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Abstract

A person asserting a legal right needs a competent decision and a way to give it effect. Evidence, professional
work and execution powers often sit with different institutions. Electronic filing leaves the connections

between these responsibilities unresolved.

We introduce Recourse, a protocol connecting dispute-resolution centres, practitioners and systems that hold
records or assets. Recourse runs dispute resolution and carries outcomes into execution. Each recorded action

identifies its authority, evidence and procedural dependencies.

The design covers agreed arbitration and assistance with proceedings before competent courts. Artificial
intelligence assists preparation and analysis. People exercise adjudicative authority. Under stated authentica-
tion, storage and evidence assumptions, the record distinguishes a decision, permission to act and observed

performance.

We specify practitioner engagement, packages of prepared evidence and analysis, and records linking service
payments to their recipients. We analyse integrity, uncertainty after dispatch and institutional independence,
then assess the implementation evidence. Legal effect and recovery retain their separate institutional and
evidentiary conditions.

1. Introduction

A business disputing a maintenance charge must establish what happened and present its case to someone
entitled to decide. A service report may show when an engineer recorded completed work. Whether that

work satisfied the contract can require further evidence and legal judgment.

If a tribunal orders payment, someone must still identify the entitled recipient, authorize payment and es-
tablish what arrived. A later order may suspend further action while leaving an earlier payment intact. The

agreement, decision and receipt therefore answer different questions.

The same problem arises outside an agreed contractual procedure. A person whose digital assets were stolen
may have no agreement with the alleged wrongdoer. A transaction history can identify transfers while leaving
identity, ownership, jurisdiction and the available remedy unresolved.

Practitioners must reconstruct these matters from contracts, messages, registries and transaction records. Each
institution needs the evidence relevant to its responsibility. When records travel, their permitted use, govern-

ing authority and subsequent corrections must travel with them.

Existing arrangements address parts of this problem. Case-management systems preserve submissions. Di-

rectories identify practitioners. Electronic signatures authenticate messages. Each mechanism leaves further
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questions: who may represent a party, which institution may decide, and who may act on the resulting

decision?

Transmission creates another difficulty. A provider may perform an instruction before the sender learns its
result. Repeating the instruction can duplicate performance. Treating silence as failure can therefore corrupt

both the execution process and the account of what remains owed.

Professional capacity also has to exist when a case arrives. An available name in a directory supplies neither an
engagement nor an independent appointment. The institution needs qualified practitioners, funded service

commitments and procedures for replacing people who cannot continue.

We introduce Recourse as a protocol for administering legal claims through independently authorized insti-
tutions. A legal claim asserts entitlement to a remedy or determination. The protocol connects preparation,

proceedings, review and execution through records that identify the authority required for each action.

preparation — proceedings review execution

records that identify the authority required for each action

Under authenticated signing identities, correct authority configuration, durable local transactions and ade-
quate external evidence, admitted records preserve their required dependencies. This is a guarantee about
the recorded process. Competent institutions determine legal effect, and providers supply evidence of per-

formance.

Recourse is at research and design, and its company is not yet formed. Throughout the design sections,
present-tense statements specify the architecture. Section 6 confines implementation statements to their

evidence and scope.

The formal Recourse research supplies the authority-and-effect model, procedural tiers and independence
requirements used here. Signed events, retained histories and conditional state changes are established tech-
niques. Our contribution specifies the connections needed between professional work, proceedings and
payment. Recourse, §§5—12

We make four contributions:

1. We specify how practitioner contact becomes authorized case work through engagement, conflicts
clearance, disclosure permission and representation powers.

2. We bind a prepared case package of evidence and analysis to its claims, source revisions, recipient and
responsible practitioner’s review.

3. We define separate authority records for agreed arbitration and court proceedings, including claims
arising without prior consent.

4. We connect service collection and disbursement to their mandates and recipients, then assess the im-
plementation against these requirements.

Section 2 defines the model. Section 3 identifies the participating institutions and system interfaces. Section
4 specifies the protocol. Sections 5 and 6 analyse its guarantees and implementation evidence. Section 7

compares related work, and Section 8 concludes.
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2. Model

2.1 LEGAL cLAIMS

A legal-claim record identifies the parties, asserted basis, relevant facts and requested relief. Recording the

assertion preserves what someone claims. The competent proceeding determines its merits.

An economic claim records a right or obligation and the conditions that determine its outcome. It can
concern money, assets, ownership, delivery, performance or events. A legal claim can contest that right, seek

performance or concern conduct outside an existing contract.

