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Bitcoin Core’s millions of coin holders have no voice and no visibility. This document gives them both, and constructs the

equilibrium where reform becomes every player’s rational choice.

1. Executive Summary

I hold Bitcoin. I have read the diagnosis. The Brief applied seventeen structural tests and seven domain-specific rules to
Bitcoin Core and returned a prognosis of Abandoned - an institution that produces excellent maintenance releases while
losing the capacity to perform the protocol changes its environment will demand. The diagnosis survived every challenge the

framework threw at it. I accept it. This document is my response.

The structural asymmetry is the root of the disease. Bitcoin's coin holders - millions of individuals and institutions whose

collective economic interest exceeds a trillion dollars - are the largest constituency in the ecosystem. They have no voice. No
mechanism exists for them to signal preferences about protocol development, threat response, or institutional direction. On
the other side of the ledger: five maintainers with merge authority, one of whom handles 65% of all merges, funded by four
organizations whose structural incentives favor protocol ossification. The constituency with the most to lose cannot act. The

constituency with the power to act has no incentive to change. This is not a governance failure. It is a game-theoretic trap.

I propose a reform architecture built on a single mechanism: ongoing information reveals that shift incentives. Not force. Not
governance authority. Not protocol changes. Information. When every player can see the quantum timeline shortening, the
security budget eroding, the maintainer pipeline narrowing, and the institution’s incapacity to respond - and when every
player knows that every other player can see it - the rational calculation changes for every player simultaneously. The
architecture is a self-updating transparency infrastructure: threat dashboards, institutional health metrics, coin holder
signaling mechanisms, and a public record that makes Bitcoin Core’s structural condition common knowledge. I call this the

Published Foresight. It does not compel reform. It makes reform each player’s individually rational choice.

The end state is a Nash equilibrium I call the Stakeholder Equilibrium: the configuration where every player class - coin
holders, maintainers, funders, miners, ETF issuers, protocol innovators, governments - finds that supporting reform is their
dominant strategy. Not because they are coerced, but because the information environment makes the alternative -
continued ossification in the face of existential threats - visibly, undeniably, personally costly. The convergence is self-
reinforcing for as long as the information flows and the people operating within it respond to what they see. It is durable, not
permanent. It depends on continued transparency and on the judgment of the players who act on it. No architecture
guarantees outcomes. This one constructs conditions under which reform becomes each player’s rational choice - and leaves

the rest to people.



Bitcoin Core is a dead player. The Brief demonstrated this across every dimension the Great Founder Theory provides for
institutional evaluation. The institution maintains what exists and cannot change what exists. My thesis is that Bitcoin Core
can become a live player again - but only if the equilibrium shifts. The current equilibrium rewards ossification: funding flows
to conservative stewardship, prestige accrues to careful maintenance, newcomers learn that proposing protocol changes is
career-destructive, and the culture drifts further from the adaptive capacity it needs. This document describes the conditions
under which that equilibrium can shift. In the new equilibrium, threats are visible, coin holders have voice, institutional
health is measured and published, and the players who move first toward reform capture the prestige, funding, and

positioning that follow.

2. The Reform Outline

What is Broken

Seven reform targets, each diagnosed in the Brief, each a structural failure that compounds the others:

Consensus-change social technology is dead - no soft fork in five years, the BIP process produces proposals and discussion

but not decisions.

Merger concentration is terminal - one person handles 65% of all merges with no succession mechanism.
Coin holders are invisible - the largest economic constituency has no way to signal preferences.

Prestige rewards stasis - the institution selects for contributors least likely to propose needed changes.
Funding captures direction - four organizations with ossification incentives fund nearly all development.

Intellectual dark matter is evaporating - critical protocol knowledge exists in fewer heads each year with no preservation

effort.

Self-correction is absent - no mechanism detects institutional dysfunction; the only feedback loop is catastrophe.

Existential Threats and How Reform Addresses Each

Quantum computing is advancing on physics timelines that do not wait for governance timelines. Google's March 2026
paper reduced the physical qubit requirement for breaking Bitcoin's ECDSA signatures from approximately 9 million to fewer
than 500,000. Expert surveys place the probability of a cryptographically relevant quantum computer within ten years at 28-
49%, trending upward. Approximately 6.7 million BTC sit in quantum-vulnerable addresses with public keys already on-chain.
Bitcoin Core has two draft BIPs and no merged code. Ethereum has a dedicated post-quantum research team, multi-team
devnets, and a published roadmap. Reform addresses this by restoring the consensus-change capacity needed to deploy
post-quantum cryptography before the window closes, and by making the quantum timeline visible to every coin holder

whose assets are at risk.



Security budget erosion operates on a mathematical schedule that does not negotiate. Transaction fees comprise 1-2% of
miner revenue. After the April 2024 halving, 15-20% of the global mining fleet operates below breakeven. Major miners are
pivoting capital to Al workloads with superior economics. The 2028 halving will reduce the block subsidy to 1.5625 BTC. Every
proposed solution - fee market mechanisms, tail issuance, structural incentive changes - requires a consensus change the
institution cannot perform. The community treats the fixed supply as sacrosanct and the security budget concern as FUD.
Reform addresses this by making the budget trajectory visible to every participant and by restoring the institutional capacity

to evaluate protocol-level responses before the math becomes undeniable.

Protocol ossification is both symptom and disease. Bitcoin Core performed soft forks roughly twice a year before 2017. Since
Taproot in 2021, exactly zero. The institution has not rejected proposals on technical grounds; it has processed them into
procedural limbo. BIP-300 was submitted in 2017 and closed without resolution in 2024 - eight years, no decision either way.
The social technology for consensus change died in the block size wars and has not been rebuilt. Each year without a
consensus change makes the next one harder. Reform addresses this directly: BIP process reform restores defined timelines,

explicit criteria, and mandatory institutional response to proposals.

Institutional capture through financialization operates through selection effects that do not require direct control. ETFs
hold 6% of total supply. Coinbase custodies 80% of ETF assets. Michael Saylor, holding 766,970 BTC, explicitly advocates
ossification and calls protocol changes “inflation.” Development funders have structural incentives aligned with protocol
stability. The prestige system rewards conservative stewardship. Newcomers calibrate to what is rewarded. Reform addresses
this by giving coin holders a voice that counterbalances institutional influence, by making funding dependencies visible, and

by realigning prestige to reward adaptation alongside maintenance.

Who the Players Are

Fourteen player classes shape Bitcoin Core's trajectory. Each operates according to rational self-interest. Each responds to

information. The reform architecture works by making each player’s situation - and every other player’s situation - visible.

1. Individual coin holders - the largest constituency, holding the majority of Bitcoin's trillion-dollar market cap across

millions of wallets, bearing the most risk with no mechanism to express it

2. Self-custody node operators - run full nodes and directly validate the chain, but their binary signal (run the software or

do not) cannot express priorities or urgency

3. Bitcoin Core maintainers - five individuals with merge authority, one handling 65% of all merges, whose incentives are

shaped by the prestige and funding structures they operate within

4. Bitcoin Core reviewers and contributors - 139 contributors, 51 active reviewers, producing the code from which future

maintainers would emerge, if the institution produced new maintainers

5. Institutional funders (Brink, Chaincode Labs, Spiral, OpenSats) - sustain full-time development with structural

incentives favoring stability through selection effects rather than direct control

6. ETF issuers (BlackRock, Fidelity, and nine others) - manage $87-123 billion in Bitcoin exposure, with short-term stability

incentives that can conflict with long-term viability requirements

7. ETF custodians (primarily Coinbase, holding 80% of ETF assets) - single points of failure for the entire ETF complex



8. Mining pools (Foundry USA and AntPool, controlling 51% of hashrate) - economic interests directly threatened by
security budget erosion
9. Mining hardware manufacturers (Bitmain, MicroBT, Canaan) - control over 90% of ASIC production, all dependent on a
single Taiwanese foundry
10. Corporate treasury holders (Strategy with 766,970 BTC, 227 other public companies) - hold approximately 4% of all

Bitcoin and generally favor ossification

11. Protocol innovators - propose consensus changes the institution treats as threats rather than assets

12. Alternative implementations (Bitcoin Knots at 22% adoption, CUSF) - apply competitive pressure and potential
governance bypass

13. Layer 2 developers - depend on base-layer protocol support while contributing to the security budget paradox by

moving transactions off-chain

14. Governments and regulators - shape the operating environment through regulation, enforcement, and reserve policy

How the Architecture Works

The reform proceeds in four phases. Each creates the conditions for the next. No phase requires force or protocol changes.

Phase 1: Reveal. Build the transparency infrastructure. Publish continuously updated dashboards tracking quantum
computing progress, security budget trajectory, mining concentration, and institutional health metrics - merger
concentration, BIP throughput, contributor pipeline, knowledge concentration, funding dependencies. The information
already exists, scattered across academic papers, mailing lists, and industry reports. The architecture aggregates and

publishes it in a form that creates common knowledge. This phase is underway. The Brief is the first output.

Phase 2: Signal. Create mechanisms for coin holders to express preferences about protocol development priorities. On-chain
signaling with proof of holdings for those willing to participate. Node-operator preference expression that requires no key
exposure. Structured surveys. Public commitments by identified economic actors - companies, funds, named individuals. The
signal is partial by design: the most security-conscious holders - cold storage, air-gapped - will never sign messages with
their keys, and no mechanism can change this. The signal claims the economic relevance of participants, not the preferences
of all holders. But partial signal is better than no signal. The goal is not governance - coin holders do not vote on specific
proposals. The goal is directional visibility. When funders and ETF issuers can see that holders of significant economic value
want quantum resistance prioritized, the information changes the institutional environment. Signal without force. Preference

without mandate.

Phase 3: Realign. As information becomes common knowledge, incentives shift without anyone issuing an order. Funders
visibly funding ossification in the face of visible existential threats lose legitimacy. The institutional environment shifts as
funder calculations shift - and the maintainers who operate within that environment adjust to its new contours. ETF issuers
visibly dependent on a protocol visibly failing to address quantum risk face fiduciary questions. The information does the

work. Each player adjusts through the channels appropriate to their position. The adjustments compound.



