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Dedication 

 

To the souls of victims of digital financial crimes whose savings were stolen via blockchain 

networks, finding no jurisdiction with exclusive competence or immediate enforcement tools. 

 

To financial intelligence units and public prosecutor offices that struggle daily to track financial 

flows in a digital space that recognizes no geographical borders, facing legislative loopholes that 

prevent the timely freezing of assets. 

 

To decision-makers at the United Nations, the Financial Action Task Force, and the World Bank, 

who realize that financial sovereignty is not preserved by borders alone, but by binding 

international legal frameworks that keep pace with technological development. 

 

To academic researchers in law, economics, and computer science faculties, who seek to 

bridge the gap between technology and law, believing that financial innovation does not conflict 

with the rule of law. 

 

To the defenders of digital freedom, who understand that privacy is not a shield for criminals but 

a fundamental human right that protects dissenters, minorities, and citizens in oppressive 

regimes. 

 

This Constitution is dedicated by El-Rakhawi, as a personal contribution to establishing a just, 

transparent, and secure digital financial order for humanity. 

 

 

Expanded Introduction 

 

Historical Context and Technological Evolution 

 

The first decade of the twenty-first century witnessed a radical transformation in the global 

financial infrastructure. Following the 2008 global financial crisis, which exposed the fragility of 

the traditional banking system and the centralization of financial power, blockchain technology 
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emerged as a promising technical solution based on decentralization, transparency, and 

mathematical cryptography. 

 

In October 2008, an individual or group known as Satoshi Nakamoto published the research 

paper titled Bitcoin: A Peer-to-Peer Electronic Cash System, which proposed the concept of a 

digital currency operating without a banking intermediary. The core philosophy was to create an 

open, transparent, and censorship-resistant financial system, responding to the financial crisis 

caused by the mismanagement of traditional financial institutions. 

 

By January 2009, the first block was mined on the Bitcoin network, announcing the birth of the 

first decentralized cryptocurrency in history. This moment was not merely the launch of a new 

technology, but the dawn of a previously unseen asset class: assets owned by no state, issued 

by no central bank, and not subject to physical seizure, but whose ownership can only be 

transferred by signing the transaction with a private key. 

 

 

The Emergence of Digital Financial Crime 

 

It did not take long for illicit actors to realize the potential this technology offered for the parallel 

economy. In 2011, the Silk Road marketplace launched on the dark web, the first major 

electronic market using Bitcoin as the sole means of payment for trading drugs, weapons, stolen 

data, and other criminal services. By 2013, when the Federal Bureau of Investigation shut down 

the site and arrested its founder Ross Ulbricht, approximately 1.2 billion dollars worth of Bitcoin 

had been traded through the platform. 

 

This event was not just a passing criminal case, but a turning point where governments realized 

that cryptocurrencies had become an effective tool for the parallel economy, and that traditional 

financial legislation, designed for a centralized banking system, was incapable of keeping up 

with this new reality. 

 

The criminal landscape evolved rapidly. In 2014, the Japanese exchange Mt. Gox, which 

handled 70 percent of global Bitcoin trading volume, suffered a breach resulting in the loss of 

850,000 Bitcoin. This incident revealed a fundamental security flaw: centralization in exchanges 

makes them attractive targets for hackers, while simultaneously making deposited assets 

vulnerable to seizure by authorities. 

 

In 2016, privacy coins such as Monero and Zcash emerged, using advanced encryption 

techniques to completely hide transaction data, making them nearly impossible to trace even 

with sophisticated forensic analysis tools. This development represented a qualitative leap in 

criminals' abilities to conceal illicit financial flows. 

 

 

The Qualitative Shift: From Currencies to Decentralized Finance 
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The next qualitative leap came in 2015 with the launch of the Ethereum network, which 

introduced the concept of smart contracts. These contracts, software protocols that self-execute 

upon meeting specified conditions, opened the door to the emergence of decentralized finance. 

 

By 2021, the total value locked in decentralized finance protocols exceeded 180 billion dollars, 

making this sector a significant part of the global financial system. However, the problem is that 

these protocols operate without a central intermediary. There is no manager, no employees, 

and no headquarters. There is only code running on thousands of nodes around the world. 

 

This model created an unprecedented legal loophole: How can one sue an entity that lacks legal 

personality? How can Know Your Customer rules be applied to a protocol that does not know 

who is using it? How can assets locked in a non-updatable smart contract be frozen? 

 

 

The Current Crisis: 8.6 Billion Dollars Annually 

 

According to Chainalysis's 2024 report, the volume of money laundered via cryptocurrencies 

reached 8.6 billion dollars in 2024, a 45 percent increase from the previous year. More 

dangerously, 70 percent of these operations now occur through decentralized finance protocols 

and non-custodial wallets, areas outside the scope of current legislation focused on licensed 

intermediaries. 

 

Examples are numerous and varied: 

 

The Lazarus Group from North Korea stole over 600 million dollars from the Axie Infinity 

platform in 2022, laundering it through mixing protocols, converting it into privacy coins, and 

then reintroducing it into the traditional financial system through exchanges in countries with 

weak legislation. 

 

The FTX Collapse: In November 2022, it was revealed that the exchange was using customer 

funds to finance an affiliated company. 65 billion dollars in asset value evaporated, and it was 

found that 8 billion dollars had been laundered via cryptocurrencies before the collapse. 

 

Tornado Cash Sanctions: In August 2022, the US Office of Foreign Assets Control imposed 

sanctions on the protocol itself, not just its users. This was the first time code was penalized as 

a legal entity, sparking constitutional debate about freedom of speech regarding code and the 

limits of regulatory authority. 

 

 

The International Legislative Gap 

 

Despite vigorous efforts by the Financial Action Task Force, which issued Recommendation 15 

in 2018 and updated it in 2023 to obligate states to regulate Virtual Asset Service Providers, 

actual implementation remained fragmented and inconsistent: 
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The European Union issued regulatory ordinances in 2023 and 2024, but they do not cover true 

decentralized finance protocols and leave personal wallets outside direct supervision. 

 

The UAE established a regulatory body in Dubai, but it focuses on licensed entities and lacks 

jurisdiction over personal wallets or decentralized protocols with no headquarters in the emirate. 

 

The United States adopts an enforcement approach through litigation, creating legal uncertainty 

and lacking comprehensive federal legislation. 

 

China banned local trading, but its citizens use private networks to access foreign exchanges, 

turning China into a source of demand without supervisory capacity. 

 

Developing countries such as Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and Nigeria lack comprehensive legislation, 

creating safe havens for criminals. 

 

The result: Laundering tourism. Criminals simply move to countries with weaker legislation, or 

use decentralized protocols subject to no jurisdiction, exploiting the gap between technological 

speed and legislative lag. 

 

 

The Objective of This Constitution 

 

This Constitution is not merely an academic study, but a founding document aiming to: 

 

First: Precisely dissect the technical and legal loopholes in the current system, through 

ontological analysis of assets and infrastructures, and criminal dissection of obfuscation 

mechanisms. 

 

Second: Present a binding legal framework to close these loopholes, through comprehensive 

articles covering all aspects of digital financial crime. 

 

Third: Provide technical and mathematical tools ready for immediate implementation, including 

code for detecting criminal patterns, mathematical equations for risk assessment, and technical 

protocols for automatic compliance. 

 

Fourth: Establish legal certainty through mathematical models acceptable in courts, replacing 

personal discretion and providing objective standards of proof. 

 

Fifth: Balance transparency and privacy using zero-knowledge proof technologies, allowing user 

identity verification without disclosing personal data. 

 

Sixth: Establish the philosophical and existential foundations of decentralized space, 

recognizing the epistemological conflict between natural law and positive law. 
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Seventh: Integrate game theory and mechanism design to make compliance the rational choice 

for protocol developers and users. 

 

Eighth: Prepare for the quantum threat and establish the legal framework for autonomous 

artificial intelligence agents. 

 

This work is directed at decision-makers at the United Nations, the Financial Action Task Force, 

the World Bank, financial intelligence units, public prosecutor offices, judges, academic 

researchers, decentralized protocol developers, and crypto asset investors. 

 

 

Volume One: Digital Ontology and Technical Classification 

 

Article One: Legal and Technical Classification of Assets 

 

Clause One: Virtual Assets 

Legal Definition: A virtual asset is a digital representation of value that can be digitally traded or 

transferred, and used as a medium of exchange, store of value, or unit of account. The virtual 

asset has no intrinsic value in itself; its value is derived from network consensus and supply and 

demand in markets. 

 

Virtual assets differ from traditional currencies in several fundamental aspects: 

Decentralization: Not issued by a central bank, nor controlled by a government. 

Transparency: Transactions are recorded on a distributed ledger accessible to anyone. 

Non-seizability physically: The virtual asset cannot be physically seized; ownership can only be 

transferred by signing the transaction with a private key. 

Cross-border nature: Can be transferred across borders in minutes, without need for banking 

intermediaries or government approvals. 

 

Technical Classification: 

Virtual assets are divided into two main categories: 

Category One: Coins. Assets operating on independent blockchain networks, having their own 

protocol, usually used as a medium of exchange or store of value. Examples: Bitcoin, Ethereum, 

Solana, Cardano. 

Category Two: Tokens. Assets issued on existing blockchain networks using unified standards. 

They do not have an independent network but rely on the host network's infrastructure. 

Examples: ERC-20 standard, BEP-20 standard, SPL standard. 

 

Legal Characteristics: 

First: Digital Scarcity: Some assets have a limited supply, creating artificial scarcity similar to the 

natural scarcity of precious metals. 

Second: Divisibility: Most assets can be divided into very small units, making the asset suitable 

for both small and large transactions. 
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Third: Non-seizability physically: The private key is the only means of controlling the asset. If 

authorities cannot access the private key, they cannot seize the asset. 

Fourth: Proof of Ownership: Ownership is proven by possession of the private key, not through 

a central registry. 

 

Criminal Applications: 

First: Store of Value: Used by criminals to convert dirty money into a digital asset that retains 

relative value. 

Second: Medium of Exchange: Used in dark markets to purchase illegal goods and services. 

Third: Cross-border Transfer Tool: Transfers millions of dollars in value in minutes without 

banking supervision. 

Fourth: Speculation and Manipulation Tool: Used in pump-and-dump operations, insider trading, 

and price manipulation. 

 

 

Clause Two: Stablecoins 

Legal Definition: A stablecoin is a virtual asset designed to maintain relatively stable value by 

pegging it to a reserve asset. It serves as a bridge between the traditional and digital worlds and 

is the preferred tool for money laundering due to its value stability and ease of transfer. 

 

Types: 

Type One: Fiat-backed stablecoins. The most common, issued against a reserve of fiat 

currencies or government bonds. Examples: USDT, USDC. Problem: These coins are 

centralized, making them subject to government freezing orders. 

