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Consider a fictional case. Someone steals the secret key used to send assets from another
y
person’s digital wallet. The key lets its holder sign transaction instructions. The attacker

uses it to make a transfer that satisfies the network’s rules.

The transfer enters a blockchain, a shared transaction record maintained by network partic-
ipants. The wallet owner can see where the assets went and disputes the authority to move
them. Both parties can examine the same sequence while disagreeing about the rights that

survived it.

A legal claim asks a court or another competent body to determine or protect a right. The
claimant, the person bringing it, needs a fair hearing and a route to obtain any remedy

awarded. The other party needs an opportunity to answer.

I want traditional legal institutions to provide that route for on-chain activity: transactions
recorded on a blockchain. Those institutions need enough authority to resolve disputes.

People using them need ways to detect misconduct and challenge their decisions.

Businesses are assigning more of their operating work to artificial intelligence (Al) agents,
software that acts on their instructions. As that work becomes automated, legal challenges

must reach the resulting actions.

A transaction can follow network rules while ownership

remains disputed

I see an institutional blind spot when reducing dependence on an intermediary becomes a

theory for dispensing with institutions altogether.
y P g g

Restricting an operator’s discretion gives people a useful protection. They can inspect the
rules governing an asset and the conditions under which it can move. Independent par-
ticipants can check whether a transaction followed those rules and preserve evidence if the

operator changes its account.

Legal entitlement asks who has rights to the asset. A person may control the key used in a
transaction after acquiring it through theft. The original owner, the recipient, and a later

buyer can have different claims. The applicable law determines their rights.

The International Institute for the Unification of Private Law distinguishes factual control
from a valid transfer of rights in its 2023 digital-asset principles. The validity of a transfer
depends on other applicable law. Principles on Digital Assets and Private Law, commentary
6.5.

factual control distinguishes a valid transfer of rights
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Companies need to establish authority before their software

acts

That distinction matters before a transfer too. An agent’s Al model supplies its reasoning

and responses. A company needs the agent’s actions to respect its authority and obligations.

The work includes creating assets and establishing their rights, called origination, then main-
taining those rights as the company operates. Automating that work requires the company’s

records, permissions, and applicable rules to remain connected.

Keeping entities compliant costs tens of thousands to hundreds of thousands of US dollars

as banks, registries and advisers reconcile separate records and decisions.

Their offices run nine to five while agents operate around the clock. Amazon’s shopping and

Stripe’s payments show how convenience makes new businesses possible.

Mass lets Al agents automate companies, trade, commerce and markets, and the origination,
management and maintenance of assets, end to end and across borders. Every action they

take is compliant and lawful by default.

Mass runs companies, institutions, and deployments. Each company’s own Al agent, on

any Al model it chooses, drives the company’s operations from formation to closure.

Each company's own Al agent, drives the company's operations

on any Al model it chooses from formation to closure

Mass makes the compliance call before each action runs

Agents can issue any asset in one economy, sell it in all the others and move it between them,
at a fraction of today’s time and cost. The records must preserve the rights and conditions

through each move.

Each economy that connects adds a market for every company on the network, and once

enough economies run on one network, those that come later build on it.

Mass makes the compliance call before each action runs. It learns from every economy it

serves how to combat fraud and which practices work best.

Mass runs the whole life of companies, investment funds, securities such as shares, and other
assets around the clock. It gives one compliance answer for the same facts and applicable

rules.

Managing the whole life gives Mass better data for that call: who owns the company, who
may act, what consent exists, and what has changed. Mass performs compliance better,

faster, and cheaper by construction because it runs the work that produces those records.

With a partner bank, Mass co-builds and leads one compliance team and is responsible and
liable for that work. Accountable people hold the keys. The bank sees the work through

Mass’s dashboards, and regulators retain supervision.
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The learning begins with fraud and extends to which checks, evidence, and consents a case
needs. Mass also learns which procedures complete work and where they add delay or cost.

It revises what it learned when facts or rulings change.

Each receiving institution checks the supporting proof and chooses what learning to adopt.
Shared learning must preserve the confidentiality and access rules governing the underlying

records.

The choice to adopt a shared practice must remain traceable when many companies rely on

it. A later ruling can affect actions across those companies.

Mass’s pilots cover entire economic zones, areas with a dedicated legal or regulatory frame-
work. Each pilot calls for at least 10,000 entities per jurisdiction. Each government retains

its law, data, keys, and supervision.

