work — research, document drafting, contract review, due diligence — paralleling the displacement visible in software. The selective character of the displacement is similar: it operates on certain components of the work and leaves others unaffected. The pipeline-disruption mechanism is similar: junior lawyers in current practice are formed differently than junior lawyers in earlier generations, and what they are being formed in has been altered by AI mediation.

The third component is institutional-response evidence. The legal profession’s regulated status means that institutional responses to AI mediation have been visible. Bar associations, law schools, and regulatory bodies in multiple jurisdictions have begun to develop explicit governance of AI mediation in legal practice — disclosure requirements, training standards, ethical guidance, formation pathway protections. The institutional responses are important for the framework because they demonstrate that a regulated profession can engage the formation question through institutional architectures, and the analytical chapters of the thesis draw on this evidence in ways the recommendations of Chapter 9 then develop.



6.4 The AI-washing complication

The AI-washing complication is important for the chapter’s argument and requires direct engagement. The complication is this: some firms have framed cost-cutting decisions as AI-driven displacement when the underlying decisions were made for other reasons (cost discipline, restructuring, market repositioning, response to interest-rate pressure on technology investment). The consequence is that labour-market data alone cannot demonstrate that AI mediation is producing the displacement attributed to it.

The framework’s response is twofold.

First, I treat the AI-washing complication as real and analytically important. The analytical chapters of the thesis do not depend on labour-market data alone. The framework’s claims about contemporary advisory transformation operate at the level of formation, sovereignty, extraction, and political economy — analytical levels that operate independently of headcount changes in the consulting profession. The chapter develops this point explicitly because Chapter 7’s analysis depends on the framework operating at the formation level, not headcount.

Second, the framework demonstrates that the evidence on formation operates independently of the labour-market data. Even where AI-washing has complicated the labour-market evidence, the evidence on formation pathway disruption remains valid. What junior practitioners are being formed in has been altered by AI mediation, regardless of whether the labour-market data is partially explained by cost-cutting framed in AI terms. The framework’s analytical contribution is partly to make this distinction visible: the question of what is happening to professional formation is independent of the question of how much labour-market displacement is attributable to AI mediation specifically.

The AI-washing complication has a third consequence I treat as analytically important. The complication demonstrates that the political-economic conditions under which contemporary AI mediation operates — including the incentives firms have to frame cost-cutting decisions in AI terms — are part of what the framework has to engage. The narrative of AI-driven transformation has institutional weight regardless of how much of the transformation is actually AI-driven. Chapter 5’s political-economic argument develops this consequence.



6.5 The Susskinds as foil

Richard and Daniel Susskind’s The Future of the Professions is the analytical foil against which the framework’s formationist account is developed. The Susskinds advance a substitutionist account of how AI mediation transforms the professions: they predict that professional services will increasingly be delivered through AI-mediated systems, with human practitioners displaced from the work and reduced to narrower roles where their contribution is institutionally recognised but quantitatively diminished. The substitutionist account has been influential in the analytical conversation about AI in professional work.

The framework’s engagement with the Susskinds operates as disagreement at the level of analytical apparatus, not the empirical level. Three points of differentiation carry the framework’s response.

The first is the unit of analysis. The Susskinds address professional services delivered to clients; the framework addresses professional formation across generations. The two units of analysis ask different questions about the same situation. The Susskinds’ question is: how will professional services be delivered as AI mediation matures? The framework’s question is: what is happening to the formation pathway through which professional expertise is reproduced as AI mediation operates on professional work? The two questions are not in opposition; they are at different analytical levels. The framework’s contribution is that the formation question cannot be reached from the service-delivery analysis the Susskinds undertake, and that the concerns of the framework operate at the formation level the Susskinds do not engage.

The second point of differentiation is the content of expertise. The Susskinds treat professional expertise as the institutional architecture through which services have historically been delivered, with the implication that AI mediation can replicate the expertise once the institutional architecture is sufficiently mature. I read professional expertise as contributory expertise in Collins’s sense — the ability to contribute to the practice through embodied engagement, reproduced through formative engagement with consequence over the arc of a career. The claim here is that contributory expertise is fundamentally different from the institutional architecture through which it has historically been delivered, and that AI mediation cannot replicate contributory expertise even where it can absorb the institutional architecture through which it has been delivered.

The third point of differentiation is the normative content. The Susskinds advance a neutral account of the transformation they predict: their position is that AI-mediated service delivery will operate more efficiently than human-mediated service delivery, and that the normative question is whether the institutional architectures of the professions adapt to this efficiency gain. The framework I deploy is normative: what is at stake in European infrastructure advisory is the answerability of the work to the third box, the European public-interest tradition, and the integrity of the formation pathway through which contributory expertise is reproduced. The framework’s position is that these contents are at structural risk under contemporary AI mediation, and that the question is not whether the institutional architectures adapt to the efficiency gain but whether the content survives the structural transformation.

The framework’s engagement with the Susskinds is disagreement at the analytical level. The Susskinds are not refuted; they are answered with an alternative analytical apparatus that works at a different level and engages concerns the substitutionist account does not engage.



6.6 Four findings the thesis carries forward

The chapter’s contribution is four findings synthesised from the comparative evidence. The four findings are then carried into Chapter 7’s stage-by-stage analysis, where they operate as analytical lenses applied within each ChMC stage.

First finding: selective displacement. AI mediation operates as selective displacement of savoir-faire into technical systems. What is displaced is suited to what AI mediation can absorb — routine analytical components, expressive layers of professional output, formative tasks at the early stages of professional progression. What is not displaced is suited to what AI mediation cannot absorb — situated judgment, relational intelligence, engagement with consequence, the contributory expertise exercised at the senior tiers of professional progression. The selectivity is the proletarianisation mechanism I name: it does not abolish the practitioner; it displaces specific components of professional work.

Second finding: pipeline rupture regardless of headcount. The consequence of selective displacement is structural disruption to the formation pathway through which professional expertise is reproduced. The disruption acts on formation, not employment, with the consequence that headcount stability does not protect against pipeline rupture. The evidence from software and law demonstrates that the formation pathway is being structurally altered even where employment levels are stable, and that what junior practitioners are being formed in has been transformed. I treat this finding as the most analytically robust of the four because it survives the AI-washing critique that complicates the labour-market evidence.

Third finding: uneven upward value flow. AI mediation produces distributional consequences within the professions where it operates. What is being absorbed at the formative tiers (the routine analytical work, the expressive output, the formation pathway) flows upward in value terms to the senior tiers (where situated judgment remains valuable) and to the institutional architectures that own the AI mediation systems (the platform vendors, the firms that own integration capability, the institutional architectures that capture displaced value). The consequence is that AI mediation is not value-neutral; it is redistributive, with the direction of redistribution operating upward through the institutional hierarchy of the professions and outward into the institutional architectures of platform ownership.

Fourth finding: explicit narration of professional legitimacy. The consequence of the first three findings is that the institutional architectures through which professional legitimacy has historically been recognised are under pressure. The implicit legitimacy that has historically operated through institutional architectures of expertise, formation, and senior practice is insufficient under AI mediation. The consequence is that legitimacy now requires explicit narration: explicit articulation of what is being done, who is doing it, what AI mediation operates, and what content the practitioner is contributing. The evidence from law’s institutional response (bar associations developing explicit AI governance, disclosure requirements, formation pathway protections) demonstrates that this finding operates and that institutional responses are available.

These four findings are the chapter’s contribution to the analytical apparatus the thesis deploys. Chapter 7 carries them forward into the stage-by-stage analysis of European infrastructure advisory, where they operate at each ChMC stage. Chapter 8 carries them into the futures analysis. Chapter 9 carries them into the recommendations to constituencies.

The cross-professional picture assembled from software and law acquires additional empirical depth from the medical literature. Natali et al.’s mixed-method review of AI-induced deskilling in medicine [@natali2025deskilling] synthesises the available evidence across healthcare and identifies specific competency domains at risk from AI-driven decision support: physical examination, differential diagnosis, clinical judgment, and physician-patient communication — precisely the formation-through-engagement capacities the tacit-as-formation account predicts will be most vulnerable. The authors introduce a distinction of direct relevance to the pipeline-rupture argument: upskilling inhibition (the foreclosure of skill acquisition) is analytically distinct from deskilling (the loss of already-acquired skills), and it is upskilling inhibition rather than deskilling that captures the framework’s primary concern — the failure of junior practitioners to acquire the capabilities they would have acquired through formative engagement, not the loss of capacities already formed. The figure is striking: 55% of surgical residents in 2023 reported reduced skill development attributable to AI-assisted decision support [@natali2025deskilling] — a high proportion and a recent datum that suggests the mechanism is not a theoretical projection but a live empirical process. The paper’s explicit cross-domain extension licenses its use here: the authors frame their findings as applicable wherever AI decision support displaces practitioner judgment in professional domains. The PACES-MRCPUK clinical competency framework Natali et al. deploy — which structures medical professional progression through stages, each dependent on formation-through-practice — serves structurally the same function that the ChMC framework serves in consulting, and the parallel itself is analytically significant: the formation-pipeline-rupture concern appears wherever a structured competency framework governs professional progression.

A 2026 Perspective in Nature Medicine sharpens the conceptual vocabulary this evidence requires. Ke et al. (2026) distinguish never-skilling — the failure of foundational competency to develop during formative training — from deskilling (the erosion of established competencies in experienced practitioners) and mis-skilling (the internalisation of flawed AI outputs) [@ke2026neverskilling]. The never-skilling/deskilling distinction is analytically load-bearing for the pipeline-rupture argument: the framework’s primary concern is never-skilling — formation that does not occur — rather than deskilling — skills previously acquired and subsequently eroded. It is the Foundation-stage training cohort whose formation is disrupted, not the experienced senior whose acquired skills are later reduced; the two risks are structurally distinct and require structurally distinct responses. Two further concepts Ke et al. introduce are directly applicable. False proficiency names why the mechanism is invisible to productivity metrics: AI-assisted performance appears adequate during training, masking absent independent competency, until the support is withdrawn and the deficit becomes visible — by which point the formation window has closed. The calibration paradox maps directly onto the Collins interactional/contributory distinction the framework deploys: effective AI oversight requires an independent cognitive architecture to verify against; a practitioner who has not built that architecture cannot verify, only accept — interactional fluency without contributory foundation is structurally unable to perform the oversight it appears to be performing. The paper grounds these distinctions in learning theory — desirable difficulties, deliberate practice, cognitive load, and the expertise reversal effect (the finding that AI assistance beneficial to experts may harm novices precisely by substituting for schema formation rather than augmenting it) — providing educational-science grounding for the stage-specific pattern the ChMC framework produces and for the finding that never-skilling is a structural consequence of formative-stage AI mediation, not an occasional risk.

The four findings synthesised here from comparative empirical evidence have, since the thesis was drafted, acquired theoretical support from a different methodological direction. Acemoglu, Kong and Ozdaglar’s recent formal model of agentic AI under collective learning [@acemoglu2026collapse] derives, from quite different premises and through quite different analytical apparatus, a structurally similar conclusion: that AI mediation operating as substitute for human effort can produce long-run depletion of the collective knowledge that sustains future expert action, even as it improves individual decision quality. Their model formally derives what the cross-professional empirical evidence here registers descriptively: that displacement is selective, targeting the production of expertise, not its use, that pipeline rupture operates on knowledge reproduction independently of headcount, and that the value flows the framework predicts are robust features of how AI mediation interacts with knowledge-intensive work. The convergence between empirical evidence from adjacent professions, formal economic theory, and the philosophical framework I deploy is itself analytically significant. The proletarianisation mechanism the thesis treats as the framework’s central analytical commitment is now visible in three independent registers: in the empirical patterns of software and law, in formal economic modelling of collective learning, and in the philosophical reading of professional formation that the thesis develops. None of the three is sufficient on its own; together they constitute mutually reinforcing evidence that the structural concern is real.



6.7 Four findings, one picture

Software and law together produce a picture of how AI mediation operates in knowledge-intensive professions that the framework carries forward: selective displacement at the component level, pipeline rupture at the formation level regardless of headcount stability, uneven value redistribution toward senior tiers and platform owners, and a new requirement that professional legitimacy be narrated explicitly rather than assumed institutionally. The AI-washing complication does not undermine this picture — the formation evidence is independent of the labour-market data complications, and it is at the formation level that the framework’s claims are load-bearing.

The Susskinds’ substitutionist account is the analytical foil because it reaches the same empirical domain from a different unit of analysis. The difference is not disagreement about what is happening; it is disagreement about what question to ask. The framework asks about formation; the Susskinds ask about service delivery. The formation question cannot be derived from the service-delivery analysis, and the concerns the framework names — pipeline rupture, sovereignty risk, third-box answerability — are invisible from the Susskinds’ vantage point.

Chapter 7 carries the four findings into the stage-by-stage core of the analytical work: how selective displacement, pipeline rupture, upward value flow, and legitimacy narration manifest at each of the three ChMC stages of European infrastructure advisory specifically.







Chapter 7 — Three Transformations across the ChMC Stages


7.1 The three-stage analytical apparatus

The proletarianisation mechanism operates at three distinct stages in the formation pipeline of any advisory profession. At the entry stage, the formative analytical work through which junior practitioners develop contributory expertise is absorbed by AI mediation before it can form them: the models produce adequate outputs faster than the formative struggle that historically produced genuine grasp. At the mid-career stage, the deliverable-as-demonstration function erodes as AI-mediated outputs reach parity with what has historically distinguished the firm’s analytical contribution from generic alternatives. At the senior stage, the engagement scope contracts as clients build in-house capability and the long-horizon consequences of formation disruption at earlier stages begin to propagate into the senior practitioners of two decades hence. These three generic stages — entry, mid-career, senior — and the distinctive blow each receives are not specific to European infrastructure advisory. They are the general form of the proletarianisation mechanism in any knowledge-intensive advisory profession whose formation pipeline depends on junior practitioners doing analytical work, mid-career practitioners demonstrating analytical distinctiveness, and senior practitioners exercising judgment accumulated through sustained engagement.

This chapter traces the mechanism through the ChMC formation pathway in European infrastructure advisory. The specific content is suited to this domain — the regulatory environments, the public-interest stakes, the form of contested knowledge that defines each stage’s formative work. The mechanism is claimed as general. Readers in other advisory contexts should read the stage-by-stage analysis as the specific-register instantiation of a general argument; the Introduction’s two-register framing holds throughout this chapter.

This chapter is the analytical core of the thesis. It brings together what the preceding chapters assembled — the philosophical framework, the domain description, the political-economic conditions, the comparative evidence — and deploys it stage by stage: how generic AI mediation is transforming European infrastructure advisory across Foundation, Applied, and Chartered.

Three structural devices operate simultaneously in the analysis. The first is the ChMC framework itself, which provides the primary architecture for the chapter — the three stages of professional progression and the four competency components (ethics and professional standards, leadership and management, client operating environment, personal and professional development). The second is the Task-GenAI Fit (TGAIF) framework developed by Tuczek et al. (2026), which provides an analytical overlay onto the ChMC stages: I read which TGAIF quadrants — Adaptive Specialist, Creative Generalist, Precise Specialist, Scalable Generalist — correspond to which stages of work, and what the correspondences imply for how AI mediation is operating at each stage. The third is the synthesis of the four findings from Chapter 6 (selective displacement, pipeline rupture regardless of headcount, uneven upward value flow, explicit narration of professional legitimacy) together with the three vectors of transformation I treat as central (commoditisation of outputs, extraction of inputs, apprenticeship rupture). These four findings and three vectors function as analytical lenses applied within each stage.

The chapter’s argument is that the proletarianisation mechanism I name operates differently at each stage but acts at all three. The mechanism is not uniform: at Foundation, the apprenticeship blow lands hardest, because formation is being structurally disrupted by AI mediation of the formative tasks through which juniors have historically been made into the next generation of consultants. At Applied, the deliverable-as-performance moat erodes as commoditisation absorbs the work that has historically demonstrated the firm’s distinctive value at this tier, even as Applied consultants remain the supervisory layer through which the formation question must be re-engineered if it is to be re-engineered at all. At Chartered, two distinct dynamics operate: disintermediation as clients build in-house AI capability that compresses the engagement scope, and relational erosion as the long-term consequence of pipeline disruption at Foundation propagates forward into the senior practitioners of two decades from now.

The chapter also engages a question that the framework’s analytical force cannot avoid: whether the trajectory it describes is deterministic. It is not. Resistant practice exists at each stage. There are firms, partners, and practice areas that recognise the formation question and choose differently. The chapter registers these honestly, without inflating their significance — they exist, but they are exceptions rather than the dominant trajectory in current practice. The framework’s analytical contribution is partly to clarify what choosing differently would require institutionally, and Chapter 9 develops the recommendations that follow from this clarification. In this chapter, the resistant practice is noted but not yet developed as recommendation.

The third box — the publics who bear the consequences of infrastructure decisions, including the future generations whose conditions of life are being shaped now — runs through the analysis as the constituency to which the framework’s normative argument always returns. At each stage, the AI mediation transformation has consequences for whether and how the third box is engaged. The chapter makes those consequences visible without yet drawing the institutional implications, which Chapter 9 develops. (Annex B develops the third box as both constituency and analytical disposition.)



7.2 Foundation stage: where the apprenticeship blow lands hardest

The Foundation stage of the ChMC framework covers the first stage of professional progression: junior consultants in their first roles, learning the firm and the domain through engagement with formative tasks. In European infrastructure advisory, this stage typically corresponds to the first three to five years of a consultant’s career, during which they build the foundations of all four ChMC competencies through sustained engagement with consequential work under supervision.


Paris, 2025. A senior manager at an infrastructure advisory firm has learned to use a multimodal LLM to analyse site photographs, satellite images, and planning document scans against regulatory compliance norms — identifying what does not conform to current standards, generating a structured findings list, and producing a first-draft analysis that previously would have taken a Foundation-stage consultant a day and a half. The analysis now takes him forty minutes including time to verify the model’s reasoning against the relevant norms. He does not delegate it. He has always preferred working with people who have begun to develop their professional eye; with the tool, he does not need to wait for that development. The output is produced. It is more consistent and faster than the junior would have produced. On the same floor, three Foundation-stage consultants are working on other sections of the same project. None of them have done image analysis against regulatory norms. None of them have been in a room where that professional eye is being exercised. The formation it would have delivered is not happening, and no one has decided that it should not happen. It has simply stopped. {: .placeholder }

Foundation-stage work, mapped onto the TGAIF framework, falls predominantly into the Scalable Generalist quadrant — high uniformity, high generality, high automation potential. This is the work TGAIF would recommend for high automation with low augmentation, and it is precisely the work that has historically formed Foundation-stage consultants. The structural irony is sharp: TGAIF is empirically and methodologically right that this is where AI mediation operates most efficiently, and the framework I deploy reads the same correspondence as the location where the apprenticeship blow lands hardest. Both readings can be true simultaneously, but they ask different questions about the same situation.

What makes the Foundation stage the site of the deepest disruption is that the formative tasks at this stage — drafting, structuring, modelling, presenting, the basic analytical movements that build into Applied-stage work — are exactly the tasks AI mediation is most apt to absorb. The junior consultant who would have spent six months learning to build a tariff model from scratch now produces tariff models in days with AI assistance. The junior consultant who would have written ten failed memos before producing one that landed now produces memos that read as competent immediately. Productivity rises. Formation does not.

Debord’s account of spectacular pseudo-cyclical time names this substitution precisely: the AI-mediated process delivers the output of formative engagement without its temporal duration. The critique is not that the output is deficient — spectacular time regularly produces adequate commodities. It is that spectacular time does not constitute the subject who consumes it: the junior has the model; they do not have the formation that building it would have produced [@debord1967spectacle].

Benjamin’s Erfahrung/Erlebnis distinction names what the substitution produces. The Foundation-stage practitioner who builds the model from scratch undergoes Erlebnis — an isolated engagement with a specific task. Under the integrated formation process, that Erlebnis accumulates across years of similar encounters into Erfahrung: the sediment of practical wisdom that makes counsel possible. The practitioner who engages with AI-mediated outputs undergoes Erlebnis without accumulation; the sediment does not form; the passage from mere lived-through-ness to transmissible practical wisdom is not made [@benjamin1936storyteller].

The mechanism here is what Chapter 6’s first finding — selective displacement — describes operating at the formation rather than the headcount level. Foundation-stage jobs may not disappear at the rate the boosterish discourse suggests; junior consultants are still being hired, still being assigned to engagements, still doing recognisably junior-consultant work. But the formative content of those jobs is being structurally altered. The junior who edits an AI-generated draft is doing different work, in a different formative register, than the junior who produces a draft from blank document. The interactional fluency develops rapidly; the contributory expertise that comes from sustained engagement with one’s own failures develops more slowly, or not at all. (The interactional/contributory distinction the analysis depends on is developed in Annex E.)

This is the mechanism Chapter 6’s second finding — pipeline rupture regardless of headcount — describes in its starkest form. The pipeline is not ruptured by absence of juniors; it is ruptured by the alteration of what juniors do at the formative tier. Foundation-stage consultants who have been formed primarily through editing AI-generated outputs are not the same kind of practitioner as Foundation-stage consultants who have been formed through producing outputs from scratch and learning from the corrections. The two modes of formation produce different relations to the work, different kinds of judgment, different capacities for engagement with consequence.