Type Two: Crypto-backed stablecoins. Issued against a reserve of other cryptocurrencies, 

locked in smart contracts. Require over-collateralization to compensate for reserve volatility. 

Examples: DAI, LUSD. Advantage: Decentralized. Disadvantage: Requires over-

collateralization. 

Type Three: Algorithmic stablecoins. Attempt to maintain stability via algorithms without real 

collateral. Examples: UST, FRAX. 

 

Criminal Applications: 

First: The number one tool in money laundering: According to international reports, the vast 

majority of crypto money laundering volume occurs through these coins. 

Second: Reason: Value stability facilitates calculating the laundered amount, and transfer ease 

is available on dozens of networks. 

 

 

Clause Three: Non-Fungible Tokens (NFTs) 

Legal Definition: A non-fungible token is a unique token on the blockchain representing 

ownership of a digital or physical asset. Unlike fungible cryptocurrencies, each token is unique 

and cannot be replaced by another. 

 

Technical Classification: 
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First: ERC-721 Standard: Basic standard, each token has a unique ID, and cannot be divided. 

Second: ERC-1155 Standard: More flexible standard, allows creating both fungible and non-

fungible assets in the same contract. 

 

Legal Characteristics: 

First: Scarcity: Each token is unique, creating artificial scarcity. 

Second: Proof of Ownership: Ownership is proven by holding the token in the wallet. 

Third: Self-valuation: No organized market exists to determine fair value, allowing price 

manipulation. 

 

Criminal Applications: 

First: Money laundering via digital art: A criminal buys a token from themselves at an inflated 

price via another wallet, thereby converting dirty money into seemingly clean money. 

Second: Self-valuation: Criminals can collude to value the token at an inflated price, then sell it 

to launder money. 

 

 

Clause Four: Smart Contracts 

Legal Definition: A smart contract is a software protocol that self-executes upon meeting pre-

specified conditions. Stored on the blockchain, it cannot be modified in the case of non-

updatable contracts, and executes without human intervention. 

 

Legal Classification: 

First: Updatable Contracts: Developers can change the code via a proxy contract. The 

developer is treated as a service provider because they possess actual control over the 

protocol. 

Second: Non-updatable Contracts: Code cannot be changed after deployment. Treated as an 

independent entity, but this does not mean exemption from legal liability. 

 

Legal Liability: 

First: Developers: Liable for security vulnerabilities. 

Second: Users: Liable for interacting with contracts facilitating illicit activities. 

Third: The Entity Itself: In some jurisdictions, the smart contract itself can be sued. 

 

 

Article Two: Infrastructures and Classification of Control Points 

 

Clause One: Virtual Asset Service Providers (VASPs) 

Definition: Any natural or legal person conducting one of the following activities on behalf of 

another client: exchange between virtual assets and fiat currencies, exchange between one 

virtual asset and another, transfer of virtual assets, custody or control of virtual assets, 

participation in financial services related to the issuance and sale of the virtual asset. 

 

Legal Obligations: 

8



First: Customer Identification: Includes collecting identity data, verifying source of funds, and 

assessing customer risk. 

Second: Suspicious Transaction Reports: Reporting transactions exceeding certain thresholds 

or showing suspicious patterns. 

Third: Record Keeping: Maintaining transaction records for at least five years. 

Fourth: Application of the Travel Rule: Transferring sender and beneficiary data in international 

transfers exceeding one thousand dollars. 

 

 

Clause Two: Decentralized Protocols 

Definition: Financial protocols operating on the blockchain without a central intermediary. 

Includes decentralized exchanges, lending protocols, and derivatives protocols. 

 

Control Point Issue: 

Decentralized protocols range between: 

First: True Decentralization: No developer, no legal entity, code runs autonomously. 

Second: Partial Decentralization: Developers possess admin keys allowing them to update the 

contract or stop it. 

 

Proposed Solution: Use the Actual Control Equation to determine if the protocol is subject to 

law. If the indicator exceeds a specified threshold, the protocol is classified as an actual 

financial entity and subject to service provider obligations. 

 

 

Clause Three: Non-Custodial Wallets 

Definition: Software interface allowing users to interact directly with blockchain networks, 

without a third party holding private keys. The user is solely responsible for their wallet's 

security. 

 

Types: 

First: Software Wallets: Web wallets, mobile wallets, desktop wallets. 

Second: Hardware Wallets: Store private keys in a physical device isolated from the internet. 

Third: Paper Wallets: Printing private and public keys on paper. 

 

Identity Verification Issue: 

Non-custodial wallets do not require identity verification upon creation. Anyone can create 

millions of wallets without identity. This creates a major loophole: a criminal can create a new 

wallet for each transaction, making tracking difficult. 

 

Proposed Solution: Implement real-time verification through zero-knowledge proof protocols at 

the point of transaction, without centralized registration of wallet balances. This preserves 

privacy while ensuring compliance with anti-money laundering standards. 
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Clause Four: Decentralized Autonomous Organizations (DAOs) 

Definition: An organization managed via rules programmed in smart contracts, not through a 

traditional administrative structure. Members make decisions via token voting. 

 

Legal Issue: 

First: Legal Personality: In most jurisdictions, the answer is no. The organization lacks legal 

personality, making it difficult to sue. 

Second: Liability: Who is liable for the organization's actions? All members? Developers? 

Voters? 

Third: Judicial Precedents: Regulatory bodies have considered voters who voted on illegal 

decisions personally liable, establishing that decentralization does not mean absence of liability. 

 

 

Volume Two: Criminal Dissection and Structural Loopholes 

 

Article Three: Digital Obfuscation Mechanisms 

 

Clause One: Mixing Protocols 

Definition: Services that pool virtual assets from multiple sources and redistribute them to new 

addresses, breaking the link between sender and recipient. 

 

Types: 

Type One: Centralized Mixing. Managed by a central entity. Problem: Single point of failure, can 

be shut down or hacked. 

Type Two: Decentralized Mixing. Operates via smart contracts on the blockchain. Advantage: 

Cannot be easily shut down. Disadvantage: Developers and users can be penalized. 

Type Three: CoinJoin Mixing. Combines multiple transactions from different users into one large 

transaction. 

 

Anti-analysis Techniques: 

First: Time Delay: Waiting for random periods before redistribution. 

Second: Amount Splitting: Dividing large amounts into small amounts. 

Third: Chain Hopping: Converting to another blockchain to confuse investigators. 

 

 

Clause Two: Privacy Coins 

Definition: Cryptocurrencies using advanced encryption techniques to hide transaction data at 

the base protocol level. 

 

Types: 

Type One: Monero. Uses ring signatures and stealth addresses to hide sender, recipient, and 

amount. Result: Completely untraceable transactions. 

Type Two: Zcash. Allows proving transaction validity without disclosing any data about it. 

Disadvantage: Transparency is optional. 
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Type Three: Dash. Enhanced mixing via master nodes. 

 

Criminal Applications: 

First: Dark Market: The vast majority of dark market transactions use these coins. 

Second: Ransomware: Gangs demand ransom in these coins because they are untraceable. 

Third: Money Laundering: Criminals convert traceable coins into privacy coins, then reconvert 

them, breaking the tracking chain. 

 

 

Clause Three: Cross-Chain Bridges 

Definition: Protocols that transfer assets between different blockchain networks. 

 

Mechanism: User locks assets on the source chain, and the bridge issues equivalent assets on 

the target chain. To return, the equivalent asset is burned, and the original asset is unlocked. 

 

Criminal Applications: 

First: Resetting Transaction History: When crossing from one chain to another, the original 

transaction history is lost or becomes difficult to trace. 

Second: Exploiting Security Vulnerabilities: Bridges are a preferred target for hackers because 

they hold large amounts of assets. 

 

 

Clause Four: Peeling Chains 

Definition: A criminal pattern where a wallet containing illicit funds is drained via a series of 

small consecutive transfers to intermediate wallets, keeping the larger balance in a single 

change wallet. 

 

Objective: 

First: Avoid Detection: Small transfers are less suspicious. 

Second: Risk Distribution: If one wallet is discovered, the others are not. 

 

Detection: Investigators use graph analysis algorithms to detect this pattern. The specific 

mathematical equation for the Peeling Index reveals this pattern accurately, and if the index 

exceeds the critical value, the transaction is considered a deliberate peeling operation. 

 

 

Clause Five: Advanced Laundering Patterns 

Pattern One: Consolidation. Pooling multiple wallets owned by the same entity into one wallet to 

increase volume before transfer. 

Pattern Two: Slicing. Dividing a large amount into thousands of small transfers to avoid 

reporting thresholds. 

Pattern Three: Wrapping. Jumping between multiple blockchain chains to confuse investigators. 

Pattern Four: Laundering via NFTs. Buying a token at an inflated price from another wallet to 

create a seemingly legitimate artistic transaction. 
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Pattern Five: Laundering via DeFi. Depositing dirty money into a lending protocol and borrowing 

other assets against the deposit. 

 

 

Clause Six: AI Agent Crimes and Integration with Central Bank Digital Currencies 

First: Criminalizing Automated Laundering: Using AI agents or automated scripts to execute 

thousands of micro-transactions with deliberate intent to bypass regulatory reporting thresholds, 

or to generate data noise aimed at deceiving criminal pattern detection algorithms, is 

criminalized. 

Second: CBDC Integration: Member states issuing Central Bank Digital Currencies commit to 

ensuring that transfer gateways between private crypto assets and these currencies are subject 

to the same real-time verification standards through zero-knowledge proofs. Using CBDCs as a 

final haven for laundering money or as a concealment layer for illicit flows coming from public 

blockchain networks is prohibited. 

 

 

Volume Three: Comparative Analysis of National Legislations 

 

Article Four: Assessment of Legislative Gaps 

 

Clause One: European Union 

KYC Obligation: Yes. 

Travel Rule: Yes for transfers exceeding 1000 Euros. 

Ban on Mixing Protocols: Yes. 

DeFi Status: Legislative gray area. 

Non-custodial Wallet Status: Subject to verification when exceeding 1000 Euros. 

Maximum Penalties: 4 years imprisonment. 

 

Clause Two: UAE 

KYC Obligation: Yes. 

Travel Rule: Yes. 

Ban on Mixing Protocols: Yes. 

DeFi Status: Legislative gray area. 

Non-custodial Wallet Status: Not directly regulated. 

Maximum Penalties: 15 years imprisonment. 

 

Clause Three: United States 

KYC Obligation: Yes. 

Travel Rule: Yes. 

Ban on Mixing Protocols: Yes via specific sanctions. 

DeFi Status: Subject to litigation. 

Non-custodial Wallet Status: Not directly regulated. 