Phase 4: Converge. The new equilibrium stabilizes. Reform becomes the default because every player can see that every
other player supports it. No player benefits from defecting. Bitcoin Core becomes a live player again - not because anyone
forced it, but because the information environment made adaptation every player’s rational choice. This is the Stakeholder

Equilibrium.

The Reveals

Seven information reveals, ranked by constituency-shifting power. Each is a tool, a dashboard, or a publication that converts

dispersed information into common knowledge.

1. “Is your Bitcoin quantum-safe?” - Address checker. A public tool where any holder enters a Bitcoin address and receives a
clear assessment: your address type, whether your public key is exposed on-chain, your vulnerability classification, and what
migration would look like. This makes an abstract cryptographic threat personal for millions of individuals. It converts
“quantum computing might affect Bitcoin someday” into “your 2.4 BTC at address bc1q... is in a vulnerable format.” The
Quranium survey already found strong demand for quantum-resistant wallets and low perceived vendor communication. The
tool fills the communication gap the market has identified. It shifts retail holders, self-custody holders, and institutional

compliance officers simultaneously.

2. Developer funding transparency dashboard. Who pays Bitcoin Core developers, how much, under what terms, and what
the paying organizations' financial incentives are. The evidence shows no canonical, audited, complete map of Core
developer compensation exists. Journalistic estimates put total funding around $8.4 million in 2023, but granularity - “who
paid whom, how much, for which months” - remains uneven and partly private. The dashboard makes the selection effects
visible. When coin holders can see that development funding flows primarily from organizations with structural ossification
incentives, the capture-by-selection-effect described in Section 3.6 becomes contestable. It shifts coin holders, downstream

builders, and funders themselves - because transparent competition for funding legitimacy rewards adaptive contribution.

3. Maintainer concentration visualization. The decline from 8 active mergers in 2021 to 5 in 2026. One person handling 65%
of all merges. Three significant departures without equivalent replacements. No succession criteria. Community tools like
dergoegge’s GitHub metadata stats and collab.dev metrics exist but are not aggregated into a single, continuously updated,
publicly legible format. The visualization makes bus-factor-one risk undeniable. It shifts funders who must answer whether
they are funding a sustainable institution, ETF compliance officers who must assess operational risk, and maintainers

themselves who must confront the fragility they inhabit.

4. Soft fork drought clock. A live counter: days since the last consensus upgrade, displayed alongside historical soft fork
frequency and Ethereum’s consensus-change cadence. As of this writing, the counter reads approximately 1,600 days. Before
2017, Bitcoin shipped consensus changes roughly twice a year. Ethereum ships consensus changes on a regular schedule
with published roadmaps. The clock does not argue. It counts. The count is the argument. It shifts contributors who
internalized ossification as normal, funders who assumed the BIP process functions, and regulators who assumed the

protocol can adapt.



5. Security budget trajectory projector. Miner revenue through future halvings at various BTC price assumptions. The tool
takes a price input and outputs the block subsidy in dollar terms, the implied daily security budget, and the hash price
trajectory. At current prices, the 2028 halving produces a subsidy of approximately $150,000 per block. At what price does
mining remain viable for the median operator? The projector answers this for every halving through 2040. It makes the
security budget problem a spreadsheet exercise rather than a theoretical debate. It shifts miners, institutional investors, and

the community members who currently dismiss the concern as FUD.

6. ETF quantum risk disclosure gap. A systematic audit: which ETF prospectuses disclose quantum risk to the underlying
Bitcoin protocol? BlackRock does. Do the other ten? If not, the gap is both a news story and a regulatory lever. An ETF issuer
that does not disclose a risk its largest competitor has already identified faces questions from the SEC, from shareholders,
and from its own legal counsel. The audit shifts ETF issuers toward disclosure, and disclosure creates institutional pressure

for the risk to be addressed. It connects the ETF complex’s fiduciary obligations directly to Bitcoin Core’s institutional capacity.

7. Reform scorecard. Institutional health metrics auto-updated from public data: active maintainer count, merger
concentration index, BIP submission-to-resolution time, contributor retention rate, first-time contributor pipeline, post-
quantum code status, days since last consensus change. The scorecard is the permanent instrument. It does not campaign. It
measures. The selection of these metrics is itself a perspective - a choice about what to measure and what to omit - and the
scorecard publishes its methodology alongside its measurements so the framing can be contested on its own terms. The
open data repository described below ensures that anyone can audit the methodology, challenge the selections, or build a
competing scorecard with different priorities. The scorecard shifts every player class by making institutional health a public,

continuous metric rather than an insider’s qualitative impression.

Each reveal connects to the convergence. The address checker activates retail holders. The funding dashboard activates
scrutiny of capture. The concentration visualization activates succession urgency. The drought clock activates awareness of
ossification. The budget projector activates miner and investor concern. The ETF audit activates fiduciary pressure. The
scorecard integrates them all into a permanent monitoring instrument. Together, they close the information gaps mapped in

Section 8.1 for every player class mapped in Section 4.

What the Stakeholder Equilibrium Looks Like When Achieved

In the converged state, Bitcoin Core ships consensus changes on threat-appropriate timelines. Post-quantum cryptography is
deployed before the quantum window closes. The security budget has a protocol-level response path. Merger concentration
is reduced through a functioning succession pipeline. The BIP process produces outcomes - accepts, rejects, or defers with
stated reasons - rather than procedural limbo. Coin holders can see institutional health metrics and signal priorities. Funders
compete on demonstrated contribution to Bitcoin’s adaptive capacity. The prestige system rewards the full range of

institutional functions.

The equilibrium is self-reinforcing. Threats are monitored; the monitoring motivates response; the response validates the
monitoring. Coin holders signal; maintainers respond; the response validates signaling. Prestige accrues to adaptive

contribution; adaptive contributors enter the pipeline; the pipeline produces maintainers capable of processing protocol



changes. Every feedback loop points toward continued adaptation. No player benefits from reverting to ossification because

every other player can see the threats and will act accordingly.

Timeline Constraints

Three external clocks constrain the reform architecture.

The quantum clock gives approximately 5-15 years before a cryptographically relevant quantum computer can break ECDSA.
Expert timelines are trending shorter with each survey. The gap between Bitcoin Core's current state - two draft BIPs, no
merged code - and deployed quantum-resistant cryptography is measured in years of engineering, consensus building, and

network-wide deployment. Bitcoin Core’s last consensus change took four years from proposal to activation.

The security budget clock halves miner revenue approximately every four years. The 2028 halving reduces the block subsidy
to 1.5625 BTC while fee revenue remains at 1-2% of total miner income. Each halving without a protocol-level response

makes the security model more fragile and the eventual reckoning more severe.

The governance legitimacy clock ticks as CUSF develops toward operational capability and Bitcoin Knots extends its 22% node
adoption. If an alternative mechanism activates a consensus change without Bitcoin Core's approval - even once - the focal

point weakens permanently.

Phase 1 is underway. Phase 2 must begin within months. Phase 3 must be substantially complete within two years. Phase 4 -
the Stakeholder Equilibrium - must be achieved before the first clock forces a crisis the unreformed institution cannot

navigate.

3. Threat-to-Reform Map

The Brief identified seven structural threats to Bitcoin Core. Each has a specific relationship to the reform architecture: the
threat as diagnosed, why the current institution cannot address it, which reform actions address it, which information reveals

activate the required players, and how the convergence mechanism operates. This section maps each threat systematically.

Seven reform actions are referenced throughout: Threat Dashboard (continuous monitoring of external threats),
Institutional Metrics (public tracking of internal health), Coin Holder Signal (mechanisms for holder preference expression),
BIP Process Reform (restoration of consensus-change social technology), Prestige Realignment (changing what the
institution rewards), Succession Pipeline (systematic development of new maintainers), and Knowledge Archive (systematic

documentation of protocol design rationale).

3.1 Quantum Computing

(a) The threat. Google's March 2026 paper reduced the physical qubit requirement for breaking Bitcoin's ECDSA signatures
from approximately 9 million to fewer than 500,000 - a 20x reduction in under a year. Expert surveys place the probability of a

cryptographically relevant quantum computer within ten years at 28-49%. Approximately 6.7 million BTC sit in quantum-



vulnerable addresses whose public keys are already on-chain, including Satoshi’s approximately 1.1 million BTC in P2PK
addresses that can never be migrated. Post-quantum signatures are 34-426x larger than ECDSA, creating an unsolved

throughput problem.

(b) Why the current institution cannot address it. Quantum resistance requires a consensus-layer soft fork. Bitcoin Core has
not shipped a consensus change since 2021. Two draft BIPs exist; no post-quantum code has been merged. The BIP process
produces proposals without activation. Ethereum has a dedicated PQ research team, multi-team devnets, and a published
roadmap. Bitcoin has mailing list discussions. The gap between draft BIPs and deployed quantum-resistant cryptography is

measured in years of engineering that have not begun.

(c) Reform actions. Threat Dashboard publishes continuously updated quantum timeline data - qubit counts, algorithmic
breakthroughs, expert probability assessments - making the shrinking window visible to every participant. Coin Holder Signal
lets holders express urgency about quantum migration priorities. BIP Process Reform restores the consensus-change
capacity needed to evaluate and activate BIP-360/361 or successors. Knowledge Archive captures the protocol design

understanding needed to evaluate second-order effects of cryptographic migration.

(d) Information reveals. When coin holders can see in real time that their ECDSA-secured holdings face a quantifiable and
shortening threat timeline - and when they can see that Bitcoin Core has no merged code and no coordinated
implementation effort - the information creates urgency. When ETF issuers see the same data, fiduciary obligations activate.

When miners see that quantum theft of P2PK coins could destabilize the network, security interests activate.

(e) Convergence mechanism. Every player who holds Bitcoin in ECDSA-secured addresses shares the same interest in
quantum resistance. The convergence is the moment when the visible quantum timeline makes the cost of continued
inaction exceed the cost of supporting a consensus change for every relevant player simultaneously. Because the threat is

existential and the information is the same for all players, the convergence point is sharp.