Empirical work in cognitive science has begun to make this mechanism visible at the cognitive level. Kosmyna et al.’s EEG study of essay-writing under LLM assistance [@kosmyna2025brain] documents that participants writing with AI assistance accumulate what they call cognitive debt — measurably weaker brain connectivity, lower memory recall, reduced sense of authorship — across repeated sessions, with effects that persist after the assistance is withdrawn. Oakley et al. [@oakley2025memory] develop the broader cognitive-psychology framing: as external aids become capable enough to substitute for formative engagement, the internal memory systems on which contributory expertise depends are deprived of the engagement they require to develop. Foundation-stage formation under generic AI mediation is, on this reading, the form the cognitive-debt mechanism takes in professional formation: the consultant whose formative engagements are routed through AI mediation is not building the cognitive ground on which contributory expertise depends, even where their outputs continue to look competent. The medical literature provides a cross-professional analogue: Natali et al.’s mixed-method review of AI-induced deskilling [@natali2025deskilling] identifies physical examination, differential diagnosis, clinical judgment, and physician-patient communication as specifically vulnerable to AI-induced upskilling inhibition in medicine — competency domains whose structure in the PACES-MRCPUK clinical framework maps precisely onto what the ChMC framework treats as Foundation-stage formation-through-engagement capacities — and 55% of surgical residents in 2023 reported reduced skill development attributable to AI-assisted decision support, a figure that suggests this is not a theoretical projection but an active empirical process. A 2026 Perspective in Nature Medicine sharpens the conceptual vocabulary the Foundation-stage analysis requires. Ke et al. (2026) distinguish never-skilling — the failure of foundational competency to develop during formative training when AI substitutes for the cognitive effort its formation requires — from deskilling (the erosion of established competencies in experienced practitioners): it is never-skilling, not deskilling, that the Foundation-stage analysis describes, and the distinction matters because the intervention it implies is structurally different — never-skilling cannot be addressed by remediation after the formation window has closed, only by formation-protective practice while it is still open [@ke2026neverskilling]. What the authors call false proficiency — the transient state in which AI-assisted performance appears adequate while masking the absence of independent competency — names why this mechanism is structurally invisible to the productivity register: the formation deficit does not become visible until the support is withdrawn or the practitioner encounters a consequence their interactional fluency cannot navigate, and by that point the formative window has closed. This pattern is corroborated in practitioner analysis of the consulting sector specifically: Tarki and Raczynski (2025) identify the same structural pressure in HBR, noting that firms are automating the junior work through which formation historically occurred without having an alternative mechanism in place [@tarki2025consulting].

The mechanism identified at the formal and empirical levels has been named from inside practice. Paoli (2026), writing from management consulting experience, identifies the same formation rupture through the channel the theoretical analysis treats as primary: the peer-transmission route. When junior practitioners route hard questions to a language model rather than to the colleague two desks away, “that small question was how tacit knowledge moved and how a team became more than a list of names” — the sentence names, in practitioner register, what the overlapping-generations model and the cognitive-science evidence describe at formal and neurocognitive levels (Thread One). The judgment consequence is stated with a directness the framework earns only after extended argument: “Judgment is not a soft skill. It is the most expensive thing your company knows, and it is built the slow way: by doing the work badly, then less badly, then well, until you can feel when an answer is off before you can explain why.” The outcome is a cohort of “fluent operators who present well, get along, and cannot tell when the confident output in front of them is wrong” — the interactional/contributory distinction rendered in practitioner vocabulary, without the theoretical apparatus the thesis requires to ground it (Thread Three). The closing formulation is exact: “You still pay these people. You no longer form them” [@paoli2026losing]. The practitioner convergence is analytically significant not because it settles the question — practitioner testimony has its own evidential limits — but because it confirms that the mechanism the framework analyses is visible from inside management practice, and is being registered in precisely those terms.

Formal economic theory provides independent convergent support for this mechanism. Ide’s (2025) overlapping-generations model of intergenerational knowledge transmission demonstrates that automation of entry-level tasks structurally severs the transmission of tacit, embodied knowledge when that knowledge is non-verifiable under conditions of contract incompleteness — establishing at the theoretical level what the formation argument asserts at the philosophical level: that pipeline rupture is a structural consequence of entry-level automation, not a contingent one [@ide2025intergenerational]. Acemoglu, Kong and Ozdaglar’s formal model [@acemoglu2026collapse] provides a second convergence from different premises: AI substitution operating at the formative tier depletes the collective knowledge stock on which future expert action depends, with the depletion structurally driven by the same selectivity I name. The convergence between the philosophical framework, the empirical cognitive-science evidence, and two independent formal economic models [@ide2025intergenerational; @acemoglu2026collapse] is analytically significant: the Foundation-stage pipeline rupture concern is not a theoretical stipulation but a structure that appears wherever the formation mechanism is examined.

A third economic-theoretic framing provides the structural account of why the architecture fails. Garicano’s (2000) model of knowledge hierarchies demonstrates that the consulting pipeline is epistemological as well as organisational: the Foundation, Applied, and Chartered stages correspond to layers of problem-solving difficulty, where membership in each layer is defined by the knowledge range required to handle problems at that level [@garicano2000hierarchies]. The hierarchy is a formation architecture — practitioners move between layers through sustained exposure to escalation boundaries, the encounter with problems one cannot yet resolve but learns to recognise as requiring the layer above. AI substitution at the Foundation layer removes this exposure. The epistemological architecture is disrupted at its formative base: not merely because junior roles change, but because the boundary-encounters through which knowledge ranges expand are eliminated before the expansion can occur.

Reading this through the four ChMC competencies clarifies what is at stake. Personal and professional development is the competency most directly disrupted, because it is the competency whose content is how a consultant becomes a consultant. AI mediation does not eliminate the development; it changes its register from contributory to interactional. Client operating environment is the competency most ambiguously affected: juniors learn the surface vocabulary of client engagement very rapidly with AI assistance, but the grasp of what the client is doing, why they are doing it, and what consequences attend the choices they are making is not transferred through AI-mediated work. Leadership and management is largely deferred to later stages and so less affected here, though the early signals of leadership formation — taking ownership, making judgment calls under uncertainty, defending positions — are also signals that AI mediation can paper over. Ethics and professional standards is structurally complicated: the ethical formation that comes from engaging with the consequences of one’s own analytical choices is harder to achieve when the analytical choices are routed through a generic system that the junior does not own.

The third box becomes structurally further removed at this stage under AI mediation. The Foundation-stage consultant who works primarily through AI-mediated drafts engages less directly with what the client is doing, which is the content through which the third box’s interests are eventually engaged at the senior tier. The junior who has not learned to read the regulator’s hesitation across the table — the small motif of European infrastructure advisory in which the third box becomes briefly visible — will not, as a senior, recognise the hesitation when it matters. The pattern is not visible in the formation; it is visible in what the formed practitioner does and does not do later.

What I have observed, in my own practice and in firms I know well, is that the most thoughtful seniors are increasingly aware of this dynamic. The concern they register is not the productivity register of “are juniors producing enough” but the formation register of “what are juniors becoming through what they do.” The two registers ask different questions. The productivity register has clear metrics and clear answers. The formation register has neither, and the absence of metrics for what is most consequential is itself a structural feature of the situation I name.


Bristol, 2024. A senior partner who leads graduate development at a water sector regulatory practice has a standing rule: every Foundation-stage consultant on her team produces a first draft of the analytical section themselves before any AI-assisted tools are used on that section. The draft does not need to be good. It needs to exist. She is explicit about the reason: I need to see what you think the problem is before I see what the model thinks the problem is. If I skip that step, I am reviewing the model’s thinking and you are reviewing the model’s thinking and neither of us is forming you. Several colleagues regard this as inefficiency that clients are noticing. Her Foundation-stage cohorts from 2022 and 2023 are now Applied-stage consultants who consistently perform better in client meetings than peers from other practices. The correlation is imperfect. She is not sure what else accounts for it. {: .placeholder }

Resistant practice exists at Foundation stage. There are partners who route work in particular ways for formative reasons — assigning juniors to tasks they could AI-mediate but whose formative value depends on doing them without mediation. There are firms that have developed deliberate non-AI-mediated formation tracks, recognising that what makes their senior consultants distinctive cannot be reproduced if the formation pipeline is fully AI-mediated. There are practice areas that have decided collectively to handle certain kinds of engagement without AI mediation, particularly in highly regulated subdomains where the consequences of formation failure are most visible.

These practices are exceptions, not the dominant trajectory. They are also strategically intelligent in a register the productivity framings cannot capture: the firms that maintain formation pathways are betting that their senior practitioners in two decades will be distinguishable from competitors whose formation pathways have been eroded, and that the distinguishability will be commercially valuable beyond what current productivity metrics can measure. Whether the bet pays out depends on how the trajectory of the wider profession resolves, which is what Chapter 8’s scenarios examine.



7.3 Applied stage: where the deliverable-as-performance moat erodes

The Applied stage of the ChMC framework covers mid-career consultants who have moved beyond initial formation and are now operating with autonomy on engagements: structuring analytical work, leading project teams, managing client relationships at working level, and doing the analytical work whose output has historically been the firm’s most visible competitive asset. In European infrastructure advisory, this stage typically corresponds to consultants in years five through twelve or so of their careers, depending on the firm’s progression structure and the consultant’s trajectory.


Frankfurt, 2025. An Applied-stage consultant at a German infrastructure advisory firm is working on a regulatory risk section for an energy client bid response. He produces it in just under three hours: LLM-structured regulatory landscape, firm-specific framing applied in two editing passes, partner review pass of forty minutes. Two years ago, producing that section took him two days. The partner would have reframed two paragraphs and spent thirty minutes explaining why — conversations the consultant still refers back to. The output produced today is technically equivalent, possibly better edited. The partner’s review still happens. The reframing conversation is shorter because the starting point is closer to the answer. The formation that the longer distance used to create has not been replaced by anything. It has simply stopped being produced by the workflow. {: .placeholder }

Applied-stage work spans the four TGAIF quadrants, resisting the clean mapping that worked for Foundation. Some Applied work falls into Scalable Generalist territory — the standard analytical structures, the routine modelling, the formatted deliverables. Some falls into Precise Specialist territory — the regulatory-compliance work, the benchmarking, the structured comparative analysis. Some falls into Creative Generalist territory — the strategic synthesis, the cross-engagement framing, the work of bringing multiple analytical strands into a coherent recommendation. Some falls into Adaptive Specialist territory — the deeply context-sensitive work, the judgment calls, the moments when an Applied consultant exercises professional decision marking them as more than a competent analyst.

The TGAIF mapping at Applied stage is messier than at Foundation, and the messiness is itself analytically informative. What it tells us is that the deliverable-as-performance moat — the historical situation in which the polished, well-structured deliverable was itself a demonstration of the firm’s capability and the consultant’s competence — is being structurally compressed at this stage beyond what the cleaner Foundation-stage analysis captures.

The mechanism is what Chapter 6’s first finding — selective displacement — describes operating on the expressive layer of consulting work rather than only on the formative one. The polished deck, the well-structured document, the elegantly framed analytical synthesis: these have historically been the artefacts through which the firm’s distinctive way of seeing was made visible to clients. AI mediation produces artefacts at this expressive layer rapidly and competently. The Applied consultant who is competing with AI-mediated work in client engagements is competing in a market where the expressive layer no longer demonstrates what it once demonstrated. The deck’s craft no longer carries the weight it once did, because comparable craft is increasingly available through generic mediation.

This is what I have called the deliverable-as-performance moat eroding. The moat was real: a firm’s deliverables were marks of its distinctiveness, and the Applied consultant whose work bore those marks was contributing to the firm’s competitive position by producing them. The moat is being compressed not because the deliverables are getting worse but because the comparators — including the comparators a sophisticated client can produce in-house with AI tools — are getting better at what they appear to demonstrate. The firm’s distinctiveness now has to be demonstrated through what is behind the deliverable, not through the deliverable itself: through the analytical judgment, the grasp, the relational intelligence, the senior-tier capacity that the deliverable is the visible expression of.

This compression has secondary consequences for the Applied consultant’s role within the firm. Applied consultants have historically been the formative layer for Foundation-stage juniors — the supervisory tier through which Foundation-stage formation is mediated. When Applied work is itself substantially AI-mediated, the supervisory function changes: Applied consultants are reviewing AI-mediated outputs from juniors, often with the assistance of their own AI mediation, and the formative engagement that has historically passed from Applied to Foundation is altered. The Applied consultant who reviews a junior’s AI-mediated draft using their own AI-mediated review is not engaging in the same kind of formative supervision as the Applied consultant who reviewed a junior’s hand-drafted memo with analytical commentary.

At Applied stage, the mechanism is the commoditisation of the expressive layer: AI mediation absorbs the outputs through which the firm’s distinctive analytical contribution has historically been demonstrated, compressing the deliverable-as-performance moat and altering the supervisory function through which Foundation formation is mediated. The Applied-stage consultant who reviews an AI-generated deliverable is reviewing through different conditions than the Applied-stage consultant who built it; the managerial judgment required to supervise AI-assisted production is structurally different from the formative engagement of supervised original production, and the difference propagates downward to the Foundation-stage practitioners whose formation depends on Applied-stage supervision.

Reading this through the four ChMC competencies: Client operating environment is the competency most directly affected for Applied consultants, because the deliverable through which the firm’s grasp of the client environment was historically demonstrated is exactly the artefact AI mediation is most apt to compress. Personal and professional development changes register: Applied consultants are still developing, but the development is now occurring through different formative engagements — through working out how to add value beyond what AI can produce, through cultivating the relational and judgmental capacities I treat as the ground of senior practice. Leadership and management takes on new weight: the Applied consultant is now leading teams whose Foundation-stage members have been formed differently, and the leadership task includes the formative responsibility for those Foundation-stage members in ways the previous generation of Applied consultants did not face. Ethics and professional standards is engaged at this stage in the question of attribution: when does the Applied consultant register that work is AI-mediated, and what does that registration imply for client relationship and for professional self-understanding?

The third box is encountered at Applied stage, but more thinly under AI mediation. The Applied consultant who would have spent more time engaging with the regulatory environment — reading consultations, attending hearings, talking with regulators — is increasingly able to operate on AI-mediated summaries of those activities. The summaries are competent. The engagement that builds the contributory grasp of how the third box operates in the regulator’s hesitation is thinner. The consequence is not visible at Applied stage; it is visible later, when the Applied consultant who never built that engagement becomes the Chartered consultant who is supposed to bring it.


Stockholm, 2025. An infrastructure advisory firm has introduced a “depth lead” model: one Applied-stage consultant per major engagement takes primary responsibility for the analytical sections, produced without AI-mediated scaffolding, with explicit partner time allocated for joint development review. The managing partner describes it in an internal note as a formation investment, not a quality control mechanism — and specifically not as distrust of AI tools, which the firm uses extensively for other workflow stages. The engagements take longer. The clients have not raised this. The consultants in the depth-lead rotation, tracked informally over eighteen months, produce stronger strategic narratives in year two than matched peers who have not been through it. The firm’s partner track data is too thin to be confident. The managing partner has stopped worrying about whether her depth-lead alumni will be ready. {: .placeholder }

Resistant practice at Applied stage takes a particular form. The most thoughtful firms are recognising that Applied consultants need different formative engagements than they have historically been given, because the formative engagements that previously came through deliverable production are no longer doing the same work. Some firms are investing in structured rotations through different practice areas, on the reasoning that breadth of engagement now matters more than it once did because the depth of any single deliverable is harder to demonstrate. Some firms are investing in deliberate exposure to senior practice — Applied consultants attending engagements they would historically have been excluded from, on the reasoning that the senior judgment they are supposed to be developing toward needs to be observed before it can be developed. Some partners are investing in particular Applied consultants on grounds that resist the generification trajectory: cultivating individual consultants whose distinctive analytical voice is recognisably theirs, not the firm’s standard output.

These resistant practices are more visible than at Foundation stage because Applied consultants are themselves more visible — they are present in client meetings, they speak in their own voice in firm forums, their distinctiveness or lack of it is observable to peers and seniors. The resistance is real but exceptional. The dominant trajectory is the compression I have described: the deliverable-as-performance moat erodes, and the Applied consultant’s contribution becomes harder to demonstrate through the artefacts that have historically demonstrated it.



7.4 Chartered stage: where disintermediation and relational erosion emerge

The Chartered stage of the ChMC framework covers the most senior tier of professional progression: the consultants who have completed the formation through Foundation and Applied stages, who now exercise professional judgment as their primary contribution, and who carry institutional weight in their firms as partners, principals, or equivalent senior practitioners. In European infrastructure advisory, this stage typically corresponds to consultants in their second decade of practice and beyond.


Amsterdam, 2024. A regional Dutch energy distribution operator has deployed an AI-mediated regulatory monitoring and analysis platform. Two years ago, the operator commissioned a quarterly regulatory intelligence briefing from an advisory firm: forty pages, produced by a four-person Applied-stage team, delivered in a half-day session with the operator’s regulatory director and two senior engineers. The operator now produces its own twenty-page regulatory summary monthly using the internal platform. The quarterly briefing has compressed to a ninety-minute strategic conversation with a single senior partner — what the platform cannot tell the client, which is what the evolving regulatory environment means for capital allocation decisions over the next regulatory period. The senior partner’s day rate has not changed. The total engagement revenue has halved. The Applied-stage team who produced the briefings is working on a different client. The client is, by any measure, analytically more capable than it was eighteen months ago. The practice is smaller, and the practice has started asking what it will produce next year that a platform cannot. {: .placeholder }

Chartered-stage work, mapped onto the TGAIF framework, falls predominantly into the Adaptive Specialist quadrant — high flexibility, high specificity, high augmentation, low automation. This is the work TGAIF would recommend for high human augmentation with low automation, and it is precisely the work the framework I deploy treats as where contributory expertise remains most resistant to AI substitution. At this stage, the alignment between the two analytical traditions is closest, and the tension that operated at Foundation is reduced. Chartered-stage work is irreducibly judgmental: it requires the situated, contextual, consequence-aware judgment that contributory expertise produces, and it cannot be performed adequately by systems that have no situated engagement with consequence.

But Chartered-stage advisory is not protected from AI mediation in the way that this mapping might initially suggest. Two distinct dynamics operate at this stage, both of which I treat as concerns even though contributory judgment itself remains resistant.

The first dynamic is disintermediation. Sophisticated clients are increasingly building in-house AI capability that compresses the scope of senior advisory engagements. The traditional Chartered-stage engagement — strategy review, regulatory analysis, market positioning — has historically had a substantial analytical component that the senior advisor brought to the engagement, supplemented by judgment exercised on the analytical outputs. As clients build internal AI capability, they increasingly bring the analytical component in-house and engage senior advisors on a narrower scope: the specific judgment calls, the political readings, the relational assessments that their internal AI capability cannot perform. The engagement footprint shrinks.

This disintermediation operates differently across infrastructure subdomains. In subdomains where clients have substantial in-house technical capability already — energy utilities with strong analytical functions, transport authorities with developed planning departments — the disintermediation is most advanced. In subdomains where clients are smaller or less analytically capable — many municipal authorities, smaller water utilities, some social-infrastructure clients — the disintermediation is slower because the in-house capability is not there to drive it.

The disintermediation has consequences for the Chartered consultant’s commercial position. The compressed engagement scope means lower revenue per engagement, which over time forces firms to either expand the number of engagements (which strains the senior tier) or develop alternative offerings (which requires institutional investment that not all firms will make). The structural pressure on the firm is real, even if the individual senior consultant remains busy. And the structural pressure feeds back into how Foundation and Applied stages are configured: a firm whose Chartered-stage revenue is compressed under disintermediation has fewer resources to invest in formation pathways at the earlier stages.

The second dynamic is relational erosion, which operates not on Chartered consultants in current practice but on the pipeline that produces them. The Chartered-stage consultant of 2026 was formed in the 2000s and 2010s through the integrated three-scale system Chapter 4 describes — a system that was intact through their formation. The Chartered-stage consultant of 2046 is being formed now, through a Foundation and Applied trajectory in which AI mediation operates throughout. The question is what kind of senior practitioner emerges from this transformed formation pipeline, and the answer matters for the long-term substance of European infrastructure advisory beyond what current practice can demonstrate.

The relational dimension is particularly consequential. Chartered-stage advisory is constitutively relational: with clients across multiple engagements, with regulators across multiple cases, with peers across multiple firms, with publics through multiple consultation processes. The relational capacity is built through sustained engagement at earlier stages — the Foundation-stage consultant who attends regulator meetings, the Applied-stage consultant who participates in stakeholder engagements, the Chartered-stage consultant who has spent twenty years building these relational capacities. When the formation pipeline is altered such that earlier-stage consultants engage less directly with these relationships, the relational capacity that emerges at Chartered stage is thinner.

Reading this through the four ChMC competencies: Leadership and management is the competency most heavily engaged at Chartered stage, and it is the competency most consequential for whether the firm’s institutional capacity is reproduced across the generational shift. Ethics and professional standards takes on heightened weight at this stage because Chartered consultants are the consultants whose decisions most directly affect the third box, and the engagement with ethical content is most visible at this tier. Client operating environment is engaged at Chartered stage in its highest-resolution form, and it is the competency most resistant to AI substitution because contextual mastery is built through sustained engagement with specific client environments over time. Personal and professional development at Chartered stage is largely about the continuing cultivation of judgment and the formation of the next generation, both of which are altered under contemporary AI mediation.

The third box is encountered most directly at Chartered stage. The senior advisor who sits across from a regulator, whose hesitation might register a public concern the client has not noticed, is engaging with the third box in the form I treat as constitutive of European infrastructure advisory. The engagement at this stage is what my normative argument depends on: the legitimacy of advisory work rests on the answerability of the senior practitioner to the publics whose interests the work serves, and the answerability is exercised primarily through the relational and judgmental capacities of Chartered-stage practice.

What is structurally at risk under contemporary AI mediation is not the Chartered-stage consultant of 2026 — they are formed, capable, and present. What is at risk is the Chartered-stage consultant of 2046, whose formation pipeline is being altered now possibly without producing the capacity I treat as constitutive. The risk is structural, gradual, and not visible in current practice. It is visible only if one looks at the formation system as a whole, across decades, and asks whether the conditions under which contributory expertise is reproduced are being preserved.


Edinburgh, 2025. A senior partner at a Scottish infrastructure advisory firm has spent two years thinking publicly about what advisory practices owe their Foundation-stage staff in an AI-mediated environment — in firm strategy presentations, in a contribution to a ChMC-convened professional development discussion, in a paper submitted to a built environment journal that was politely rejected and that she intends to revise. She is not opposed to AI tools; her own practice uses them extensively for research and document processing. She has invested in a structured rotation ensuring every Foundation-stage consultant spends at least one substantial engagement in a work type that resists AI mediation: stakeholder facilitation for a contested public infrastructure inquiry, preparation for a formal regulatory hearing, negotiation support for a cross-border infrastructure agreement. She calls it a formation commitment, not an AI policy. It costs the firm approximately twelve percent more per Foundation-year cohort than she estimates the market standard to be. She has not, in three years, lost a single Foundation-stage consultant to a competitor who cited better development opportunities. {: .placeholder }

Resistant practice at Chartered stage takes a different form than at Foundation or Applied. The most thoughtful Chartered consultants are increasingly aware that their primary contribution to the long-term health of the profession lies in formation — in how they engage with the consultants below them, what they choose to teach, what they refuse to delegate to AI mediation. There are partners who have invested heavily in deliberate formation pathways, who route work in particular ways to ensure that juniors have the engagements they need, who carve out time for the supervision that AI-mediated review cannot replace. There are senior figures who have taken the long view: who recognise that the firm’s capacity in two decades will depend on the formation pathways they support now, even where the short-term productivity calculus does not favour them.