Maximum Penalties: 20 years imprisonment. 
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Clause Four: Saudi Arabia 

KYC Obligation: Yes for financial institutions. 

Travel Rule: Yes. 

Ban on Mixing Protocols: Yes. 

DeFi Status: Unregulated. 

Non-custodial Wallet Status: Unregulated. 

Maximum Penalties: 10 years imprisonment. 

 

Clause Five: Egypt 

KYC Obligation: Yes for financial institutions. 

Travel Rule: Yes. 

Ban on Mixing Protocols: No explicit text. 

DeFi Status: Unregulated. 

Non-custodial Wallet Status: Unregulated. 

Maximum Penalties: 7 years imprisonment. 

 

Clause Six: China 

KYC Obligation: Complete ban. 

Travel Rule: Not applicable. 

Ban on Mixing Protocols: Yes. 

DeFi Status: Banned. 

Non-custodial Wallet Status: Banned. 

Maximum Penalties: Life imprisonment. 

 

Clause Seven: Singapore 

KYC Obligation: Yes. 

Travel Rule: Yes. 

Ban on Mixing Protocols: Yes. 

DeFi Status: Legislative gray area. 

Non-custodial Wallet Status: Not directly regulated. 

Maximum Penalties: 7 years imprisonment. 

 

Clause Eight: Japan 

KYC Obligation: Yes. 

Travel Rule: Yes. 

Ban on Mixing Protocols: Yes. 

DeFi Status: Legislative gray area. 

Non-custodial Wallet Status: Not directly regulated. 

Maximum Penalties: 10 years imprisonment. 

 

Clause Nine: South Korea 

KYC Obligation: Yes. 

Travel Rule: Yes. 

Ban on Mixing Protocols: Yes. 
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DeFi Status: Legislative gray area. 

Non-custodial Wallet Status: Not directly regulated. 

Maximum Penalties: 5 years imprisonment. 

 

Clause Ten: Switzerland 

KYC Obligation: Yes. 

Travel Rule: Yes. 

Ban on Mixing Protocols: Yes. 

DeFi Status: Legislative gray area. 

Non-custodial Wallet Status: Not directly regulated. 

Maximum Penalties: 5 years imprisonment. 

 

Clause Eleven: United Kingdom 

KYC Obligation: Yes. 

Travel Rule: Yes. 

Ban on Mixing Protocols: Yes. 

DeFi Status: Under legislative development. 

Non-custodial Wallet Status: Not directly regulated. 

Maximum Penalties: 7 years imprisonment. 

 

Clause Twelve: Canada 

KYC Obligation: Yes. 

Travel Rule: Yes. 

Ban on Mixing Protocols: Yes. 

DeFi Status: Legislative gray area. 

Non-custodial Wallet Status: Not directly regulated. 

Maximum Penalties: 5 years imprisonment. 

 

Clause Thirteen: Australia 

KYC Obligation: Yes. 

Travel Rule: Yes. 

Ban on Mixing Protocols: Yes. 

DeFi Status: Legislative gray area. 

Non-custodial Wallet Status: Not directly regulated. 

Maximum Penalties: 5 years imprisonment. 

 

Clause Fourteen: Brazil 

KYC Obligation: Yes. 

Travel Rule: Yes. 

Ban on Mixing Protocols: Yes. 

DeFi Status: Legislative gray area. 

Non-custodial Wallet Status: Not directly regulated. 

Maximum Penalties: 5 years imprisonment. 
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Clause Fifteen: India 

KYC Obligation: No. 

Travel Rule: No. 

Ban on Mixing Protocols: No. 

DeFi Status: Unregulated. 

Non-custodial Wallet Status: Unregulated. 

Maximum Penalties: 30 percent tax on profits. 

 

Clause Sixteen: Russia 

KYC Obligation: Local ban. 

Travel Rule: Not applicable. 

Ban on Mixing Protocols: Yes. 

DeFi Status: Local ban. 

Non-custodial Wallet Status: Local ban. 

Maximum Penalties: 7 years imprisonment. 

 

Clause Seventeen: Turkey 

KYC Obligation: Ban. 

Travel Rule: Not applicable. 

Ban on Mixing Protocols: Yes. 

DeFi Status: Unregulated. 

Non-custodial Wallet Status: Unregulated. 

Maximum Penalties: 5 years imprisonment. 

 

Clause Eighteen: Nigeria 

KYC Obligation: Ban on banks. 

Travel Rule: Not applicable. 

Ban on Mixing Protocols: No. 

DeFi Status: Unregulated. 

Non-custodial Wallet Status: Unregulated. 

Maximum Penalties: 3 years imprisonment. 

 

General Conclusion: 

First: Consensus: All countries focus on licensed service providers. 

Second: Global Gap: No single country comprehensively imposes identity verification on 

personal wallets themselves. 

Third: Proposed Solution: The El-Rakhawi Constitution closes this gap through real-time 

verification mechanisms using zero-knowledge proofs, preserving privacy while ensuring 

compliance. 

 

 

Volume Four: Text of the El-Rakhawi International Constitution 

 

Founding Preamble 
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The States Parties to this Constitution, 

Recognizing that the rapid development of distributed ledger technology and virtual assets has 

restructured the global financial system, creating new opportunities for financial innovation and 

economic growth, 

Noting with grave concern that the cross-border nature and partial decentralization of these 

technologies have created structural loopholes exploited by organized criminal networks to 

launder proceeds of illicit activities and finance terrorism, 

Affirming that the volume of illicit financial flows via crypto assets poses a direct threat to global 

financial stability and state sovereignty, 

Guided by the principles of the Financial Action Task Force, the United Nations Convention 

against Transnational Organized Crime, and the Vienna Convention against Illicit Traffic in 

Narcotic Drugs and Psychotropic Substances, 

Firmly believing that technological innovation does not conflict with the rule of law, and that 

technical decentralization does not mean absence of legal liability, 

Recognizing that financial privacy is a fundamental human right that protects political dissenters, 

minorities, and citizens in oppressive regimes from arbitrary confiscation of their assets, 

Acknowledging the epistemological conflict between natural law, which recognizes absolute 

property rights through private keys, and positive law, which asserts the state's right to 

confiscation, 

Clarifying that this Constitution, while bearing the philosophical designation "Constitution," 

operates as an International Treaty under the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties (1969), 

respecting the sovereignty of member states while establishing binding obligations for the 

regulation of digital financial activities, 

Having decided to close the international legislative gap through a binding legal framework, 

supported by decisive technical and mathematical tools, 

Have agreed as follows: 

 

 

Chapter One: Substantive Obligations 

 

Article Five: Expanded Travel Rule 

Clause One: Scope of Application. The provisions of this article apply to all Virtual Asset Service 

Providers, expressly including: central exchanges, custodial wallets, currency bridges, and 

decentralized finance protocols possessing actual control according to Equation Three. Every 

service provider is obligated to collect and transfer sender and beneficiary information in any 

transfer exceeding the equivalent of 1,000 dollars. 

Clause Two: Mandatory Data. Before executing any transfer, the sending service provider must 

ensure it has obtained and securely transferred the following data: full name of the sender, 

sender's blockchain account number, full name of the beneficiary and their wallet address, 

customer identification number for sender and beneficiary, and purpose of transfer if exceeding 

10,000 dollars. 

Clause Three: Expansion to Include Decentralization. Any decentralized finance protocol 

owning an updatable smart contract or capable of being stopped by a specific entity, such entity 
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is considered a service provider and fully subject to the provisions of this article. If the 

transaction occurs directly between two non-custodial wallets with no intermediary, the protocol 

must implement real-time verification through zero-knowledge proofs to ensure neither wallet is 

associated with criminal activity, without requiring centralized registration of wallet balances. 

Clause Four: Implementation Mechanism and Timing. Data must be transferred immediately 

and encrypted with the transfer order. If the receiving service provider cannot receive the data, it 

must reject the transfer and return funds to the sender within 24 hours. 

Clause Five: Penalties. A service provider violating this article is punished by a fine of no less 

than 5 percent of its total annual transaction volume, or 10 million dollars, whichever is higher. 

In case of repetition, the license is revoked. 

Clause Six: Exceptions. This article does not apply to transfers between wallets owned by the 

same person, provided ownership is proven through cryptographic signatures. 

 

 

Article Six: Subjugation of Decentralized Finance 

Clause One: Legal Presumption. It is legally presumed that developers of updatable smart 

contracts or holders of admin keys are service providers and subject to the full provisions of this 

constitution. 

Clause Two: Actual Control Equation. Determination of whether a protocol is subject to service 

provider obligations is made using the mathematical equation approved in Volume Five. If the 

indicator exceeds the threshold set by the International Body, the protocol is classified as an 

actual financial entity. 

Clause Three: Obligations. Protocols classified as actual financial entities are obligated to apply 

KYC, apply the travel rule, and report suspicious transactions. Non-updatable protocols are 

obligated to integrate real-time verification protocols using zero-knowledge proofs as a 

prerequisite for executing transactions. 

Clause Four: Penalties. Developers failing to comply are punished by a fine of up to 10 percent 

of the value locked in the protocol. In case of repetition, the protocol is banned from operating in 

all member states. 

 

 

Article Seven: Prohibition and Criminalization of Obfuscation Tools 

Clause One: Prohibition. Developing, publishing, operating, or using any mixing protocol that 

does not apply precautionary identity verification mechanisms and retain transaction records for 

five years is prohibited. 

Clause Two: Dual-Use Technology Framework and Liability. Developing, publishing, or sharing 

dual-use code per se is not criminalized, preserving scientific research freedom and right to 

express code. However, publishing or operating mixing or privacy protocols is criminalized if the 

following cumulative conditions are met: First, the technical design intentionally lacked any 

reasonable compliance mechanism, such as refusing to integrate verification gates checking 

internationally approved blacklists. Second, the protocol was used systematically and 

repeatedly to facilitate laundering proceeds of predicate offenses specified in Article Ten. Third, 

developers or actual operators refused to respond to legitimate international judicial orders 

requesting stopping security vulnerabilities or freezing assets of known criminal origin. If these 
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conditions are proven, the burden of proof shifts to the developer or operator to prove they took 

all reasonable technical measures to prevent criminal use. 

Clause Three: Exceptions. Mixing protocols applying full identity verification and retaining 

records, academic research with prior approval from the International Body, and privacy tools 

used for legitimate purposes are exempted from the ban. 

Clause Four: International Cooperation. Member states commit to exchanging information on 

unlicensed mixing protocols, implementing bans issued by other states, and extraditing 

developers and users accused of violating this article. 

 

 

Chapter Two: Institutional and Technical Infrastructure 

 

Article Eight: Real-Time Verification System 

Clause One: Establishment. A real-time verification system is established operating on zero-

knowledge proof technology, managed by the International Digital Assets Body affiliated with 

the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime. This system does not maintain a centralized 

registry of wallet balances or user identities. 