3.2 Security Budget Erosion

(a) The threat. Block subsidies halve every four years on a mathematically certain schedule. Transaction fees comprise 1-2%
of miner revenue. After the April 2024 halving, 15-20% of the global mining fleet operates below breakeven. Major miners
are pivoting capital to Al and HPC. The 2028 halving reduces the subsidy to 1.5625 BTC. Fee revenue is not replacing subsidy
revenue. Layer 2 solutions reduce on-chain fee generation by design. The security budget - the economic incentive for honest

mining - is on a declining trajectory with no protocol-level response.

(b) Why the current institution cannot address it. Every proposed solution requires a consensus change. Tail issuance faces
near-absolute cultural resistance. Fee market mechanisms require protocol modifications. The community treats the fixed
supply as sacrosanct and dismisses the security budget concern as FUD. The institution cannot implement protocol-level
responses because it cannot perform consensus changes, and the culture’s immune system attacks the premise before

engineering begins.



(c) Reform actions. Threat Dashboard tracks security budget metrics in real time: fee revenue as percentage of miner
revenue, hash price trajectory, miner profitability distribution, projected security cost at future halving levels. Coin Holder
Signal gives holders a mechanism to express whether they prioritize long-term security budget sustainability. BIP Process

Reform enables institutional engagement with fee market proposals that currently languish without response.

(d) Information reveals. When every coin holder can see a continuously updated projection showing the declining cost of a
51% attack at each future halving - and when miners can see the same projection alongside their own declining profitability -
the FUD dismissal becomes unsustainable. The security budget problem is currently ignorable because the information is

dispersed. Aggregating it into a public dashboard makes it common knowledge that cannot be unseen.

(e) Convergence mechanism. Miners, coin holders, and ETF issuers share the interest in network security. The convergence
occurs when the visible security budget trajectory makes inaction more threatening than the cultural discomfort of
discussing protocol-level responses. The 2028 halving creates a natural focal point. The Threat Dashboard ensures every

player arrives at that focal point with the same information.

3.3 Protocol Ossification (Dead Player)

(a) The threat. Bitcoin Core has not shipped a consensus-layer change since Taproot in November 2021. Soft fork throughput
declined from approximately two per year before 2017 to zero per year since 2021. The BIP process generates proposals and
discussion but not outcomes. Each year without a consensus change makes the next one harder: institutional muscle
atrophies, culture drifts toward ossification as a virtue, and newcomers learn that proposing changes is career-destructive.
The ossification is not a policy decision. It is an emergent property of a system that lost the social technology to make policy

decisions.

(b) Why the current institution cannot address it. The institution cannot fix its own ossification because the fix requires the
consensus-change capacity the ossification has destroyed. The ceremonies persist - write a BIP, submit a PR, collect ACKs -
but they no longer produce the output they were designed to produce. The tradition is dead in Burja's sense: practitioners
follow rules without being able to execute their purpose. The block size wars destroyed the social technology for processing

controversial proposals, and nothing has replaced it.

(c) Reform actions. Institutional Metrics makes ossification visible by tracking and publishing BIP throughput, proposal-to-
resolution timelines, and consensus-change velocity. Prestige Realignment changes what the institution rewards, creating
incentives for adaptive contribution alongside maintenance. BIP Process Reform restores the social technology directly:

defined evaluation timelines, explicit criteria for engagement, mandatory institutional response to proposals.

(d) Information reveals. When every participant can see a public metric showing zero consensus changes in five years
alongside a list of pending threats that require consensus changes, the gap between institutional capacity and environmental
demand becomes undeniable. When contributors can see that prestige accrues to adaptive work alongside maintenance, the

talent pipeline redirects.



(e) Convergence mechanism. Ossification serves the short-term interests of stability-oriented players but the long-term
interests of no one. The convergence occurs when the visible accumulation of unaddressed threats makes ossification’s long-
term costs exceed its short-term benefits for a critical mass of players. The transparency infrastructure accelerates this by

making the accumulation visible in real time rather than allowing it to build silently until crisis.

3.4 Maintainer Concentration and Succession Crisis

(a) The threat. One person - fanquake (Michael Ford) - handles 65% of all merges into Bitcoin Core. Active mergers declined
from 8.in 2021 to 5 in 2026. Three significant mergers departed (laanwj, MarcoFalke, glozow) without equivalent
replacements. No documented succession criteria or process exists. If fanquake departed tomorrow, merge throughput

would drop approximately 65% immediately, exposing the project’s fragility to the entire ecosystem.

(b) Why the current institution cannot address it. The institution has no mechanism for producing the role it most depends
on. Power succession from Satoshi through Andresen through laanwj occurred through informal relationships, not
institutional design. Each generation has been narrower than the last. The prestige system rewards careful review, not the

distinct commitment of merge responsibility. The path from reviewer to maintainer is unmarked and unrewarded.

(c) Reform actions. Institutional Metrics tracks merger concentration, departure rates, and pipeline health publicly.
Succession Pipeline creates documented criteria for merger authority, mentorship structures, and tracked progression from

contributor to reviewer to maintainer. Prestige Realignment creates recognition for the path toward merge responsibility.

(d) Information reveals. When every stakeholder can see a public metric showing that one person handles 65% of merges
with no succession plan, the concentration becomes a visible institutional risk rather than an internal staffing detail. Funders

who see the metric face questions about whether they are funding a sustainable institution or a bus-factor-one project.

(e) Convergence mechanism. Every player benefits from institutional resilience. No player benefits from a single point of
failure in the reference implementation of a trillion-dollar network. The convergence occurs when the visible concentration

metric makes funding a succession pipeline more attractive than any competing priority. The metric does the persuasion.

3.5 Governance Bypass / Focal Point Erosion

(a) The threat. Paul Sztorc, a credentialed decade-long insider endorsed by Adam Back, has concluded Bitcoin Core is
permanently unable to process innovation. He is building CUSF - a governance bypass designed to activate consensus
changes without Bitcoin Core’s approval - and raising $16 million to launch eCash, a competing fork, in July 2026. Bitcoin
Knots at 22% node adoption shows alternative clients can gain meaningful traction. BIP-300 was submitted in 2017 and

closed without resolution in 2024 - eight years of procedural limbo.

(b) Why the current institution cannot address it. The governance bypass exists because the institution cannot process
proposals. The institution’s response to the bypass threat is the same behavior that created it: ignore controversial ideas.
Each year the BIP process fails to produce outcomes, the bypass gains legitimacy. The institution treats the symptom as a

threat while the disease continues untreated.



(c) Reform actions. BIP Process Reform addresses the root cause by restoring the social technology the bypass was designed
to circumvent. Institutional Metrics tracks focal point health - node adoption distribution, alternative implementation activity,
bypass development progress. Coin Holder Signal provides a legitimate channel for preference expression that competes

with the bypass as a mechanism for voice.

(d) Information reveals. When every participant can see Bitcoin Knots at 22% and rising, CUSF development advancing, and
BIP-300 still unresolved after eight years, the bypass is not a hypothetical threat but a measurable trajectory. When

maintainers see coin holder sentiment favoring process reform, the cost of continued procedural limbo increases.

(e) Convergence mechanism. Maintainers, funders, and coin holders share the interest in Bitcoin Core remaining the focal
point for protocol decisions. The convergence occurs when the visible erosion of focal point dominance makes BIP process
reform less costly than the alternative - a world where consensus changes happen outside Bitcoin Core’s authority. The

bypass is not the enemy. It is the signal that the current equilibrium is unstable.

3.6 Institutional Capture via Financialization

(a) The threat. Eleven spot Bitcoin ETFs hold approximately 6% of total supply. Coinbase custodies 80% of ETF assets.
Institutional entities collectively hold roughly 30% of circulating supply. ETF shares are rehypothecated as Tier-1 collateral
with estimated reuse ratios of 5-20x. Michael Saylor, holding 766,970 BTC through Strategy, explicitly advocates protocol
ossification and calls protocol changes “inflation in the protocol.” BlackRock has increased its Strategy stake, creating a self-
reinforcing capital cycle. Active addresses have declined 31% since August 2025 as activity migrates off-chain to institutional

custody.

(b) Why the current institution cannot address it. The capture operates through selection effects, not commands. Funders
who benefit from stability fund developers who internalize stability as a value. The prestige system rewards conservative
stewardship. The culture drifts toward ossification without explicit instruction. No one orders the institution to ossify; the
structural incentives converge on that output. The institution cannot address capture by selection effects because those
effects operate on the institution’s own culture, funding, and prestige allocation - the very mechanisms through which reform

would have to occur.

(c) Reform actions. Threat Dashboard makes the costs of ossification visible alongside the benefits of stability, preventing
the capture narrative from operating unchallenged. Institutional Metrics tracks funding source concentration and funder
incentive alignment. Coin Holder Signal counterbalances institutional voice with direct holder voice - millions of individual
holders against a handful of institutional funders. Prestige Realignment breaks the monopoly that conservative stewardship

holds on institutional recognition.

(d) Information reveals. When coin holders can see that development funding comes primarily from entities with
ossification incentives - and when they can see the threats that ossification leaves unaddressed - the selection effect becomes

visible and contestable. The capture works because it is invisible. Transparency is the structural countermeasure.



(e) Convergence mechanism. ETF issuers and institutional holders have a genuine long-term interest in Bitcoin viability that
conflicts with their short-term stability preference. The convergence occurs when visible threat accumulation makes long-
term viability concerns dominate short-term comfort. An ETF issuer facing visible quantum risk to $56 billion in AUM has a

fiduciary reason to support protocol adaptation, regardless of cultural preference for ossification.

3.7 Intellectual Dark Matter Loss

(a) The threat. Critical knowledge about why specific consensus rules exist, what trade-offs were considered in historical
design decisions, and how the protocol’s security model works is concentrated in a shrinking number of individuals. Laanwj
departed in 2022. MarcoFalke withdrew from merge activity in 2023. Glozow left and removed herself from trusted keys.
Pieter Wuille continues contributing, but his protocol-level knowledge exists in his mind, not in accessible documentation.

Each departure reduces the institution’s capacity to evaluate the second-order effects of any proposed change.