These resistant practices are most visible at the senior tier because Chartered consultants have the institutional weight to make formation choices visible. A partner can choose how their team is configured. A leadership team can choose what the firm’s training architecture looks like. The choices are observable to peers, to juniors, and to clients. The visibility is itself a strategic asset: firms whose Chartered-tier choices visibly invest in formation are differentiating themselves from competitors whose choices visibly do not.

But the resistant practice at Chartered stage is, again, exceptional. The dominant trajectory is the compression I have described: disintermediation operating immediately, relational erosion operating across the longer time horizon, and the Chartered consultant’s contribution increasingly visible only to those who know to look for it.



7.5 The cross-stage pattern

What emerges from the stage-by-stage analysis is a coherent cross-stage pattern I treat as contemporary advisory transformation in European infrastructure.

The pattern is not uniform across the stages. At Foundation, the apprenticeship blow lands hardest because the formative content of the work is being structurally altered. At Applied, the deliverable-as-performance moat erodes because the expressive layer of consulting work is being commoditised. At Chartered, two dynamics operate: disintermediation as immediate pressure on engagement scope, and relational erosion as long-term consequence of formation pipeline disruption propagating forward.

But the pattern is coherent across the stages because the same mechanism — generic AI mediation operating as substitute for the formative engagements through which contributory expertise has historically been reproduced — acts at each. The mechanism produces different visible effects at different stages, but the underlying transformation is one transformation: the integrated three-scale system through which European infrastructure advisory has materialised its expertise is being structurally altered in ways I name. (Annex D develops individuation as the philosophical concept through which this analysis reads the multi-scale mechanism; Annex F develops the SECI model and its dark-mirror reading through which the organisational scale operates.)

The four findings from Chapter 6 hold across the stage-by-stage analysis. Selective displacement acts at all three stages, manifesting differently — as formative content alteration at Foundation, as expressive layer commoditisation at Applied, as engagement scope compression at Chartered. Pipeline rupture regardless of headcount acts at all three stages — the headcount question varies by stage and firm and subdomain, but the pipeline mechanism operates on formation rather than employment, and the formation effect is visible regardless of headcount trajectory. Paoli (2026) names this propagation from inside management practice: the formation failure does not terminate at the Foundation stage but moves forward through the career structure as the altered cohort enters Applied and Chartered practice — a practitioner-register convergence with the mechanism the framework analyses [@paoli2026losing]. Uneven upward value flow is visible across the three stages — the Foundation-stage consultant’s productivity gains accrue partly to the firm and partly to the platform vendors, the Applied-stage consultant’s compressed moat means firms compete more on senior judgment than on intermediate analytical product, and the Chartered-stage compression on engagement scope means the value the firm extracts is increasingly concentrated in the senior judgment that AI cannot replicate. Explicit narration of professional legitimacy is required across all three stages — what makes a junior consultant’s work valuable, what makes an Applied consultant’s contribution distinctive, what makes a Chartered consultant’s judgment authoritative — and the implicit legitimacy that previously sustained the profession’s institutional position is no longer sufficient.

The three vectors of transformation also operate at all three stages, with stage-specific resolution. Commoditisation of outputs is most visible at Applied stage but acts at all three: at Foundation through the rapid production of competent analytical outputs that no longer signal grasp, at Applied through the compression of the deliverable-as-performance moat, at Chartered through the disintermediation of engagement scope. Extraction of inputs is most consequential at Applied and Chartered stages, where firm and senior knowledge is most exposed to the dark mirror of the SECI model that Chapter 5 develops, but the extraction at Foundation stage operates on the formative content of training data — the AI tools the juniors use are being trained on the corpus of consulting work, and Foundation-stage formation is increasingly training the next generation of those tools as much as it is training the next generation of consultants. Apprenticeship rupture is visible most directly at Foundation but operates across the stages: the rupture at Foundation propagates forward into the Applied formation that depends on Foundation grounding, and the rupture at Applied propagates forward into the Chartered substance that depends on Applied formation.

The four ChMC competencies are differentially affected by the cross-stage pattern. Personal and professional development is the competency most uniformly disrupted across the stages, because it is the competency whose content is the formation system itself. Client operating environment is differentially affected: AI mediation produces rapid interactional fluency at Foundation and Applied, but the contextual mastery that constitutes Chartered-stage competence cannot be reproduced through interactional fluency alone, and the formation pathway through which it has historically been built is being structurally disrupted. Leadership and management takes on heightened weight at Applied and Chartered stages, but its content depends on formation pathways at earlier stages that are themselves disrupted. Ethics and professional standards is the competency I treat as most consequential, because it is the competency whose exercise is most directly the answerability to the third box, and the formation pathway through which ethical formation has historically been transmitted is being altered in ways the productivity framings do not engage.

The cross-stage pattern has implications that the chapter has registered but not yet drawn. The trajectory it describes is not deterministic — resistant practice exists at each stage, and the framework’s analytical contribution is partly to clarify what choosing differently would require institutionally. But the dominant trajectory under current conditions is the trajectory the chapter has analysed, and engaging it institutionally requires the kind of analytical apparatus the framework provides. The recommendations that follow from this analysis are developed in Chapter 9, after Chapter 8’s scenarios have stress-tested the pattern across alternative trajectory paths.



7.6 What the three-stage reading produces

One mechanism, three sets of effects. The proletarianisation mechanism operates differently at Foundation, Applied, and Chartered, but the vector is consistent: generic AI mediation absorbs the formative components of the work, erodes the visibility of contributory expertise, and structurally distances the third box from the advisory relationship. At Foundation the apprenticeship blow lands hardest, foreclosing the formation-through-consequence pathway before contributory expertise can develop. At Applied the deliverable-as-performance moat erodes, making the firm’s distinctive analytical contribution harder to recognise and harder to sustain. At Chartered disintermediation operates immediately on the engagement architecture while relational erosion works across the longer career horizon.

The third box runs through all three stages as the constituency to which the framework always returns. The trajectory the chapter analyses is not deterministic — resistant practice exists at each stage, and the analytical contribution is partly to clarify what choosing differently would require institutionally. But the dominant trajectory under current conditions is what the chapter has mapped, and its consequences for third-box answerability are structural: the integrated three-scale system through which contributory expertise has historically been reproduced is the same system through which advisory work has historically been answerable to the publics that bear its consequences.

The three transformations described in this chapter — the apprenticeship blow at Foundation, the moat erosion at Applied, and the combined disintermediation and relational erosion at Chartered — have direct analogues in other advisory contexts. In strategy consulting, the Foundation blow lands on the junior analyst work that has historically constituted the formative base: market sizing, financial modelling, structured problem decomposition at speed and under pressure. The content of the formative engagement differs from infrastructure advisory; the structural mechanism — AI mediation absorbing the formative base before it can form practitioners — is the same. In financial advisory, the Applied moat erodes in the analytical and modelling work through which advisory firms have historically distinguished their analytical voice from generic market analysis available elsewhere. In management consulting serving large organisations across diverse sectors, the Chartered disintermediation operates wherever clients are building in-house AI capability that compresses the scope of advisory engagements commissioned from external firms. Across these contexts, the ChMC three-stage architecture is the scaffold for the European infrastructure analysis; analogous competency frameworks would provide equivalent scaffolds in their respective domains. The content is specific; the mechanism is general.

Chapter 8 takes the cross-stage pattern into futures, constructing four scenarios as philosophical thought-experiments and identifying the structural trends that hold regardless of which trajectory resolves.







Chapter 8 — Futures: Scenarios for European Infrastructure Advisory


8.1 Constructing the four scenarios

This chapter takes the cross-stage pattern Chapter 7 developed into futures. It constructs four scenarios for professional advisory under AI mediation — not predictions, not forecasts, not most-likely projections, but analytical exercises that stress-test the framework against alternative trajectory paths. The scenarios are constructed with European infrastructure advisory as the primary illustration: the specific content, the institutional actors, and the third-box stakes are developed in this research site. But the two structural axes from which the scenarios are derived are general: where expertise lives (in human practitioners or in AI models) and under whose sovereignty AI models operate (extractive Anglo-American commercial or alternative). The same scenario architecture — and the same four quadrants — applies to professional advisory contexts broadly. The Commodity Advisory trajectory is available to any advisory firm where AI mediation absorbs the formative base; the Artisanal Advisory trajectory is available to any advisory firm that recognises the formation question and builds its institutional choices around it.

The chapter then identifies seven cross-scenario findings — concerns that hold regardless of which trajectory unfolds: the contributory/interactional distinction is the primary structural determinant of professional value, the formation question becomes inescapable, sovereignty pressure operates across multiple scales, the third-box question persists, explicit legitimacy narration becomes inescapable, extraction operates structurally in all scenarios, and the Applied stage has no safe trajectory. These seven findings are then carried into Chapter 9’s recommendations to constituencies. The recommendations are robust to the trajectory variation the scenarios capture because they are suited to concerns that hold across all four scenarios, not to any single trajectory.

The chapter is methodologically distinctive within the thesis. The analytical chapters (5, 6, 7) operate in the present tense — describing what is happening in current practice through the framework’s analytical apparatus. This chapter operates in a counterfactual register — describing what could happen under alternative trajectory paths, with analytical work suited to the framework’s concerns. The methodological framing in §8.2 articulates how this counterfactual register operates as philosophical thought-experimentation rather than as prediction.

The chapter is also where the framework’s analytical apparatus becomes most visibly integrated. The three ChMC stages from Chapter 7, the dual-scale sovereignty argument from Chapter 5, the extraction argument from Chapter 5, the third box from Chapter 2 (developed in Annex B), the integrated three-scale system from Chapter 4 — all operate across the four scenarios. The integration is what makes the cross-scenario findings robust.



8.2 Method: scenarios as philosophical thought-experiments

The scenarios in this chapter operate as philosophical thought-experiments, not as predictions. The methodological commitment is and requires explicit articulation.

The corporate-strategic scenario tradition — developed by Pierre Wack at Royal Dutch Shell in the 1970s and elaborated by Kees van der Heijden, Peter Schwartz, and adjacent figures in the strategic-foresight literature — constructs scenarios as narratives that stress-test institutional decisions against alternative trajectory paths. Corporate-strategic scenarios are suited to the institutional decisions they support: they help institutions develop capability to operate under conditions that are structurally different from the present. The methodological tradition has been influential in strategic foresight practice and has analytical apparatus that the chapter draws on.

The philosophical thought-experiment tradition — developed in twentieth-century analytic philosophy, with contributions from Williamson on the epistemology of thought-experiments, Brown and Fehige on the philosophical apparatus of thought-experimentation, and adjacent figures in philosophy of science — constructs counterfactual scenarios as analytical exercises that stress-test analytical frameworks against alternative conditions. Philosophical thought-experiments are suited to the analytical frameworks they engage: they help analytical traditions develop understanding of what their claims commit them to under conditions that are structurally different from the present.

The chapter’s methodological commitment is to bridge these two traditions. The scenarios operate as corporate-strategic exercises (the institutional content is suited to consequences for European infrastructure advisory) and as philosophical thought-experiments (the content is suited to stress-testing the framework’s analytical claims). The bridging is important because the framework’s concerns operate at both levels — the institutional level of what European infrastructure advisory becomes, and the philosophical level of what the framework’s analytical apparatus commits to under alternative conditions.

The chapter is explicit that the scenarios are not predictions. The scenarios are counterfactual rather than forecast. The chapter does not advance a claim that any one scenario is more likely than the others, and the analytical work the scenarios do does not depend on probability assessment. What the scenarios do is articulate trajectory paths whose conditions can be analysed through the framework’s analytical apparatus, with consequences for the four constituencies the recommendations of Chapter 9 then engage.

The two structural axes that produce the four scenarios emerge from the analytical chapters. The expertise location axis emerges from the framework’s distinction between contributory expertise (which resides in human practitioners reproduced through the integrated three-scale system) and the content that AI mediation can absorb (which resides in the technical systems through which the mediation operates). The two extreme cases — expertise concentrated in human practitioners, expertise concentrated in technical systems — define the axis. The sovereignty conditions axis emerges from Chapter 5’s political-economic argument: where AI mediation systems are produced and under whose ownership they operate. The two extreme cases — extractive Anglo-American commercial sovereignty (the current dominant trajectory), alternative sovereignty (European public-interest, firm-proprietary, or individually-owned alternatives) — define the axis.

The four scenarios are produced by the combinations of the two axes. The chapter develops each scenario in turn before identifying the cross-scenario findings.



8.3 Scenario one: Commodity Advisory

The project team is three people: a partner, a senior consultant, and a recent graduate running generation pipelines and approving outputs. Five years ago this engagement would have required eight people over four months. The work passes quality checks. Nobody has said out loud what the graduate is not learning.

The Commodity Advisory scenario is the trajectory where expertise concentrates in technical systems under extractive Anglo-American commercial sovereignty. European infrastructure advisory becomes absorbed into the generic capabilities of AI mediation systems whose institutional architectures are commercially structured around their sale as services to consulting firms, infrastructure clients, and adjacent institutional architectures.

The scenario operates as follows. Generic AI mediation matures across the components of advisory work that Chapter 7’s analysis identified — the formative tasks of Foundation stage, the deliverable production of Applied stage, increasingly the analytical components of Chartered-stage work. The cumulative effect is commoditisation: advisory work becomes replicable across firms through generic AI mediation, with distinctiveness compressed into a narrow band where senior contributory expertise still operates. The consulting profession does not abolish; it narrows, with value flowing upward to the platform vendors that own the AI mediation systems and inward to the senior practitioners whose contributory expertise has not been absorbed.

The Commodity Advisory scenario corresponds closely to what Acemoglu, Kong and Ozdaglar’s formal model treats as the path the system follows when agentic AI accuracy is sufficiently high and the stock of general knowledge is allowed to deplete unchecked [@acemoglu2026collapse]. Their model demonstrates that under these conditions, the system tips into a knowledge-collapse steady state where the community’s general knowledge vanishes despite high-quality individual decisions. The thesis’s reading of Commodity Advisory as the path of least resistance under current conditions is the philosophical-political-economic analogue of their formal result. The two registers converge on the same structural concern: that under unchecked extractive conditions, the system depletes even as individual outputs continue to look competent.

The consequences for the three ChMC stages are stark. Foundation-stage work is absorbed into AI mediation; Foundation-stage formation pathways collapse, with consequences for what Applied-stage practitioners can be formed into and what Chartered-stage practitioners can become two decades from now. Applied-stage work is commoditised; the deliverable-as-performance moat erodes; firm-distinctiveness compresses into a narrow band where senior practitioners still operate. Chartered-stage work is narrowed; senior advisory becomes the content that AI mediation cannot replicate, which is narrower than Chartered-stage advisory in current practice.

The consequences for the third box are negative. The answerability of European infrastructure advisory to the publics whose lives are shaped by infrastructure decisions depends on the content I treat as constitutive — contributory expertise reproduced through the integrated three-scale system, engagement with consequence, answerability across long time horizons. In the Commodity Advisory scenario, the content is absorbed into generic AI mediation, and the answerability operates through AI-mediated systems whose content is suited to extractive Anglo-American commercial sovereignty rather than to the European public-interest tradition.


Milan, 2025. An Italian infrastructure advisory firm has lost three consecutive bids for energy regulatory strategy work to competitors who have structured their offerings around AI-mediated analytical production: faster turnaround, lower price point, outputs that cover the required regulatory categories in the required format. The firm’s partners are confident the outputs are analytically thinner — less specific to the Italian regulatory context, less attentive to ARERA’s particular institutional character, less capable of the strategic framing that has historically been the firm’s differentiator. The clients appear either not to notice the difference or not to weight it against the price gap. One partner prepares a presentation for the firm’s annual strategy day titled: The market is pricing our distinctiveness at zero. The conversation that follows is long. Nobody disputes the diagnosis. Nobody has a confident answer to what it implies. {: .placeholder }

The consequences for the two scales of sovereignty are severe. National-cultural sovereignty is eroded as European public-interest practice becomes absorbed into generic AI mediation whose content is dominated by Anglo-American patterns. Organisational sovereignty is eroded as firm-distinctive ways of seeing become compressed under generic mediation that operates uniformly across firms.

Extraction operates in this scenario. Firm-externalised knowledge flows outward into vendor systems whose content is then recirculated through generic capabilities to competitors and clients. The dark mirror of the SECI model operates at commercial scale: what firms have historically reproduced as competitive distinctiveness becomes part of the generic distribution that AI mediation operates on.

The Commodity Advisory scenario is the trajectory I treat as most concerning. It is the trajectory toward which current conditions tilt, in the absence of institutional engagement with the concerns I name. Chapter 9’s recommendations are suited to engage the conditions under which this trajectory could be shifted.



8.4 Scenario two: The Digital Twin Economy

The procurement brief has a forty-page annex: technical specifications for sovereign AI deployment, including EU data residency requirements, national jurisdiction for training data, and regulatory inspection rights for model query logs. It is an advisory engagement, not an IT tender. The regulatory body issuing it has spent three years building the institutional architecture this annex requires. The firm reading it takes three days to decide whether to bid.

The Digital Twin Economy scenario is the trajectory where expertise concentrates in technical systems under alternative sovereignty conditions. European infrastructure advisory becomes absorbed into AI mediation systems, but the institutional architectures through which the mediation operates are European-public, firm-proprietary, or otherwise alternative to extractive Anglo-American commercial sovereignty.

The scenario operates as follows. The absorption of advisory work into AI mediation operates similarly to Commodity Advisory, but the institutional architectures of the AI mediation systems are different. European public-interest AI initiatives — oriented sovereign AI capability, European institutional architectures of model governance, public-interest training data curation — provide the content that mediation operates on. Firm-proprietary AI capabilities — developed within firms, trained on firm-distinctive material, governed through firm institutional architectures — provide alternative pathways for firm distinctiveness to be reproduced. The trajectory is similar to Commodity Advisory at the level of expertise location (it is concentrated in technical systems) but different at the level of sovereignty (the technical systems are governed through European public-interest or firm-proprietary architectures).

Brest, 2024. A French port authority has commissioned a digital twin of its logistics infrastructure under an EU-funded port digitalisation programme. The twin is built on a platform developed by a French technology consortium under the Programme d’Investissements d’Avenir AI framework — trained on French port operations data, hosted within the consortium’s infrastructure, governed by an agreement that keeps training data and model weights within French jurisdiction. An infrastructure advisory firm is brought in not to advise on port operations but on the governance architecture for the twin: who owns the model’s outputs, who can query it on what questions, what happens when the model’s recommendations conflict with the port authority’s own operational judgment, and how the twin’s advice should be documented for regulatory purposes. The engagement is not about port infrastructure. It is about the epistemic infrastructure for governing port infrastructure — a distinction the firm’s engagement scope had not previously needed to make. {: .placeholder }

The consequences for the two scales of sovereignty are positive. National-cultural sovereignty is preserved through institutional architectures of European public-interest AI capability. Organisational sovereignty is preserved through firm-proprietary AI capabilities that maintain firm-distinctive content.

Extraction operates differently in this scenario. Firm-externalised knowledge flows into AI mediation systems whose institutional architectures recognise firm ownership. Public-interest knowledge flows into AI mediation systems whose institutional architectures recognise public-interest ownership. The dark mirror of the SECI model is mitigated through institutional architectures that recognise what is being externalised.

The consequences for the three ChMC stages operate differently from Commodity Advisory. Foundation-stage work is absorbed but what is absorbed is European-public-interest rather than generic Anglo-American; Foundation-stage formation pathways are altered but formation is oriented to the European tradition. Applied-stage work is commoditised in technical terms but the commoditisation operates through institutional architectures that recognise European public-interest practice. Chartered-stage work operates as supervisory judgment within the technically mediated system, with content suited to the alternative sovereignty conditions.

The consequences for the third box are mixed. The answerability operates through AI-mediated systems, with content that recognises the third-box constituency through the institutional architectures of European public-interest practice. Whether the answerability is adequate depends on whether the institutional architectures of the alternative sovereignty are suited to the third box. The framework treats this content as institutionally available within European public-interest tradition but not automatically present; engagement with the third box requires institutional architectures even where expertise is concentrated in technical systems.

The Digital Twin Economy scenario is the trajectory I treat as requiring substantial institutional development to be realised. The institutional architectures it requires — European public-interest AI capability, firm-proprietary AI development, governance architectures for both — are present in early form in current practice but underdeveloped relative to what the scenario would require. Chapter 9’s recommendations are suited to engage the institutional development that this trajectory would require.



8.5 Scenario three: Artisanal Advisory

The lead partner has one standing instruction for her team: every analytical judgment in every client-facing document is owned by a named consultant with domain experience in the relevant sector. AI tools run the background research. The analytical judgment is human, identifiable, and answerable. The firm charges a premium. It has never lost a client who genuinely valued the distinction.

The Artisanal Advisory scenario is the trajectory where expertise concentrates in human practitioners under alternative sovereignty conditions. European infrastructure advisory continues to be reproduced through the integrated three-scale system Chapter 4 described, with institutional engagement that protects the formation pathway through which contributory expertise has historically been reproduced and operates within sovereignty conditions that recognise European public-interest practice.

The scenario operates as follows. AI mediation operates in advisory work but is institutionally bounded — its content is integrated into the three-scale system, not replacing its components. Foundation-stage formation pathways are protected through institutional architectures that recognise formation as constitutive of the profession. Applied-stage work continues to be the site of distinctive firm voice and practitioner-distinctive analytical content. Chartered-stage advisory continues to operate as the site of senior judgment, with content reproduced through sustained engagement with consequence over the arc of careers.