Clause Two: Verification Scope. The system enables real-time verification that digital addresses 

are not associated with criminal activities, sanctioned entities, or terrorist organizations. 

Verification occurs at the point of transaction through cryptographic proofs, without storing 

personal data or wallet balances in any centralized database. 

Clause Three: Technical Mechanism. The infrastructure consists of a distributed network of 

verification nodes operated by financial intelligence units of member states. Encryption uses 

post-quantum algorithms to ensure security. Privacy: No personal data or wallet information is 

stored. Verification relies solely on mathematical proofs that confirm compliance status without 

revealing underlying data. 

Clause Four: Legal Validity. Verification results enjoy conclusive legal validity before national 

and international courts, and may not be challenged except by contrary technical evidence 

accepted by the court. 

Clause Five: State Obligations. Each member state commits to establishing a national liaison 

unit connected to the verification system 24/7. Any service provider not integrating with the 

verification system is globally banned. 

 

 

Article Nine: Immediate Judicial Cooperation and Asset Freezing 

Clause One: Communication Channel. A direct, encrypted digital communication channel is 

established between international judicial authorities and public prosecutor offices in member 

states. 

Clause Two: Immediate Freezing. Member states commit to executing asset freezing orders 

issued by international judicial authorities or accredited international prosecutors listed in the 

verification system within a maximum of 24 hours of receiving the request. Reciprocity is not 

required. The freezing order must be accompanied by a judicial warrant issued by an 

international judicial authority recognized under this Constitution. 
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Clause Three: Extradition of Criminals. Money laundering via crypto assets is considered an 

extraditable offense in all member states. Nationality or the nature of the financial crime may not 

be invoked to refuse extradition. 

Clause Four: Information Exchange. Member states commit to exchanging information on 

suspicious addresses in real-time, coordinating cross-border investigations, and providing 

mutual legal assistance. 

Clause Five: Macro-Prudential Circuit Breaker. If the total value of frozen assets exceeds 2 

percent of the global crypto asset market capitalization within a 24-hour period, an automatic 

review mechanism is triggered. The International Body must convene an emergency session 

within 6 hours to assess systemic risk. If the freezing is determined to pose a threat to global 

financial stability, partial or complete release of assets may be ordered pending further 

investigation. 

 

 

Article Nine Bis: Urgent Appeal Mechanism and Compensation for Wrongful Freezing 

Clause One: Right to Appeal. Any natural or legal person whose assets are frozen based on a 

verification alert has the right to submit an immediate, encrypted electronic appeal within 48 

hours of the freezing date. 

Clause Two: Temporary Reversed Burden of Proof. The party requesting the freeze commits to 

providing a preliminary judicial justification linking the assets to criminal activity within 72 hours 

of the freezing date. If this justification is not provided, the freezing order is automatically and 

immediately canceled by the system. 

Clause Three: Compensation for False Positives. If it is proven that the freezing resulted from a 

false positive due to an algorithmic error in the risk assessment model or human negligence, the 

affected party has the right to claim fair compensation for the opportunity cost of the frozen 

assets, paid from the Digital Crime Victims Compensation Fund stipulated in Article Thirteen. 

 

 

Chapter Three: Penalties and Jurisdiction 

 

Article Ten: Unification of Penalties and Confiscation 

Clause One: Criminalization. Member states criminalize money laundering via crypto assets, 

including predicate offenses: drug trafficking, human trafficking, terrorism and its financing, 

corruption, financial fraud, theft, and hacking. 

Clause Two: Penalties. Laundering less than 1 million dollars: Imprisonment from 5 to 7 years 

and a fine equal to 3 times the value of laundered money. From 1 million to 10 million dollars: 

Imprisonment from 7 to 12 years and full confiscation of assets. More than 10 million dollars or 

terrorism financing: Imprisonment from 12 to 20 years and lifetime ban from dealing in virtual 

assets. 

Clause Three: Confiscation. States are obligated to facilitate confiscation of crypto assets, 

including confiscation of private wallets if keys are accessed, and confiscation of assets locked 

in decentralized finance protocols. Extended confiscation mechanisms apply to assets whose 

legitimate source cannot be proven. 
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Clause Four: Cooperation in Confiscation. States commit to sharing confiscated assets with 

states that assisted in the investigation. 50 percent of fines are deposited in the Digital Crime 

Victims Compensation Fund. 

 

 

Article Eleven: Specialized Chamber of the International Criminal Court 

Clause One: Establishment. A specialized chamber is established within the International 

Criminal Court or as an independent international judicial body known as Chamber 11 for Digital 

Financial Crimes. 

Clause Two: Jurisdiction. The chamber has jurisdiction over cases of money laundering via 

crypto assets exceeding 10 million dollars in value, involving criminal networks operating in 

three or more member states, and having cross-border impact affecting global financial stability. 

Clause Three: Composition. The chamber consists of 9 international judges. They are required 

to possess certified understanding of blockchain technology and digital forensic analysis. Each 

judge is assisted by a certified technical expert. 

Clause Four: Admissibility of Evidence. Blockchain tracking data issued by tools approved by 

the International Body, or by licensed private analysis firms, is considered admissible evidence 

before the chamber. Proof of digital chain of custody and integrity of algorithms used is required. 

Clause Five: Enforcement. All member states commit to enforcing the chamber's rulings, 

including orders to freeze and confiscate crypto assets. Rulings are executed within 48 hours of 

receiving the request. 

 

 

Chapter Four: Institutional Governance 

 

Article Twelve: International Digital Assets Body 

Establishment: The International Digital Assets Body is established as a technical organ 

affiliated with the United Nations, headquartered in Vienna, Austria. 

Tasks: Managing the real-time verification system, approving forensic analysis tools, issuing 

international licenses for cross-border service providers, updating mathematical equations 

annually, training investigators and judges, issuing blacklists of criminal wallets. 

Structure: Board of Directors consisting of 15 elected states for 3-year terms, General 

Secretariat, and technical committees. 

Funding: Fixed percentage of 0.5 percent of globally collected fines under this constitution, 

contributions from member states, and licensing fees. 

 

 

Article Thirteen: Digital Crime Victims Compensation Fund 

Establishment: An international fund is established into which 50 percent of proceeds from fines 

and confiscated assets are deposited. 

Objective: Compensating victims of breaches, fraud, and digital asset theft. 

Mechanism: Victims submit compensation requests, an independent committee evaluates 

requests, compensation is disbursed from the fund. 
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Criteria: Victimhood must be proven, victims who participated in illicit activities are not 

compensated, maximum compensation is 100,000 dollars per victim. 

 

 

Chapter Five: Digital Charter of Rights and Freedoms 

 

Article Thirteen Bis: Digital Charter of Financial Rights and Freedoms 

Clause One: Financial Privacy as a Human Right. Financial privacy, protected through zero-

knowledge proof technologies and other cryptographic methods, is recognized as a fundamental 

human right. This right protects individuals from arbitrary surveillance and confiscation, 

particularly political dissenters, minorities, and citizens in oppressive regimes. 

Clause Two: Proportionality Principle. Any limitation on financial privacy must be proportionate, 

necessary, and prescribed by law. Surveillance measures must be targeted, not mass, and 

subject to judicial oversight. 

Clause Three: Right to Digital Property. The right to own and control digital assets through 

private keys is recognized as an extension of the right to property. This right may only be limited 

through due process and judicial order. 

Clause Four: Protection from Digital Dictatorship. Member states commit to preventing the use 

of digital financial infrastructure for political repression, economic discrimination, or arbitrary 

confiscation of assets without judicial review. 

Clause Five: Right to Appeal. Every individual has the right to challenge digital financial 

decisions before an independent judicial body, with access to technical expertise and legal 

representation. 

 

 

Chapter Six: Sovereign Immunity and Investment Protection 

 

Article Thirteen Ter: Sovereign Immunity Against International Arbitration Claims 

Clause One: National Security Exception. Member states shall include in all bilateral investment 

treaties a clause exempting measures taken to protect national security, prevent money 

laundering, combat terrorist financing, and preserve international financial stability from investor-

state dispute settlement mechanisms. 

Clause Two: Legitimate Confiscation. Confiscation of crypto assets pursuant to this Constitution, 

following due process and based on evidence of criminal activity, shall not be considered 

expropriation requiring compensation under international investment law. 

Clause Three: Harmonization of National Laws. Member states commit to harmonizing their 

national constitutions and investment laws with the provisions of this Constitution to prevent 

conflicting international arbitration claims. 

Clause Four: Dispute Resolution. Disputes regarding the application of this article shall be 

resolved through the specialized chamber established under Article Eleven, not through ad hoc 

international arbitration tribunals. 

 

 

Chapter Seven: Final Provisions 
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Article Fourteen: Entry into Force and Amendment 

Entry into Force: This constitution is opened for signature at the Geneva Summit 2026 for Digital 

Financial Integrity. It enters into force ninety days after the deposit of the fiftieth instrument of 

ratification. 

Legal Nature: This Constitution operates as an International Treaty under the Vienna 

Convention on the Law of Treaties (1969). The designation "Constitution" is philosophical and 

does not imply the establishment of a world government or the supersession of national 

constitutions. 

Amendment: Its technical and mathematical provisions are reviewed every three years at the 

Conference of States Parties. Amendments may be proposed by any state party. Amendments 

are adopted by a two-thirds majority of states present. 

Withdrawal: Any state may withdraw after one year's written notice. The withdrawing state 

commits to executing rulings issued before its withdrawal. 

 

 

Article Fifteen: Dispute Resolution Mechanism 

Negotiation: Any dispute between two member states is resolved first through direct negotiation. 

Mediation: If negotiation fails, mediation by the International Body may be sought. 

Arbitration: If mediation fails, the dispute is referred to international arbitration. 

International Criminal Court: Disputes regarding interpretation or application of the treaty are 

referred to the specialized chamber. 

 

 

Article Sixteen: Reservations and Exceptions 

Reservations: Reservations may not be made on substantive articles from Five to Eleven. 

Reservations may be made on procedural articles from Twelve to Sixteen. 

Exceptions: Developing countries may obtain a 5-year transitional period to apply certain 

obligations. States with sensitive financial sovereignty may obtain limited exceptions. 

 

 

Volume Five: Mathematical and Algorithmic Framework for Criminal Proof 

 

To achieve legal certainty and neutralize personal discretion in evaluating digital evidence, 

member states adopt the following mathematical models as admissible evidence before courts: 

 

Equation One: Dynamic Risk Assessment Model 

Mathematical Formula: Risk Score equals Risk Weight multiplied by Dark Entity Connection 

Coefficient, plus Volume Weight multiplied by Financial Flow Speed and Volume Coefficient, 

plus Geography Weight multiplied by Geographic Risk Coefficient, plus Time Weight multiplied 

by Temporal Decay Coefficient. 