(b) Why the current institution cannot address it. The review culture transfers implementation knowledge but not design
rationale knowledge. No systematic documentation effort for protocol-level decision history is visible. The knowledge loss
manifests as increased caution rather than acknowledged ignorance - caution born of knowledge loss is indistinguishable
from caution born of wisdom, but it produces blanket resistance rather than selective judgment. The institution cannot fix

what it cannot see.

(c) Reform actions. Knowledge Archive systematically captures protocol design rationale, consensus rule trade-offs, and
security model assumptions from the remaining institutional memory before it departs. Institutional Metrics tracks
knowledge concentration - how many people understand specific subsystems, how many departure-vulnerable knowledge
domains exist. Succession Pipeline ensures new contributors receive design rationale context alongside implementation

skills.

(d) Information reveals. When every stakeholder can see a map of knowledge domains with the number of people who hold
that knowledge - and when several critical domains show a count of one or zero - the intellectual dark matter loss becomes a
quantifiable risk rather than a vague concern. Funders who see the map face the question of whether they are funding an

institution whose evaluative capacity is degrading with each departure.

(e) Convergence mechanism. Every player who depends on Bitcoin Core’s capacity to evaluate protocol changes shares the
interest in knowledge preservation. The convergence occurs when visible knowledge concentration metrics make funding
documentation and mentorship more rational than accepting the risk of continued erosion. A critical domain with one

knowledgeable person is a risk no rational stakeholder can ignore once it is visible.

Coverage Matrix

The matrix maps seven threats against seven reform actions. An X indicates direct coverage.



BIP

Threat Dashboard Metrics Signal Prestige Succession Archive
Reform
3.1 Quantum X X X X
3.2 Security
X X X
Budget
3.3 Ossification X X X

3.4 Maintainer

X X X
Crisis
35
Governance X X X
Bypass
3.6

X X X X

Financialization
3.7 Dark

X X X
Matter

Every reform action addresses at least two threats. Every threat is addressed by at least two reform actions. No single point of
failure exists in the reform architecture. The redundancy is structural: it reflects the interconnected nature of the threats
themselves. Ossification compounds quantum risk. Knowledge loss compounds ossification. Financialization compounds
both. The reform actions are similarly interconnected: the Threat Dashboard feeds the Coin Holder Signal, which feeds BIP
Process Reform, which enables the protocol changes the Dashboard shows are needed. The architecture is a system, not a

list.

4. The Player Map

The reform architecture does not operate on abstractions. It operates on players - entities with interests, levers, exit options,
and blind spots. This section maps each of the fourteen player classes that shape Bitcoin Core’s trajectory. For each I identify
their position on reform, the incentives that drive it, the actions they can take that matter, whether they can leave, what time
horizon governs their behavior, and what they do not currently know that would change their calculation. The map is the
targeting system for the Published Foresight. Information reveals work only if you know which information reaches which

player at which pressure point.



4.1 Core Maintainers (5 Mergers)

Five individuals hold merge authority over the Bitcoin Core repository. Fanquake handles 65% of all merges. Achow101
handles 24%. The remaining three - Hennadii Stepanov, Ryan Ofsky, and Sjors Provoost - split the rest. Active mergers
declined from 8 in 2021 to 5 in 2026. No documented succession criteria exist. These five people are the bottleneck through

which every line of code must pass to reach the reference implementation of a trillion-dollar network.

e Position: Anti-reform by revealed preference. Zero consensus changes shipped since 2021.

¢ Incentives: Prestige accrues to careful stewardship. Funding flows from stability-oriented organizations. Proposing
controversial changes is career risk with no upside in the current system.

e Power levers: Merge authority. They decide what enters the codebase. This is the most concentrated power in Bitcoin.

e Exit options: Any maintainer can leave at any time, as three already have. Each departure concentrates the bottleneck

further.
¢ Time horizon: Short to medium. The prestige and funding rewards are immediate. The threats are distant. The incentive
structure selects for the near term.

¢ Information gap: No visibility into coin holder priorities. No metric tracks the cost of inaction. The threats they are

failing to address are not measured against their performance.

4.2 Core Contributors (~139 Developers)

The broader contributor base - 139 unique authors in 2025, 51 active reviewers in any given three-week window. They write
the code, review the PRs, and produce the ACKs that justify merges. The review ecosystem is healthy: 3-4 ACKs per merge,

broadly distributed across dozens of individuals. But review capacity is not the constraint. Consensus-change capacity is.

e Position: Mixed. Individual contributors range from reform-sympathetic to ossification-committed. The culture selects

for caution.

¢ Incentives: Career advancement within the institution requires conformity to its norms. Proposing consensus changes

is career-destructive. Reviewing maintenance PRs is career-constructive.

o Power levers: Code review. ACK/NACK on PRs. Cultural norm enforcement through peer pressure.

¢ Exit options: Contributors can leave and many do. First-time contributors dropped from 103 (2021) to 54 (2023) before
recovering. The pipeline is fragile.

¢ Time horizon: Medium. Contributors who stay build institutional knowledge over years. But the prestige rewards are
annual.

¢ Information gap: Most contributors have no visibility into the ecosystem-wide consequences of ossification. They see

their subsystem, not the threat landscape.



4.3 Development Funders

Brink, Chaincode Labs, Spiral, OpenSats, HRF, Bitwise, and Coinbase collectively fund nearly all full-time Bitcoin Core
development. Brink funds seven Core developers. OpenSats distributes approximately $1 million per month. Bitwise funds
development through OpenSats as an ETF issuer. Coinbase funds development while serving as custodian for 80% of ETF
assets. The structural incentive alignment is not conspiracy - it is selection pressure. Organizations that benefit from protocol

stability fund developers who internalize stability as a value.

e Position: Conditional. Funders support development broadly but have not funded consensus-change work specifically.

¢ Incentives: Funder legitimacy depends on the perception of independence. But funder survival depends on ecosystem
stability. These pull in the same direction: toward ossification.

e Power levers: Grant allocation. Who gets paid determines what gets built. Selection effects are the mechanism of
capture.

e Exit options: Funders can redirect grants to other projects. Bitcoin Core has no alternative funding pipeline.

¢ Time horizon: Annual grant cycles. Short-term metrics dominate. Long-term threat response is unfunded.

¢ Information gap: No public metric tracks funder incentive alignment or the relationship between funding patterns and

institutional output. The capture is invisible because nobody measures it.

4.4 Mining Industry

Pools. Two pools - Foundry USA (30-34%) and AntPool (17-21%) - control 51% of hashrate. Five pools control 75-80%.
Foundry's March 2026 reorg incident - seven consecutive blocks, two-block reorganization - demonstrated the practical
consequences of concentration. Pools control transaction selection for their miners, a power Stratum V2 and DATUM are

designed to redistribute.

Hardware manufacturers. Bitmain (55-65%), MicroBT (15-30%), and Canaan (2-10%) collectively control over 90% of ASIC
production. All three depend on TSMC for chip fabrication. A single Taiwanese foundry is a structural dependency the

protocol cannot route around.

Individual miners. Average cost to produce one BTC: $68,000-$80,000. Hash price collapsed from $55/PH/s to $29/PH/s.
Hardware payback exceeds 1,000 days. The next halving is 850 days away. Major miners are pivoting capital to Al workloads

with superior economics.

e Position: Conditional. Miners are economic actors, not ideological ones. They will support reforms that credibly increase
fee revenue.

¢ Incentives: Survival. The security budget is their revenue. Every halving without fee growth is an existential event. The
Al pivot shows capital already leaving.

o Power levers: Hashrate signaling for soft fork activation. Transaction selection. The ability to orphan blocks,

demonstrated in the March 2026 incident.



¢ Exit options: Miners can and are exiting - to Al/HPC workloads. Riot halted 600 MW of mining expansion. Marathon is

selling Bitcoin to fund AL Core Scientific plans to monetize “substantially all” Bitcoin holdings.
e Time horizon: The 2028 halving. Everything in mining runs on this clock.

¢ Information gap: No pool has published a position on quantum preparedness. No pool has a public security budget

policy. The existential threat to their revenue model is undiscussed in their governance communications.

4.5 Exchanges

Coinbase, Binance, Kraken, and Bitfinex process the majority of Bitcoin trading volume. Coinbase occupies a unique position:
exchange, primary ETF custodian (80% of ETF assets), and development funder simultaneously. During the 2017 scaling wars,
exchanges were decisive - their decisions on which chain received the BTC ticker determined the economic majority chain.

That power has not diminished.

¢ Position: Indifferent publicly. Exchanges avoid consensus politics. Their actions speak through fork support policies and
listing decisions.

¢ Incentives: Minimize custody, reconciliation, and brand risk around forks. Maximize trading volume on the dominant
chain. Avoid blame for “wrong Bitcoin.”

o Power levers: Ticker assignment during forks. Listing policy. Custody integration defaults. Retail UX choices that

determine which software millions of users interact with.
o Exit options: Exchanges are multi-chain. Bitcoin is their largest asset but not their only one.
¢ Time horizon: Quarterly earnings. Exchange incentives are structurally short-term.

¢ Information gap: No exchange has published an assessment of how quantum risk or security budget erosion affects

their custody obligations. The threats are invisible in their risk frameworks.

4.6 The ETF Complex

Eleven spot Bitcoin ETFs hold approximately 6% of total supply - 1.2-1.3 million BTC, $87-123 billion in AUM. BlackRock's IBIT
dominates with $51-56 billion. Coinbase custodies 80% of ETF assets. ETF shares are rehypothecated as Tier-1 collateral with
estimated reuse ratios of 5-20x, creating paper claims that vastly exceed the underlying Bitcoin. The ETF complex includes

issuers, custodians, and authorized participants - Jane Street is named by all eleven issuers.

¢ Position: Anti-reform by structural incentive. Stability is the product. Protocol changes are prospectus risk factors.