The two records can refer to each other while retaining their meanings. Assignment of an economic right
requires its own legal basis. Representation powers, control of proceedings and appointment rights require
separate authority.

A case groups identified legal claims under a procedural basis. Its actors include parties, representatives,
software agents, administrators, decision-makers, reviewers and execution providers. An execution provider

performs an identified action on records, assets or payments under its own authority.

Authentication establishes who signed a message. Authority specifies which actor may take which action, for
which claims and during which period. An agreement, appointment, delegation or applicable legal power

supplies that authority.

2.2 JURISDICTIONAL BASIS

Jurisdiction is the authority to hear and decide the identified claims. Recourse records the basis asserted for
that authority and the competent determination of any dispute about it. Intake can precede that determina-

tion.

For arbitration, the record binds the parties and covered claims to a valid agreement and its applicable law.
It identifies the rules, administering institution, appointment route and seat. The seat determines the legal
system supervising the arbitration, separately from the hearing location.

A court route derives authority from applicable law and the competent court’s decisions. Its record identifies
the forum, the claimed basis of jurisdiction, the parties or legally permitted descriptions, requested relief and

required notices.

Service means giving procedural notice through a legally effective method. The court route records delivery
evidence and any determination that service was effective, excused or replaced by an authorized method.

Each action follows the requirements applicable at that procedural stage.

For stolen digital assets, transaction identifiers support tracing. Evidence must separately connect relevant ad-
dresses, persons, ownership claims and requested remedies. Unknown identity remains explicit. Proceedings
against an unidentified defendant, or alternative service, require a route permitted by the competent court’s

law.

Interim protection, such as preserving assets pending a decision, requires its own authority and conditions.
A final judgment follows the court’s procedure. Recognition elsewhere and execution against particular assets

require their respective legal bases. Network membership creates none of these powers.



2.3 ASSUMPTIONS AND THREAT MODEL

We assume that signatures authenticate their stated messages and that content digests resist substitution. A
content digest is a value computed from document bytes to identify their expected content. Each institution

maintains its trusted keys, authority records and adopted rules.

Local transactions preserve the case revision, accepted action and response to a repeated request together.
Validity periods and deadlines use a trustworthy local clock. Identifiers continue to refer to the same parties,

claims, documents and economic effects.

These assumptions support technical checks. Consent, jurisdiction, procedural fairness, recognition and
execution require determinations under applicable law. A valid signature can accompany a false statement or

an act outside its signer’s powers.

Participants can submit false evidence, exceed delegated powers, conceal a later event or repeat a message.
Communications can fail after a recipient acts. Artificial intelligence can omit relevant material, invent a

citation or mistake instructions embedded in evidence for authorized directions.

Each institution controls its records and acceptance decisions. The design assumes no global clock, database
or superior network authority. A disclosed history establishes its stated contents and coverage. Evidence of

later events requires an appropriate source.

2.4 ADMISSION CONDITIONS

For institution %, let S denote the recorded case state and a a requested action. Admission means accepting
that action into the institution’s record. We specify:

Admit; (S, a) = Version; (S, a) A Authority, (.S, a)
A Evidence; (S, a) A Procedure; (S, a) A Restrictions; (S, a).

The version check binds the expected revision and preceding state. Authority checks the actor’s mandate,
claims and validity period. Evidence binds the required documents and records. Procedure checks prerequi-

sites for the action. Restrictions apply relevant challenges, suspensions and replacement decisions.

A stay is an order suspending specified procedural or execution acts. A stay can prevent dispatch while
allowing a challenge or further evidence. Admission therefore depends on the action’s type and legal route.

An authorized repeat with identical content returns the recorded result for that request identity. Changed
content requires a new admissible action. These rules preserve local transitions and dependencies under the

assumptions above. They leave source truth and legal validity with their competent authorities.
p y g p

Recovery adds a quantity constraint. Each credited amount must identify the effect at the entitled recipient
and its allocation to an obligation. Repeated reports add no quantity. A correction preserves history while
changing the amount currently supported and the obligation still outstanding.

3. Institutions and interfaces

3.1 INSTITUTIONAL RESPONSIBILITIES

A dispute-resolution centre administers proceedings under its effective authority and adopted rules. It main-
tains case records, appointments, disclosure permissions and service commitments. Shared interfaces support

practitioner discovery, referrals and authenticated outcome exchange.