Acemoglu et al.’s formal model converges on the Artisanal Advisory scenario from a policy-design direction that complements the thesis’s philosophical reading [@acemoglu2026collapse]. Their welfare analysis identifies an information-design policy that maximises long-run welfare: a two-phase intervention consisting of a moratorium phase, in which agentic AI is suppressed to rebuild the depleted stock of general knowledge, followed by a permanent cap at a welfare-maximising level of AI precision. The Artisanal Advisory scenario is the political-economic analogue of what their welfare-optimal policy would produce: a long-run condition in which AI mediation operates within institutional architectures that protect formation pathways, recognise the public-interest tradition, and cap the substitution of AI for the formative engagements that reproduce contributory expertise.

Copenhagen, 2025. A Danish infrastructure advisory practice of twelve consultants has built its entire market position on a single commitment: all regulatory analysis is produced by a named senior consultant with specific domain experience in the sector the client operates in. The firm does not use AI-mediated drafting for deliverable content. It uses AI extensively for background research, data aggregation, and document search. The distinction is not a refusal of technology; it is a formation and quality assurance commitment — the analytical judgment in every client-facing document has been formed through genuine domain engagement. The firm is small. It charges a premium its larger competitors find implausible. Its client base is three major Danish infrastructure operators, one Scandinavian regulatory body, and two European infrastructure funds who have learned that when they need to understand what a regulatory development actually means for capital allocation, the Copenhagen practice will tell them something a platform cannot. {: .placeholder }

The consequences for the third box are positive. The answerability of European infrastructure advisory to the publics whose lives are shaped by infrastructure decisions operates through contributory expertise reproduced through the integrated three-scale system. The European public-interest tradition is preserved through institutional architectures that recognise advisory work as constitutive of public-interest practice.

The consequences for the two scales of sovereignty are positive. National-cultural sovereignty is preserved through institutional architectures that recognise European public-interest advisory practice. Organisational sovereignty is preserved through institutional architectures that recognise firm-distinctive practice.

Extraction operates in mitigated form. Firm-externalised knowledge flows through institutional architectures that recognise what is being externalised; the dark mirror of the SECI model is bounded by institutional architectures that recognise the consequences of unmitigated extraction.

The consequences for the three ChMC stages are positive. Foundation-stage formation pathways operate through institutional architectures that protect formation. Applied-stage work continues to be the site of firm-distinctive analytical voice and practitioner-distinctive contribution. Chartered-stage advisory continues to operate as the site of senior contributory expertise reproduced through the integrated three-scale system.

The Artisanal Advisory scenario is the trajectory I treat as most aligned with the European public-interest tradition. It is also the trajectory that requires the most institutional engagement to be realised. The institutional architectures it requires — formation pathway protection, procurement frameworks that recognise contributory expertise, disclosure norms that engage the third box, sovereignty architectures that recognise European public-interest practice — are present in fragmentary form in current practice but underdeveloped relative to what the scenario would require. Chapter 9’s recommendations to constituencies are suited to engage the institutional development that this trajectory would require.



8.6 Scenario four: Disintermediated Clients

The utility has brought the work in-house. The advisory firm still has an engagement — four senior conversations a year, no deliverables. Nine years of engagement knowledge, regulatory judgment, and institutional memory sit partly in the utility’s new AI platform and partly in the heads of three advisors who have gone in-house. The platform vendor manages the architecture. The utility’s board has not asked who owns the model weights.

The Disintermediated Clients scenario is the trajectory where expertise concentrates in human practitioners under extractive Anglo-American commercial sovereignty conditions, with the consequence that infrastructure clients build in-house AI capability that absorbs advisory work, and advisory practice operates within compressed engagement scopes where senior contributory expertise remains valuable but the institutional architectures of the consulting profession are narrowed.

The scenario operates as follows. Sophisticated infrastructure clients — energy utilities with substantial analytical functions, transport authorities with developed planning departments, regulatory bodies with technical capacity — build in-house AI capability that absorbs the analytical components of advisory work that have historically been consulting engagements. The consulting profession does not abolish but is reshaped: engagements compress to the components that in-house AI capability cannot reproduce, which is senior contributory expertise. The institutional architectures of the consulting profession — firm structures, formation pathways, what makes consulting consulting — are under pressure as engagements narrow.

Lisbon, 2024. ANACOM, the Portuguese regulatory authority for telecommunications and postal services, has deployed an AI-supported regulatory analysis platform that can process consultation documents, identify relevant precedents from European regulatory decisions, and produce preliminary analytical summaries within hours of a new regulatory filing. The platform does not replace ANACOM’s analytical staff; it accelerates the pre-analysis phase that previously required significant external advisory input. An advisory firm that has provided ANACOM with regulatory intelligence briefings for seven years has seen its engagement scope compress: the quarterly briefings, once analytical documents, are now primarily concerned with the questions the platform does not answer — specifically, the relationship between ANACOM’s formal regulatory positions and the political economy of the current government’s infrastructure and telecommunications priorities. The relationship persists. The firm is smaller than it was. ANACOM is, by any analytical measure, a more capable regulator than it was three years ago, and the advisory firm is providing a different kind of advice to a more informed client. {: .placeholder }

Extraction operates as the scenario’s defining dynamic. What was historically advisory expertise flows into in-house AI capability whose content is shaped by the institutional architectures of infrastructure clients rather than by the consulting profession. The firm’s engagement knowledge — accumulated through years of sustained advisory relationship — becomes training material for the client’s platform, governed by the technology vendor, subject to the vendor’s ownership and reuse conditions. The consulting profession’s institutional architecture is at risk under cumulative disintermediation pressure not from substitution by AI directly but from absorption through the client side.

The consequences for the two scales of sovereignty are negative. National-cultural sovereignty is eroded as European public-interest practice operates through extractive Anglo-American commercial AI mediation, even where the AI capability is nominally in-house at infrastructure clients. Organisational sovereignty is eroded as the institutional architectures of the consulting profession are reshaped under disintermediation pressure.

The consequences for the three ChMC stages are mixed. Foundation-stage work reduces in volume as in-house client AI capability absorbs the analytical components that have historically been Foundation-stage content; Foundation-stage formation pathways compress under reduced engagement scope. Applied-stage work reduces as engagement deliverables narrow; Applied-stage formation pathways compress correspondingly. Chartered-stage work continues to operate where senior contributory expertise remains valuable, but the institutional architecture within which it operates is reshaped.

The consequences for the third box are mixed. The answerability of advisory work to the publics whose lives are shaped by infrastructure decisions operates through Chartered-stage senior contributory expertise that continues in the scenario. But the institutional architectures through which the answerability has historically operated — through firm-mediated engagement, through the integrated three-scale system, through European public-interest advisory practice — are under pressure. Whether the answerability survives the institutional reshaping depends on whether the in-house AI capability that infrastructure clients develop is suited to the third box.

The Disintermediated Clients scenario is the trajectory I treat as threatening to the institutional architectures of the consulting profession even where senior contributory expertise remains valuable. It is the trajectory that emerges from current procurement practices in some infrastructure subdomains, where in-house AI capability development is underway and engagement scopes are compressing.



8.7 Cross-scenario findings: what holds across all four

The chapter’s contribution is seven cross-scenario findings — concerns that hold across all four scenarios regardless of which trajectory unfolds. These findings provide robust ground for the recommendations in Chapter 9 because they are suited to concerns that hold across the trajectory variation, not to any single trajectory.

First cross-scenario finding: the contributory/interactional distinction is the primary structural determinant of professional value. Across all four scenarios, what AI mediation reproduces at scale is interactional expertise — the capacity to speak a domain’s language, engage its practitioners, and produce outputs that read as competent. What it cannot reproduce is contributory expertise: knowledge formed through sustained engagement with consequence that enables genuine contribution to the domain’s development [@collins2007rethinking]. This distinction is the load-bearing mechanism beneath all findings that follow. The formation question (Finding 2) matters because formation is the pathway through which interactional competence becomes contributory expertise. The sovereignty question (Finding 3) matters because whose posture structures the mediation determines whose contributory framework operates. The third-box question (Finding 4) matters because it is contributory expertise — not interactional fluency — that sustains public-interest engagement under genuine uncertainty. The legitimacy narration question (Finding 5) matters because explicit narration is how contributory expertise is made legible when interactional fluency is reproducible by agents. What is at stake across all four scenarios is whether the institutional conditions under which contributory expertise is reproduced and made legible can be sustained.

Second cross-scenario finding: the formation question becomes inescapable. Across all four scenarios, how the consulting profession reproduces contributory expertise is at stake. In Commodity Advisory, formation pathways collapse as Foundation-stage work is absorbed. In Digital Twin Economy, formation pathways are altered to operate within technically mediated systems. In Artisanal Advisory, formation pathways are protected through institutional engagement. In Disintermediated Clients, formation pathways compress under reduced engagement scope. The formation question — what is being formed, how it is being formed, what institutional architectures support the formation — is present in all four scenarios. The formation question cannot be avoided; it can only be engaged through institutional choices I treat as important.

This second finding — that the formation question becomes inescapable across all four scenarios — is the philosophical-political-economic correlate of what Acemoglu et al. derive as the central result of their formal model: that human effort produces both private decision-quality and a public good (the community’s general knowledge stock), and that the public good is what makes future human effort productive [@acemoglu2026collapse].

Third cross-scenario finding: sovereignty pressure operates across multiple scales. Across all four scenarios, where AI mediation operates under whose sovereignty is at stake. National-cultural sovereignty (the distinctiveness of European public-interest practice) and organisational sovereignty (the distinctiveness of firm-level analytical voice) operates across all four scenarios with different force. The sovereignty pressure cannot be avoided; the question is what institutional architectures recognise sovereignty at multiple scales.

Fourth cross-scenario finding: the third-box question persists. Across all four scenarios, how the publics whose lives are shaped by infrastructure decisions are engaged is at stake. The third-box constituency — the publics who bear consequences without holding contracts, including the future generations whose conditions of life are being shaped now — operates across all four scenarios with different force. The third-box question cannot be avoided; the question is what institutional architectures recognise the third box in each trajectory.

Fifth cross-scenario finding: explicit legitimacy narration becomes inescapable. Across all four scenarios, professional legitimacy requires explicit institutional narration. The implicit legitimacy that has historically operated through institutional architectures of expertise, formation, and senior practice is insufficient in all four scenarios. Legitimacy now requires institutional architectures of explicit narration: what is being done, who is doing it, what AI mediation operates, what content the practitioner is contributing. Explicit legitimacy narration cannot be avoided; the question is what institutional architectures support the narration in each trajectory.

Sixth cross-scenario finding: extraction operates structurally across all four scenarios. The variable is not whether knowledge flows outward from European advisory practice into the generic mediation apparatus — it does, in all scenarios — but through what institutional architecture and under whose ownership. In Commodity Advisory, extraction is unmediated: junior outputs feed training processes, accelerating the substitution that displaces them. In the Digital Twin Economy, extraction operates through the technical layer: the firm’s analytical posture is encoded in the twin’s configuration, portable and legible. In Artisanal Advisory, extraction is actively contested: the defining institutional choices of the scenario are precisely those that limit its scope and govern the terms on which the posture circulates. In Disintermediated Clients, extraction is client-side: the client’s direct AI tools absorb the advisory posture the firm historically provided. The question shifts from ‘are we at risk of extraction?’ — all four scenarios answer yes — to ‘what are the ownership conditions of the extraction already happening?’

Seventh cross-scenario finding: the Applied stage has no safe trajectory in any scenario. In Commodity Advisory, Applied practice is commoditised from below as AI mediation absorbs deliverable production, and squeezed from above as Chartered-level authority becomes the defensible asset. In the Digital Twin Economy, Applied practice is technically reconfigured: the consultant becomes a system-integration and quality-assurance function, exercising judgment through configuration rather than direct analytical contribution. In Artisanal Advisory, the Applied stage is the scenario’s defended constituency — which is to say it is otherwise at risk, and the institutional design choices that define the scenario are partly constituted by the refusal to accept Applied-stage substitution. In Disintermediated Clients, the Applied stage is disintermediated outright. Applied-stage vulnerability is structurally distinct from both the Foundation-stage formation argument and the Chartered-stage senior-judgment argument: it concerns the intermediary analytical function — where interactional fluency and early contributory capacity combine — that connects formation to authority, and deserves its own institutional design logic.

These seven cross-scenario findings together constitute the contribution of the futures analysis. Chapter 9’s recommendations to constituencies are suited to engage these concerns rather than to advocate for any single trajectory. The recommendations are robust to trajectory variation because they operate at the level of cross-scenario findings, not trajectory-specific institutional architectures.



8.8 The cross-scenario ground

Four scenarios, two structural axes, one consistent pattern. Across Commodity Advisory, Digital Twin Economy, Artisanal Advisory, and Disintermediated Clients, the framework’s seven findings hold: the contributory/interactional distinction structures what AI mediation can and cannot displace; formation is at structural risk wherever AI mediation absorbs the formative components of advisory work; sovereignty is at risk wherever generic mediation operates without European contextual alignment; the third box is further removed wherever the formation pathway that connects junior practice to public-interest consequence is disrupted; legitimacy requires explicit narration wherever the implicit institutional architectures that have historically supported it are under pressure; extraction is operating in all scenarios, with ownership conditions as the institutional question; and the Applied stage faces no safe trajectory and requires its own institutional design logic. The variation across scenarios is real — each scenario produces a distinctive pattern of these findings — but the findings themselves are robust across the trajectory space.

The scenarios are philosophical thought-experiments, not probability assessments. Their purpose is to stress-test the framework against alternative trajectory paths and to establish that the recommendations Chapter 9 develops are not specific to a single anticipated future. The ground the chapter establishes is the cross-scenario robustness of those recommendations.

The scenarios have stress-tested the framework. Chapter 9 takes what holds across them — the seven cross-scenario findings — into recommendations for the constituencies whose decisions shape the trajectory.







Chapter 9 — Conclusion: Recommendations and Residual Questions


9.1 What the thesis has delivered

This chapter closes the thesis. It restates the central claim, names the contributions the thesis has delivered, and develops differentiated recommendations for the four constituencies whose decisions will shape the trajectory European infrastructure advisory follows in the next decade: individual consultants, advisory firms, infrastructure clients, and European policymakers. It acknowledges the limits of what the thesis has done and identifies the residual questions that further work should take up. It closes with a forward-looking statement about what is at stake in the conditions European infrastructure advisory now faces.

The chapter works at a different register from the analytical chapters. The first-person voice is more present here than in Chapter 7 or Chapter 5, deliberately so, because the conclusion is the chapter where the reflexive practitioner-researcher voice that the methodology rests on takes its most direct expression. The recommendations to constituencies are suited to the four cross-scenario findings from Chapter 8: the formation question, the sovereignty pressure, the third-box question, and the requirement of explicit legitimacy narration. These findings hold across the trajectory variation Chapter 8 examined, and the recommendations that follow from them are robust to the question of which trajectory unfolds.

The chapter also acknowledges, more directly than the analytical chapters could, that the framework the thesis develops is not the philosophically complete framework the thesis points toward. Three limits are registered honestly: the single-domain character of the analysis, the reflexive and conceptual rather than systematically empirical methodology, and the deliberate lightness of the philosophical apparatus that Chapter 3 bis would deepen. Five residual questions for further work are identified. These limits and questions do not undermine the contribution the thesis claims; they situate it accurately within the wider conversation it is contributing to.



9.2 The central claim and the contributions

The thesis has advanced a single central claim, which I restate here in the form it has occupied throughout: Generic AI mediation, under current conditions, risks proletarianising the situated, answerable judgment on which the legitimacy of European infrastructure advisory rests, and on which its obligations to publics and futures depend.

Eight chapters have assembled, stress-tested, and deployed the framework’s analytical apparatus — from the philosophical foundations in Chapters 2 and 3, through the domain materialisation and political-economic analysis in Chapters 4 and 5, through the comparative evidence and stage-by-stage core in Chapters 6 and 7, and into the futures analysis of Chapter 8. Together, the contributions produce what the existing literature on AI in consulting does not yet provide: a philosophical account of what is at stake in the profession’s transformation that addresses formation, sovereignty, and the third box simultaneously.

What has been delivered, in terms of the six contributions claimed in the introduction:

Stiegler’s proletarianisation thesis applied to management consulting has been delivered. The thesis has developed the application across the analytical chapters, demonstrating that proletarianisation as selective displacement of savoir-faire operates in the consulting profession, that the dual-scale individuation argument operating across individual, firm, and professional culture provides conceptual unity for the framework, and that the application produces analytical purchase the existing literature on AI in consulting does not provide. (Annex A develops proletarianisation as I deploy it.)

Jonas’s imperative of responsibility applied to AI-mediated advisory accountability in infrastructure has been delivered. The thesis has grounded the normative argument in Jonas’s framework, demonstrating that the third-box constituency I treat as central is institutionally available within the European public-interest tradition, that the answerability of advisory work to publics that bear consequences is the ground of legitimacy in the domain, and that the answerability is structurally at risk under contemporary AI mediation in ways I name.

The ChMC competency framework mapped against AI substitutability across the three stages has been delivered. Chapter 7’s stage-by-stage analysis provides what is, to my knowledge, the first systematic mapping of the ChMC framework against AI substitutability for the three stages, with the four ChMC competencies deployed analytically at each stage. The mapping gives the framework a stage-by-stage diagnostic register that supports the differentiated recommendations developed in this chapter.

Pipeline rupture theorised as a cross-professional philosophical mechanism has been delivered. Chapter 6’s comparative evidence demonstrates that the mechanism operates in software and law, with the AI-washing critique engaged directly to show that the framework’s argument addresses formation rather than headcount. Chapter 7 demonstrates the same mechanism in European infrastructure advisory specifically. The cross-professional pattern is consistent enough to support the theoretical framing.

The dual-scale framing of sovereignty as identity-formation under technical mediation has been delivered. Chapter 5 develops sovereignty at the national-cultural and organisational scales as connected through the same Stieglerian mechanism, and the framework’s analytical contribution at this point is the connection itself: sovereignty operates not across one scale but across multiple, and the same dis-individuating pressure acts at each.

Four scenarios for European infrastructure advisory as philosophical thought-experiments has been delivered. Chapter 8 constructs the scenarios — Commodity Advisory, Digital Twin Economy, Artisanal Advisory, Disintermediated Clients — and identifies the cross-scenario findings that hold regardless of trajectory. The scenarios are explicitly framed as thought-experiments rather than predictions, in the Williamsonian sense, and they generate ground for the recommendations developed in this chapter.

These six contributions are claimed as originality. None is the final word on the questions it engages, and each opens further work that the conclusion’s residual questions identify. What I claim is that the combination of contributions, working together through the framework the thesis has developed, constitutes a philosophical contribution to the analytical conversation about AI in European infrastructure advisory that the existing literature has not yet provided.

Before developing recommendations, I name the failure mode that institutional responses to this argument most readily fall into. Debord described it as récupération: the spectacle’s capacity to neutralise critical challenge by converting it into spectacular form. The critique produces a representation of critique, which satisfies the demand for opposition without delivering it. In the advisory context, this failure mode is precise and recognisable. A recommendation that results in a responsible AI use policy, a human oversight requirement, or an editorial judgment protocol has been recuperated. The governance response produces the representation of a solution: the junior validates the model’s output; the senior approves the validated output; the policy specifies that human judgment must be applied; the firm records the application. Each step is a staged performance of the engagement the critique demanded. None of it restores the temporal structure of formative engagement.

The junior’s validation is spectacular validation. They receive the model’s output and apply their current judgment to it — judgment formed by the same AI-mediated conditions the validation is meant to correct. The senior’s approval is approval of the spectacle of analysis. The policy’s specification of human oversight is the representation of human oversight. What is not specified, and cannot be specified by a governance framework, is the thing the argument requires: the time of genuine formative difficulty, the unassisted encounter with analytical challenge, the sustained engagement with consequence through which practical wisdom develops. The recommendations in this chapter are designed against this failure mode [@debord1967spectacle].



9.3 What this means for consultants

The recommendations that follow apply in their general form to practitioners in any advisory context where AI mediation has begun to absorb the formative base of the formation pipeline. The obligations — cultivating contributory expertise rather than accepting interactional fluency as a substitute, practising reflexively, refusing unattributed mediation, and taking responsibility for the formation of the next generation — are available to advisory practitioners across contexts: strategy consulting, management consulting, financial advisory, and management consulting generally, wherever the formation question has been disrupted in the structural ways Chapter 7 describes. What follows develops these obligations in European infrastructure advisory — where the specific content of formation, the particular institutional architectures, and the third-box accountability give them their most demanding form. Readers in other advisory contexts should read the European-specific content as instantiation and extract the general obligation accordingly.

The recommendations developed in this section are suited to the cross-scenario findings: the formation question becomes inescapable across all four scenarios, sovereignty pressure operates across multiple scales, the third-box question persists, and explicit narration of professional legitimacy is required. For individual consultants, the implications are differentiated by ChMC stage but converge on responsibilities I treat as constitutive of legitimate practice in the domain.


Brussels, 2022. A Foundation-stage consultant is assigned to accompany a senior partner to a European Commission technical working group on cross-border energy infrastructure governance. Her formal contribution to the session is minor. The partner considers leaving her behind — the preparation is substantial, the hearing complex, and she will not speak. He brings her anyway, with a specific brief: watch what happens when the Commission official asks a question we have not prepared for, and watch how I handle what I do not know. The session runs three hours. The official asks, forty minutes in, a question about the interaction between the Energy Union framework and a specific bilateral treaty obligation that nobody in the room has anticipated. The partner handles it. In the taxi afterwards, they spend forty minutes talking about it: what he did, why, what he could not say and why, what the question revealed about what the official actually needed. The Foundation consultant describes that conversation five years later, in a session on professional development, as the most formative single afternoon of her career. She is not sure she could have had it via a briefing document. She is certain she could not have had it via an AI tool. {: .placeholder }

The first recommendation is about deliberate formation. Formation is the ground on which contributory expertise is reproduced across generations, and the framework’s analysis demonstrates that contemporary AI mediation operates on the formation pathway in ways the productivity framings cannot engage. For Foundation-stage consultants, this implies seeking out engagements that develop contributory expertise through sustained engagement with consequence, even where AI-mediated alternatives would be faster. For Applied-stage consultants, this implies recognising the formative role they play for Foundation-stage juniors and the supervisory engagement that role requires beyond AI-mediated review. For Chartered-stage consultants, this implies recognising the formation responsibility their position carries — what they teach the next generation, and what they refuse to delegate to AI mediation in the contexts where formation is occurring.