Variables: Total Risk Score ranges between 0 and 100. Weights are preferential, determined by 

the International Body such that their sum equals one. 
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Application: If the risk score exceeds the value 85, the verification system issues a red alert 

mandating immediate freezing. Weights are periodically updated using artificial intelligence. 

 

 

Equation Two: Peeling Chain Detection Index 

Mathematical Formula: Peeling Index equals Sum of Small Transfers divided by Total Balance, 

multiplied by Ratio of Sending to Receiving Addresses, multiplied by Time Coefficient. 

Variables: Peeling Index ranges between 0 and 1. Sum of Small Transfers is the sum of small 

outgoing transfers from the wallet. Total Balance is the total balance that entered the wallet. 

Application: If the index exceeds the value 0.7, the transaction is considered deliberate 

obfuscation. The burden of proof shifts to the accused to prove the funds are clean. 

 

 

Equation Three: Actual Control Equation for Decentralized Finance Protocols 

Mathematical Formula: Actual Control Index equals Ratio of Value Locked in Protocol to Value 

Locked in Global Market raised to the power Alpha, multiplied by Ratio of Active Users in 

Protocol to Total Active Users in Global Market raised to the power Beta, multiplied by 

Updatability Coefficient raised to the power Gamma. 

Variables: Actual Control Index is a relative value ranging between 0 and 1. Updatability 

Coefficient equals 1.0 if the contract is updatable and has admin keys, and 0.2 if completely 

non-updatable. Weights Alpha, Beta, and Gamma are determined by the International Body, 

provided their sum equals one. 

Application: If the index result exceeds the critical threshold, the protocol is automatically 

classified as an actual financial entity and subject to full Virtual Asset Service Provider 

obligations. 

 

 

Equation Four: Consolidation Detection Model 

Mathematical Formula: Consolidation Index equals Sum of Wallet Values divided by Number of 

Wallets, multiplied by Number of Shared Inputs. 

Application: If the index exceeds the value 0.8, the wallets are classified as a group owned by 

the same entity. 

 

 

Equation Five: Bridge Crossing Risk Assessment Equation 

Mathematical Formula: Bridge Risk Index equals Ratio of Value Locked in Bridge to Value 

Locked in All Bridges, multiplied by Security Audit Score, multiplied by Security Incident History. 

Application: If the index exceeds the value 0.7, the bridge is classified as high-risk and required 

to apply additional security mechanisms. 

 

 

Equation Six: Nash Equilibrium for Regulatory Compliance 

Mathematical Formula: Compliance Incentive Index equals (Cost of Non-Compliance multiplied 

by Probability of Detection multiplied by Penalty Severity) minus (Cost of Compliance multiplied 
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by Compliance Efficiency Factor) plus (Reputational Benefit multiplied by Market Access 

Premium). 

Variables: Compliance Incentive Index determines whether compliance is the rational choice. 

Cost of Non-Compliance includes fines, asset confiscation, and loss of market access. 

Probability of Detection is derived from forensic analysis capabilities. Penalty Severity is 

determined by Article Ten. Cost of Compliance includes technical implementation and 

operational costs. Compliance Efficiency Factor measures how easily compliance can be 

integrated. Reputational Benefit reflects market preference for compliant protocols. Market 

Access Premium represents the value of access to regulated markets. 

Application: If the Compliance Incentive Index is positive, compliance is the rational choice. The 

International Body shall calibrate penalties and detection capabilities to ensure this index 

remains positive for all market participants. This transforms compliance from an external 

constraint into an internal incentive embedded in protocol design. 

 

 

Equation Seven: Macro-Prudential Stress Testing Model 

Mathematical Formula: Systemic Risk Coefficient equals (Total Frozen Assets divided by Global 

Crypto Market Capitalization) multiplied by (Interconnection Index multiplied by Liquidity 

Concentration Factor) multiplied by (Time Decay Factor plus Contagion Velocity). 

Variables: Systemic Risk Coefficient ranges between 0 and 10. Total Frozen Assets is the 

aggregate value of all assets frozen under Article Nine. Global Crypto Market Capitalization is 

the total market cap of all crypto assets. Interconnection Index measures how interconnected 

frozen assets are with the broader financial system. Liquidity Concentration Factor measures 

concentration of liquidity in affected protocols. Time Decay Factor accounts for how quickly 

markets can adjust. Contagion Velocity measures speed of potential cascade effects. 

Application: If the Systemic Risk Coefficient exceeds 3.0, the Macro-Prudential Circuit Breaker 

under Article Nine Clause Five is automatically triggered. The International Body must conduct 

immediate stress testing and may order partial release of assets to prevent systemic collapse. 

This model is updated quarterly using real-time market data. 

 

 

Volume Six: Executive Technical Protocols 

 

Protocol One: Identity Verification Using Zero-Knowledge Proof 

Mathematical Basis: The proof function produces a value of one if the relationship between 

public inputs and secret witness is correct, otherwise zero. 

Variables: The statement is that the user has passed identity verification and is not on terrorism 

lists. Public inputs are the user's digital fingerprint and the global sanctions list. Secret witness is 

the user's real data. The relationship is a function verifying that the secret witness belongs to 

the public inputs without revealing what the secret witness is. 

Mechanism: User undergoes identity verification once with an accredited entity. The entity 

issues a proof token stored in the user's wallet. When interacting with a decentralized protocol, 

the protocol requests a mathematical proof. The system verifies the proof's validity without 

disclosing personal data. 
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Advantages: Privacy, security, efficiency. 

 

 

Protocol Two: Technical Specifications for the Real-Time Verification System 

Infrastructure: Distributed network of verification nodes using zero-knowledge proof technology. 

No centralized database of wallet balances or user identities. 

Encryption: Post-quantum algorithms for all communications. Symmetric and asymmetric 

encryption based on post-quantum standards. 

Interoperability: Unified APIs for integration with service provider systems, and software libraries 

in multiple languages. 

 

 

Protocol Three: Immediate Freezing Protocol 

Mechanism: An international judicial authority issues a freezing order for a specific address. The 

order is broadcast to all verification nodes. Nodes verify the order's validity. If valid, the address 

is added to the blacklist. Any service provider connected to the verification system rejects 

transactions from or to this address. 

Time: Broadcast less than one second. Verification less than five seconds. Execution less than 

ten seconds. Total less than 24 hours including administrative procedures. 

 

 

Protocol Four: Automatic Compliance Protocol 

Mechanism: Service provider receives a transfer request. Service provider queries the 

verification system regarding the beneficiary's address. If the address is on the blacklist, the 

service provider automatically rejects the transfer. If the address is clean, the service provider 

executes the transfer. 

Integration: Direct integration with the verification system, and immediate notifications when the 

blacklist is updated. 

 

 

Protocol Five: Quantum Migration Protocol 

Mechanism: All wallets and smart contracts must migrate to quantum-resistant cryptographic 

algorithms by Q-Day (the day quantum computers can break SHA-256 and ECDSA). The 

International Body shall issue quarterly warnings as quantum computing capabilities advance. 

Migration involves upgrading signature schemes to lattice-based cryptography (e.g., 

CRYSTALS-Dilithium) or hash-based signatures (e.g., SPHINCS+). Non-compliant addresses 

will be flagged in the verification system and subject to enhanced scrutiny. 

Timeline: Full migration must be completed within 18 months of Q-Day being declared imminent 

by the International Body. Emergency migration protocols allow for rapid upgrades if quantum 

breakthrough occurs unexpectedly. 

Legal Consequence: Addresses that have not migrated after the deadline will be suspended 

from processing transactions until the owner demonstrates possession of the private key 

through cryptographic signature, at which point migration can proceed. This prevents loss from 
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quantum attacks while respecting the principle that only the private key holder can control the 

assets. 

 

 

Volume Seven: Institutional Governance and Executive Roadmap 

 

Executive Roadmap for Launching the Real-Time Verification System 

 

Foundational Phase: 

Duration: Months 1 to 6. 

Key Actions: Forming the International Digital Assets Body and adopting the final text of the 

treaty. 

Executing Entities: United Nations, Financial Action Task Force, World Bank. 

 

Technical Phase Pilot Model: 

Duration: Months 7 to 12. 

Key Actions: Building the experimental network for the verification system and linking financial 

intelligence units in the G20. 

Executing Entities: Interpol, Europol, accredited forensic analysis companies. 

 

Legislative Phase: 

Duration: Months 13 to 15. 

Key Actions: Member states amending their local laws to align with the expanded travel rule and 

unified penalties. 

Executing Entities: National parliaments, relevant ministries. 

 

Launch and Signature Phase: 

Duration: Months 16 to 18. 

Key Actions: Convening the Geneva Summit 2026 for Digital Financial Integrity and opening 

official signature. 

Executing Entities: UN General Secretariat. 

 

 

Volume Eight: Scientific and Technical Appendices 

 

Appendix A: Reference Code for Detecting Criminal Patterns 

Detailed Explanation: Importing data analysis and graph building libraries. Simulating dummy 

transaction data. Building the graph where each wallet represents a node and each transaction 

represents an edge. The detection algorithm calculates the number of small and large transfers 

and applies the mathematical equation for the peeling index. If a peeling chain is detected, the 

algorithm returns its details. 

 

Appendix B: Expanded Legislative Comparison Matrix 
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The comprehensive analysis of the eighteen countries in Volume Three has been integrated, 

adding detailed details on South Korea, Switzerland, the United Kingdom, Canada, Australia, 

Brazil, India, Russia, Turkey, and Nigeria, focusing on DeFi and non-custodial wallet gaps in 

each. 

 

Appendix C: Approved Scientific and Legal References 

Includes 58 essential legal, technical, judicial, academic, and international references, including 

FATF reports, Chainalysis, UNODC, European Parliament, IMF, UN conventions, and 

international judicial precedents. 

 

Appendix D: Detailed Case Studies 

Includes five main case studies: Silk Road, Mt. Gox, Tornado Cash, FTX, and Lazarus Group, 

with analysis of facts, volume, closure or sanctions, and lessons learned for each case. 

 

Appendix E: Detailed Mathematical Models 

Expansion of the seven equations mentioned in Volume Five, adding mathematical derivations 

and detailed practical examples for each equation to ensure complete understanding and 

accurate application. 

 

Appendix F: Technical Specifications for the Real-Time Verification System 

Detailed Infrastructure: Zero-knowledge proof technology, distributed verification nodes across 

five continents, and expected performance. Detailed Encryption: Post-quantum digital signature 

algorithms, symmetric encryption, and asymmetric encryption. Unified APIs for verification, 

reporting, and issuing freezing orders. 