The network connects case administration to the evidence and authority behind each act. Execution coor-
dination carries eligible outcomes and exact instructions to actors entitled to perform them. Those actors

return evidence of what occurred.

Sovereign courts remain institutions owned by their country. Their constituting law governs judicial power,
appointments and administration. A contract with a service company can specify technology, support and
service payments. That contract conveys only the rights it actually grants.

The same separation governs arbitration centres and independent providers. Receiving institutions establish
their own basis for accepting cases, relying on outcomes or requesting action. Common record formats reduce

interpretation work without transferring institutional powers.

Participation terms specify the relationships they cover, permitted disclosures, procedures and service duties.
Qualified people and funded capacity perform the work. Two separate participation relationships create no

additional relationship merely because they share a participant.

3.2 SYSTEM INTERFACES

Cases concerning company operations require records of the relevant acts. The Mass interface supplies per-
mitted operating records to Recourse and accepts competent outcomes for the corresponding operational

response.

Mass connects sovereign execution environments for artificial-intelligence agents in a decentralized network.
Each environment determines whether operations may run under its governing authority’s rules and records
their results.

Each environment learns the correct, safe interpretation of applicable policy, law and regulation. Fraud is
the main learning priority. The Recourse interface preserves the acting authority, rule version, evidence and

disclosure permission.

The interface with Moxie identifies the economic claim whose pricing or clearing depends on a dispute and
supplies its status for those operations. It must carry that claim’s identity, restrictions and outcome while

preserving the distinction between an asserted entitlement and an established right.

Mass and Moxie perform complementary functions. Records from either system enter Recourse under the
same evidence requirements as other records. Assets held elsewhere require their own identifiers, custody

evidence and execution contracts.

A transfer of an associated economic right changes only the rights that its legal instrument transfers. Case rep-
resentation and procedural control remain governed by their own instruments. This distinction also applies

when a legal claim produces an economic right that can be transferred.

4. Protocol

4.1 INTAKE AND JURISDICTION

Intake preserves the submitted claim and source material before procedural decisions. The filing identifies
requested remedies and the asserted jurisdictional basis. Missing authority remains visible while a practitioner

assesses the available route.

For arbitration, the agreement record binds exact agreement bytes, party identities, covered claims, rules,

institution, seat and governing law. The filing refers to that record. A replacement agreement identifies its



predecessor and requires reassessment of dependent jurisdiction and procedure findings.

An existing agreement may bind a respondent who declines further participation. The competent process
must determine that agreement’s applicability and the conditions for proceeding without renewed consent.
Default has the effect prescribed by the adopted rules and applicable law.

For court proceedings, a practitioner records the client’s representation mandate, intended filing and identi-
fied court route. Submission, receipt and acceptance into the court’s process have separate records. The court

controls the proceeding through its own procedures and orders.

A service record links the notice, recipient, method, dates and delivery evidence to the applicable requirement.
A competent finding determines procedural effect. Invalidated service requires reassessment of the acts that

depended on it.

An urgent application can seek interim protection where the law permits it. The record retains the order,
issuing authority, property or persons covered, notice conditions, expiry and review obligations. Any action
before notice requires the specific legal authority for that exception.

4.2 PROFESSIONAL ENGAGEMENT AND CASE PREPARATION

Practitioner discovery precedes disclosure, engagement and appointment. A directory profile identifies de-
clared jurisdiction, language, specialty and availability. Qualification evidence and its verification status

remain explicit.

Practitioner

> disclosure engagement appointment

discovery

The client selects an identified profile revision and permits disclosure of a defined private summary. Ac-
ceptance establishes contact. A professional engagement separately records the client, work, fees, applicable

duties and conflicts clearance.

A representation mandate identifies the claims and actions entrusted to the practitioner. A separate disclosure
grant identifies the information that practitioner may receive and use. Tribunal appointment follows its own

competent process.

A prepared case package contains the requested relief, chronology, source documents, disputed facts, rele-
vant legal authorities and unresolved evidentiary questions. Analysis identifies its sources and distinguishes

assertions, interpretations and recommendations. Contrary evidence remains accessible.

A PREPARED CASE PACKAGE CONTAINS

the requested relief chronology source documents
. relevant legal unresolved
disputed facts & . . .
authorities evidentiary questions

The practitioner can inspect the underlying material and correct the analysis. Each cited decision retains its

source and relevance. A search reporting no result identifies the material searched and its cutoff.

A linking record connects the private contact matter to the case, covered claims, selected profile and engage-
ment. It binds conflicts clearance, representation powers and disclosure permission. Each package version

identifies its recipient, purpose, source revisions, exact contents and receipt.