The second recommendation is about reflexive practice. Reflexive practice is the methodological discipline through which the practitioner’s own engagement with AI mediation is examined as part of the work itself. For practitioners at any stage, this implies a working awareness of when one’s own analytical contribution is being mediated, what the mediation is doing to the work, and what is being preserved or eroded in one’s own contributory grasp. Reflexive practice does not require refusal of AI mediation; it requires consciousness of what mediation is doing and what it is not doing, and the cultivation of judgment that survives mediation rather than being absorbed by it.

The third recommendation is about refusal of unattributed mediation. Where AI mediation operates in advisory work, I treat explicit attribution as a professional obligation. The Foundation-stage consultant whose draft has been substantially produced through AI mediation owes attribution to the consultant who reviews it. The Applied-stage consultant whose deliverable has been substantially produced through AI mediation owes attribution to the client who receives it. The Chartered-stage consultant whose advice has been substantially produced through AI mediation owes attribution to the public who bears the consequences. The attribution is a matter of professional integrity, and I treat it as institutionally important — without explicit attribution, the legitimacy of advisory work is structurally undermined in ways Chapter 6’s fourth finding identified.


A senior regulatory adviser in a UK infrastructure practice has, over fifteen years, developed a way of framing engagement preparation that does not appear in any methodology document: she consistently asks, for every engagement, what is the regulatory body trying to protect itself from? — not what it wants, not what the legislation mandates, but what institutional fear is shaping its behaviour right now. It is a question that produces different analytical entry points than standard stakeholder interest mapping, and it has been right often enough that her clients have come to expect it as a distinctive feature of the firm’s work. She has never written it as a framework. She does not teach it through a slide. She teaches it by working alongside people. She tested it once, informally, against an LLM’s stakeholder analysis for an engagement she had already completed. The model produced a correct and comprehensive answer. It had not asked what the regulator was afraid of. The question had not occurred to it. {: .placeholder }

The fourth recommendation is about cultivating judgment that resists generification. The distinctiveness of the practitioner’s analytical voice is part of what makes contributory expertise valuable, and the framework’s analysis demonstrates that generic AI mediation produces dis-individuating pressure on practitioner-distinctive analytical content. The recommendation is to cultivate, deliberately, the analytical voice that distinguishes one’s own work — the framings, vocabularies, and ways of seeing that one brings to engagements and that would not survive uncritical AI mediation. This is a professional commitment as much as a strategic one: the practitioner whose distinctive voice is preserved is making a contribution that the practitioner whose work is fully generified cannot make.

The fifth recommendation, particularly for Chartered-stage consultants, is about senior responsibility for the next generation. The framework’s analysis demonstrates that the formation pipeline is structurally at risk under contemporary AI mediation, and that the long-term substance of European infrastructure advisory depends on the formation pathways that current senior practitioners support or fail to support. Senior responsibility is not only the consultant’s own work; it is also the formation of the practitioners who will succeed them. The recommendation is to take this responsibility seriously — to invest in the formation pathways within one’s firm, to engage with the supervisory role, and to recognise that the firm’s capacity in two decades depends on choices made now.

These five recommendations to consultants are differentiated by stage but cohere on the responsibilities I treat as constitutive of legitimate advisory practice. They are addressed to consultants who recognise the concerns the thesis has named and who choose to take them seriously in their own practice. They do not depend on institutional change at the firm or sector level; they are commitments individual consultants can make within the institutional contexts they currently work in.



9.4 What this means for advisory firms

The recommendations that follow apply in their general form to any advisory firm across sectors where AI mediation has begun to absorb the formative base of the formation pipeline. Formation pathway preservation, protection of organisational knowledge from extraction, cultivation of distinctive firm voice, explicit attribution practices for AI-mediated work, and active industry-level engagement on the formation question are institutional choices that any advisory firm faces — whether in infrastructure, strategy, financial services, or management consulting broadly. What follows develops these choices in the European infrastructure advisory context; the general institutional logic is available across the advisory landscape, applied with the gradient of third-box obligation that each sector provides.

The recommendations to advisory firms are suited to the same cross-scenario findings, but they engage the institutional choices that firms make about how the formation pipeline is configured, what tooling decisions are made, and how the firm’s distinctive way of seeing is preserved or eroded.


Paris, 2024. An infrastructure advisory practice is evaluating three enterprise AI platforms for integration into its workflow. The evaluation criteria are capability, price, integration with existing systems, and — at the managing partner’s insistence — data governance. Her single non-negotiable: no client analytical content used in vendor training data, contractually enforced, with audit rights written into the agreement. One of the three vendors cannot meet the condition at any price. One meets it at a significant premium. One meets it at standard enterprise pricing but only for structured data, not unstructured client documents. The firm takes the expensive option. Three months later, the managing partner includes the data governance clause as a specific item in her annual presentation to the firm’s client advisory board — evidence that the firm takes the confidentiality of client strategic material seriously in an era when the boundary between workflow tool and data collector is not always clear. Two clients mention it unprompted in contract renewal conversations. {: .placeholder }

The first recommendation is about formation pathway preservation. The framework’s analysis demonstrates that contemporary AI mediation operates on the formation pipeline through which contributory expertise is reproduced, and the firm’s institutional choices about how AI mediation is integrated into Foundation-stage and Applied-stage work shape whether the pipeline is preserved or eroded. The recommendation is for firms to make explicit choices about formation pathways: which engagements are routed through formation tracks that preserve formative engagement with the work, what supervisory practices are maintained for Foundation-stage consultants, what investments are made in Applied-stage development beyond AI-mediated review. The choices have a content that productivity framings do not engage, and I treat them as institutionally consequential. Ide’s formal result — that protecting the labour-intensive components of task structures is the institutional design lever that prevents entry-level automation from severing tacit knowledge transmission across generations [@ide2025intergenerational] — provides economic-theoretic grounding for why this recommendation is not merely a philosophical preference but a structurally derivable institutional requirement. The absence of an alternative formation mechanism in firms that have already automated entry-level work [@tarki2025consulting] gives urgency to the recommendation: the pathway is being actively dismantled through commercial logic without replacement, and the institutional choices called for here are the only available counterweight to a structural pressure that operates whether or not it is recognised.

Garicano’s analysis of the ‘AI Becker problem’ names the structural economic mechanism behind this recommendation [@garicano2026becker]. Junior analytical work has historically cross-subsidised formation through the leverage model: the revenue juniors generate offsets their training cost, making formation investment rational for the individual firm even under Becker’s poaching-threat condition. AI automation removes this subsidy at the moment it removes the formative work itself. The result is a compound market failure: individual firms have no economic incentive to invest in junior formation, and the collective action problem means the industry cannot self-correct through market mechanisms alone. Recommendations to chartering bodies and policymakers are, at their economic core, recommendations to address this failure institutionally.

The second recommendation is about tooling decisions that protect organisational knowledge from extraction. Chapter 5’s extraction argument demonstrated that the structural pathway through which firm knowledge can flow outward into vendor systems is real, and that the empirical instantiation of the pathway varies by vendor, by contract, and by deployment configuration. The recommendation is for firms to take this pathway seriously in their tooling decisions — to negotiate vendor contracts that explicitly exclude customer data from training where this is achievable, to use deployment configurations that mitigate the structural risk, and to make institutional choices that recognise the firm’s externalised knowledge as an asset whose protection is institutionally important. These decisions are not technical; they are institutional, and I treat them as part of the political-economic landscape Chapter 5 described.

The third recommendation is about cultivation of distinctive firm voice as strategic asset. Chapter 5’s organisational sovereignty argument demonstrated that generic AI mediation produces dis-individuating pressure on firm-distinctive analytical content, and that the firm’s distinctiveness — the way of seeing, the methodological reflexes, the sectoral instincts that make one firm meaningfully different from another — is at risk under cumulative generic mediation. The recommendation is for firms to treat distinctive voice as a strategic asset that requires deliberate cultivation: through the cultivation of senior practitioners whose analytical voice is recognisably theirs, through the institutional practices that reproduce firm-distinctive content across generations, and through the explicit recognition that what makes the firm valuable is the content the framework Chapter 4 described, not the productivity that AI mediation can provide.

The fourth recommendation is about explicit attribution practices. The recommendation to individual consultants to refuse unattributed mediation has an institutional correlate: firms can develop attribution practices that make the use of AI mediation transparent to clients and to the firm’s own practitioners. These practices vary — disclosure on deliverables, attribution conventions in engagement reports, internal practices for Foundation-stage formation — but the institutional commitment is consistent: the legitimacy of the firm’s work depends on explicit narration of how the work has been produced, and the institutional architecture for that narration is a firm-level choice I treat as important.


Brussels, 2025. A European infrastructure advisory firm contributes to a ChMC-convened working group on AI and professional development — one of four firms invited to share practice experience with the standards body. The firm’s written contribution argues that the ChMC’s current CPD guidance on AI literacy is addressing the wrong problem: it trains qualified practitioners in responsible AI use and governance compliance while leaving entirely unaddressed the question of how Foundation-stage formation functions when AI mediates the analytical work through which formation has historically occurred. The contribution does not receive a formal response from the working group’s secretariat. Three months after the submission, the ChMC announces a consultation on its competency framework, with formation pathway review identified as a priority topic. The firm is not sure whether its paper had any effect. It is sure the conversation has started. {: .placeholder }

The fifth recommendation is about active engagement with the formation question at industry level. The formation pipeline is not a firm-level question alone. It operates across the wider profession, and individual firm choices interact with the institutional architectures of the wider sector — chartering bodies, professional associations, training and accreditation frameworks, regulatory architectures. The recommendation is for firms to engage actively with these institutional architectures on the formation question: contributing to chartering body development of standards that recognise AI-mediated practice, participating in industry-level policy development on disclosure norms, supporting the institutional architectures through which the wider profession reproduces its capacity. The recommendation reflects the framework’s recognition that the formation question cannot be solved firm-by-firm; it requires institutional engagement at multiple levels. The risk any governance response runs here is what Debord calls récupération: the institutional absorption of a critique through conversion into spectacular form. A policy specifying oversight, a disclosure requirement, a framework for responsible AI use — each produces the representation of engagement with the formation argument without restoring the temporal structure of formation. The industry-level engagement this recommendation calls for is formative, not procedural: investment in the formation pathways themselves, not in the institutional architecture of oversight [@debord1967spectacle].

These five recommendations to advisory firms cohere on the institutional choices that shape whether the integrated three-scale system survives the transformation contemporary AI mediation has begun to produce. They are addressed to firms whose institutional decisions recognise the concerns the thesis has named and who choose to take them seriously in their institutional choices.



9.5 What this means for infrastructure clients

Infrastructure clients are a specific form of advisory client — organisations with substantial public-interest obligations, long time horizons, and third-box accountability that distinguishes their position from clients in more commercial advisory contexts. The recommendations that follow are most directly suited to clients in infrastructure, public-service, and regulatory contexts. In general form — procuring for judgment rather than for output, developing transparency about AI mediation’s role in the work, recognising the formation consequences of in-house capability development for the advisory ecology they depend on — these recommendations apply wherever advisory clients are sophisticated enough to recognise the distinction between the deliverable and the judgment behind it. The European infrastructure content gives the recommendations their most specific form.

The recommendations to infrastructure clients are suited to the same cross-scenario findings, but they engage the procurement decisions, the disclosure norms, and the strategic in-house capability development that clients can institute.


Vienna, 2025. ÖBB, Austrian Federal Railways, has established an internal AI centre of competence for regulatory and strategic analysis. The team of five has spent eighteen months building a library of ÖBB-specific regulatory intelligence: past submissions, regulator correspondence, expert reports, outcome data from price control reviews going back to 1999. They are fine-tuning an internal model on this corpus. They are not attempting to replace external advisory input for major regulatory proceedings. They are attempting to be a more intelligent client: to arrive at advisory engagements having completed the preparatory analysis themselves, so that the advisory conversation can begin at the strategic question, not the background briefing. The advisory firms who work regularly with ÖBB have noticed. The initial sessions run shorter. The questions arrive harder. One senior partner, after an unusually demanding opening session with the ÖBB regulatory affairs director, tells a colleague: they have done our homework. Now they want to discuss the exam. {: .placeholder }

The first recommendation is about procurement norms that distinguish judgment from output. The framework’s analysis demonstrates that AI mediation produces interactional fluency more readily than contributory expertise (the distinction Annex E develops ), and that the value of advisory work depends on contributory expertise that is structurally harder to demonstrate through deliverables alone. The recommendation is for clients to develop procurement norms that recognise this distinction — to procure for the judgment that advisory work brings, not only for the deliverable that demonstrates the judgment, and to develop procurement frameworks that distinguish between these two registers. These frameworks vary by subdomain and by client, but the institutional commitment is consistent: clients who procure for judgment are supporting the institutional architectures through which judgment is reproduced, and clients who procure only for output are accelerating the dis-individuating pressure I name.

Benjamin’s counsel/information distinction makes this recommendation precise: what the client is procuring is counsel — practical wisdom transmissible only from one Erfahrung to another — not information, which any adequately calibrated model can produce. The test is not whether the deliverable is technically correct but whether it bears the marks of the adviser’s sustained engagement with the specific regulatory tradition the project answers to: whether what arrives carries the authority of Erfahrung or only the adequacy of generated information [@benjamin1936storyteller].

Procurement for auratic advisory work means procuring the adviser’s embeddedness in the tradition the work answers to — not the delivery of accurate outputs, but the marks left by sustained formation within a specific institutional context. The practical question is whether the firm’s practitioners carry the Erfahrung of the relevant regulatory tradition, or whether the advisory work is reproduced from a training corpus in which that tradition is one input among many. This is not a question of prestige or firm size; it is a question of whether the work bears the marks of genuine formation in the tradition the client’s problem belongs to [@benjamin1935artwork].

The second recommendation is about disclosure norms that recognise the third box. Chapter 5’s sovereignty argument and Chapter 7’s stage-by-stage analysis both demonstrate that the third box — the publics who bear the consequences of infrastructure decisions (developed in Annex B) — is structurally less visible under contemporary AI mediation, and that the institutional architectures that engage the third box require explicit disclosure to function. The recommendation is for clients to develop disclosure norms that make the use of AI mediation visible to the publics whose interests are engaged: in public consultation processes, in regulatory submissions, in the institutional documentation that infrastructure decisions are recorded in. The disclosure norms are not a procedural compliance matter; they are institutional architectures through which the third box’s standing is recognised, and I treat them as important.

The third recommendation is about strategic engagement with in-house capability development. The disintermediation dynamic Chapter 7 examined is partly driven by client decisions to build in-house AI capability, and those decisions matter for what the wider professional ecology becomes. The recommendation is for clients to engage strategically with their own in-house capability development — to recognise that in-house capability development affects the wider professional ecology that the client depends on, that advisory expertise reproduced through that ecology has value the client cannot reproduce internally, and that the client’s procurement decisions and capability decisions together shape whether the ecology continues to produce the expertise the client itself benefits from.

The fourth recommendation is about auditing the formation consequences of in-house capability development. The disintermediation dynamic Chapter 7 examined is partly client-driven: as clients build in-house AI capability, the analytical work that has historically fed Foundation-stage formation moves in-house. The recommendation is for clients to examine whether their capability development is systematically compressing the scope of Foundation-stage engagement they commission — whether the engagements they retain for advisory firms are, as a consequence of in-house AI tools, increasingly the high-judgment tasks that Chartered-stage practitioners can do, with nothing left that develops Foundation and Applied practitioners. The client who builds excellent in-house AI capability while eliminating the advisory engagement scope through which the wider ecology’s formation pipeline is sustained is building on ground that is being eroded beneath them.

These four recommendations to infrastructure clients cohere on the institutional choices that shape the trajectory of European infrastructure advisory from the demand side. They are addressed to clients whose institutional decisions recognise the concerns the thesis has named and who choose to take them seriously in their procurement, disclosure, and capability development decisions.



9.6 What this means for European policymakers

The general form of the policymaker recommendation applies wherever public policy has an interest in the professional formation of advisory practitioners who serve public-interest clients: develop institutional architectures that recognise the formation question as a policy concern rather than a private firm matter, and use existing governance instruments to protect formation pathways from being eliminated without replacement. The European case is developed here because it is the thesis’s primary research site and because the EU institutional architecture — the AI Act, the Green Deal, the European public-interest tradition — offers the most developed available instruments for this purpose. The general logic applies in other jurisdictions and regulatory contexts; what differs is which existing instruments are available for deployment.

The recommendations to European policymakers are the most institutionally consequential of the four sets, because they address the conditions under which the political-economic landscape Chapter 5 described could be different. They are suited to the same cross-scenario findings but engage the policy architectures through which the wider conditions of European infrastructure advisory are shaped.

A note on the analytical context is worth registering before the recommendations are developed. The dominant operative framework for European AI governance — visible in the EU AI Act, in adjacent policy frameworks, and in the institutional architectures of contemporary European AI policy more broadly — has crystallised around principlist approaches synthesised most influentially by Floridi [@floridi2023unified]: the five principles of beneficence, non-maleficence, autonomy, justice, and explicability. The recommendations I develop in this section sit alongside this framework, not displacing it. The principlist apparatus addresses the procedural level — what AI systems ought to do — and produces real normative work in the policy contexts where it is deployed. The recommendations I make engage the level the framework works at: what European public-interest infrastructure advisory is constitutively for, and what institutional architectures protect that content under contemporary AI mediation. The two levels are complementary; the recommendations developed here are intended to operate within the institutional space the principlist tradition has helped construct, not to replace it.


Paris, 2025. The French Secrétariat général pour l’investissement publishes revised procurement criteria for AI-assisted advisory tools used in engagements that inform public infrastructure investment decisions above a defined threshold. The criteria require that such tools: use training data that does not include confidential French public-sector content without explicit consent; provide explainability of outputs on request from the commissioning public authority; and be subject to French data protection law for all data processed in the engagement. The criteria do not specify European ownership, French manufacture, or public-sector operation. They specify epistemic and accountability conditions: what data trained the model that informed the recommendation, and whether the reasoning behind the recommendation can be interrogated. A legal adviser reviewing the criteria describes them to a client as “the EU AI Act applied to advisory procurement, before the AI Act applies to it.” They are, in the vocabulary the thesis develops, a partial engagement with genuine sovereignty rather than procedural sovereignty alone — not asking whose tool it is, but asking what it knows and whether it can be held to account. {: .placeholder }

The first recommendation is about extension of strategic-autonomy framing from defence to other infrastructure subdomains. Chapter 5’s defence reference case demonstrated that European policymakers already treat sovereignty as a strategic concern in defence, and that the logic — the recognition that the political community has standing in decisions that affect its autonomy — is institutionally available within European policymaking. The recommendation is for policymakers to extend this logic to other infrastructure subdomains where the European public-interest tradition is constitutive of the domain’s content: energy, water, transport, urban planning. The extension does not require defence-equivalent institutional architectures; it requires modulated institutional architectures that recognise the sovereignty logic as it applies in each subdomain.

The recommendations developed in this section can be situated within a broader analytical context worth registering explicitly. Acemoglu, Kong and Ozdaglar’s recent formal model of agentic AI under collective learning [@acemoglu2026collapse] develops, through formal economic modelling, an information-design policy proposal that complements the recommendations I am developing here. Their analysis identifies a two-phase optimal policy: a moratorium phase in which agentic AI is suppressed (through additive Gaussian noise added to AI recommendations, formally equivalent to capping AI precision at zero) to rebuild the depleted stock of general knowledge, followed by a permanent cap on AI precision at a welfare-maximising level that they characterise analytically. The two-phase structure has a specific economic-theoretical justification: in the multiple-steady-states regime, where the collapse trap and the high-knowledge equilibrium coexist, the moratorium phase moves the system into the basin of attraction of the high-knowledge equilibrium, and the subsequent cap maintains the system in that basin under conditions of partial AI integration. This is structurally what the thesis is recommending in different vocabulary: institutional architectures that protect the European public-interest tradition (the moratorium-equivalent function of recognising sovereignty), combined with procurement frameworks that cap the operational substitution of AI mediation for the formative engagements through which contributory expertise is reproduced (the cap-equivalent function of distinguishing judgment from output). The convergence between formal economic theory and the philosophical political-economic framework deployed in the thesis is analytically significant: it suggests that the recommendations the thesis makes from a philosophical commitment to answerability are also, on independent economic-theoretical grounds, what would maximise long-run welfare under the conditions their model treats as central.

The convergence is supportive but should not be overstated. Acemoglu et al. operate within a welfare-economic framework that defines the policy problem as maximising long-run welfare under specific assumptions about human preferences, AI capability, and aggregation technology. The thesis operates within a framework that treats European public-interest infrastructure advisory as constitutively answerable to publics who bear the consequences of decisions, including future-generation publics whose conditions of life are being shaped now. The two frameworks converge on what the operational policy should be — institutional architectures that protect formation, procurement frameworks that recognise sovereignty, governance instruments that cap substitution of AI for formative engagement — but they justify the policy from different normative grounds. Where the thesis adds is in articulating what the policy is protecting: not merely a stock of general knowledge in the formal model’s information-aggregation sense, but the answerability of the European public-interest tradition to publics whose interests it has historically served. The economic-theoretical convergence is welcome support; the philosophical-normative argument remains the thesis’s distinctive contribution.

Ide and Talamàs’s analysis of global knowledge work qualifies the recommendations in this section in one important respect [@ide2026globalknowledge]. Their model demonstrates that a regional restriction on autonomous AI in knowledge work provides minimal protection to lower-skilled knowledge workers in the restricting region, while global coordination of autonomy constraints redistributes gains more equitably. The implication is a structural qualification on the procurement architecture recommendations developed below: European procurement frameworks that specify non-autonomous AI deployment conditions in advisory contexts are a necessary institutional move, but their effectiveness at protecting the European public-interest tradition’s distinctiveness is enhanced — and on the distributional dimension may depend — on engagement at the level of international standard-setting on AI autonomy in professional advisory contexts. The EU-level recommendations are the available institutional instrument; the global coordination problem is the horizon within which they operate.