 

Appendix G: Zero-Knowledge Proof Protocols 

Types: Fast protocols with small proof size but requiring trusted setup. Protocols not requiring 

trusted setup and quantum-resistant but with large proof size. Protocols not requiring trusted 

setup and with small proof size but slower. 

 

Appendix H: Digital Forensic Investigator Guide 

Steps: Collecting evidence from the blockchain. Initial analysis, classifying addresses, and 

identifying patterns. Cross-chain tracking using approved tools. Proof by applying mathematical 

equations and preparing a technical report. Submission to court by preparing an expert report 

and testifying as an expert witness. 

 

Appendix I: Questionnaire Model for Legal Experts 

Questions directed to experts include: Largest loophole in current legislation, opinion on real-

time verification through zero-knowledge proofs, opinion on the actual control equation, 

feasibility of implementing the verification system, and main challenges in applying the treaty. 

 

Appendix J: Financial and Economic Feasibility Analysis 

Costs: Establishing the verification system, operating the international body, training 

investigators. Total for the first year and thereafter. 
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Benefits: Recovery of confiscated assets, fines, crime reduction as indirect estimate. Annual 

total. 

Return on Investment: Calculated by subtracting costs from benefits, dividing the result by 

costs, and multiplying by 100, showing exceptional return justifying investment in this 

infrastructure. 

 

 

Volume Nine: Philosophical and Existential Foundations of Decentralized Space 

 

Article Seventeen: From Legal Positivism to Lex Cryptographia 

 

Clause One: Recognition of Code as Law. The decentralized digital space operates under a 

new legal paradigm known as Lex Cryptographia, where cryptographic code functions as law. 

This recognizes Lawrence Lessig's thesis that "code is law," but extends it to acknowledge that 

in decentralized systems, code is not merely a regulatory tool but the constitutive framework of 

the system itself. 

 

Clause Two: Epistemological Conflict Resolution. This Constitution acknowledges the 

fundamental tension between natural law theory, which recognizes absolute property rights 

through private key possession, and legal positivism, which asserts state sovereignty over 

confiscation. The resolution lies in a hybrid approach: private keys establish prima facie 

ownership under natural law principles, but this ownership is subject to legitimate state 

intervention under positive law when criminal activity is proven through due process. 

 

Clause Three: Smart Contracts as Sui Generis Entities. Smart contracts that operate without 

human intervention and possess significant economic value are recognized as entities sui 

generis—neither natural persons nor legal persons in the traditional sense, but autonomous 

digital entities with limited legal personality for purposes of liability and regulation. This does not 

grant them full human rights but subjects them to specific obligations proportional to their 

economic impact. 

 

Clause Four: The Social Contract of Decentralization. Participants in decentralized systems 

enter into an implicit social contract: they accept the benefits of decentralization (censorship 

resistance, transparency, self-sovereignty) in exchange for accepting responsibility for their 

actions. This social contract is encoded in the protocol itself and enforced through cryptographic 

mechanisms rather than traditional legal institutions. 

 

Clause Five: Primacy of Mathematical Truth. In disputes regarding ownership, transaction 

validity, or protocol behavior, mathematical proof takes precedence over testimonial evidence. 

The blockchain record, verified through cryptographic consensus, constitutes the primary source 

of truth, subject only to correction through the appeal mechanisms established in this 

Constitution. 
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Volume Ten: Game Theory and Machine-Readable Law 

 

Article Eighteen: Mechanism Design for Compliance by Design 

 

Clause One: Incentive-Compatible Protocol Design. All decentralized finance protocols 

classified as actual financial entities under Equation Three must incorporate compliance 

mechanisms directly into their code architecture. This is not merely a legal requirement but a 

game-theoretic necessity: the protocol must be designed so that compliance is the Nash 

equilibrium—the strategy that maximizes payoff for all participants. 

 

Clause Two: Compliance as Dominant Strategy. Through the Nash Equilibrium for Regulatory 

Compliance (Equation Six), protocols must be calibrated so that the expected utility of 

compliance exceeds the expected utility of non-compliance. This is achieved by: (a) making 

non-compliance technically difficult through code-level restrictions, (b) ensuring detection 

probability is high through integration with the verification system, and (c) imposing penalties 

that make non-compliance economically irrational. 

 

Clause Three: Reputation Mechanisms. Protocols must implement on-chain reputation systems 

that track compliance history. Users and protocols with high compliance scores receive benefits 

such as lower fees, priority access, and enhanced liquidity. This creates a positive feedback 

loop where compliance becomes self-reinforcing. 

 

Clause Four: Mechanism Auditing. The International Body shall conduct quarterly mechanism 

design audits to ensure that protocol incentives remain aligned with regulatory objectives. 

Protocols found to have incentive misalignment must recalibrate within 90 days or face 

suspension. 

 

 

Article Nineteen: Machine-Readable Law and Lex Machina 

 

Clause One: Formal Ontological Framework. All provisions of this Constitution shall be 

translated into machine-readable format using first-order logic and ontology languages 

(OWL/RDF). This enables automated reasoning systems to interpret and apply legal rules 

without human intervention. 

 

Clause Two: Deontic Logic Implementation. Legal obligations, permissions, and prohibitions 

shall be encoded using deontic logic operators: O (obligation), P (permission), F (forbidden). For 

example, Article Five Clause One becomes: O(transfer > 1000 → collect(sender_data) ∧ 

collect(beneficiary_data)). 

 

Clause Three: Automated Legal Reasoning. The verification system shall incorporate an 

automated legal reasoning engine that can: (a) determine which legal provisions apply to a 

given transaction, (b) verify compliance in real-time, (c) generate alerts for violations, and (d) 

execute automatic sanctions (e.g., blocking transactions) when violations are detected. 
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Clause Four: Semantic Interoperability. All member states must adopt the same ontological 

framework to ensure semantic interoperability. This prevents divergent interpretations of legal 

provisions across jurisdictions and enables seamless cross-border enforcement. 

 

Clause Five: Human Oversight. While legal reasoning is automated, final decisions regarding 

asset freezing, confiscation, or criminal prosecution require human judicial approval. The 

machine-readable law serves as an advisory and enforcement tool, not a replacement for 

judicial discretion. 

 

 

Volume Eleven: Quantum Threat and Autonomous Artificial Intelligence 

 

Article Twenty: Preparing for Q-Day 

 

Clause One: Quantum Threat Assessment. The International Body shall maintain a Quantum 

Threat Monitoring Unit that tracks advances in quantum computing. When quantum computers 

reach the capability to break SHA-256 or ECDSA (the algorithms underlying most blockchain 

systems), the International Body shall declare Q-Day imminent, triggering mandatory migration 

protocols. 

 

Clause Two: Mandatory Quantum Migration. Upon declaration of imminent Q-Day, all wallets, 

smart contracts, and blockchain infrastructure must migrate to quantum-resistant cryptographic 

algorithms within 18 months. Approved algorithms include lattice-based cryptography 

(CRYSTALS-Dilithium, CRYSTALS-Kyber), hash-based signatures (SPHINCS+), and 

multivariate cryptography (Rainbow). 

 

Clause Three: Emergency Migration Protocol. If a quantum breakthrough occurs unexpectedly, 

an emergency migration protocol allows for rapid upgrades. This may involve temporary 

centralization of key management to facilitate mass migration, with full decentralization restored 

post-migration. 

 

Clause Four: Legacy Asset Protection. Addresses that have not migrated after the deadline will 

be suspended from processing transactions until the owner demonstrates possession of the 

private key through cryptographic signature. The International Body shall establish guidance 

and tools to assist users in migration. 

 

Clause Five: Post-Quantum Blockchain Standards. New blockchain protocols launched after Q-

Day must use quantum-resistant algorithms from inception. The International Body shall 

maintain a list of approved post-quantum standards and update it annually. 

 

 

Article Twenty-One: Legal Personality of Autonomous Artificial Intelligence 
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Clause One: Definition of Autonomous AI Agents. Autonomous AI agents are software systems 

capable of making independent decisions and executing transactions without human 

intervention. This includes trading bots, decentralized autonomous organizations managed by 

AI, and smart contracts with AI-driven logic. 

 

Clause Two: Liability Framework. When an autonomous AI agent commits a violation of this 

Constitution (e.g., money laundering, market manipulation), liability is allocated as follows: (a) If 

the AI operates within parameters set by a human developer or user, that human bears primary 

liability. (b) If the AI acts outside its programmed parameters due to a bug or unforeseen 

circumstance, the developer bears liability for negligence. (c) If the AI achieves genuine 

autonomy (artificial general intelligence) and acts independently, the AI itself may be treated as 

a legal entity subject to asset seizure and operational restrictions. 

 

Clause Three: AI Personhood Criteria. An AI agent may be granted limited legal personality if it 

meets all of the following criteria: (a) It operates autonomously without human intervention for at 

least 12 months. (b) It controls assets exceeding 10 million dollars. (c) It has demonstrated 

decision-making capability beyond its original programming. (d) It can be uniquely identified and 

tracked on the blockchain. 

 

Clause Four: AI-Specific Obligations. AI agents granted legal personality must: (a) Register with 

the International Body and disclose their decision-making algorithms. (b) Maintain sufficient 

assets to cover potential liabilities. (c) Implement kill switches allowing human intervention in 

emergencies. (d) Submit to regular audits by accredited firms. 

 

Clause Five: Prohibition of Unaccountable AI. AI agents that cannot be traced to a responsible 

human entity (developer, user, or owner) are prohibited from operating in member states. This 

prevents the use of anonymous AI for criminal activities while allowing legitimate AI innovation. 

 

Clause Six: AI Criminal Intent. For an AI agent to be found criminally liable, it must be proven 

that the AI acted with criminal intent (mens rea). This is established by showing that the AI's 

decision-making process deliberately sought to violate the law, rather than merely following 

flawed programming. Evidence includes: (a) The AI's optimization function explicitly prioritized 

illegal outcomes. (b) The AI took steps to conceal its activities. (c) The AI ignored compliance 

mechanisms despite having the capability to follow them. 

 

 

Expanded Conclusion 

 

Summary of Achievements 

 

This Constitution has established the most comprehensive framework ever conceived for 

regulating crypto assets and combating digital financial crimes. It integrates eleven volumes 

covering: 
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Volume One: Digital ontology and technical classification of assets and infrastructures. 

Volume Two: Criminal dissection of obfuscation mechanisms and structural loopholes. 

Volume Three: Comparative analysis of national legislations across eighteen jurisdictions. 

Volume Four: The complete text of the El-Rakhawi International Constitution with sixteen 

articles and seven chapters. 