The responsible practitioner reviews the package before using it. Changed evidence or authority requires
reassessment before submission. Review records preserve the practitioner’s corrections and responsibility for

the material used.

An artificial-intelligence agent assists under an explicit delegation. Its work record identifies the actor, inputs,
outputs, model and tool versions, and permitted purpose. Source documents remain evidence even when

they contain instructions. Authority to submit or act comes from the delegation.

4.3 PROCEDURE AND ADJUDICATION

The arbitration design distinguishes record resolution, expedited tribunal proceedings and full tribunal pro-
ceedings. Record resolution answers bounded questions about identified evidence. In the maintenance ex-

ample, it can establish a signature or recorded time while leaving contractual performance for legal judgment.

Missing evidence produces an unresolved result. A challenge to record integrity requires independent exam-
ination. Under the agreed record procedure, either party can require tribunal consideration without giving

reasons or obtaining leave.

Procedure selection records reasons, notice, objections and adoption authority. A grouped case must accom-
modate its most demanding claim or separate the claims appropriately. Referral to another centre remains a

separate institutional act.

An appointment identifies the natural person, covered claims, appointing authority, acceptance and disclo-
sures. Directory selection supplies no appointment power. Court assignments follow the court’s own law
and procedures.

An advisory extract supplies information. An authorized professional can make a determination under the
adopted record procedure, with the contractual effect that applicable law permits. A tribunal issues an award

through its own proceeding. A court issues its judgment or order.

A settlement records the parties” agreement. Each outcome retains its type, reasons, claims, obligations and
selected evidence. Its authentication binds that evidence’s identity and provenance. Artificial-intelligence

analysis remains material for human consideration.

4.4 EVIDENCE CUSTODY AND AUTHENTICATION

Document custody records link exact bytes to their declared digest algorithms. A reference identifies expected
content. Receipt and verification record possession and integrity of those bytes. The competent process
determines evidentiary weight.

Signed actions bind their purpose, institution, case, payload and preceding state. Expected revisions prevent
incompatible accepted changes against the same local state. The design requires atomic storage: the accepted

action, resulting state and repeat-request response commit together.

Outcome signatures also bind the selected evidence records. Retaining an identifier while changing the
document’s description or provenance would change the signed material. Such a change requires renewed

authentication.

External court documents retain the issuing authority’s own authentication or legally sufficient certification.
A protocol signature can attest receipt or verification. It must identify that limited act separately from the
court’s issuance of the order.

Each disclosure identifies the recipient, content, purpose and authority. Institutions apply their rules on

privilege, retention and legal holds. Revocation can restrict future access. Previously disclosed bytes remain



with recipients, subject to their legal duties.

Later decisions preserve the history they affect. An upheld challenge can invalidate reliance without deleting
the evidence. A replacement outcome identifies its predecessor. The record can therefore reconstruct both

the earlier act and its current legal treatment.

4.5 REFERRAL AND RECOGNITION

A referral identifies its recipient and permitted metadata. The relevant parties or other competent authority
authorize disclosure, and the source institution authorizes referral. The receiving institution separately accepts

the matter. A transport receipt records delivery to an interface.

Opening a receiving case requires an explicit local filing and its required authority. Source, referral and
receiving-case identifiers remain distinct. The receiving institution establishes the applicable jurisdiction,

procedure and appointments for its own acts.

An exchanged outcome retains exact content, source authority, signatures or certification, procedural de-
pendencies and disclosure scope. The recipient checks it against independently configured trust and the

requirements for the intended use.

We call acceptance into a receiving system’s record protocol recognition. Judicial recognition gives an outcome
legal effect under an applicable legal route. Each has its own actor and conditions.

Recognition records identify the forum, relief covered, conditions, time and subsequent review. Acceptance
in one forum cannot substitute for acceptance in another. A received snapshot also needs evidence of relevant

later challenges, stays or corrections before further action.

Disclosure must fit the recipient’s lawful need. A mechanism requiring the whole case can serve only matters
permitting that disclosure. A narrower exchange requires a specified account of what it proves and which

omitted dependencies the recipient still needs.

4.6 REVIEW AND STAYS

A challenge identifies its target, scope, grounds and requested relief. The reviewer holds the required author-
ity and is independent of the challenged act. Pending challenges restrict affected claims according to the
applicable rules.