¢ Incentives: Fee revenue on AUM. Regulatory clarity. NAV predictability. Any consensus change introduces operational
complexity and legal exposure.

o Power levers: Capital formation. Custody partner selection. SEC filings. BlackRock adding quantum risk language to
IBIT's prospectus is the most structurally significant finding in the evidence - it creates disclosure pressure that builds
over time.

o Exit options: ETF issuers can delist products. The capital would flow elsewhere. Bitcoin would lose its deepest

institutional demand channel.



e Time horizon: Quarterly reporting. But fiduciary duty extends indefinitely - and that is the lever.

o Information gap: BlackRock has acknowledged quantum risk in filings. Having written it, their lawyers need the risk
addressed or the disclosure becomes a liability. They do not yet know that Bitcoin Core has no merged post-quantum
code.

4.7 Strategy and Michael Saylor

Michael Saylor holds 766,970 BTC through Strategy - 3.9% of total supply, 76% of all corporate Bitcoin treasuries. He is the
most vocal advocate for protocol ossification, calling protocol changes “inflation” and those who propose them “ambitious
opportunists.” He described SegWit as inflationary because it expanded block capacity. He claims Bitcoin has “outgrown the
halving cycle.” He announced a “Bitcoin security program” for quantum threats while simultaneously labeling protective

upgrades as threats.

e Position: Anti-reform. The most articulate and well-funded opponent of consensus changes.

¢ Incentives: Strategy’s business model depends on BTC price appreciation. Protocol stability supports the narrative. His
convertible debt structure ($8.2 billion) requires confidence in Bitcoin’s trajectory.

e Power levers: Narrative influence. Capital allocation. Shareholder base that amplifies his positions. The BlackRock-
Strategy feedback loop - BlackRock holds Strategy stock while IBIT holds BTC - is self-reinforcing.

e Exit options: None. Strategy’s balance sheet is Bitcoin. Departure would be liquidation. This makes Saylor the most
locked-in player in the ecosystem.

¢ Time horizon: Long. But the ossification thesis has a time-inconsistency problem: he allows “protective” changes while
calling change itself a threat. Quantum migration is exactly protective.

e Information gap: No public position on the security budget. No engagement with BIP-360 or BIP-361. The gap between
“protective changes are fine” and “anyone proposing changes is a threat” is exploitable once the quantum timeline

becomes undeniable. Section 7 addresses Saylor directly.

4.8 Institutional Capital

Beyond Strategy, 227 other public companies collectively hold approximately 4% of all Bitcoin. Hedge funds, pensions, and
sovereign wealth vehicles access Bitcoin through ETFs and direct holdings. Professional investors account for 22-24% of total
US Bitcoin ETF AUM. Broader corporate demand dropped 99% from 2025 highs in early 2026 - Strategy’s buying was the

outlier, not the norm.

¢ Position: Indifferent to unknown. Institutional capital follows returns, not governance.

¢ Incentives: Portfolio performance. Bitcoin is an allocation, not a mission. Protocol risk is managed through position

sizing, not protocol participation.

o Power levers: Capital flows. Institutional selling pressure can move markets. But institutions have no mechanism to

influence protocol development.

e Exit options: Complete. Institutional capital is portable. Bitcoin is one allocation among many.



¢ Time horizon: Quarterly to annual. Investment committee cycles.

o Information gap: Near-total. Institutional investors do not know Bitcoin Core’s maintainer count, merger concentration,

BIP throughput, or the timeline gap between threats and institutional response capacity.

4.9 Government Holders

The US Strategic Bitcoin Reserve holds approximately 198,000-328,000 BTC from seized assets under Executive Order 14233.
The order prohibits sales but no purchases have occurred. No federal agency is formally designated to manage the reserve.
Asset management relies on spreadsheets; auditors found discrepancies. El Salvador holds Bitcoin as legal tender. Three

Congressional bills to codify the US reserve remain unvoted.

e Position: Unknown. Governments hold Bitcoin without engaging in governance.
¢ Incentives: The US reserve exists as a political signal, not an investment thesis. No government entity has a fiduciary

framework for Bitcoin protocol risk.

e Power levers: Regulation. Executive orders. Reserve policy. NIST cryptographic standards that could force quantum

migration timelines.
¢ Exit options: Governments can sell, but the US order prohibits it. Political cost of reversal is high.
¢ Time horizon: Electoral cycles. Bitcoin policy is a political instrument, not a technology strategy.

¢ Information gap: Governments do not know they hold an asset whose cryptographic security has no protocol-level
upgrade path. When NIST's post-quantum standards intersect with Bitcoin's ECDSA dependency, the information gap

closes abruptly.

4.10 Retail Self-Custody Holders

Millions of individuals hold Bitcoin in self-custody wallets, running their own nodes and validating the chain. They are the
philosophical core of Bitcoin's design - peer-to-peer electronic cash without trusted third parties. Active addresses have
declined 31% since August 2025. A Quranium survey found large demand for quantum-resistant wallets and low perceived

vendor communication.

e Position: Pro-reform in principle, voiceless in practice. No mechanism exists for self-custody holders to signal priorities.
¢ Incentives: Asset security. Self-custody holders bear quantum risk directly - their keys, their coins, their loss.

e Power levers: Node software selection (Core vs Knots vs alternatives). The binary signal of running or not running the

software. No granularity between full endorsement and full exit.

¢ Exit options: Can sell, but most are ideologically committed. The holders most exposed to quantum risk are least likely

to leave.
¢ Time horizon: Long. Self-custody holders are the long-duration constituency.

¢ Information gap: Most do not know how many maintainers exist, that no consensus change has shipped in five years,

or whether their specific address type is quantum-vulnerable. The information gap is the largest of any player class.



4.11 Stablecoin Issuers

Tether holds approximately 87,200 BTC and $98.5 billion in US Treasury bills. Circle (USDC) holds smaller positions. Tether
announced deployment of hashrate on OCEAN pool. Academic research shows Bitcoin responds to USDT minting events over
short windows. Stablecoin issuers are the liquidity infrastructure of the broader crypto ecosystem, and their operations

depend on Bitcoin's market functioning.

¢ Position: Indifferent. Stablecoin issuers are protocol-agnostic as long as Bitcoin works.

¢ Incentives: Market confidence in Bitcoin supports stablecoin demand. A quantum breach or security failure would

cascade through all crypto markets.

e Power levers: Liquidity. Minting and redemption dynamics that measurably influence Bitcoin price. Tether’s Treasury

holdings give it influence in traditional finance as well.
e Exit options: Stablecoin issuers operate across chains. Bitcoin is important but not exclusive.
¢ Time horizon: Medium. Regulatory timelines (MiCA, CLARITY Act) shape their planning more than halving cycles.

e Information gap: No stablecoin issuer has published a Bitcoin protocol risk assessment. Their exposure to Bitcoin’s

structural vulnerabilities is unquantified in their own disclosures.

4.12 Downstream Builders

Hardware wallet manufacturers (Trezor, Ledger, Coldcard), Lightning developers (Lightning Labs), sidechain operators
(Blockstream's Liquid, Stacks), and restaking protocols (Babylon) all depend on Bitcoin’s base layer. Hardware wallets face a
post-quantum upgrade problem - secure elements may not support PQ signature sizes, requiring new hardware. Lightning

needs base-layer covenant changes (eltoo, OP_CTV) for scalability. L2s need a living protocol.

e Position: Pro-reform. Downstream builders are the natural constituency for a protocol that evolves.

¢ Incentives: Their products require base-layer features the current institution cannot deliver. Covenants, PQ signatures,

and scripting expressiveness are blocked by the consensus-change drought.

e Power levers: Firmware signing and UX defaults for hardware wallets. Lightning channel capacity. L2 transaction

volume that affects base-layer fee revenue.

¢ Exit options: Limited. These businesses are Bitcoin-specific. They cannot easily port to competing chains.

¢ Time horizon: Long. Hardware development cycles are multi-year. L2 architectures depend on base-layer commitments
that take years to materialize.

¢ Information gap: Downstream builders know the problem. What they lack is a coordination mechanism to translate

their collective need into institutional pressure on Bitcoin Core.



4.13 Alternative Client Developers

Luke Dashijr’s Bitcoin Knots runs on 22% of reachable nodes. Paul Sztorc’s CUSF is raising $16 million to launch eCash in July
2026. BIP-300 spent eight years in procedural limbo before being closed without resolution. These projects exist because

Bitcoin Core cannot process innovation. They are not threats to Bitcoin - they are symptoms of institutional failure.

e Position: Pro-reform by definition. Their existence is a reform argument.

¢ Incentives: Legitimacy flows to alternative clients when the reference implementation fails to adapt. Each year of

ossification is a marketing event for bypass mechanisms.

e Power levers: Governance bypass. If CUSF or Knots activates a consensus change without Core's approval - even once -

the focal point weakens permanently.
¢ Exit options: None needed. Alternative clients gain from Core’s failure. Their exit option is dominance.
¢ Time horizon: Medium. Sztorc’s July 2026 eCash launch is the nearest deadline.

¢ Information gap: Alternative developers know the institutional failure intimately. Their gap is in reach - they have

technical arguments but limited access to the economic majority that ratifies consensus changes.

4.14 Regulators

The SEC approved spot Bitcoin ETFs, then charged market makers for wash trading. The CFTC claims commaodity jurisdiction.
NIST is finalizing post-quantum cryptographic standards. The OCC granted Coinbase conditional federal charter approval.
Regulators do not participate in Bitcoin governance, but their actions shape the environment in which every other player

operates.

¢ Position: External. Regulators act on Bitcoin without participating in its governance.

¢ Incentives: Jurisdictional authority. Consumer protection mandates. Financial stability concerns. NIST's post-quantum

standardization operates on its own timeline, independent of Bitcoin’s readiness.

e Power levers: Enforcement actions. Registration requirements. Cryptographic standards that could effectively mandate

protocol changes by making ECDSA non-compliant.
e Exit options: Not applicable. Regulators do not exit; they expand or contract scope.
¢ Time horizon: Legislative and rulemaking cycles - multi-year, but with the capacity for abrupt enforcement action.

¢ Information gap: Regulators do not understand Bitcoin Core’s internal governance structure. When NIST post-quantum

standards arrive and Bitcoin cannot comply, the regulatory response will be shaped by that ignorance.

Synthesis

The player map reveals four natural groupings.