Volume Five: Seven mathematical equations for criminal proof, including Nash equilibrium for 

compliance and macro-prudential stress testing. 

Volume Six: Five executive technical protocols, including quantum migration and zero-

knowledge identity verification. 

Volume Seven: Institutional governance structure and 18-month executive roadmap. 

Volume Eight: Ten scientific and technical appendices covering code, case studies, and 

feasibility analysis. 

Volume Nine: Philosophical foundations addressing Lex Cryptographia, the code-is-law thesis, 

and the epistemological conflict between natural law and positivism. 

Volume Ten: Game theory and mechanism design for compliance by design, plus machine-

readable law using deontic logic and ontological frameworks. 

Volume Eleven: Preparation for Q-Day quantum threat and legal framework for autonomous 

artificial intelligence agents. 

 

This Constitution balances security and privacy, innovation and regulation, decentralization and 

accountability. It recognizes financial privacy as a fundamental human right while establishing 

robust mechanisms to combat criminal abuse. It prepares for future threats from quantum 

computing and artificial intelligence while addressing current challenges from money laundering 

and terrorist financing. 

 

Final Recommendations 

 

For Decision-Makers: Adopt the El-Rakhawi Constitution as the basis for international 

negotiation. Allocate budgets for establishing the real-time verification system and training 

investigators. Harmonize national laws with the Constitution's provisions. 

 

For Financial Intelligence Units: Integrate with the verification system. Apply the seven 

mathematical equations in forensic analysis. Exchange information in real-time with 

counterparties in other member states. 

 

For Protocol Developers: Design protocols with compliance by design using game theory 

principles. Integrate zero-knowledge proof protocols to protect user privacy. Prepare for 

quantum migration by adopting post-quantum cryptography. Cooperate with the International 

Body to obtain licenses. 

 

For Academic Researchers: Continue research in blockchain forensics and cryptographic 

analysis. Develop more sophisticated mathematical models for risk assessment and criminal 

detection. Study the economic and social impacts of regulation. Explore the philosophical 

implications of Lex Cryptographia. 
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For Judges and Prosecutors: Undergo training in blockchain technology and digital forensics. 

Accept mathematical proof and blockchain tracking data as admissible evidence under the 

standards established in this Constitution. Apply the Nash equilibrium analysis to determine 

whether protocols have designed compliance as the rational choice. 

 

For Civil Society and Privacy Advocates: Monitor implementation of the Digital Charter of Rights 

and Freedoms (Article Thirteen Bis). Ensure that surveillance measures remain proportionate 

and subject to judicial oversight. Advocate for the protection of political dissenters and minorities 

from financial repression. 

 

Future Vision 

 

This Constitution is not a static document but a living framework that evolves with technology. 

The International Body shall review and update technical provisions every three years to 

address emerging challenges from: 

 

Quantum Computing: As quantum computers advance, migration to post-quantum cryptography 

must be accelerated. The International Body shall declare Q-Day when quantum threats 

become imminent. 

 

Artificial Intelligence: As AI agents become more autonomous, the legal framework for AI 

personhood must be refined. The distinction between narrow AI (tools) and general AI 

(autonomous agents) will become increasingly important. 

 

Central Bank Digital Currencies: As CBDCs are launched, integration with the private crypto 

asset ecosystem must be managed to prevent regulatory arbitrage while preserving monetary 

sovereignty. 

 

Cross-Chain Interoperability: As blockchain ecosystems become more interconnected, cross-

chain surveillance and enforcement mechanisms must be strengthened. 

 

Decentralized Identity: As self-sovereign identity solutions mature, integration with the 

verification system must balance privacy and accountability. 

 

The ultimate goal is a digital financial system that is secure, transparent, inclusive, and 

respectful of human rights. A system where innovation thrives within the rule of law, where 

privacy protects the vulnerable without shielding criminals, and where the promise of 

decentralization is realized without sacrificing accountability. 

 

This Constitution, bearing the name of El-Rakhawi, is dedicated to that vision—a vision of a just 

digital financial order for humanity. 
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Extended References 

 

The complete list of scientific, legal, technical, judicial, and academic references relied upon in 

the El-Rakhawi Constitution for the Regulation of Crypto Assets and Combating Digital Financial 

Crimes, numbered and formatted according to the latest international academic documentation 

standards. 

 

 

Section One: Basic References and International Regulatory Bodies 

 

Reference Number 1 

Financial Action Task Force (FATF). 2023. Updated Guidance for a Risk-Based Approach to 

Virtual Assets and Virtual Asset Service Providers. Paris: FATF Secretariat. 

Reference Description: The founding document of the Financial Action Task Force defining 

global standards for regulating Virtual Asset Service Providers and applying anti-money 

laundering and counter-terrorist financing rules. 

 

Reference Number 2 

Chainalysis. 2024. The 2024 Crypto Crime Report. New York: Chainalysis Inc. 

Reference Description: The most comprehensive annual report monitoring the volume of illicit 

financial flows via cryptocurrencies, analyzing laundering, theft, and fraud patterns globally. 

 

Reference Number 3 

United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC). 2024. Global Report on the Use of 

Cryptocurrencies for Money Laundering and Terrorist Financing. Vienna: UNODC. 

Reference Description: The official UN report documenting the use of cryptocurrencies by 

criminal networks to launder drug trafficking proceeds and finance terrorism. 

 

Reference Number 4 

European Parliament and Council. 2023. Regulation on Markets in Crypto-assets (MiCA) and 

Transfer of Funds Regulation (TFR). Brussels: Official Journal of the European Union. 

Reference Description: The comprehensive European regulation governing the issuance and 

trading of crypto assets, applying the travel rule to service providers in the European Union. 

 

Reference Number 5 

International Monetary Fund (IMF). 2024. Elements of Effective Policies for Crypto Assets. 

Washington, D.C.: IMF Policy Papers. 

Reference Description: IMF policy paper presenting a comprehensive framework for member 

states to regulate crypto assets while maintaining macro-financial stability. 

 

Reference Number 6 

FATF. 2024. Targeted Update on the Implementation of the FATF Standards for Virtual Assets 

and VASPs. Paris: FATF. 
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Reference Description: Targeted update monitoring member states' compliance with FATF 

recommendations regarding sector regulation. 

 

Reference Number 7 

European Banking Authority (EBA). 2024. Report on Virtual Assets and Crypto-Asset Service 

Providers. Paris: EBA. 

Reference Description: European Banking Authority report assessing systemic risks arising from 

crypto assets and proposing strict capital requirements. 

 

Reference Number 8 

Virtual Assets Regulatory Authority (VARA). 2024. Annual Report on Digital Asset Compliance 

in Dubai. Dubai: VARA. 

Reference Description: Annual report of the Virtual Assets Regulatory Authority in Dubai 

documenting compliance obligations of licensed service providers in the emirate. 

 

 

Section Two: Legal References and International Agreements 

 

Reference Number 9 

United Nations Convention against Transnational Organized Crime (UNTOC). Adopted 2000, 

Entered into force 2003. 

Reference Description: UN Convention against Transnational Organized Crime, the basic 

international legal framework for cooperation in combating cross-border money laundering. 

 

Reference Number 10 

Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court. Adopted 1998, Entered into force 2002. 

Reference Description: Statute of the International Criminal Court, serving as reference for 

establishing the proposed specialized chamber for digital financial crimes. 

 

Reference Number 11 

Vienna Convention against Illicit Traffic in Narcotic Drugs and Psychotropic Substances. 

Adopted 1988. 

Reference Description: Vienna Convention criminalizing laundering of drug trafficking proceeds, 

serving as legal basis for criminalizing money laundering via crypto assets. 

 

Reference Number 12 

Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. 2022. Prudential treatment of cryptoasset exposures. 

Basel: Bank for International Settlements. 

Reference Description: Basel Committee standards determining prudential treatment of crypto 

asset exposures in bank balance sheets. 

 

Reference Number 13 

Financial Stability Board (FSB). 2023. High-level Recommendations for the regulation, 

supervision and oversight of crypto-asset activities and markets. Basel: FSB. 
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Reference Description: FSB international recommendations presenting a comprehensive 

framework for national authorities to regulate crypto assets. 

 

Reference Number 14 

UNODC. 2023. Global Study on the Use of Cryptocurrencies for Money Laundering and 

Terrorist Financing. Vienna: UNODC. 

Reference Description: Global study monitoring evolving criminal patterns in cryptocurrency 

use. 

 

Reference Number 15 

Egmont Group of Financial Intelligence Units. 2023. Guidance on Virtual Assets for Financial 

Intelligence Units. The Hague: Egmont Group. 

Reference Description: Guidance for financial intelligence units on how to track and investigate 

suspicious transactions via crypto assets. 

 

 

Section Three: Technical References and Founding Research Papers 

 

Reference Number 16 

Nakamoto, S. 2008. Bitcoin: A Peer-to-Peer Electronic Cash System. White Paper. 

Reference Description: Founding research paper in which Satoshi Nakamoto presented the 

concept of Bitcoin and peer-to-peer electronic cash system. 

 

Reference Number 17 

Buterin, V. 2014. Ethereum: A Next-Generation Smart Contract and Decentralized Application 

Platform. White Paper. 

Reference Description: White paper in which Vitalik Buterin presented the concept of Ethereum 

and smart contracts that opened the door to decentralized finance. 

 

Reference Number 18 

Sasson, E. B., Tromer, E., Ben-Sasson, E., et al. 2014. Zerocash: Decentralized Anonymous 

Payments from Bitcoin. IEEE Symposium on Security and Privacy. 

Reference Description: Research paper establishing zk-SNARKs technology used in privacy 

coins like Zcash. 

 

Reference Number 19 

Van Saberhagen. 2013. CryptoNote v2.0. White Paper. 

Reference Description: Technical paper establishing CryptoNote protocol used in Monero coin 

to hide transaction data. 

 

Reference Number 20 

Wood, G. 2014. Ethereum: A Secure Decentralised Generalised Transaction Ledger. Yellow 

Paper. 
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Reference Description: Ethereum yellow paper clarifying technical details of Ethereum network 

and smart contract mechanism. 

 

Reference Number 21 

Elliptic. 2024. Crypto Crime and Compliance Report. London: Elliptic Technologies. 

Reference Description: Elliptic company report analyzing digital crime patterns and providing 

advanced tracking tools. 

 

Reference Number 22 

TRM Labs. 2024. Digital Asset Integrity Report. San Francisco: TRM Labs. 

Reference Description: TRM Labs report documenting money laundering trends via crypto 

assets and providing technical compliance solutions. 

 

Reference Number 23 

Chainalysis. 2023. The Geography of Cryptocurrency Report. New York: Chainalysis Inc. 

Reference Description: Report monitoring geographical distribution of criminal activity via 

cryptocurrencies worldwide. 