The second recommendation is about procurement architectures that recognise sovereignty. The existing literature on AI sovereignty operates predominantly at the procedural level — data residency, cloud infrastructure, regulatory compliance — and where sovereignty is engaged, it tends to be at the national or supranational scale rather than at the level of how procurement is institutionally configured. Mügge’s analysis demonstrates that EU AI strategy documents have themselves reproduced this limitation, treating jurisdictional independence as a proxy for the epistemic sovereignty that would genuinely protect European professional distinctiveness [@mugge2024euaisovereignty]. The recommendation is for European policymakers to develop procurement architectures that recognise sovereignty: procurement frameworks for advisory services in infrastructure that recognise the European public-interest tradition, that engage the third box institutionally, and that protect the formation pathway through which contributory expertise is reproduced. These frameworks would vary by subdomain, but the institutional commitment is consistent: procurement is not a neutral procedural matter; it is an institutional architecture through which European public-interest practice is reproduced or eroded.

The third recommendation is about engagement with the formation question at policy level. The formation pipeline is not only a firm-level or sector-level question; it has policy correlates that European policymakers can engage. The recommendation is for policymakers to engage these : through support for the chartering and accreditation architectures that reproduce professional capacity, through educational policy that supports European public-interest professional formation, through regulatory architectures that recognise the formation question as a policy concern, not a private firm matter. The engagement is more diffuse than the procurement architecture recommendation, but it is institutionally important.

The fourth recommendation is about deploying existing EU policy instruments for the formation question. The AI Act’s high-risk system provisions — which apply to AI systems used in critical infrastructure sectors and impose conformity assessment, transparency, and human oversight requirements — provide a regulatory architecture that already recognises the formation dimension in infrastructure contexts [@ec2024aiact]. The Green Deal’s sectoral governance frameworks for energy, transport, and water establish European sectoral regulatory architectures within which formation-preservation requirements could be specified for advisory services in high-risk infrastructure decisions. The recommendation is for policymakers to use these existing instruments as institutional architectures for the formation argument, rather than treating the formation question as requiring entirely new regulatory frameworks. The instruments are already in place; what is missing is the explicit linkage between high-risk AI deployment in infrastructure advisory and the formation pathway whose disruption such deployment occasions.

The fifth recommendation is about explicit institutional recognition of the third box. The third box — the publics who bear the consequences of infrastructure decisions, including the future generations whose conditions of life are being shaped now — is the constituency I treat as central to the answerability of advisory work. The recommendation is for policymakers to develop explicit institutional architectures through which the third box’s standing is recognised: through public consultation requirements, through the institutional architectures of regulatory practice, through the explicit recognition of intergenerational responsibility in policy frameworks, and through the engagement with publics that the European public-interest tradition has historically attempted but that contemporary AI mediation makes structurally more difficult.

These five recommendations to European policymakers are the most institutionally consequential of the four sets because they address the conditions under which the political-economic landscape could differ. They are addressed to policymakers whose institutional decisions recognise the concerns the thesis has named and who choose to engage them through the policy architectures available to European public-interest practice.



9.7 The limits of what the thesis has done

The framework the thesis has developed is not the philosophically complete framework the thesis points toward. Three limits need to be acknowledged honestly.

The first limit is the single-domain character of the analysis. The thesis is about European infrastructure advisory specifically, and the framework’s content is suited to that domain. The analysis does not claim to be a general framework for AI mediation in consulting, in professional work, or in knowledge work. The cross-professional comparative evidence in Chapter 6 supports the claim that the proletarianisation mechanism operates beyond infrastructure advisory, but the framework — the third-box constituency, the public-interest tradition, the dual-scale sovereignty argument — is suited to the European infrastructure context. Whether and how the framework extends to other domains is a question the residual questions section identifies.

The second limit is methodological: the thesis is reflexive and conceptual, not systematically empirical. The thesis is reflexive practitioner research, with conceptual and normative claims rather than empirical claims as its contribution. There is no interview programme, no survey of consulting practitioners, no longitudinal study of AI adoption in firms. The empirical evidence the thesis draws on is the comparative evidence from adjacent professions in Chapter 6, the observational and reflexive material the analytical chapters draw on, and the structural argument I develop. The empirical validation of the framework’s predictions in the European infrastructure context specifically is a residual question. The thesis’s contribution is conceptual and normative, and it should be read as such.

The third limit is the deliberate lightness of the philosophical apparatus. Chapter 3 developed the framework at a working register adequate to the analytical chapters, but the philosophical depth of the framework — Stiegler’s wider apparatus including tertiary retention, grammatisation, the pharmakon, and épokhé; Simondon on metastable individuation; Jonas’s relationship to Heidegger, Ellul, and Feenberg; the phenomenological grounding of methodology in Merleau-Ponty and Dreyfus; the philosophical ontology of LLMs grounded in Floridi and postphenomenology — has been deferred to a Chapter 3 bis that this thesis does not include. The lightness is deliberate but it is also a limit: the philosophical apparatus the thesis deploys is sufficient for the analytical work the thesis undertakes, but it is not the philosophically complete framework the thesis points toward. A subsequent doctoral thesis would develop Chapter 3 bis and would extend the framework into the philosophical depth the analytical chapters indicate would be required.

These three limits are acknowledged honestly. They do not undermine the contribution the thesis claims. They situate the contribution accurately within the wider conversation it is contributing to.



9.8 Residual questions

Five residual questions emerge from the thesis’s work that further research should take up.

The first is empirical validation of the framework’s predictions in the European infrastructure context specifically. The thesis’s central claims are conceptual and normative, but they include empirical predictions: that the proletarianisation mechanism operates in European infrastructure advisory in ways analogous to its operation in software and law, that the formation pipeline is being altered, that the firm’s distinctive way of seeing is at structural risk under cumulative generic mediation. These predictions could be tested through systematic empirical work — interview programmes with practitioners across the ChMC stages, longitudinal studies of AI adoption in consulting firms, comparative studies across European infrastructure subdomains. The empirical validation would either confirm the framework’s predictions, refine them, or identify where they require revision. The thesis treats this as the most consequential of the residual questions.

The second is comparative analysis across non-infrastructure consulting and non-European contexts. The thesis is suited to European infrastructure advisory specifically, but the framework’s analytical apparatus could be extended to other consulting domains and to non-European contexts. Comparative work could identify which content of the framework is general (the proletarianisation mechanism, the sovereignty argument, the formation question) and which is suited to the specific domain (the third-box constituency in its European public-interest form, the European tradition). The comparative work would refine the framework’s claims about generality and specificity in productive ways.

The third is the philosophical depth that Chapter 3 bis would develop. The deferred Chapter 3 bis would engage Stiegler’s wider apparatus, Simondon’s metastable individuation, Jonas’s relationship to Heidegger and Ellul, the phenomenological grounding of methodology, and the philosophical ontology of LLMs. The development would be a contribution to philosophy of technology in its own right, and it would deepen the framework the thesis has developed at working register.

The fourth is the operational specifics of the recommendations developed in this chapter. The recommendations to the four constituencies are suited to the cross-scenario findings, but they are not operationally specific. The procurement architectures that recognise sovereignty, the chartering body standards that recognise formation under AI mediation, the disclosure norms that engage the third box — these are recommendations whose operational specifics would require further work, ideally in collaboration with the institutional actors whose decisions would shape them. The thesis registers the recommendations but does not develop them operationally; this is residual work for further engagement with the institutional architectures the recommendations address.

The fifth is longitudinal validation of the long-horizon predictions about Chartered-stage erosion. The framework’s most consequential prediction — that contemporary alteration of the formation pipeline propagates forward into the senior practitioners of two decades from now — cannot be validated within the timeframe of any single research programme. It requires longitudinal research across decades, tracking how cohorts of consultants formed under different conditions develop the capacities I name. This is the residual question with the longest time horizon, and it is the most institutionally consequential because the framework’s normative argument depends on what the long-horizon prediction is correct about.

This is not a failure of the framework; it is precisely what the Jonasian register means. The imperative of responsibility operates unconditionally — it does not wait on empirical confirmation. The claim about 2046 is not an empirical prediction subject to falsification but a philosophical commitment to taking the formation pathway seriously as a condition for futures we cannot yet verify.

These five residual questions identify the territory that further work should engage. None of them undermines the contribution the thesis claims; together they situate the contribution within the wider research programme it is part of.

I write as a practising consultant in European infrastructure advisory. The puzzle that drove this thesis is one I have lived. The framework I have developed is offered as a contribution to making contemporary advisory transformation visible in terms that the productivity framings cannot capture. The recommendations I have drawn are addressed to the four constituencies whose decisions will shape the trajectory European infrastructure advisory follows in the next decade.

I do not know whether the trajectory will follow Commodity Advisory, Digital Twin Economy, Artisanal Advisory, or Disintermediated Clients. What I now believe, having developed the framework and worked through the analytical chapters, is that the trajectory is not given. The conditions under which it resolves can be engaged by the constituencies I identify. The engagement requires analytical apparatus of the kind the thesis has developed.

The European public-interest tradition in infrastructure has been one of the achievements of the post-war institutional order. It has produced infrastructure decisions that have shaped how people in Europe live across decades — grids that connect, water systems that protect, transport networks that enable, urban architectures that house. The decisions have not been perfect; the tradition has its failures and its contradictions. But the tradition — the public-purpose orientation, the regulated utility architectures, the recognition of intergenerational responsibility, the institutional commitment to publics whose interests the work serves — has been an achievement that the advisory profession has been one of the institutional architectures supporting.

The third box — the publics who bear the consequences of infrastructure decisions, including the future generations whose conditions of life are being shaped now — is the constituency this tradition has historically answered to. The advisory profession that serves this tradition has been one of the institutional architectures through which the answerability has been exercised. The answerability depends on the expertise of the practitioners who exercise it, on the institutional architectures within which they work, and on the integrated three-scale system through which their expertise has historically been reproduced.

Whether the answerability survives the transformation that AI mediation has begun to produce is the question this thesis has tried to make visible. The framework has provided analytical apparatus for engaging the question. The recommendations have identified what the four constituencies can do. The residual questions have identified what further work is required.

The image from WALL-E — humans floating on hover-chairs, every capacity atrophied, every engagement mediated by systems whose continuation the systems serve — names what is at the far end of the mechanism this thesis diagnoses: a profession, and beyond it a society, that has ceded its capacity for situated judgment and can no longer exercise it independently. The Stieglerian and Debordian analyses make this a structural possibility rather than a dystopian fantasy; the third box — the publics whose conditions of life are shaped by infrastructure decisions — is the reason the possibility has the urgency it does.

I close with a recognition that the work the thesis has done is one contribution to a wider conversation that is already underway and will continue beyond the thesis’s submission. The analytical apparatus the framework provides is offered to that conversation as one resource among others. The recommendations are addressed to constituencies whose decisions matter, in the recognition that the trajectory European infrastructure advisory follows is not given but is being shaped now, by the decisions practitioners and institutions are making, and by the engagement those decisions reflect with what is at stake.

The engagement is itself the European public-interest tradition I treat as constitutive of legitimate advisory practice. The tradition has been reproduced through such engagement across decades. Whether the engagement continues, in the form I name, is the question the next decade will answer.

That is the question the thesis closes with. The work that follows will answer it.







Annexes




Annex A — Proletarianisation


A.1 Why this annex exists

Proletarianisation is the most load-bearing concept in the thesis. The framework Chapter 3 assembles deploys it as the substantive analytical apparatus through which contemporary advisory transformation becomes visible. The concept has Marxist origins but the thesis uses it in Bernard Stiegler’s reworked sense, which extends the substantive register beyond the industrial-economic context Marx engaged. The annex develops the concept substantively for readers who require detailed engagement with what the thesis means by proletarianisation, what it distinguishes from related concepts, and what it does not claim.

The annex also articulates the selective displacement qualification that is central to the thesis’s substantive analytical apparatus. Proletarianisation in the thesis’s deployment is not wholesale substitution of practitioners by technical systems; it is the selective displacement of savoir-faire into systems the practitioner does not own. The selectivity matters analytically because it explains how proletarianisation operates without producing the dramatic visible effects that headcount-focused analyses would predict, and how the mechanism can be operative on professional formation regardless of employment trajectories.



A.2 The Marxist origin and its limits for the thesis

The Marxist register of proletarianisation focused on the substantive content of the loss of control over the means of production. Workers in the industrial transformation Marx engaged were proletarianised in the sense that their substantive capacity to produce value was institutionally separated from their ownership of the substantive means through which value was produced. The substantive content of work was structurally altered by this separation: the artisan whose substantive expertise was integrated with the tools and materials of their craft became the industrial worker whose substantive capacity was institutionally subordinate to the factory’s institutional architecture.

The Marxist register has substantive analytical apparatus the thesis draws on, but it is calibrated to industrial-economic conditions that do not directly apply to contemporary consulting. Consulting practitioners are not separated from the means of production in the substantive way Marx engaged; their substantive capacity is intellectual and relational rather than material, and the institutional architectures within which consulting operates are substantively different from the industrial factories Marx analysed. The framework needed an extension of the proletarianisation concept that operates at the substantive level of intellectual and professional work without losing the substantive analytical content the Marxist register provides.



A.3 Stiegler’s reworking

Stiegler’s reworking of proletarianisation is the substantive analytical extension the framework deploys. For Stiegler, proletarianisation operates wherever practical know-how (savoir-faire) is captured into technical systems whose ownership is institutionally elsewhere, and wherever the substantive content of professional or cultural identity is at stake under such capture. The mechanism is not specifically industrial; it operates substantively across contemporary capitalism in ways the original Marxist framework did not anticipate. The substantive content of what is lost is not merely the means of production in the industrial sense but the savoir-faire — the substantive practical, ethical, and cognitive capacity that constitutes a particular kind of worker as a particular kind of practitioner.

Stiegler’s substantive extension operates in three registers. Savoir-faire is the practical know-how of a craft or profession. Savoir-vivre is the substantive know-how-to-live, the cultural and ethical capacity that constitutes a particular way of being in the world. Savoir-penser is the substantive know-how-to-think, the substantive cognitive capacity that constitutes a particular way of engaging with the world analytically. Stiegler argues that contemporary technical capture operates substantively in all three registers, and that the substantive content of what is at stake in proletarianisation is not only economic but cultural and cognitive.



A.4 Selective displacement: the qualification the thesis treats as central

The substantive qualification the thesis treats as central to its deployment of proletarianisation is selective displacement. Proletarianisation in Stiegler’s reworking does not abolish the practitioner; it displaces specific components of the substantive content of professional work into technical systems while leaving others substantively unaffected. The selectivity is calibrated substantively to what technical mediation can substantively absorb: routine analytical components, expressive layers of professional output, formative tasks at the early stages of professional progression. The substantive content of what is not displaced is calibrated to what technical mediation cannot substantively absorb: situated judgment, relational intelligence, substantive engagement with consequence, contributory expertise at the senior tiers.

The selectivity matters analytically for the framework. It explains how the mechanism operates without producing dramatic visible effects: practitioners continue to work, firms continue to operate, the institutional architecture of the profession continues to function. What changes is the substantive content of what practitioners do, what firms reproduce, and what the institutional architecture transmits to the next generation. The selectivity is what makes proletarianisation substantively visible at the level of formation rather than at the level of employment, which is the substantive analytical level the framework operates at.

The selectivity also clarifies the framework’s relationship to the substitutionist accounts the thesis treats as analytical foils, including the Susskinds’ The Future of the Professions. The substitutionist account predicts wholesale substitution; the framework predicts selective displacement. The two predictions are substantively different. The framework’s analytical apparatus is calibrated to engage what the substitutionist account cannot reach: the substantive content of what is being formed in practitioners under selectively displaced conditions, and the substantive consequences of that formation for the institutional architecture of the profession across generations.



A.5 How the thesis uses the term

The thesis uses proletarianisation substantively rather than rhetorically. The term operates as the framework’s central analytical category and is deployed across the analytical chapters in calibrated ways. Chapter 3 establishes the conceptual apparatus. Chapter 5 deploys the concept in the political-economic argument: sovereignty as identity at risk under generic mediation, extraction as the dark mirror of the SECI model. Chapter 6 demonstrates that the mechanism is operative in adjacent professions (software, law) through comparative empirical evidence. Chapter 7 traces the mechanism through the three ChMC stages of European infrastructure advisory specifically. Chapter 8 takes the analysis into futures through the four scenarios. Chapter 9 develops the recommendations to the four constituencies that the analysis supports.

The substantive content of what the thesis means by proletarianisation is calibrated to European infrastructure advisory: the selective displacement of substantive contributory expertise into AI mediation systems whose ownership is institutionally elsewhere, with consequences operating at the level of formation, sovereignty, extraction, and political economy that the framework’s analytical apparatus engages.



A.6 What the thesis is not claiming

Three substantive things the thesis is not claiming about proletarianisation are worth registering explicitly.

First, the thesis is not claiming that contemporary AI mediation will abolish the consulting profession. The selective character of the proletarianisation mechanism means that the profession continues to operate; what is at stake is the substantive content of what the profession is and what the next generation of practitioners is being formed into. The framework’s substantive concerns operate at the formation level, not at the employment level.

Second, the thesis is not claiming that AI mediation should be refused. The framework treats the technology as a substantive socio-technical mediator with substantive consequences for the institutional architectures of the profession; the substantive question is how the institutional architectures engage the mediation, not whether the mediation itself is admitted. The recommendations developed in Chapter 9 are calibrated to substantive institutional engagement rather than to refusal.

Third, the thesis is not claiming that the trajectory of contemporary advisory transformation is deterministic. The framework treats the trajectory as substantively shaped by the institutional choices the four constituencies make — consultants, firms, clients, policymakers — and the recommendations are calibrated to clarify what choosing differently would require institutionally. The framework’s analytical apparatus is partly to make these substantive choices visible.







Annex B — Third Box Thinking


B.1 Why this annex exists

The third box is the thesis’s own coinage. The concept names the constituency that bears the consequences of infrastructure decisions without holding the contracts under which those decisions are produced — the publics whose lives are shaped by infrastructure decisions, including the future generations whose conditions of life are being shaped now. The concept is essential to the thesis’s normative argument: the framework treats the third box as the substantive constituency to which legitimate European infrastructure advisory is constitutively answerable, and the substantive content of the framework’s normative apparatus operates through the substantive engagement with this constituency.

The annex develops the concept substantively for readers who require detailed engagement with what the third box is, what philosophical traditions ground it, what institutional consequences it has for advisory practice, and what the concept does not claim. It also distinguishes between the third box as a substantive constituency and third-box thinking as the analytical disposition the framework deploys throughout the thesis — a distinction the chapters use without always articulating explicitly.



B.2 The structural problem the concept addresses

European infrastructure advisory operates substantively within a structural asymmetry that the third-box concept names. Two parties are substantively visible in the institutional architecture of advisory engagements: the consulting firm (the entity that produces the work) and the infrastructure client (the entity that procures and pays for the work). The institutional architecture is structured around these two parties: contracts are between firms and clients, deliverables are produced by firms for clients, professional accountability operates substantively between the two.

But the substantive content of what advisory work does — the institutional decisions it supports, the regulatory frameworks it shapes, the infrastructure investments it analyses — has substantive consequences for parties who are not visible in the institutional architecture of the engagement. The grid interconnection commissioned by an energy regulator shapes the lives of those who depend on the electricity supply. The water tariff reform commissioned by a utility shapes the household budgets of consumers. The transport extension commissioned by a transport authority shapes the mobility patterns of populations. These constituencies bear the consequences without being party to the contract; they are the third box that institutional architectures of advisory practice have historically engaged through indirect institutional mechanisms (regulatory frameworks, public consultation processes, political accountability) rather than through direct contractual relationship.

The structural problem the concept names is the substantive asymmetry between consequence-bearing and contract-holding. The substantive content of what makes advisory work legitimate operates through the substantive answerability of the work to the consequences it produces, but the institutional architecture of advisory engagements does not directly recognise this answerability. The framework treats this asymmetry as constitutive of the substantive challenge the profession faces and develops the third-box concept to make the substantive content of the asymmetry analytically visible.



B.3 The Deweyan ground: how publics are formed

The first philosophical ground for the third-box concept is John Dewey’s account of publics as constituted through shared exposure to the consequences of decisions made by others. In The Public and Its Problems, Dewey argues that a public is not a pre-existing political constituency but a substantive political reality that comes into being through the institutional architectures that recognise shared consequences as constituting political standing. The substantive content of public-interest practice depends substantively on the institutional architectures through which constituted publics are recognised and engaged.

For the framework, Dewey provides the substantive philosophical apparatus through which the third box is understood as a constituted political reality rather than as an abstraction. The publics whose lives are shaped by infrastructure decisions come into political being through the substantive consequences they bear, and the institutional architectures of European public-interest practice — public consultations, regulatory hearings, multi-stakeholder processes — are the substantive mechanisms through which constituted publics are engaged. The third box is the substantive analytical category that names this constituted political reality in advisory contexts.

The Deweyan ground is substantively important for the framework because it grounds the third box in a substantive philosophical tradition rather than treating it as a normative imposition. The substantive content of what makes the third box a legitimate analytical category is its grounding in a philosophical tradition that understands publics as constituted through consequences, and the institutional architectures of European public-interest practice as the substantive mechanisms through which constituted publics are recognised.



B.4 The Jonasian register: responsibility toward futures

The second philosophical ground for the third-box concept is Hans Jonas’s imperative of responsibility toward futures. Jonas’s argument extends the substantive content of responsibility beyond contemporary parties to include those whose conditions of life will be shaped by present decisions, including future generations whose interests cannot be represented through contemporary political processes. The intergenerational asymmetry is substantive: future generations cannot participate in decisions that bind them, but they will bear the consequences of those decisions across time horizons that exceed any single human life or political cycle.

For the framework, Jonas extends the substantive content of the third box to include future-generation publics. The infrastructure decisions European advisory work supports bind futures materially: a fifty-year asset commissioned in a five-year political cycle shapes the conditions of life for generations who cannot be party to the political processes that authorise the asset. The substantive answerability of advisory work operates substantively across this intergenerational dimension, and the third box is the substantive analytical category through which the framework engages the dimension.