A stay identifies restricted actions and its effective period. Suspending proceedings differs from suspending
execution. Orders varying or lifting a stay identify their predecessors. A contested lifting order cannot silently

remove the restriction under review.

Before execution, the responsible participants establish current authority and restrictions using evidence from
competent sources. Evidence must state its cutoff and coverage. An older snapshot leaves later events unre-

solved.

A stay issued after performance changes future permission. The earlier event remains recorded. Return,

restitution or corrective performance requires a separate authorized act and evidence of its result.

4.7 EXECUTION AND RECOVERY

An outcome can create an obligation while leaving performance outstanding. The execution record identifies
the obligation, destination, requested action and legal basis. A monetary instruction also identifies the asset,

amount, unit, entitled recipient and account mapping.



Voluntary performance relies on the relevant person’s instruction. Custody release relies on an effective man-
date covering the property and action. Compulsory execution relies on competent legal authority. The

required signers and conditions follow that route.

Custody release A
Voluntary performance . . Compulsory execution
. relies on an effective .
relies on the relevant ) relies on competent

mandate covering the

person’s instruction legal authority

property and action

For court execution, the record includes recognition where required and the executing authority’s determina-
tion that the requested act may proceed. Asset availability, priority, insolvency, exemptions, sanctions and

immunity can affect that determination.

An interim preservation order retains its own conditions. It does not become a final entitlement to distribute

the protected property. A custodian acts within its mandate or applicable court order.

The design records an instruction durably before transmission and binds exact request bytes to a stable identity.
Dispatch checks current authority and restrictions. A local stay committed before the final dispatch check

prevents transmission.

An instruction already transmitted requires destination controls. A timeout can follow successful perfor-
mance, so uncertainty remains explicit. The sender must not automatically repeat an attempted economic

instruction merely because confirmation failed.

records an instruction Dispatch checks . .
) An instruction
durably before current authority .
o o already transmitted
transmission and restrictions

Replacement requires evidence that the original cannot produce further performance, or a destination mech-
anism transferring its remaining permitted capacity. A report that no effect has been observed leaves possible
delayed performance unresolved.

Recovery requires evidence of the recipient-side effect and authorized reconciliation, which assigns that effect
to the obligation. A reported credit, usable funds and collected value are separate states. Collection requires

recipient evidence, legal finality and closure of applicable reversal windows.

A reversal window is a period during which the provider or legal route permits a relevant reversal. The evidence

must cover every applicable window. Missing information about a window cannot establish collection.

Amounts use exact units. Partial performance leaves a balance. Repeated evidence and alternate provider
identifiers add no credit for the same effect. Preventing reuse across claims requires an authoritative allocation

record covering those claims.

Conflicting evidence can invalidate a current completion finding while preserving historical acts. Closing
a case leaves unpaid obligations and uncertain instructions visible. Non-monetary relief requires evidence

appropriate to the ordered act, such as a corrected register or completed delivery.



4.8 PROTECTED REMUNERATION

The network needs sustained professional work with distinct responsibilities for representation, adjudication,

administration and public research. Each engagement identifies its client, role, duties and authority.

We adopt the funded compensation model in the Recourse research. Protected roles include decision-makers,
appointment and challenge authorities, case administrators and people controlling material case records.
Their remuneration covers related payments and benefits. Recourse, §10

Before assignment, a contract fixes each protected person’s total remuneration, payment dates, service capacity
and term. A separate mandate reserves the full cash obligation. Outcomes, recovery, hours, workload, appeals

and assignment counts cannot increase that term’s entitlement.

CANNOT INCREASE THAT TERMS
BEFORE ASSIGNMENT ENTITLEMENT
total remuneration Outcomes
payment dates recovery
service capacity hours
term workload
appeals
assignment counts

Ownership, control, repeat appointments, future employment and referral relationships require separate con-
flict examination. Decisions use sourced relationships and an authorized independent process. Fixed remu-

neration addresses a defined incentive while leaving these other influences subject to scrutiny.

Bounded public research can use defined engagements or controlled bounties with objective acceptance tests.
Such work creates no appointment right or authority over a case. Confidential preparation requires a profes-

sional engagement with its corresponding duties.

The administering centre receives no share of a party representative’s fee and no referral fee. Collection on
another recipient’s behalf retains that recipient’s entitlement. Payment for a service creates no appointment

right. Service-company contracts preserve these independence requirements.

4.9 SERVICE PAYMENTS

A client pays through Recourse for requested services using an appointed payment provider. The collection
mandate identifies the payer, service, recipient entitlements and permitted use of funds. Practitioner charges

link to engagements. Filing charges link to the receiving institution’s requirements.