Natural reform allies: Downstream builders (4.12), alternative client developers (4.13), retail self-custody holders (4.10), and
individual miners facing the security budget cliff (4.4). These players need a living protocol. Their interests are structural and

long-term. They lack coordination and voice.



Natural opponents: Strategy/Saylor (4.7), the ETF complex (4.6), and the development funders whose incentives align with
stability (4.3). Their opposition is not ideological at root - it is structural. Stability protects their current position. They will

resist reform until the visible cost of ossification exceeds the visible cost of change.

Swing votes: Core maintainers (4.1), exchanges (4.5), mining pools (4.4), and stablecoin issuers (4.11). These players have
the power to tip the equilibrium. Maintainers control the merge bottleneck. Exchanges control the ticker. Pools control
activation signaling. Their positions are not fixed - they respond to information and incentive shifts. The reform architecture

targets them specifically.

The voiceless majority: Institutional capital (4.8), government holders (4.9), and millions of retail holders without self-
custody or signaling capacity. They hold the most value at risk. They have the least influence. They do not know what they do
not know. The information gap for this group is near-total. Closing it is the first task of Phase 1 - because once the voiceless
majority can see the threats, and once the swing votes can see the voiceless majority seeing the threats, the equilibrium

shifts.

Every player on this map responds to information. None of them requires force. The Published Foresight does not need to
move all fourteen classes simultaneously. It needs to close the information gap for the voiceless majority, shift the calculation
for the swing votes, and make the natural opponents’ position visibly untenable. The natural allies are already there. They are

waiting for the rest of the map to catch up.

5. The Case Against Reform

T will not construct a reform architecture on unexamined ground. The ossification position has its strongest advocates, its
sharpest arguments, and its real evidence. Before I dismantle it, [ owe it the dignity of full articulation. What follows is the

best version of the case against everything I am proposing.

5.1 The Strongest Version of Ossification

“Every protocol change is an attack surface.”

The strongest form: each consensus change introduces code that interacts with every prior consensus rule. The interaction
space grows combinatorially. SegWit introduced witness discount logic that enabled Ordinals - an entirely unintended
second-order effect that consumed years of community energy. Taproot's script path spending opened vectors for data
embedding that the designers did not anticipate. Every historical soft fork, no matter how carefully designed, has produced
consequences its authors did not predict. A protocol securing a trillion dollars in value should minimize the surface area for
unpredicted consequences. The cost of a bad change is catastrophic and irreversible. The cost of no change is merely

uncomfortable. Risk asymmetry favors stasis.

“Bitcoin’s value IS its immutability.”



Gold does not upgrade. The dollar’s instability is its curse. Bitcoin's proposition to institutional capital - the reason BlackRock
filed for IBIT, the reason Strategy holds 766,970 BTC - is that the monetary policy is fixed, the supply is capped, and the rules
do not change at the discretion of a committee. Every consensus change, no matter how technically justified, signals that the
rules CAN change, which undermines the immutability thesis that supports the price. The market has already voted: Bitcoin's
price tracks adoption and scarcity narrative, not protocol innovation. Ethereum innovates constantly and has not displaced

Bitcoin. Innovation is not what Bitcoin’s market rewards.
“Block size wars proved protocol changes are political, not technical.”

The 2015-2017 scaling conflict demonstrated that consensus changes are not engineering decisions made on technical merit.
They are political contests where economic interests, ideological factions, and personal vendettas determine outcomes.
SegWit was technically superior to simple block size increases - the engineering was clear. It still took two years and nearly
split the network. The process was brutal, careers were destroyed, the community fractured into warring camps, and the
social technology for consensus change was itself a casualty. The lesson: even correct changes carry political costs that

threaten the network. A protocol that cannot change is a protocol that cannot be captured by political processes.
“Price appreciation solves the security budget.”

If BTC appreciates to $500,000, the 2028 block subsidy of 1.5625 BTC produces $781,250 per block - approximately $112
million per day. At $1 million per BTC, the daily security budget exceeds $225 million. Price appreciation has historically
outpaced halving-driven subsidy reduction. The security budget “problem” assumes BTC price stagnates while the subsidy
declines - an assumption that contradicts Bitcoin’s entire fourteen-year price trajectory. The market will solve what the

protocol does not need to.
“Quantum computing is decades away.”

Current quantum computers cannot break a single Bitcoin key. The gap between IBM's 1,000-qubit processors and the
approximately 500,000 physical qubits needed for ECDSA is enormous. Quantum error correction remains unsolved at scale.
Every year, experts push the timeline forward. Engineering a quantum computer capable of breaking cryptographic keys is
qualitatively different from the incremental qubit improvements we see in press releases. When the threat materializes - if it
materializes - Bitcoin will have years of warning and can respond then, with better information about which post-quantum

algorithms are actually secure. Premature migration risks locking in a suboptimal cryptographic choice.

These are the strongest versions. I have stated each one at the level of articulation its best advocates would recognize. Now I

will show where each one breaks.

5.2 Where the Argument Breaks

Every argument above contains a structural assumption that holds under specific conditions and fails under others. The
question is not whether the arguments are wrong in the abstract. The question is whether the conditions they require are

met.

Attack surface: the argument assumes the current surface is adequate.



The attack surface argument is valid when the existing protocol handles all threats the environment presents. It becomes
invalid when the environment presents threats the existing protocol cannot handle. Quantum computing is such a threat.
ECDSA is not a feature of Bitcoin's security model - it IS Bitcoin’s security model for signature verification. When quantum
computers can break ECDSA, the “attack surface” is not the new code that replaces it. The attack surface is the 6.7 million BTC
sitting in addresses whose public keys are already exposed. Refusing to change the protocol to avoid introducing new attack

surface does not reduce attack surface. It preserves the largest attack surface in the history of digital assets.
Immutability: the argument confuses monetary policy with protocol implementation.

Bitcoin’s monetary policy - 21 million coins, predictable issuance schedule, no discretionary supply changes - is the
immutability that the market values. Protocol implementation changes that preserve this monetary policy do not violate the
immutability thesis. SegWit changed the protocol. The supply cap did not change. Taproot changed the protocol. The supply
cap did not change. Post-quantum signature migration would change the protocol. The supply cap would not change.
Saylor's conflation of capacity changes with monetary inflation - his claim that SegWit “inflated” Bitcoin from one megabyte
to four megabytes - is a category error that equates block weight with monetary units. The market does not price block

weight. The market prices monetary scarcity. The conflation is rhetorically effective and analytically incoherent.
Political process: the argument assumes the only alternative is the 2017 process.

The block size wars were destructive because both sides proposed incompatible visions of Bitcoin's fundamental purpose -
medium of exchange versus store of value. Quantum migration presents no such conflict. Every player holding ECDSA-
secured Bitcoin shares the same interest in quantum resistance. The political dynamics of a change where all stakeholders
share the same interest are structurally different from a change where stakeholders hold opposing interests. The block size
wars are evidence that contentious changes are dangerous. They are not evidence that non-contentious changes are
impossible. They are evidence that Bitcoin Core needs better social technology for processing changes - which is precisely

what the reform proposes.
Price appreciation: the argument requires perpetual exponential growth.

The claim that price solves the security budget assumes BTC price doubles every four years to offset the halving. This
assumption requires Bitcoin to achieve a market capitalization exceeding global GDP within a few halving cycles. At some
point - and the point may arrive before the math becomes catastrophic - price appreciation slows while the subsidy continues
halving on schedule. The argument also ignores that price is volatile while the subsidy schedule is deterministic. A 50% price
crash during a halving cycle cuts the security budget by 75% simultaneously. The argument is not that price appreciation
cannot help. It is that depending exclusively on price appreciation is depending on a variable to compensate for a

mathematical certainty. No institutional investor would accept this risk framework for any other asset.
Quantum timeline: the argument requires accurate prediction of scientific breakthroughs.

The “decades away"” position assumes that quantum computing progress is linear and predictable. Google's March 2026
paper reduced the qubit requirement for breaking ECDSA from 9 million to fewer than 500,000 - a 20x improvement in under
a year. This is not linear progress. It is the kind of discontinuous advance that makes timeline predictions unreliable in

precisely the direction that matters. The argument also confuses “we have time” with “we have time AND the institutional



capacity to use it.” Bitcoin Core’s last consensus change took four years from proposal to activation. If the quantum timeline
compresses to five years, the institution needs to begin now to have any margin. “Decades away" is a prediction about
physics. “We can respond when it arrives” is a prediction about Bitcoin Core’s institutional capacity. The Brief demonstrated

that the second prediction is false.

The structural response is this: every ossification argument is correct IF the environment is static. The protocol is adequate IF
no new threats emerge. Immutability is sufficient IF the cryptographic foundations remain sound. Political risk is prohibitive
IF every change is as contentious as the block size wars. Price solves the budget IF appreciation is perpetual. Quantum is

ignorable IF the timeline is long and the institution is responsive.

The environment is not static. The conditions required for ossification to be viable are not met.

5.3 The Ossification Paradox

Ossification is conservative stewardship only if the protocol is already complete - if it already contains everything it needs to
survive the threats its environment will present. If the protocol is incomplete, ossification is not stewardship. It is

abandonment with better branding.

The protocol is incomplete. This is not a matter of opinion. It is a matter of cryptographic fact. Bitcoin's signature scheme,
ECDSA on secp256k1, is vulnerable to Shor's algorithm on a sufficiently capable quantum computer. The protocol contains no
fallback. No post-quantum signature scheme is implemented, merged, or activated. 6.7 million BTC sit in addresses whose
public keys are already on-chain, including approximately 1.1 million of Satoshi’s coins in P2PK addresses that can never be

migrated because no one holds the keys.

If the protocol were complete - if ECDSA were quantum-resistant, if the security budget had a protocol-level backstop, if the
BIP process produced decisions - then ossification would be a defensible position. The protocol would need only

maintenance, and the maintainers are excellent at maintenance.

But the protocol is not complete. And the institution that would complete it has lost the capacity to do so. This is the paradox:
the ossification advocates are defending the immutability of an unfinished system. They are locking the doors of a building
whose roof is not yet installed and calling it structural integrity. The rain is coming. The question is not whether to finish the
roof. The question is whether to finish it now, while the tools are available and the weather is clear, or to wait until the storm

has already begun and the tools are scattered.