The Jonasian register is substantively important because it gives the third box its long time horizon. The framework treats the substantive content of European infrastructure advisory as constitutively engaged with intergenerational responsibility, and the third-box concept is the substantive analytical apparatus through which the framework operates this engagement.



B.5 Why the three-box framing matters

The three-box framing — firm, client, third box — makes the constituency analytically visible in ways that the conventional two-box framing does not. The conventional framing treats advisory engagements as bilateral relationships between firms and clients, with the substantive consequences for non-contracting parties handled through institutional architectures that operate substantively at the political and regulatory level rather than at the level of advisory practice itself.

The three-box framing names the third constituency analytically and makes its substantive content visible at the level of advisory practice. The substantive consequence is that advisory work can be analysed substantively in terms of its answerability to the third box, and the institutional architectures of advisory practice can be examined substantively in terms of how they engage or fail to engage this constituency.

The three-box framing also translates substantively across institutional contexts. The substantive content of who occupies the third box varies by subdomain (the publics whose lives are shaped by infrastructure decisions are constituted differently in transport, energy, water, defence, environmental, social, built-environment, and urban subdomains), but the structural position the third box occupies — consequence-bearing without contract-holding — is consistent across the subdomains. The framework treats this structural consistency as substantively important for the analytical apparatus it deploys.



B.6 Third box thinking as analytical disposition

The third box is a substantive constituency. Third-box thinking is the analytical disposition the framework deploys throughout the thesis: the substantive practice of asking, at every analytical move, what the implications are for the constituency that bears consequences without holding contracts. The two are connected but analytically distinct.

Third-box thinking operates as a substantive analytical commitment. It does not require that every analytical move explicitly mention the third box; it requires that the substantive content of analytical moves engage the question of consequence-bearing answerability. The framework deploys this analytical disposition across the chapters: Chapter 5’s substantive sovereignty argument operates substantively from third-box thinking; Chapter 7’s stage-by-stage analysis is substantively shaped by third-box considerations at each stage; Chapter 8’s cross-scenario findings include the third-box question as one of the four findings that hold across all four scenarios; Chapter 9’s recommendations to constituencies are substantively calibrated to third-box answerability.

The distinction between the third box (constituency) and third-box thinking (disposition) clarifies what the framework’s normative apparatus does. The substantive normative content is calibrated to the answerability of advisory work to the substantive constituency, and the substantive analytical apparatus is the disposition through which the answerability becomes visible at the level of analytical practice.



B.7 How the thesis uses the concept

The thesis introduces the third box in Chapter 2 and develops it substantively across the analytical chapters. The concept operates as both a substantive analytical category (the constituency the framework’s normative argument always returns to) and as a motif that returns across chapters and accumulates substantive content as the framework develops.

Chapter 2 introduces the concept and grounds it in Dewey and Jonas. Chapter 3 establishes the philosophical apparatus through which the framework engages the constituency normatively. Chapter 4 develops the substantive content of what the third box requires of European infrastructure advisory through the integrated three-scale system. Chapter 5 makes the third box structurally consequential through the political-economic argument about sovereignty and extraction. Chapter 7 threads the third box through the stage-by-stage analysis (the constituency becomes structurally further removed at Foundation, encountered more directly but more thinly at Applied, encountered most directly at Chartered). Chapter 8 includes the third-box question as one of the four cross-scenario findings. Chapter 9 develops recommendations calibrated to third-box answerability across the four constituencies.

The recurring presence is intentional. The third box is the constituency the framework’s normative argument always returns to, and its visibility across the chapters is part of what the framework treats as substantively important about European infrastructure advisory.



B.8 What the concept does not claim

Three substantive things the third-box concept does not claim are worth registering explicitly.

First, the concept does not claim that the third box has a single substantive identity. The publics whose lives are shaped by infrastructure decisions are constituted differently in different subdomains, in different jurisdictions, in different time horizons. The framework treats the third box as a structural position rather than as a homogeneous constituency, and the substantive content of who occupies the position varies substantively across contexts.

Second, the concept does not claim that the third box can be substantively represented through procedural mechanisms alone. Public consultation processes, regulatory hearings, multi-stakeholder processes — these are institutional architectures through which constituted publics are partially engaged, but the framework treats the substantive answerability to the third box as operating at a deeper level than procedural compliance. The substantive content of legitimate advisory practice depends on substantive engagement with consequence-bearing constituencies, not on procedural performance of engagement.

Third, the concept does not claim to displace the legitimate institutional architectures through which contemporary public-interest practice operates. European democratic, regulatory, and political institutions are the substantive architectures through which the third box has historically been engaged, and the framework’s deployment of the concept operates within these architectures rather than against them. The substantive concern the framework names is that contemporary AI mediation makes the third-box engagement structurally more difficult, and the recommendations developed in Chapter 9 are calibrated to substantive institutional response within the existing architectures.







Annex C — The ChMC Framework


C.1 Why this annex exists

The Chartered Management Consultant (ChMC) framework provides the institutional anchor for the thesis’s definition of consulting and the architecture against which Chapter 7’s stage-by-stage analysis operates. The framework launched in 2021 by the Chartered Management Institute is the substantive chartered-status framework for management consulting in the UK, with adapted forms now operative in adjacent jurisdictions. The annex develops the framework substantively for readers who require detailed engagement with what the ChMC framework is, how the thesis deploys it, and what limits the framework has as an analytical scaffold.

The annex is operative for two chapters — Chapter 2 (where the framework is introduced as the institutional anchor) and Chapter 7 (where the three-stage architecture provides the primary analytical structure). The substantive content of the framework is sufficient for these analytical purposes; the deeper engagement with the framework as institutional architecture would require substantive comparative work with adjacent chartering frameworks that the thesis does not undertake systematically.



C.2 What the ChMC framework is

The ChMC framework is the substantive chartered-status architecture for management consulting in the UK, launched by the Chartered Management Institute (CMI) in 2021. The framework defines what management consulting substantively is for chartered-status purposes, articulates the substantive content of professional competence required at different stages of progression, and provides the institutional architecture through which chartered status is awarded and maintained.

The framework operates through two structural components. The first is a four-component competency architecture that articulates the substantive content of professional competence across four substantive registers. The second is a three-stage progression architecture that articulates the substantive content of professional development across three substantive stages. The two components together produce a 4×3 matrix of substantive competence at each stage across each component, which the framework deploys for chartered-status assessment and for the substantive content of professional development pathways.

The framework is institutionally available substantively. It is documented through the CMI’s institutional architecture, applied through chartered-status assessment processes, and operative across UK consulting firms whose practitioners pursue chartered status. The substantive content of the framework is adapted in modified forms in adjacent jurisdictions, but the core architecture (four competencies × three stages) is consistent across the adapted forms.



C.3 The four competency components

The four competency components the ChMC framework articulates carry substantive analytical weight in the thesis.

Ethics and Professional Standards covers the substantive ethical commitments the consultant brings to engagements, the institutional norms of professional conduct, and the relationship between professional commitments and client expectations. The substantive content includes professional codes, ethical reasoning in advisory contexts, the substantive content of conflicts of interest, and the substantive engagement with the institutional architectures of professional accountability. The thesis treats this competency as substantively engaged at every stage of professional progression and as the competency through which third-box answerability operates substantively.

Leadership and Management covers the substantive content of leading engagements, managing teams, and exercising the institutional weight that senior practice carries. The substantive content includes engagement leadership, team management, client relationship management at the leadership level, and the institutional architecture through which senior practitioners carry weight in their firms and in the wider profession. The thesis treats this competency as primarily engaged at Applied and Chartered stages, with substantive consequences for how the formation pathway operates across the stages.

Client Operating Environment covers the substantive understanding of the client’s institutional context, the political and regulatory environment within which the engagement operates, and the relational intelligence required to advise effectively in complex contexts. The substantive content includes regulatory awareness, political context understanding, sectoral knowledge, and the institutional architectures of client operations. The thesis treats this competency as substantively engaged at all three stages but as most analytically loaded at Chartered stage, where contextual mastery is constitutively built through sustained engagement with specific client environments.

Personal and Professional Development covers the substantive content of how a consultant becomes a consultant: the formation pathway through which contributory expertise is developed, the institutional architectures that support continued development across a career, and the reflexive engagement with one’s own professional becoming. The thesis treats this competency as the most uniformly disrupted across the stages under contemporary AI mediation, because it is the competency whose substantive content is the formation system itself.



C.4 The three progression stages

The three progression stages the ChMC framework articulates provide the primary analytical structure for Chapter 7’s stage-by-stage analysis.

Foundation covers the first stage of professional progression. Junior consultants in their early career develop the basic competencies through engagement with formative tasks under supervision. The substantive content of Foundation-stage work is calibrated to building the substantive ground on which later stages operate: tacit pattern recognition, formal training application, exposure to senior practice, and the substantive engagement with consequential work that builds contributory expertise. In European infrastructure advisory, this stage typically corresponds to the first three to five years of a consultant’s career, depending on firm structure and consultant trajectory.

Applied covers the mid-career stage. Consultants exercise substantive autonomy on engagements, lead project teams, manage client relationships at working level, and produce the analytical outputs that have historically demonstrated the firm’s distinctive value. The substantive content of Applied-stage work is calibrated to substantive professional contribution: leading engagements, supervising Foundation-stage juniors, exercising substantive analytical judgment, and developing the substantive professional voice that characterises the practitioner. In European infrastructure advisory, this stage typically corresponds to consultants in years five through twelve or so of their careers.

Chartered covers the senior tier. Consultants exercise substantive professional judgment as their primary contribution, carry institutional weight in their firms, and engage clients at the level where strategic and consequential decisions are made. The substantive content of Chartered-stage work is calibrated to substantive senior contribution: contributory expertise developed across decades of engagement, relational intelligence built through sustained client and regulator relationships, and the substantive judgment that distinguishes senior practice from competent analytical work. In European infrastructure advisory, this stage typically corresponds to consultants in their second decade of practice and beyond.

The three stages are not just markers of seniority. They are substantive professional progression: each stage builds on what previous stages have established and prepares ground for what subsequent stages will undertake. The framework treats the integrated progression as substantively important, and Chapter 7’s stage-by-stage analysis operates substantively on this integrated character.



C.5 The framework in comparative context

The ChMC framework operates within a substantive comparative landscape of chartering frameworks across professional contexts. The annex registers the comparative landscape briefly without developing systematic comparison.

Chartered Engineer status, awarded through the UK Engineering Council and adapted across other engineering professional bodies, provides the substantive chartering architecture for the engineering profession. The framework operates through different competency components than the ChMC but shares the substantive structural architecture: chartered status awarded through institutional assessment, with substantive professional accountability operating through chartered-status maintenance.

Grandes écoles tradition in France provides a substantively different chartering architecture, operating through educational institutional architecture rather than through professional body chartering. The substantive content of professional formation operates substantively through the grandes écoles institutional architecture, with the substantive consequences for professional progression operating through institutional networks rather than through chartering bodies.

Dutch planning and water-engineering institutions provide substantive professional architectures that combine chartering, educational, and institutional employment architectures in ways calibrated to the Dutch public-interest tradition in infrastructure. The substantive content is distinctive but the structural concern — institutional architecture for professional formation and accountability — is consistent.

Nordic planning culture provides substantive professional architectures calibrated to the Nordic public-interest tradition, with substantive content that distinguishes Nordic infrastructure advisory practice from other European traditions but operates through similar structural concerns.

The comparative context is substantively important because it registers that the ChMC framework is one substantive chartering architecture among others. The thesis deploys the ChMC framework as the institutional anchor for the analytical work but treats the framework as one available analytical scaffold rather than as the only possible one.



C.6 Limits of the framework as an analytical scaffold

Three substantive limits of the ChMC framework as analytical scaffold for the thesis are worth registering explicitly.

First, the framework launched in 2021 is institutionally young. Its substantive institutional weight is developing rather than fully established, and its substantive content has not yet been deployed at the scale that older chartering frameworks (medical, legal, engineering) have institutional weight at. The thesis treats this institutional youth as substantively important: the framework provides analytical apparatus the thesis can deploy, but the institutional architecture is itself developing alongside the contemporary AI mediation transformation the thesis engages.

Second, the framework operates at a level of generality that requires substantive elaboration for the European infrastructure context specifically. The substantive content of what the four competencies and three stages mean in European infrastructure advisory requires substantive elaboration that the thesis undertakes (Chapter 4 on the integrated three-scale system, Chapter 7 on the stage-by-stage analysis). The framework alone is not sufficient; the substantive elaboration is.

Third, the framework is UK-anchored. The substantive content of what the framework engages is calibrated to UK institutional architectures, and the substantive application to other European jurisdictions requires substantive translation that the thesis does not systematically undertake. The framework’s substantive analytical apparatus translates substantively to adjacent European contexts (Ireland, Netherlands, Nordic countries), but the substantive translation to substantively different institutional architectures (Germany, France, Mediterranean countries) requires substantive work the thesis does not undertake.

The three limits are substantively important. The framework is sufficient for the analytical work the thesis undertakes; it is not the philosophically complete analytical scaffold the thesis points toward, and the limits are acknowledged rather than concealed.







Annex D — Individuation


D.1 Why this annex exists

Individuation is the substantive philosophical concept that gives the framework conceptual unity across the analytical chapters. The framework deploys the concept at three scales — individual, organisational, and national-cultural — and the substantive consistency of the concept across the scales is what allows the framework to engage contemporary AI mediation as a single mechanism producing different visible effects at different levels of the integrated system. The annex develops the concept substantively for readers who require detailed engagement with what individuation is, what philosophical traditions ground it, how the thesis deploys it, and where the framework’s engagement with the concept is incomplete.

The annex operates at working register. The deeper philosophical engagement — Simondon on metastable individuation, the ontological commitments of pre-individual being, Stiegler’s relationship to Simondon and to the wider philosophical traditions individuation draws on — is part of what the deferred Chapter 3 bis would develop substantively. What is established here is sufficient for the analytical chapters that draw on the concept (3, 5, 7).



D.2 The Simondonian origin

The substantive philosophical origin of individuation as the framework deploys it is Gilbert Simondon’s work in L’individuation à la lumière des notions de forme et d’information and adjacent texts. For Simondon, individuation is the substantive process through which an entity comes to have distinctive form. The substantive content of Simondon’s concept is metaphysical: individuation is not the production of a static individual entity but the ongoing substantive process through which form emerges from a substantive metastable field of pre-individual relations.

Simondon’s account operates substantively through several technical concepts. Pre-individual being is the substantive metaphysical condition from which individuation proceeds: a metastable field of energetic and informational relations that has not yet resolved into determinate form. Metastability is the substantive condition under which pre-individual being is energetically charged but not yet resolved into determinate form. Trans-individuation is the substantive process through which individuation operates across multiple scales simultaneously, with substantive consequences for what the individual becomes and what the wider field becomes.

The Simondonian apparatus is philosophically rich. The thesis draws on it at working register: the substantive content of individuation as ongoing process from a metastable field is sufficient for the analytical work the thesis undertakes, but the deeper engagement with Simondon’s metaphysical apparatus is deferred to the Chapter 3 bis the thesis points toward.



D.3 Stiegler’s extension

Stiegler’s substantive philosophical contribution that the framework draws on is the extension of Simondon’s individuation concept into the contemporary technical context. For Stiegler, individuation under contemporary technical mediation operates substantively through the substantive engagement with technical systems whose substantive content carries pre-individual material that the individuating entity absorbs and transforms.

The substantive consequence Stiegler develops is that proletarianisation operates substantively as dis-individuation under technical capture. When savoir-faire is captured into technical systems whose ownership is institutionally elsewhere, the substantive content of the entity’s individuation is substantively interrupted: the substantive material the entity would have absorbed into its individuation is institutionally captured before absorption can occur, and the substantive content of what the entity becomes is structurally altered. Dis-individuation is the substantive philosophical analogue of the proletarianisation mechanism Annex A develops.

Stiegler’s extension is substantively important for the framework because it connects individuation to the substantive content of contemporary technical mediation. The framework deploys the concept across three scales (individual, organisational, national-cultural) on the substantive ground that the same dis-individuation mechanism operates substantively at each scale, producing different visible effects but with substantive consistency across the integrated system.



D.4 How the thesis deploys the concept

The thesis deploys individuation at three scales, with substantive consistency across the deployment.

Individual individuation is the substantive process through which the consultant becomes a particular kind of practitioner. The substantive content operates through the integrated three-scale system Chapter 4 describes: formative engagements, sustained exposure to consequence, and the substantive absorption of senior judgment over the arc of a career. Individual individuation is not a completed state but an ongoing process, and contemporary AI mediation operates substantively on the formative engagements through which the process operates.

Organisational individuation is the substantive process through which the firm becomes a particular kind of firm. The substantive content operates through the SECI cycle Annex F describes: socialisation, externalisation, combination, and internalisation through which the firm’s distinctive way of seeing is reproduced across generations of practitioners. Organisational individuation is not a completed state but an ongoing process, and contemporary AI mediation operates substantively on the SECI cycle’s substantive content.

National-cultural individuation is the substantive process through which the European public-interest tradition reproduces its substantive distinctiveness. The substantive content operates through the institutional architectures of European public-interest practice: regulatory traditions, public-purpose engineering inheritance, and the wider cultural-discursive content of European tradition. National-cultural individuation is not a completed state but an ongoing process, and contemporary AI mediation operates substantively on the cultural-discursive content through which the tradition reproduces.

The framework’s substantive contribution is that the three scales are connected through the same Stieglerian mechanism — dis-individuation under generic technical mediation — operating at different levels of the integrated system. This is what allows the framework to engage contemporary AI mediation as a single mechanism producing different visible effects at different levels rather than as separate concerns at different scales.



D.5 What the concept does not claim

Three substantive things the individuation concept does not claim are worth registering explicitly.

First, the concept does not claim that individuation is morally good in itself. The framework treats individuation as the substantive process through which distinctive form emerges, but it does not claim that all individuations produce substantively desirable outcomes. The substantive normative content the framework deploys operates through the substantive content of what is being individuated (the European public-interest tradition, firm-distinctive ways of seeing, contributory expertise reproduced through formation), not through individuation as a process category.

Second, the concept does not claim that individuation is incompatible with technical mediation. The framework treats technical mediation as substantively part of contemporary individuation, with substantive consequences for what the individuating entity becomes. The substantive concern is not technical mediation per se but the institutional architectures within which mediation operates and the substantive consequences of those architectures for the integrated three-scale system.

Third, the concept does not claim that dis-individuation under contemporary AI mediation is total. The Stieglerian mechanism operates substantively as selective dis-individuation, with substantive content displaced and other substantive content preserved. The substantive analytical work the framework undertakes is to identify what is at substantive risk under cumulative mediation, not to claim wholesale dis-individuation.



D.6 Where the framework is incomplete

The framework’s engagement with individuation is incomplete in substantive ways the thesis acknowledges.

The deeper philosophical engagement with Simondon’s metaphysical apparatus is deferred to Chapter 3 bis. The substantive content of pre-individual being, metastability, and trans-individuation is engaged here at working register; the philosophically complete engagement would develop these substantively in dialogue with the wider philosophical traditions individuation draws on.

The relationship between Stiegler’s individuation framework and adjacent philosophical traditions — Heidegger on Dasein, Foucault on subjectivation, Deleuze on becoming — is registered in passing rather than systematically engaged. A philosophically complete framework would engage these adjacencies substantively.

The substantive content of how individuation operates across the three scales is developed at working register sufficient for the analytical chapters; the philosophically complete framework would develop the substantive integration of the three scales more substantively, particularly the substantive relationship between organisational and national-cultural individuation that operates substantively in Chapter 5.

These incompletenesses are not fatal to the analytical work the thesis undertakes. They are substantive limits acknowledged honestly, with the philosophically complete framework pointed toward as Chapter 3 bis residual work.







Annex E — Tacit and Contributory Expertise


E.1 Why this annex exists

The framework’s most direct analytical contribution against the existing IS-theoretical literature on AI in consulting operates through the distinction between tacit-as-constraint and tacit-as-formation. The distinction rests on substantive philosophical apparatus drawn from two distinct traditions: Polanyi on tacit knowledge and Collins on the contributory/interactional distinction. The annex develops these substantively for readers who require detailed engagement with the philosophical apparatus through which the distinction operates.

The annex is operative for five chapters: Chapter 3 (where the philosophical framework is assembled), Chapter 4 (where individual-scale formation is described through tacit knowledge), Chapter 6 (where the comparative evidence from adjacent professions operates substantively through the contributory/interactional distinction), Chapter 7 (where the stage-by-stage analysis depends on the distinction), and Chapter 9 (where the recommendations to constituencies engage the substantive content of contributory expertise as substantively at stake).



E.2 Polanyi and the tacit dimension

Michael Polanyi’s substantive philosophical contribution that the framework draws on is the account of tacit knowledge developed in Personal Knowledge and The Tacit Dimension. Polanyi’s central claim is summarised in the phrase that has become canonical: we know more than we can tell. The substantive content of professional knowledge includes substantial substantive content that cannot be fully articulated in propositional form — the substantive judgment, the substantive pattern recognition, the substantive embodied competence that constitutes professional expertise.

Polanyi’s apparatus operates through several substantive components. The tacit dimension is the substantive content of knowledge that operates beneath explicit articulation: the substantive engagement with subsidiary particulars that produces substantive focal awareness of the whole. Indwelling is the substantive process through which the practitioner develops embodied competence with the substantive content of the practice: the substantive engagement that makes the substantive content of expertise accessible without explicit articulation. Personal knowledge is the substantive content of expertise as substantively held by the practitioner: not subjective in the sense of arbitrary, but substantively personal in the sense that it is constitutively held by a particular practitioner whose substantive engagement with the content makes the knowledge substantively operative.

Polanyi’s apparatus is substantively important for the framework because it grounds the substantive content of professional knowledge as constitutively involving more than what can be propositionally articulated. The substantive consequence is that codification is not equivalent to substitution: the substantive content of tacit knowledge is not exhausted by what can be articulated, and substitution of articulated content for tacit knowledge produces substantively different substantive content.



E.3 Collins on contributory and interactional expertise

Harry Collins’s substantive sociological contribution that the framework draws on is the distinction between contributory and interactional expertise developed in Rethinking Expertise and adjacent texts. The distinction operates substantively through two substantive components.