Each action’s record must identify the relevant jurisdictions and institutions. That require-

ment applies across Mass’s existing footprint and wherever deployment has been agreed.

Mass runs companies today in Delaware, Montana, New York, California, Nevada and
Wyoming in the United States, Hong Kong, Singapore, the Abu Dhabi Global Market, the
Cayman Islands, the British Virgin Islands and the Seychelles.

In Préspera, Honduras, Mass records companies in Préspera’s own registry.

The United Arab Emirates has agreed to deploy Mass for the entire federal economy, starting
with pilot programmes in the emirates of Ras Al Khaimah and Abu Dhabi. The Abu Dhabi
Global Market deployment is live in production.

When a shared practice changes, or a ruling changes what it permits, the affected companies
need records of their actions in each jurisdiction. I want the dispute process to preserve that

evidence so an independent decision-maker can examine a challenge to the facts or authority.

A judgment needs a lawful way to affect the asset

A design risk for traditional legal technology is treating the judgment as the end of the
technical problem. Execution, the work of giving a decision effect, requires the order to

reach someone able and entitled to act.

The order must concern the right asset and preserve its conditions when the recipient trans-
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Execution .
the order someone able and entitled to act

lates it into an action. A later suspension must reach the same systems.

Uploading a document can assist this work. Connecting the decision to an asset also requires
a defined relationship between the legal instrument, the responsible institution, and the
software controlling the action. The recipient must establish what the decision permits

before the software acts.

People must be able to challenge the institutions exercising

authority

That authority can extend beyond agreements between participants. A dispute may involve
someone who never accepted an application’s terms. It may concern mandatory law, which
the parties cannot set aside by agreement. Courts and other competent authorities exercise

powers grounded in law.

Sovereignty belongs in this design: each jurisdiction retains authority over its law and public
institutions. Courts retain judicial power. A custodian, an institution holding assets for

others, remains responsible for the assets it holds when acting on a court’s decision.

Responsibility also requires evidence that survives a dispute with the institution itself. Sup-
pose an operator changes its account of a decision. If it controls every copy, the affected

person depends on it to reconstruct the event.

Independently retained records let that person produce the earlier statement, identify its

issuer, and submit the discrepancy for review.

Decentralized autonomy means participants can verify instructions through systems they
control, retain evidence outside the issuing institution, and reject requests that exceed agreed
authority. Their governing agreements could also let them change providers. Existing obli-

gations still require completion or lawful resolution.

DECENTRALIZED AUTONOMY MEANS PARTICIPANTS CAN

verify instructions through retain evidence outside reject requests that

systems they control the issuing institution exceed agreed authority

The protection depends on available records, independent reviewers, and someone with
authority to act on their findings. Several systems controlled by the same operator offer

litcle independence from that operator.

An institution can also apply an unjust rule consistently. People need a procedure for chal-

lenging the rule or its application, even when the institution would prefer silence.
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People need a body with authority to hear their dispute

For the wallet owner, the first difficulty may be finding a forum: a court or other body with

authority to hear the claim.

The owner may have a claim against someone with whom they never made a contract. Open
access to filing would let that person seek assistance. Authority to bind the respondent, the

party answering the claim, still needs a valid legal basis.

Where parties agree to arbitration, they submit a dispute to an appointed tribunal: a person
or panel empowered to decide it. That agreement and its scope belong in the case record. A

matter requiring a court’s jurisdiction must reach a competent court.

The United Nations Commission on International Trade Law’s Model Law on International
Commercial Arbitration addresses the agreement in Article 7. Article 18 requires equal treat-
ment and a full opportunity for each party to present its case. Model Law, 1985, amended

2006.

These are model provisions for adoption into domestic law. The law governing the actual

proceeding determines the applicable requirements.

The case file should retain the transaction records, the basis for interpreting them, and the
owner’s account of the compromise. An allegation must remain distinguishable from a veri-
fied event. Each party needs access to material it is entitled to contest, under the proceeding’s

confidentiality rules.

THE CASE FILE SHOULD RETAIN

the basis for the owner's account

the transaction records . . .
interpreting them of the compromise

The record should also identify the adjudicator, the person or tribunal deciding the case,
and establish the appointment, submitted questions, and governing procedure. A recipient
asked to act must check whether the decision remains effective or a stay, a legal suspension,

prevents that action.