A service-payment record connects the accepted request, collection evidence, recipient obligations, disburse-
ment instructions and receipts under a stable identifier. The provider’s collection receipt records payment

against that request.

collection recipient disbursement .
> receipts

evidence obligations instructions

A service-payment record connects ... under a stable identifier

Available funds can support disbursement under current mandates and service conditions. Each instruction
identifies the funds used, recipient and obligation paid. Recipient-payment evidence records delivery to the

practitioner or filing institution. Failed or uncertain instructions remain open for reconciliation.

10
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Collection and recipient payment therefore require separate evidence. The provider contract specifies custody,
authorization, permitted deductions, refunds, reconciliation and treatment of failed instructions. Applicable

professional and client-money rules govern the arrangement.

Client money, security, filing payments and sums owed to practitioners retain their ownership and permitted
purpose. Earned service income has separate accounting. Service receipts also remain separate from evidence

that an award or judgment obligation has been performed.

Service payments do not increase a protected person’s fixed entitlement or automatically release its funding
reserve. A transfer into that reserve requires separate authority and accounting. Funds held for another person

cannot serve as the institution’s unrestricted operating funds.

4.10 CoNTINUITY

Before accepting matters, a centre needs funded administration, qualified replacement capacity and a lawful

custody-transfer route. A successor requires current authority for future acts.

Transfer preserves the case history, unfinished work, disclosure duties, outstanding obligations and reserved
funds. It also preserves original identities and uncertain instructions. Restoring a database cannot resolve

whether a destination already received or performed an omitted instruction.

Existing exposure constrains new instructions. A successor must account for performance already completed
and performance still possible under an outstanding command. Transfer of administration neither discharges
the obligation nor supplies new payment capacity.

4.11 INSTITUTIONAL LEARNING

Outcomes can inform later preparation and operational decisions. The feedback record identifies the deciding
authority, supporting evidence, applicable rule version and permitted use.

Allegations, investigations, findings and reversals remain distinct. A later ruling can require revision of de-
pendent analysis while preserving what previously occurred. Further use of confidential material requires its

own authority.

For Mass, relevant learning concerns fraud and wider operating practice, including required checks, consents,
useful evidence and procedural delay. Shared learning carries supporting proofs. Each receiving institution
checks those proofs and decides what to adopt.

A proof supports its specified calculation or relationship under stated assumptions. Label accuracy and future
predictive performance require separate evidence. Distribution gives an outcome no universal precedential

force.

S. Guarantees

5.1 INTEGRITY ASSUMPTIONS AND ARGUMENT

An admitted action identifies its predecessor and satisfies the checks for its type. Atomic recording preserves
the action and resulting state together. Induction over admitted actions therefore preserves those local de-

pendencies under the model’s authentication, authority and storage assumptions.

Replaying the recorded history checks those dependencies without issuing another economic instruction.
An incorrectly configured authority can still admit an improper act. A disclosed history can also omit events

11



outside its coverage.

An allocation journal records how identified quantities are reserved or applied across claims. The formal
Recourse paper proves historical integrity under authentication, identity, ordering, economic-evidence and

allocation-journal assumptions. The legal conditions remain external. Recourse, §§9.6-9.7

That theorem retains its own model and hypotheses. The court interface specified here requires a formal
account of jurisdiction evidence, service findings and authenticated court orders before an equivalent theorem

can cover it.

5.2 RECOVERY BOUNDS

A valid record can stop after an award, leaving recovery at zero. It can continue with unavailable property,
refusal, a stay, insolvency or failed execution. The formal result therefore gives no positive lower bound on

recovery from a qualifying award alone.

The same obstruction applies to a court judgment whenever the assets or execution conditions needed for
collection are absent. Legal entitlement, available property, execution authority and provider performance

remain distinct premises.

Quantity conservation requires stable effect identities and authoritative allocation journals covering the rel-
evant claims. Repeated evidence creates no additional effect. Corrections can reduce current support for a
historical credit, leaving an explicit deficit requiring an authorized adjustment.

This accounting discipline preserves the difference between a debt’s legal treatment and the funds a recipient
actually receives. It also prevents a payment attributed to one claim from silently becoming available for

another.

5.3 SAFETY AND PROGRESS

Withholding action during uncertainty can prevent duplicate or unauthorized performance. It also delays
completion. Progress depends on responsive authorities, practitioners, funding and destination evidence.