Contributory expertise is the substantive ability to contribute to a practice through embodied engagement. The contributorily expert practitioner can substantively do the work: produce substantive analytical contributions, exercise substantive professional judgment, engage substantively with the substantive content of the practice in ways that constitutively make them part of the practice. Contributory expertise is built substantively through sustained engagement with consequence over time, and the substantive content cannot be reproduced through articulation alone.

Interactional expertise is the substantive ability to engage with a practice through linguistic competence without the embodied contributory grasp. The interactionally expert practitioner can substantively talk about the practice fluently, recognise the substantive content of arguments within the practice, and engage substantively with practitioners in conversation. But the interactionally expert practitioner cannot substantively do the work in the sense that contributory expertise involves: the embodied competence is not present, and the substantive contribution to the practice is not available.

The distinction is substantively important for the framework because it makes visible what AI mediation is substantively doing under contemporary conditions. AI mediation produces interactional fluency rapidly: the substantive content of articulation, vocabulary, and surface engagement with the practice can be substantively absorbed through AI-mediated work. AI mediation does not produce contributory expertise: the embodied competence built through sustained engagement with consequence is constitutively different from interactional fluency, and AI mediation cannot substantively reproduce it.



E.4 The thesis’s distinction: tacit-as-constraint versus tacit-as-formation

The framework’s substantive contribution at this point is the distinction between tacit-as-constraint and tacit-as-formation, which deploys the Polanyian and Collinsian apparatus in a way the existing IS-theoretical literature has not.

Tacit-as-constraint is the dominant register in the existing IS-theoretical literature on AI in consulting. The substantive deployment treats tacit knowledge instrumentally: it is engaged as a constraint on what AI can substitute for. The substantive analytical work this register supports is systematic mapping of tasks against substitutability, with tacit knowledge functioning as the boundary condition that defines where substitution operates and where it does not. Tuczek et al.’s Task-GenAI Fit framework operates substantively in this register; their citation of Polanyi is calibrated to explain why some tasks resist codification and therefore resist AI substitution.

Tacit-as-formation is the register the framework adopts. The substantive deployment treats tacit knowledge constitutively: it is engaged as the substantive ground on which contributory expertise is built, and as the substantive content of how a consultant becomes a consultant. The substantive analytical work this register supports is examination of the formation pathway — what is being formed in practitioners under different mediation conditions, what substantive content is preserved and what is at risk, and what the substantive consequences are for the integrated three-scale system through which professional expertise is reproduced.

The two registers ask different substantive questions about the same situation. Tacit-as-constraint asks: which tasks resist AI substitution because of their tacit-knowledge character? Tacit-as-formation asks: what does AI substitution for formative tasks do to the formation pathway through which contributory expertise has historically been reproduced? Both questions are substantive; they are not in opposition. But they yield substantively different analytical apparatus and substantively different recommendations.



E.5 How the thesis uses the concepts

The thesis deploys tacit knowledge and contributory expertise across the analytical chapters with substantive consistency.

Chapter 3 §3.4 establishes the philosophical apparatus through which the concepts operate. Chapter 3 §3.5 develops the tacit-as-constraint vs tacit-as-formation distinction substantively, with cognitive-science grounding from Kosmyna et al. and Oakley et al. for the formation reading.

Chapter 4 deploys tacit knowledge substantively in §4.2 (individual-scale formation through formative engagements, sustained exposure to consequence, and senior judgment witnessed and absorbed). The substantive content of contributory expertise is engaged substantively as the substantive product of the formation pathway.

Chapter 6 deploys the contributory/interactional distinction substantively in the comparative evidence from software and law. The substantive content of what is being lost in the formation pipelines of these professions operates substantively through the distinction.

Chapter 7 deploys both concepts substantively in the stage-by-stage analysis. Foundation-stage formation under AI mediation produces interactional fluency rapidly while compressing the formation pathway through which contributory expertise has historically been reproduced. Applied-stage work operates substantively at the intersection of contributory expertise and interactional fluency. Chartered-stage advisory operates substantively as contributory expertise that AI mediation cannot substantively replicate.

Chapter 9 deploys the concepts substantively in the recommendations: the substantive content of what makes legitimate advisory practice operates substantively through contributory expertise, and the institutional architectures the recommendations engage are calibrated to protecting the formation pathway through which contributory expertise is reproduced.



E.6 What the concepts do not claim

Three substantive things the concepts do not claim are worth registering explicitly.

First, the concepts do not claim that all professional knowledge is tacit. The substantive content of professional expertise includes substantial substantive content that can be articulated propositionally — formal training, technical apparatus, regulatory knowledge, institutional understanding. The framework’s substantive concern is calibrated to the substantive content that operates tacitly and constitutively, not to claim that all professional content is tacit.

Second, the concepts do not claim that interactional expertise is worthless. Interactional expertise has substantive value in many contexts: it allows practitioners to engage substantively across disciplinary boundaries, to participate in interdisciplinary conversations, and to contribute substantively to discussions where contributory expertise in every domain is institutionally impossible. The framework’s substantive concern is that interactional expertise is being substituted for contributory expertise in contexts where contributory expertise has historically been the substantive content of legitimate practice.

Third, the concepts do not claim that tacit knowledge is mystical. The substantive content of tacit knowledge operates substantively through embodied competence, sustained engagement with consequence, and the substantive content of professional formation. It is substantively materialised through the institutional architectures of professional formation, not through some non-natural process. The framework treats tacit knowledge as substantive but reproducible through substantive institutional practice.







Annex F — The SECI Model


F.1 Why this annex exists

The SECI model — Socialisation, Externalisation, Combination, Internalisation — is the substantive structural device through which Chapter 4’s organisational scale operates. The framework deploys the model substantively to characterise how consulting firms reproduce their distinctive way of seeing across generations of practitioners. The model also operates substantively in Chapter 5’s extraction argument, where the dark mirror reading develops the substantive concern that under contemporary AI mediation, the firm’s externalised knowledge no longer recirculates within the firm’s own SECI cycle but flows outward into vendor systems whose institutional architectures are elsewhere.

The annex develops the model substantively for readers who require detailed engagement with what the SECI model is, how the thesis deploys it, and what limits the model has for the thesis’s analytical purposes.



F.2 What the SECI model is

The SECI model is the substantive organisational-knowledge framework developed by Ikujiro Nonaka and Hirotaka Takeuchi in The Knowledge-Creating Company and adjacent texts. The model identifies four substantive modes through which knowledge moves between tacit and explicit forms across the organisation, and the substantive integration of the four modes constitutes a continuous spiral through which substantive organisational knowledge is reproduced across time.

Socialisation (tacit to tacit) is the substantive mode through which tacit knowledge is transmitted between practitioners through shared experience and apprenticeship. The substantive content operates through co-presence, observation, and the substantive engagement with the practice that builds embodied competence. In consulting contexts, socialisation operates substantively through senior-junior relationships, partner mentorship, and the substantive engagement with consequential work under supervision.

Externalisation (tacit to explicit) is the substantive mode through which tacit knowledge is articulated into transmissible form. The substantive content operates through methodological articulation, framework development, case study production, and the substantive practice of making implicit competence explicit. In consulting contexts, externalisation operates substantively through methodology development, playbook production, and the substantive content of institutional documentation that practitioners produce.

Combination (explicit to explicit) is the substantive mode through which articulated knowledge is recombined and reorganised. The substantive content operates through synthesis, analytical recombination, and the substantive practice of building new explicit content from existing explicit content. In consulting contexts, combination operates substantively through analytical work that builds on existing methodologies, frameworks, and case material to produce new substantive analytical content.

Internalisation (explicit to tacit) is the substantive mode through which articulated knowledge is absorbed into individual tacit competence. The substantive content operates through learning, practice, and the substantive engagement with explicit content that builds embodied competence. In consulting contexts, internalisation operates substantively through professional formation, training programmes, and the substantive engagement with the firm’s institutional content that builds the practitioner’s substantive competence.

The four modes operate as a continuous spiral. Tacit knowledge is socialised between practitioners; the practice of working together makes the substantive content available for externalisation into articulated form; the articulated content is recombined and reorganised through analytical work; the recombined content is internalised by practitioners through engagement and practice; and the substantive content of internalised knowledge is the substantive ground for further socialisation between practitioners. The spiral is the substantive mechanism through which the firm’s substantive knowledge is reproduced across time.



F.3 The model’s application to consulting

The framework deploys the SECI model substantively in Chapter 4’s organisational scale to characterise how consulting firms reproduce their distinctive way of seeing across generations.

The substantive content of what consulting firms reproduce through the SECI cycle is calibrated to the firm’s substantive distinctiveness. Methodologies and frameworks bear the substantive marks of the firm that produced them. Case databases and institutional memory carry the substantive content of accumulated firm experience. Senior practice and apprenticeship transmit the substantive content of senior-distinctive analytical voice. Internal vocabulary and cultural identity reproduce the substantive content of the firm’s distinctive way of approaching the work.

The framework’s substantive contribution at this point is to read organisational knowledge management not as productivity-supporting infrastructure but as identity-producing substantive practice. What the firm reproduces through the SECI cycle is not just knowledge that supports productive work; it is the substantive content that makes the firm a particular kind of firm. The substantive consequence is that disruption of the SECI cycle has substantive consequences for the firm’s organisational individuation, not merely for its productivity.



F.4 The dark mirror: how SECI becomes extraction

The framework’s substantive contribution against the existing literature on consulting under AI mediation operates partly through the dark mirror reading of the SECI model that Chapter 5 develops. The dark mirror is the substantive structural condition under which the firm’s externalisation feeds outward into channels the firm does not control rather than recirculating within the firm.

The historical assumption underlying the SECI model is that the explicit artefacts produced through externalisation remain within the firm. The methodology document is the firm’s intellectual property; the playbook is the firm’s competitive asset; the case study is the firm’s institutional memory. These artefacts are transmitted across the firm’s generations of practitioners through internalisation, and they are protected from competitors through institutional architecture: employment contracts, confidentiality agreements, internal-only access, and the practical difficulty of reproducing tacit firm context outside the firm.

Contemporary AI mediation introduces a structural pathway through which this assumption can fail. When firms adopt AI-mediated workflows that involve sending working materials — drafts, frameworks, case-relevant documents, internal analyses — through systems operated by external vendors, the firm’s externalised knowledge is no longer purely within the firm’s control. The vendor’s terms of service, data-handling practices, and use of customer content in training subsequent models all bear on whether the firm’s externalised knowledge stays within the firm or flows outward into vendor systems.

The dark mirror reading is the substantive form of what the informal discourse calls the “digital twin” concern. The informal version is that AI tools will learn how a particular practitioner works and replace them. The dark mirror version is structural: the firm’s organisational individuation, the substance of what makes the firm valuable across generations of practitioners, is increasingly mediated through tools whose default outputs are common across firms, and the cumulative weight of generic mediation produces dis-individuation at the organisational scale just as it produces dis-individuation at the national-cultural scale.

The framework’s analytical contribution at this point is partly to make the dark mirror visible. The existing literature on consulting under AI mediation can see efficiency gains and skill retention; it cannot see what is happening to the firm’s distinctive voice across generations because it does not have the analytical apparatus to read organisational individuation as a substantive concern. The dark mirror reading provides this apparatus.



F.5 How the thesis uses the model

The thesis deploys the SECI model substantively across three chapters.

Chapter 4 §4.3 deploys the model substantively to characterise the organisational scale of the integrated three-scale system. The four modes are introduced and the substantive content of what each mode reproduces in consulting contexts is developed.

Chapter 5 §5.4 deploys the dark mirror reading substantively in the extraction argument. The substantive content of what is at risk under contemporary AI mediation operates substantively through the structural pathway the dark mirror names.

Chapter 7 deploys the SECI cycle substantively in the stage-by-stage analysis, particularly in the Applied-stage analysis where the supervisory role through which Foundation-stage formation is mediated operates substantively through socialisation and externalisation modes.

The integrated deployment is substantively important: the SECI model is not just a description of organisational knowledge management but the substantive structural device through which the framework engages contemporary AI mediation’s substantive consequences for firm-level individuation.



F.6 Limits of the model for the thesis’s purposes

Three substantive limits of the SECI model for the thesis’s analytical purposes are worth registering explicitly.

First, the model is calibrated substantively to Japanese organisational contexts where it was originally developed. The substantive content of what the model engages — the substantive integration of tacit and explicit knowledge through institutional practices — operates substantively differently in different organisational cultures, and the substantive translation to European consulting contexts requires substantive adjustment that the thesis undertakes implicitly rather than explicitly.

Second, the model operates substantively at the level of organisational knowledge management without engaging the political-economic conditions under which organisational knowledge management operates. The framework’s substantive contribution is partly to extend the model’s analytical apparatus into the political-economic register through the dark mirror reading, but the original SECI apparatus does not engage the political-economic dimensions substantively.

Third, the model operates substantively at the level of explicit institutional architecture without fully engaging the substantive content of what passes through that architecture. The framework draws on the model substantively for its structural device, but the substantive content of what consulting firms substantively reproduce through the SECI cycle is engaged substantively by the framework rather than by the model itself.

The three limits are substantively important. The model is sufficient for the analytical work the thesis undertakes; it is not the philosophically complete analytical apparatus the thesis points toward, and the limits are acknowledged rather than concealed.







Annex G — TGAIF and the Tuczek et al. Framework


G.1 Why this annex exists

Tuczek et al.’s Task-GenAI Fit (TGAIF) framework, published in 2026 in Business & Information Systems Engineering, is the most directly comparable contemporary contribution to the analytical conversation about AI in management consulting. The framework deploys IS-theoretical apparatus to map consulting tasks against AI substitutability through four task profiles (Adaptive Specialist, Creative Generalist, Precise Specialist, Scalable Generalist) and provides systematic analytical work that the thesis engages substantively as both analytical foil and analytical complement.

The annex develops the engagement substantively for readers who require detailed engagement with what the TGAIF framework is, what it does and does not do analytically, how the thesis deploys it as overlay onto the ChMC stages in Chapter 7, what the differentiation between the two frameworks amounts to, and where the engagement could be developed further. The diplomatic register of the engagement is substantively important: the framework is engaged as substantive analytical work that the thesis’s framework operates alongside rather than as work the thesis dismisses.



G.2 What the TGAIF framework is

The TGAIF framework is an IS-theoretical analytical apparatus that maps consulting tasks against generative AI substitutability through two structural dimensions. The first dimension is task uniformity (vs flexibility): whether the task is uniformly executed across instances or requires substantial flexibility in execution. The second dimension is task generality (vs specificity): whether the task operates with generic content or requires substantial domain-specific knowledge.

The two dimensions produce four substantive task profiles.

Adaptive Specialist tasks combine high flexibility with high specificity. The substantive content requires substantial flexibility in execution and substantial domain-specific knowledge. The TGAIF framework recommends high human augmentation with low automation: the AI mediation supports the human practitioner who exercises substantive judgment and brings substantive domain expertise.

Creative Generalist tasks combine high flexibility with high generality. The substantive content requires substantial flexibility in execution but operates with generic content. The TGAIF framework recommends high human augmentation with moderate automation: the AI mediation can support substantial components of the work while the human practitioner exercises substantive creative judgment.

Precise Specialist tasks combine high uniformity with high specificity. The substantive content executes uniformly across instances but requires substantial domain-specific knowledge. The TGAIF framework recommends moderate automation with balanced augmentation: the AI mediation can substitute for substantial uniform components while the human practitioner brings substantive domain expertise.

Scalable Generalist tasks combine high uniformity with high generality. The substantive content executes uniformly across instances and operates with generic content. The TGAIF framework recommends high automation with low augmentation: the AI mediation can substantively absorb the work, with limited human contribution required.

The framework’s substantive analytical apparatus supports systematic mapping of consulting tasks against substitutability and supports recommendations for how AI mediation should be deployed in different task contexts.



G.3 What the paper does and does not do

Tuczek et al.’s paper does substantive analytical work that the thesis engages substantively. The framework provides systematic apparatus for mapping consulting tasks against AI substitutability, supports concrete recommendations for how AI mediation should be deployed in different task contexts, and operates with substantive empirical grounding in IS-theoretical research traditions. The paper engages Polanyi explicitly to ground the substantive content of why some tasks resist AI substitution, and the substantive engagement is calibrated and analytically productive.

The paper does not, however, engage several substantive concerns the thesis treats as central. It does not engage formation as a substantive analytical category: the substantive question of what AI substitution does to the formation pathway through which contributory expertise has historically been reproduced operates at a level the framework does not reach. It does not engage political-economic conditions substantively: the substantive content of where AI mediation is produced and under whose ownership is treated as a contextual matter rather than as substantively constitutive of the analytical work. It does not engage substantive sovereignty concerns: the substantive content of cultural-discursive and organisational distinctiveness is not engaged at the level the framework operates at.

These are not failures of the Tuczek et al. paper. They are substantive choices about analytical level. The paper operates substantively at the task level and produces substantive analytical work calibrated to that level. The thesis operates substantively at the formation, political-economic, and individuation levels and produces substantive analytical work calibrated to those levels. The two analytical apparatuses are complementary rather than in opposition; they operate substantively at different levels and answer substantively different questions.



G.4 The thesis’s TGAIF overlay

Chapter 7 of the thesis deploys the TGAIF framework as substantive analytical overlay onto the ChMC stages. The substantive deployment maps which TGAIF quadrants correspond to which ChMC stages of work, and reads the correspondences substantively for what they imply about how AI mediation is operating at each stage.

Foundation stage maps substantively to the Scalable Generalist quadrant. The substantive content of Foundation-stage work — routine analytical components, basic deliverable production, formative tasks at the early stages of professional progression — falls predominantly into Scalable Generalist territory: high uniformity, high generality, high automation potential. The structural irony the thesis registers is sharp: TGAIF is empirically right that this is where AI mediation operates most efficiently, and the framework reads the same correspondence as the location where the apprenticeship blow lands hardest. Both readings can be true simultaneously, but they ask different substantive questions about the same situation.

Chartered stage maps substantively to the Adaptive Specialist quadrant. The substantive content of Chartered-stage work — situated judgment, relational intelligence, substantive engagement with consequence, contributory expertise — falls predominantly into Adaptive Specialist territory: high flexibility, high specificity, high augmentation, low automation. At this stage, the alignment between the two analytical traditions is closest, and the substantive tension that operated at Foundation is reduced. Chartered-stage work is irreducibly judgmental and the substantive content cannot be performed adequately by systems that have no situated engagement with consequence.

Applied stage spans the four quadrants. The substantive content of Applied-stage work is distributed across Scalable Generalist (standard analytical structures), Precise Specialist (regulatory-compliance work, benchmarking), Creative Generalist (strategic synthesis, cross-engagement framing), and Adaptive Specialist (deeply context-sensitive judgment) territory. The TGAIF mapping at Applied stage is substantively messier than at Foundation or Chartered, and the messiness is itself substantively informative about the substantive content of Applied-stage work.

The TGAIF overlay supports substantive analytical work in Chapter 7 that neither framework alone would support. The TGAIF framework’s task-substitutability mapping provides systematic apparatus for understanding where AI mediation operates most efficiently. The thesis’s framework provides analytical apparatus for understanding what the substitution is doing to the formation pathway. The two together support stage-by-stage analysis that engages both substantive levels.



G.5 What the differentiation amounts to

The differentiation between the thesis’s framework and the TGAIF framework operates substantively at five points.

Unit of analysis. TGAIF operates at the task level; the thesis operates at the formation level. The two units of analysis ask different substantive questions about the same situation. TGAIF asks: which tasks are substitutable, and what implications does this have for how work is organised? The thesis asks: what is happening to the formation pathway through which contributory expertise has historically been reproduced as AI mediation operates on the substantive content of professional work?

Theoretical apparatus. TGAIF operates with IS-theoretical apparatus calibrated to systematic empirical work. The thesis operates with philosophical apparatus calibrated to substantive normative engagement. The two apparatuses produce substantive analytical work at different levels and can be deployed substantively in different ways.

Normative register. TGAIF operates with substantive normative content calibrated to efficiency: the substantive content of legitimate task organisation is calibrated to what makes the work substantively productive. The thesis operates with substantive normative content calibrated to answerability: the substantive content of legitimate advisory practice is calibrated to what makes the work substantively answerable to the third box and the substantive content of European public-interest practice.

Political-economic engagement. TGAIF treats political-economic conditions as contextual matters rather than as substantively constitutive of the analytical work. The thesis treats political-economic conditions as substantively central, with Chapter 5 developing the political-economic argument substantively as the conditions under which the framework’s mechanism operates.

Domain specificity. TGAIF operates substantively at the level of generic management consulting. The thesis operates substantively at the level of European infrastructure advisory specifically, with the substantive content calibrated to the substantive distinctiveness of the domain.

The five points of differentiation are substantively important. The thesis is not arguing that TGAIF is wrong; the analytical work the framework undertakes at the level it operates on is substantively productive. The thesis is arguing that the level it operates on is insufficient for engaging the substantive question of what contemporary AI mediation is doing to European infrastructure advisory, and that the framework adopts is necessary for the substantive engagement.



G.6 Where the engagement could be developed further

Two substantive directions for further engagement with the TGAIF framework and the wider IS-theoretical literature are worth registering.

First, more extensive comparative engagement with adjacent IS-theoretical contributions would substantively strengthen the analytical positioning. The wider IS-theoretical literature on AI in consulting and adjacent professional contexts (Alagic et al. on AI-augmented decision support, Tronnier et al. on user adaptation to AI tools, the broader literature on technology-organisation fit) operates substantively in registers that the thesis engages only briefly. A more extensive engagement would clarify the substantive points of differentiation across the wider literature rather than focusing on Tuczek et al. specifically.

Second, more substantive engagement with the substantive empirical content of TGAIF’s analytical work would substantively complement the thesis’s framework. The TGAIF framework’s substantive empirical grounding could be deployed substantively to provide more concrete grounding for some of the framework’s claims, particularly in Chapter 7 where the stage-by-stage analysis operates substantively at the intersection of the two frameworks.

These extensions are substantively important but they are not required for the analytical work the thesis undertakes. They are substantive future work that the thesis points toward as residual rather than developed in the current text.
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