I am not asking Bitcoin Core to become Ethereum. I am not proposing continuous innovation as a value. I am observing that
the protocol has specific, identified, existential vulnerabilities that require specific, identified, consensus-layer responses -
and the institution cannot produce those responses. Ossification in the face of known incompleteness is not conservatism. It

is negligence.



6. Game-Theoretic Analysis

The reform architecture operates on fourteen player classes. Each has its own payoff matrix, its own information set, its own

exit options. This section models the strategic dynamics that determine whether reform converges or stalls.

6.1 The Coordination Problem

Reform is a coordination game with first-mover dynamics that cut both ways.

The first-mover disadvantage is real. The first maintainer to publicly advocate for consensus-change capacity risks career
consequences in an institution that rewards stasis. The first funder to redirect grants toward adaptive work risks being seen
as captured by an agenda. The first ETF issuer to raise quantum risk publicly risks triggering the very price instability it seeks

to avoid. In the current equilibrium, moving first means absorbing costs that later movers avoid.

The first-mover advantage is also real, but delayed. The first player to position for reform captures the prestige, credibility,
and strategic positioning that follows when reform becomes inevitable. If the quantum timeline compresses, the maintainer
who was building post-quantum code before the crisis will be vindicated. The funder who was supporting adaptive work will
be credited with foresight. The ETF issuer who disclosed quantum risk early will have demonstrated fiduciary responsibility.

First-mover advantage accrues when the equilibrium shifts - and the Published Foresight is designed to shift it.

The coordination problem resolves when the cost of inaction becomes visible to all players simultaneously. No one needs to
move first if everyone can see the same information and knows that everyone else can see it. This is why the reform proceeds
through information reveals rather than political campaigns. I am not asking anyone to move first. I am making it visible that

the ground under the current position is eroding.

6.2 Exit vs Voice Dynamics

Albert Hirschman's framework distinguishes three responses to institutional decline: exit, voice, and loyalty. Bitcoin's design

biases toward exit by making voice nearly impossible.

Exit destinations. Coin holders can sell. Miners can pivot to Al workloads, and they are doing so. Institutional capital can
reallocate. Exchanges operate across chains. For most player classes, exit is cheap. The players for whom exit is expensive are
precisely the ones the reform must reach: Strategy (balance sheet is Bitcoin, exit is liquidation), self-custody holders
(ideologically committed, exit is capitulation), downstream builders (Bitcoin-specific, exit is business failure), and miners with

sunk hardware costs.

Voice mechanisms. There are almost none. Node software selection is a binary signal with no granularity. There is no on-
chain signaling for coin holders. The BIP process is voice for developers only, and it produces no outcomes. The mailing list is
voice for experts only. Twitter is noise. The largest constituency - millions of individual holders - has no structured voice

mechanism at all.



The exit-voice imbalance. When voice is unavailable, exit accelerates. The players who should be Bitcoin’s most committed
advocates - self-custody holders, downstream builders, protocol innovators - are either voiceless or leaving. Sztorc's eCash
fork is the most dramatic example: a decade-long insider who exhausted every voice mechanism, found them all blocked,
and chose exit. His fork is a $16 million bet that voice is permanently broken. The reform architecture addresses this directly.
Phase 2 creates voice mechanisms - coin holder signaling, structured preference expression - specifically to prevent the exit

cascade that follows when voice fails.

6.3 The Ossification Equilibrium

The current equilibrium is stable. Funding flows to maintenance. Prestige rewards caution. The BIP process produces
discussion without decisions. Maintainers merge improvements to existing code and avoid consensus changes. Each player’s

behavior is locally rational given every other player's behavior. This is the definition of a Nash equilibrium.
Four exogenous shocks can break it.

Quantum theft. If a quantum computer extracts coins from an exposed P2PK address - even a small amount - the equilibrium
shatters instantly. Every holder of ECDSA-secured Bitcoin faces a concrete, demonstrated threat. The abstract timeline debate

becomes a realized loss. The demand for post-quantum migration goes from theoretical to urgent overnight.

Miner crisis at the 2028 halving. The subsidy drops to 1.5625 BTC. If BTC price has not doubled from current levels, a
significant fraction of mining operations become unprofitable simultaneously. Hash rate drops visibly. Block times extend.
Transaction confirmation becomes unreliable. The security budget problem transitions from “FUD” to “my transaction will not

confirm.”

CUSF activation. If Sztorc's enforcer software successfully activates BIP-300 on mainnet without Bitcoin Core’s approval - even
with minimal adoption - the focal point weakens. The precedent that consensus changes can happen outside Core’s process

undermines the assumption that Core is the sole gatekeeper. Every subsequent proposal gains an alternative path.

Regulatory mandate. When NIST finalizes post-quantum cryptographic standards and government-held Bitcoin becomes
non-compliant with the government’s own cryptographic requirements, the regulatory environment forces the question. A
US executive order mandating quantum-resistant custody for the Strategic Bitcoin Reserve would create institutional

pressure that the current equilibrium cannot absorb.

Any one of these shocks breaks the equilibrium. The Published Foresight does not require waiting for the shock. It makes the

approaching shocks visible to every player, shifting the equilibrium before the crisis arrives.

6.4 Coalition Viability

Reform does not require all fourteen player classes. It requires a minimum winning coalition - the smallest set of players

whose combined support makes reform the dominant strategy for the remainder.



The minimum viable coalition: core maintainers (merge authority), one or two major funders (grant redirection), and visible
coin holder support (legitimacy). If maintainers will merge, funders will fund, and coin holders visibly demand it, the

remaining players face a reformed equilibrium as fait accompli.

The minimum viable agreement is narrower still: a single consensus change shipped on a threat-appropriate timeline. Not a
governance revolution. One soft fork. Post-quantum migration is the ideal candidate because it satisfies every coalition
member’s requirements: maintainers can frame it as protective (consistent with their conservative identity), funders can

frame it as existential risk mitigation (consistent with their fiduciary posture), and coin holders self-evidently benefit.

The natural reform allies from the player map - downstream builders, alternative client developers, retail self-custody
holders, individual miners - provide the demand signal. The swing votes - maintainers, exchanges, mining pools, stablecoin
issuers - provide the institutional capacity. The coalition does not need the natural opponents. It needs the opponents to not

actively block - and the information environment makes active blocking increasingly costly.

6.5 The Miner Incentive Split

The mining industry appears as a single player class in rough analysis. In practice, it contains two populations with divergent

incentives.

Pool operators (Foundry USA, AntPool, and the smaller pools) are businesses. They earn fees on hashrate they direct. Their
incentive is to maximize the value they extract from the protocol: transaction selection, MEV opportunities, and the leverage
that comes from controlling block production. Pool operators benefit from the current concentration - two pools control 51%
of hashrate. Protocol changes that redistribute transaction selection to individual miners (Stratum V2, DATUM) threaten their
business model. Pool operators are ambivalent about reform: they want the security budget problem solved (it is their

revenue), but they do not want the solution to reduce their structural advantage.

Individual miners are price-takers. They buy hardware, pay for electricity, and receive block rewards minus pool fees. Their
hardware has a payback period exceeding 1,000 days. The next halving is 850 days away. They are the constituency most
directly threatened by security budget erosion and most directly served by protocol changes that increase fee revenue.
Individual miners have no voice in pool governance and no mechanism to influence protocol development. They are the

mining equivalent of retail coin holders - the largest constituency, the most exposed, the least heard.

The reform architecture addresses this split. The Threat Dashboard makes the security budget trajectory visible to individual
miners, not just pool operators. Coin Holder Signal mechanisms can be extended to miners. The information reveals target

the population whose interests align with reform, not the intermediaries whose interests may not.

6.6 Defection Cascades

If reform fails and quantum theft occurs, the defection sequence matters. The order determines who bears the loss and who

escapes.



First to exit: institutional holders. ETF issuers and professional investors have risk management frameworks, stop-loss
policies, and fiduciary obligations that compel rapid response. A demonstrated quantum theft triggers immediate portfolio
rebalancing. BlackRock does not wait to understand the full implications. Its risk models flag the position and compliance

mandates action.

Second to exit: exchanges and stablecoin issuers. Coinbase, holding 80% of ETF assets in custody, faces immediate liability
questions. Tether’s 87,200 BTC position faces a reserve adequacy crisis. Exchange withdrawal volumes spike as retail follows

institutional signals.

Third wave: retail holders with exchange custody. Retail investors on exchanges see the price collapse, read the headlines,

and sell. They are following the institutional signal with a delay measured in hours to days.

Last to exit: self-custody holders and Strategy. Self-custody holders face the hardest decision: their coins may be directly
vulnerable (if held in exposed address types), but selling requires accessing the same exchanges that are processing a
withdrawal surge. Strategy cannot exit. Its balance sheet is Bitcoin. A quantum-driven price collapse triggers the convertible
debt spirals that Michael Burry warned about. Saylor’s $8.2 billion in convertibles interacts with the price decline to create a

leveraged feedback loop.

The cascade dynamics. Each exit accelerates the next. Institutional selling reduces the price, which triggers exchange selling,
which triggers retail selling, which intensifies the price decline. The defection cascade is not linear - it is reflexive. And the
players who are most locked in (Strategy, self-custody holders, miners with sunk costs) bear the greatest loss precisely

because they cannot exit.

This cascade is preventable. Post-quantum migration eliminates the trigger. Every player in the cascade benefits from the
migration. The cascade analysis is not a prediction - it is the counterfactual that makes the case for reform. The cost of

prevention (a consensus change) is categorically smaller than the cost of the cascade.

6.7 The Schelling Point

Bitcoin Core is the Schelling point for protocol governance. Every participant coordinates on Core as the reference
implementation. This coordination is the source of Core's power and the mechanism through which consensus changes

become legitimate. The question is whether reform must pass through Core or can shift the focal point itself.