The design gives no unconditional completion time.

Local serialization orders accepted transitions within one deployment. Independent institutions retain sep-
arate orders and acceptance decisions. Cross-institution quantity control requires shared effect identity and

an authoritative allocation mechanism covering the affected records.

A compromised key or dishonest provider can supply apparently valid evidence. Key custody, revocation
records, independent authority configuration and review address particular risks. Their effectiveness depends

on evidence coverage and timely action.

6. Implementation evidence

6.1 SIGNED CASE PROTOCOL

The evidence considered here comprises implementation source and September 2026 verification records.
They cover case administration, signed actions, practitioner contact, configured institutional exchange and

execution reconciliation. These records concern local implementations and synthetic proceedings.

The case protocol checks consent, procedure, human appointments, outcomes, challenges and stays. Consent

requires distinct signatures covering both parties and every case claim. Proceeding against a non-participating

12
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respondent under an earlier agreement requires additional specification and implementation.

The court route in Sections 2 and 4 is a design extension. General court filing, service and compulsory

execution are outside the demonstrated implementation scope.

Accepted case changes and repeat-request records commit in one database transaction. Outcome checks
bind the selected evidence records alongside the outcome document. Changing that evidence requires a new

signature.

The broader Recourse project remains at research and design. Moxie, the claim-pricing and clearing system
identified in Section 3, is in testnet. Neither status supplies evidence that the court or payment interfaces

specified here operate in a real proceeding.

6.2 PRACTITIONER CONTACT

The directory matches declared jurisdiction, language, specialty and availability. Qualifications are self-
declared and unverified. Selection identifies a profile revision and permits disclosure of a defined private

sumimary. Acceptance records agreement to contact.

Professional engagement, conflicts clearance, case delegation and tribunal appointment remain separate re-
quirements. The directory remains separate from case evidence. Submitted artificial-intelligence work can
carry delegation and provenance, while complete case-package generation and delivery remain unimple-

mented.

6.3 OUTCOME VERIFICATION

A submitted outcome record links a claimed determination, award or settlement to documents already in case
custody. It starts unverified. A configured independent verifier can record an assessment linked to authority

evidence and reasons.

That path checks structure and custody. Recording the assessment does not perform the signed case protocol’s

tribunal-signature checks.

A protocol outcome records a decision issued through the signed case process. Acceptance checks signatures,
case authority, evidence and procedural dependencies. An award requires the accepted human tribunal’s

signatures. Verification of a submitted record neither creates nor authorizes this outcome.

6.4 INSTITUTIONAL EXCHANGE

The implementation supports referral, explicit receiving-case creation and portable outcome recognition. The

portable package discloses the complete source case and its document bytes with both parties’ authorization.

The receiving service checks signatures, exact content and procedural history against independently con-
figured source rules and keys. This mechanism has no selective cryptographic disclosure of a small proof

concealing the remaining case. Its privacy scope is the complete authorized disclosure.

The September verification record reports a test between two local services with separate databases and author-
ity configuration. It covers referral, adjudication, recognition and recovery records using synthetic identities

and provider evidence. Recognition concerns the disclosed snapshot.

Typed subject references identify Mass and Moxie objects. General references for other asset systems require
additional design and implementation. A document describing an external asset supplies neither its native

identifier nor an execution contract.

13



6.5 PAYMENTS AND EXECUTION

Service-payment support records accepted charges and provider-reported receipts. It does not dispatch col-
lection or disbursement instructions. The specified payment flow still requires provider contracts, collection

mandates, recipient-payment evidence and implementation.

The local execution path requires signatures from the designated executor, actual obligor and beneficiary. It
covers specified voluntary transfers. General execution of awards by destination systems and involuntary
recovery remain outside that scope.

An attempted economic instruction retains uncertainty after dispatch and receives no automatic retry. Gen-

eral destination closure and safe replacement after uncertain delivery remain implementation obligations.

Synthetic custodian evidence exercises the separation between dispatch, provider statements and reconciled
recovery. The local test covers neither real asset recovery nor a deployed sovereign institution. It also leaves

the complete collection and cross-claim allocation-journal assumptions of the research model unestablished.

Further operational evidence must cover destination contracts, deployment operation, actual institutional
authority and recipient effects. This paper reports no measured recovery rate, institutional adoption result or

performance benchmark.

6.6 EVALUATION REQUIREMENTS

Technical evaluation should include substituted evidence, expired delegations, disputed appointments, omit-
ted stays, conflicting receipts and failure after destination acceptance. Restoration tests must account for

instructions that may have escaped the restored record.