If a custodian holds the disputed asset, action depends on its legal duties and powers. Funds
held in escrow, an arrangement that holds them until specified conditions are met, might be

released under agreed rules after a decision authenticated as coming from its stated issuer.

Each route needs its own authority and technical means. For assets in a wallet outside those

arrangements, the claimant may need relief against a person or other reachable property.

The original transaction can remain in the ledger while a later transfer or payment gives
effect to a remedy. The available route depends on the facts, applicable law, and assets

within reach.
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The record must therefore distinguish a decision, an instruction, and an observed result. A
custodian’s acknowledgment establishes receipt of the instruction. Evidence of a resulting

transfer establishes performance to that extent, with any unpaid balance remaining due.

a decision }— an instruction }— an observed result

Through refusal, interruption, or review, the claimant should be able to see what remains

owed and who is responsible for the next act.

Each legal instruction must limit the action it permits

A system able to act on legal decisions also creates a power that can be misused. A general
power to move everyone’s assets would concentrate that risk in the people operating the

dispute service.

Each instruction should identify the issuing institution, the parties and assets concerned,

the permitted action, and when it can take effect.

EACH INSTRUCTION SHOULD IDENTIFY

the issuing institution the parties and assets
concerned
the permitted action when it can take effect

The receiving system should check those limits under rules it has already adopted. It should
be able to reject an instruction outside that authority independently of the issuing operator.
A changed instruction needs corresponding authority, with the original decision and any

correction retained.

Independence matters inside the proceeding too. An operator accused of mishandling a
case should face review outside its control. Parties need a way to challenge an adjudicator’s
conflict of interest, with the relevant evidence still obtainable if the service relationship

breaks down.

Emergency powers need the same specificity. A temporary hold should state its legal basis,
the assets it covers, and the conditions for review or expiry. Anyone implementing it needs

a way to receive and authenticate a later decision that changes its effect.

A company choosing a provider can negotiate limits on intervention and rights to move its
service elsewhere. Someone subject to compulsory jurisdiction may have no such choice.

That person’s protection depends especially on an effective challenge procedure.
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A claimant should be able to use records from every

blockchain

The disputed right may concern several systems. A transfer can appear on one blockchain,
its supporting agreement elsewhere, and the relevant assets with a custodian. A claimant

should be able to bring those records together.

A transfer can appear its supporting the relevant assets

on one blockchain agreement elsewhere with a custodian

| | |

bring those records together

Compatibility requires reliable ways to identify each transaction, interpret its status, and
establish what the destination can do. Different blockchains require different checks. A

common case format must preserve those differences.

A receiving institution applies the rules governing its own powers. Recognizing a foreign de-
cision means giving it legal effect. That may require a separate process before action. Shared
software can convey the decision and supporting material while keeping that requirement

visible.

I would make compatibility with every blockchain a design requirement. People should be
able to seek assistance while leaving the disputed asset where it is. Any remedy still depends

on the authority and means of execution available in that case.

Institutions could then share case records and verification methods while retaining their law,

procedures, and responsibility for decisions.

People and institutions can use the same dispute service

A financial free zone, where businesses operate under a designated legal and regulatory frame-
work, needs dependable dispute resolution. A person whose wallet was hacked needs to

bring a claim and understand the available remedy. Both could use the same service.

A financial free zone A person whose wallet was hacked

Both could use the same service

They could pay for case preparation, practitioner services, administration, and required fil-

ings under disclosed terms. Fees should pay for defined work. Adjudicator selection and
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conflict procedures must protect decisions from the payer’s influence.

Connecting these institutions requires a network through which records and lawful instruc-
tions can reach the right recipient. Momentum builds the network. I want that connection

to serve people across blockchains and people with assets outside them.

My work on Recourse is at the research and design stage, ahead of company formation.

Recourse runs dispute resolution and carries outcomes into execution.

Its design covers case administration, consent and authority records, and authenticated out-
comes sent to courts, custodians, and providers entitled to act. Courts retain judicial power.

Recovery depends on the remedy, reachable assets, and completed execution.

I call this sovereign infrastructure because it concerns how institutions exercise authority
over economic activity. Centralized powers can coexist with independently held evidence

and effective procedures for challenging their use.

The next case may be against the operator. People should still be able to obtain their records,

reach an independent forum, and pursue the remedy that forum has authority to grant.
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