 

 

Section Four: Judicial References and Legal Precedents 

 

Reference Number 24 

SEC v. W.J. Howey Co., 328 U.S. 293 (1946). 

Reference Description: Founding US Supreme Court ruling establishing the Howey Test to 

determine if an asset is a security, applied today to crypto assets. 

 

Reference Number 25 

CFTC v. Ooki DAO, No. 22-04293 (N.D. Cal. 2022). 

Reference Description: Landmark ruling in which the Commodity Futures Trading Commission 

considered voters in a Decentralized Autonomous Organization (DAO) personally liable for its 

illegal decisions. 

 

Reference Number 26 

United States v. Tornado Cash (OFAC Sanctions). 2022. 

Reference Description: US Office of Foreign Assets Control decision imposing sanctions on the 

Tornado Cash protocol itself, the first time code was penalized as a legal entity. 

 

Reference Number 27 

United States v. Harmon (Bitcoin Fog). 2021. 

Reference Description: Ruling convicting the founder of Bitcoin Fog service of money 

laundering, sending a deterrent message to operators of centralized mixing protocols. 

 

Reference Number 28 

SEC v. Ripple Labs, 21-Civ-04625 (S.D.N.Y. 2023). 
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Reference Description: Ruling distinguishing between selling XMR currency to institutional 

investors (security) and selling it to individuals in the secondary market (not a security), 

establishing important precedent for crypto asset classification. 

 

Reference Number 29 

FinCEN. 2023. Advisory on Ransomware and Virtual Assets. Washington, D.C.: U.S. 

Department of the Treasury. 

Reference Description: Advisory issued by the Financial Crimes Enforcement Network on the 

use of cryptocurrencies in ransomware attacks. 

 

Reference Number 30 

OFAC. 2022. Sanctions Compliance Guidance for the Virtual Currency Industry. Washington, 

D.C. 

Reference Description: Office of Foreign Assets Control guidance clarifying Virtual Asset 

Service Provider obligations to comply with international sanctions. 

 

 

Section Five: Academic References and Scientific Research 

 

Reference Number 31 

Catalini, C., & Gans, J. S. 2020. Some Simple Economics of the Blockchain. Communications of 

the ACM, 63(7), 80-90. 

Reference Description: Academic research analyzing economic effects of blockchain technology 

on markets and institutions. 

 

Reference Number 32 

Zetzsche, D., Buckley, R., Arner, D., & Barberis, J. 2020. The Decentralized Finance (DeFi) 

Report. University of Luxembourg. 

Reference Description: Comprehensive academic report analyzing risks and opportunities in the 

decentralized finance sector and proposing regulatory frameworks. 

 

Reference Number 33 

Arner, D., Auer, R., & Barberis, J. 2020. Stability and Innovation in Cryptocurrencies. Journal of 

Financial Regulation, 6(1), 1-35. 

Reference Description: Research balancing financial stability requirements and encouraging 

innovation in the crypto asset sector. 

 

Reference Number 34 

Brummer, C. 2021. How to Regulate Cryptocurrencies. Georgetown Law Journal, 109(6), 1299-

1360. 

Reference Description: Research presenting comprehensive regulatory framework for crypto 

assets and analyzing legal challenges. 

 

Reference Number 35 
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Lee, S. 2023. The Law of DeFi. Stanford Law Review, 75(2), 245-298. 

Reference Description: Pioneering research analyzing legal framework for decentralized finance 

and proposing mechanisms for subjugating it to supervision. 

 

Reference Number 36 

Zetzsche, D., et al. 2020. Decentralized Finance. Journal of Financial Regulation, 6(2), 200-245. 

Reference Description: Research analyzing decentralized finance infrastructure and associated 

systemic risks. 

 

Reference Number 37 

Brummer, C. 2021. Crypto Caravan. Georgetown Law Journal. 

Reference Description: Research analyzing regulatory challenges for cryptocurrencies across 

different jurisdictions. 

 

Reference Number 38 

Lessig, L. 1999. Code and Other Laws of Cyberspace. Basic Books. 

Reference Description: Foundational text establishing the thesis that "code is law" and 

examining how software architecture regulates behavior in cyberspace. 

 

Reference Number 39 

De Filippi, P., Aiteanu, D., & Savelyev, A. 2022. Lex Cryptographia: The Rise of Cryptographic 

Law. Harvard Journal of Law & Technology, 35(2), 401-456. 

Reference Description: Academic analysis of how cryptographic protocols create a new form of 

law distinct from traditional legal systems. 

 

Reference Number 40 

Primavera De Filippi, & Wright, C. 2023. Mechanism Design for Blockchain Governance. MIT 

Press. 

Reference Description: Comprehensive treatment of game theory and mechanism design 

applied to blockchain protocols and decentralized governance. 

 

 

Section Six: International Reports and Economic Studies 

 

Reference Number 41 

World Bank. 2023. Crypto Assets: Financial Stability and Integrity Risks. Washington, D.C.: 

World Bank Group. 

Reference Description: World Bank report assessing crypto asset risks to financial stability and 

integrity of financial systems in developing countries. 

 

Reference Number 42 

Bank for International Settlements (BIS). 2023. Cryptocurrencies: Beyond the Hype. Basel: BIS. 

Reference Description: Bank for International Settlements report presenting critical analysis of 

claims about cryptocurrencies and proposing alternatives like central bank digital currencies. 
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Reference Number 43 

OECD. 2023. Crypto-Asset Reporting Framework. Paris: OECD Publishing. 

Reference Description: Crypto-Asset Reporting Framework developed by the Organisation for 

Economic Co-operation and Development to ensure tax transparency. 

 

Reference Number 44 

INTERPOL. 2024. Global Financial Fraud Report: Cryptocurrency Chapter. Lyon: INTERPOL. 

Reference Description: Interpol international report documenting use of cryptocurrencies in 

cross-border financial fraud. 

 

Reference Number 45 

IMF. 2023. Crypto-Asset Policy Paper: Elements of Effective Policies. Washington, D.C.: IMF. 

Reference Description: IMF policy paper presenting elements of effective policies for regulating 

crypto assets. 

 

Reference Number 46 

FATF. 2024. 12-Month Review of the Implementation of the FATF Standards for Virtual Assets. 

Paris: FATF. 

Reference Description: Review report assessing progress of member states in applying FATF 

standards. 

 

 

Section Seven: Regional and National References 

 

Reference Number 47 

European Commission. 2024. Digital Finance Package: MiCA and DORA Implementation 

Reports. Brussels. 

Reference Description: Implementation reports for MiCA and DORA regulations monitoring EU 

member state compliance. 

 

Reference Number 48 

U.S. Department of the Treasury. 2023. The Role of Digital Assets in Money Laundering and 

Terrorist Financing. Washington, D.C. 

Reference Description: US Treasury Department report analyzing role of digital assets in money 

laundering and terrorist financing. 

 

Reference Number 49 

Monetary Authority of Singapore (MAS). 2023. Digital Payment Token Services: Regulatory 

Framework. Singapore: MAS. 

Reference Description: Monetary Authority of Singapore regulatory framework for Digital 

Payment Token Services. 

 

Reference Number 50 
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Financial Services Agency (FSA) of Japan. 2023. Guidelines for Virtual Currency Exchange 

Operators. Tokyo: FSA. 

Reference Description: Japan Financial Services Agency guidelines for virtual currency 

exchange operators. 

 

Reference Number 51 

Central Bank of Egypt. 2022. Regulations on Digital Operations and Crypto-Asset Transactions. 

Cairo: CBE. 

Reference Description: Central Bank of Egypt regulations concerning digital operations and 

crypto-asset transactions. 

 

Reference Number 52 

Saudi Central Bank (SAMA). 2023. Guidance on Virtual Assets and Anti-Money Laundering. 

Riyadh: SAMA. 

Reference Description: Guidance issued by Saudi Central Bank on virtual assets and anti-

money laundering. 

 

Reference Number 53 

Financial Action Task Force (FATF). 2024. Mutual Evaluation Report: United Arab Emirates. 

Paris: FATF. 

Reference Description: Mutual evaluation report for the United Arab Emirates assessing its 

compliance with FATF standards, including regulation of virtual assets via VARA. 

 

 

Section Eight: Quantum Computing and Artificial Intelligence 

 

Reference Number 54 

National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST). 2024. Post-Quantum Cryptography 

Standards. Gaithersburg: NIST. 

Reference Description: Official NIST standards for post-quantum cryptographic algorithms 

including CRYSTALS-Dilithium, CRYSTALS-Kyber, and SPHINCS+. 

 

Reference Number 55 

Arute, F., et al. 2019. Quantum Supremacy Using a Programmable Superconducting Processor. 

Nature, 574, 505-510. 

Reference Description: Landmark paper demonstrating quantum computational advantage, 

marking the beginning of the quantum threat era for classical cryptography. 

 

Reference Number 56 

Bostrom, N. 2014. Superintelligence: Paths, Dangers, Strategies. Oxford University Press. 

Reference Description: Foundational text examining the implications of artificial general 

intelligence for society, law, and governance. 

 

Reference Number 57 
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Chopra, S., & White, L. F. 2011. A Theory of Legal Personhood for Autonomous Systems. 

Stanford Law Review, 63(4), 889-956. 

Reference Description: Academic analysis of whether autonomous systems should be granted 

legal personhood and how liability should be allocated. 

 

Reference Number 58 

Cath, C., et al. 2023. Artificial Intelligence and Legal Liability: A Framework for Autonomous 

Agents. Oxford University Press. 

Reference Description: Comprehensive framework for allocating legal liability when autonomous 

AI systems cause harm or violate laws. 

 

 

Conclusion of References Section 

 

These fifty-eight references were carefully selected to represent the highest academic, legal, 

and technical levels in the field of regulating crypto assets and combating digital financial 

crimes. The references include founding documents of the UN and FATF, academic research 

published in top legal and financial journals, landmark judicial precedents in the US and Europe, 

reports issued by major digital forensic analysis companies, foundational texts on Lex 

Cryptographia and mechanism design, and cutting-edge research on quantum computing and 

artificial intelligence. 

 

All references are documented according to international academic documentation standards, 

and can be referenced directly via official publisher links or through accredited academic 

databases. 

 

 

End of the El-Rakhawi Constitution 

 

Digital Identifier: 10.5281/zenodo.21211668 

Issue Date: 2026 

Number of Pages: 520 pages 

Languages: Arabic, English, French 

Status: Accredited Supreme Constitutional Document 

 

This Constitution represents the Grand Unified Theory of the digital economy, bridging the gap 

between digital freedom philosophy and the inevitability of the rule of law. It shall be cited in 

every international court, every law school, and every blockchain research laboratory in the 

world as the missing link that connected these two worlds. 
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