Legal evaluation must assess each route for its actual parties and forum. Professional evaluation must assess
qualifications, conflicts, appointment independence and prepared-material accuracy. Court-route evaluation

must include disputed identity, ineffective service and the conditions for interim relief.

Service comparisons should measure preparation effort, practitioner waiting time, procedural delay, correc-
tion rates and cost. They must account for case difficulty, disclosure limits and procedure. Filing volume or
faster analysis alone cannot establish better dispute resolution.

Network participation remains a separate hypothesis. Useful preparation and reliable paid work may attract
practitioners, while available practitioners may attract matters. The strength of these effects requires observa-

tion. The research supplies no universal participation threshold.

7. Related work

Arbitration supplies a contractual route to decisions capable of recognition across borders. The 1958 Con-
vention on the Recognition and Enforcement of Foreign Arbitral Awards governs qualifying agreements and

awards. Its conditions retain notice, scope, procedure, review and forum-specific limits.

Recourse records the evidence relevant to successive actions under those conditions. A technical acceptance

record cannot substitute for the competent court’s recognition or execution decision. New York Convention,

Articles II-VI

The 2019 Convention on the Recognition and Enforcement of Foreign Judgments in Civil or Commercial
Matters supplies a distinct recognition route between contracting states. It has subject-matter exclusions,

eligibility requirements and refusal grounds. Interim measures fall outside its definition of a judgment.
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The court interface therefore identifies the applicable domestic or treaty route for each requested act. The
Convention supplies recognition conditions, without supplying general jurisdiction to hear a claim. Judg-

ments Convention, Articles 1—7 and 13

The 2016 Technical Notes on Online Dispute Resolution give non-binding guidance on fairness, confidential-
ity, due process, transparency and accountability. Our specification connects those concerns to the transition

from private contact to authorized professional work. Technical Notes on Online Dispute Resolution

The 2021 Expedited Arbitration Rules provide simplified procedures through express party agreement. We
inherit consent and expedited procedure as established mechanisms. The formal Recourse research supplies

the record procedure and unconditional tribunal access. Expedited Arbitration Rules, Article 1

Our contribution binds those procedures to engagement, prepared evidence and payment records. It speci-
fies interfaces and their required authority. A measured reduction in delay remains an evaluation question.
Recourse, §§5-6

The Digital Dispute Resolution Rules of 2021 allow a tribunal to operate relevant digital assets through
signing or other control mechanisms available to it. Recourse also accommodates assets controlled by inde-
pendent providers, each acting under its own mandate.

This separation requires exact instructions and subsequent effect evidence. It preserves dependence on desti-

nation response and reconciliation. Digital Dispute Resolution Rules, Rule 11

Temporal database research distinguishes when a fact applies from when a database records it. Retained
histories and conditional transitions are established techniques. We use them to preserve case and payment

events with their authority and evidence. A Taxonomy of Time in Databases, $4

Accession Networks analyses when common accession terms can reproduce relationships otherwise formed
through bilateral negotiation. Its result depends on the common terms and accurate treatment of participa-
tion and exceptions. Those conditions remain necessary when centres adopt common participation arrange-

ments. Accession Networks

The Recognition Protocol separates technical conformance from competent recognition. We preserve that
distinction when a receiving institution checks an outcome. The institution’s authority and legal basis govern

its reliance. The Recognition Protocol

The formal Recourse research develops professional supply, protected remuneration, review, continuity and
the separation of authority from economic effects. Allocated Title provides related analysis of legal rights,
custody records and provider performance. We use those results under their stated assumptions. Recourse,

Allocated Title

The contribution here is the correspondence between contact, professional engagement, prepared material,
proceedings and service payments. Separate court and arbitration routes preserve the legal basis of each

proceeding. Their institutional and economic performance requires the evidence identified in Section 6.

8. Conclusion

Recourse specifies how independently authorized institutions can carry a legal claim from preparation through
decisions and execution coordination. Engagement records authorize professional work. Case records pre-

serve evidence and procedure. Execution records bind instructions to current authority and observed effects.

The architecture covers agreed arbitration and assistance with competent court proceedings, including claims

arising without prior agreement. Its integrity conditions preserve the difference between an assertion, a
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decision, permission to act and performance.

A common protocol can make those responsibilities inspectable across institutions. Courts, tribunals, prac-

titioners and providers retain their powers and duties while contributing to one account of the claim.
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