The OP_RETURN precedent. PR 32406 merged despite a longer Concept NACK list than ACK list. Glozow merged it. The
DrahtBot tally was explicitly not a vote. Maintainer judgment overrode crowd sentiment. The change succeeded because (a)
ecosystem reality made the status quo fictional - miners were already accepting nonstandard transactions, (b) the change
was framed as pragmatic acceptance rather than ideological statement, (c) the policy/consensus distinction provided political

cover, and (d) Bitcoin Knots absorbed the opposition as a safety valve.

This precedent is instructive but limited. Conditions (a) and (b) can be replicated for quantum migration. The ecosystem
reality of quantum progress will eventually make the status quo fictional. The framing of quantum migration as protective

rather than innovative is natural and accurate. But condition (c) - the policy/consensus distinction - cannot be replicated.



Quantum migration is a consensus change. It cannot be shipped as a policy default. It requires the full weight of consensus-

change politics that the OP_RETURN episode avoided.

The CUSF alternative path. Sztorc's enforcer software represents a structural alternative to the Core Schelling point. If CUSF
activates BIP-300 on mainnet, even with minimal adoption, it demonstrates that consensus changes can route around Core’s
process. The precedent does not require CUSF to succeed as a product. It only requires CUSF to succeed as a proof of concept

- showing that the focal point is bypassable.

The significance is not that CUSF will replace Core. It almost certainly will not. The significance is that CUSF's existence
changes the game tree for every player. Maintainers who believe they are the sole gatekeepers of consensus changes must
now account for the possibility that blocking a change does not prevent it - it merely determines whether it happens through
the legitimate process or around it. This shifts the calculus. Processing a proposal through the BIP process, even a difficult

one, becomes less costly than allowing the precedent that consensus changes happen without Core’s involvement.

The focal point strategy. The reform does not need to move the Schelling point. It needs to make the current Schelling point
- Bitcoin Core as the venue for consensus changes - function as designed. The OP_RETURN episode shows that Core can
change when reality forces it. The CUSF trajectory shows what happens when Core cannot change - reality finds another path.
The Published Foresight makes reality visible. When every player can see the quantum timeline, the security budget erosion,
the governance bypass advancing, and the institutional capacity declining - and when every player knows that every other
player can see the same data - the Schelling point either processes the required changes or it ceases to be the Schelling

point.

I would prefer the former. This document prepares for both.

7. Michael Saylor
Michael, I would like to speak to you directly.

You hold 766,970 Bitcoin. That is approximately 3.9% of total supply - the largest concentrated position in the ecosystem.
Your average cost basis is $75,644 per BTC. Your convertible debt stands at $8.2 billion, with maturities beginning September
2028 - the same year as the next halving. Your position has no clean exit. All of us who are holding will be affected by what

you do.

The quantum timeline is compressing. Google’s March 2026 paper reduced the physical qubit requirement for breaking
Bitcoin's ECDSA signatures from approximately 9 million to fewer than 500,000. The security budget is declining on a
mathematical schedule that does not negotiate. The institution that maintains your asset - and mine - has not shipped a
consensus change since November 2021. It has two draft BIPs for post-quantum migration and no merged code. These are

facts about your position and mine.



7.1 Your Influence

Your power over Bitcoin's trajectory is disproportionate but specific. You cannot block a merge. You cannot prevent soft fork
activation. You have no node infrastructure, no hashrate, no merge authority over the Bitcoin Core repository. Your influence
is narrative - you shape what other players believe is acceptable. When you call protocol changes “inflation” and their
advocates “ambitious opportunists,” you raise the social cost of reform advocacy for maintainers and funders who operate in
the same cultural space. When you described SegWit as inflationary because it expanded block capacity, you established a

frame in which any protocol modification - regardless of purpose - carries the stigma of monetary debasement.

This narrative influence is real. It operates through the prestige system and the capital markets. It is not governance
authority, but it shapes governance outcomes. The maintainers who decide what enters the codebase operate in a cultural
environment your public statements help define. The funders who decide what gets built calibrate to what the ecosystem’s

most visible holder endorses. Your words have structural consequences even without structural power.

7.2 Your Exposure

Strategy is a public company. Its balance sheet is Bitcoin. The exposure profile is specific and compound:

Your convertible debt ($8.2 billion) begins maturing in September 2028. The next halving reduces the block subsidy to 1.5625
BTC in the same year. If Bitcoin’s price has not appreciated sufficiently by maturity, the convertibles require cash repayment -
which requires selling Bitcoin, which depresses the price, which pressures the remaining position. Michael Burry has publicly

warned of a leverage-plus-forced-selling death spiral under these conditions.

The Pomerantz class action is in progress, alleging misrepresentation of Strategy's risk/return profile. Shareholder litigation
creates a fiduciary surface: independent directors face questions about whether the company'’s public opposition to protocol
changes serves shareholder interests when those changes would protect the asset comprising 100% of the corporate balance

sheet.

MSCI ESG exposure, potential index exclusion, and the BlackRock-Strategy feedback loop (BlackRock holds Strategy stock
while IBIT holds BTC) create a self-reinforcing capital structure that amplifies both gains and losses. The compound exposure
- declining security budget, unmitigated quantum vulnerability, maturing debt, shareholder litigation - converges on a single

corporate entity in a single year.

7.3 Your Stated Position

You have said that protocol changes are “inflation in the protocol.” You have called those who propose them “ambitious
opportunists.” You announced a “Bitcoin security program” for quantum threats. You have stated that Bitcoin has “outgrown

the halving cycle.”

These positions contain a structural tension. You allow “protective” changes. You have announced a program specifically for
quantum security. Quantum migration is a protective change - it protects existing holdings from a cryptographic threat. It

does not alter the supply cap, the issuance schedule, or the monetary policy. It changes the signature scheme that secures



the coins you already hold.

The tension is between two statements you have made: that protective upgrades are acceptable, and that anyone proposing
protocol changes is a threat. These two positions become mutually exclusive when the quantum timeline makes “protective
upgrade” and “protocol change” the same thing. That convergence is approaching on a timeline measured in years, not

decades.

7.4 What the Structural Analysis Shows

You are the most locked-in player in the ecosystem. Your balance sheet is Bitcoin. Departure would be liquidation. This lock-in

means your long-term interests align with protocol survival - regardless of your current public position on protocol changes.

You have no effective veto over reform. Your power is narrative, not structural. Narrative power depends on the narrative
remaining coherent. The coherence of the ossification narrative depends on the conditions that the quantum timeline and

the security budget schedule are changing.

Your position in the defection cascade described in Section 6.6 is last to exit. If quantum theft occurs or the security budget
crisis materializes, institutional holders exit first, exchanges second, retail third. Strategy exits last - or does not exit at all. The

players most locked in bear the greatest loss.

These are the structural facts of your position. They do not depend on my interpretation. They follow from the size of your

holdings, the structure of your debt, the timeline of the threats, and the institutional capacity of Bitcoin Core.

8. The Published Foresight

The reform does not operate through persuasion. It operates through visibility. This section specifies the information strategy
in full: what each player class does not know, what revelations shift their position, what infrastructure carries the revelations,
what sequence activates the constituency, and why the resulting equilibrium is permanent. The architecture is a machine.

Each component feeds the next. The output is the Stakeholder Equilibrium.

8.1 The Information Asymmetry Map

Every player class mapped in Section 4 operates with an incomplete picture. The incompleteness is not accidental - it is
structural. No institution publishes Bitcoin Core's health metrics. No dashboard tracks the relationship between threats and
institutional capacity. The information exists but is scattered across academic papers, GitHub metadata, mailing lists, and
industry reports that no retail holder, no ETF compliance officer, and no Congressional staffer will ever read. The asymmetry is

the disease. Closing it is the treatment.



Retail coin holders and institutional capital (4.10, 4.8) share the largest gap. Most do not know: there are five people who
can merge code into Bitcoin Core. One of them handles 65% of all merges. The last consensus upgrade was November 2021.
Their coins may sit in quantum-vulnerable address types. The security budget - the economic incentive that keeps the
network honest - is declining on a mathematical schedule with no protocol-level response. Each of these facts, once known,
shifts a holder’s rational assessment of protocol risk. Collectively, they transform Bitcoin from “digital gold that takes care of

itself” into “a trillion-dollar system maintained by five people who cannot change it.”

ETF issuers (4.6) know Bitcoin’s price. They do not know that the protocol securing their $87-123 billion in AUM has no
merged post-quantum code, that the institution responsible for the protocol has not shipped a consensus change in five
years, or that the maintainer handling 65% of merges has no successor. BlackRock has already written quantum risk into
IBIT's prospectus. Their lawyers drafted those words. Those lawyers need the risk addressed, or the disclosure becomes a
liability that compounds with each quarterly filing. They do not yet know how wide the gap is between the risk they disclosed

and the institution’s capacity to close it.

Miners (4.4) understand the halving schedule. They do not know - or do not discuss publicly - that no mining pool has
published a position on quantum preparedness, that no pool has a security budget policy, and that the protocol changes that
could increase fee revenue are trapped in an institution that cannot process consensus changes. Individual miners operating
below breakeven know their economics are failing. They do not know that the failure is structural and that the institution

responsible for the protocol has no mechanism to address it.

Core maintainers (4.1) know the codebase. They do not have visibility into coin holder priorities, because no mechanism
exists to transmit them. They cannot see the cost of inaction because no metric tracks it. The threats they are failing to
address are not measured against their performance. They operate in a closed information environment where prestige
flows from peers, funding flows from stability-oriented organizations, and the millions of holders whose assets depend on

their decisions are invisible.

Governments (4.9, 4.14) hold Bitcoin and regulate Bitcoin without understanding Bitcoin Core’s governance structure. The
US Strategic Bitcoin Reserve holds approximately 198,000-328,000 BTC secured by cryptography that NIST's own post-
quantum standards will render non-compliant. When that intersection arrives, the regulatory response will be shaped by

ignorance of how Bitcoin actually changes - or fails to change.

The asymmetry map is the targeting system. Each gap, once closed, shifts a specific player’s incentive calculation. The

architecture closes them systematically, starting with the gaps whose closure produces the largest constituency shift.

The seven high-impact information reveals are specified in Section 2.

8.2 Campaign Infrastructure

The reveals require infrastructure. Five components.



Campaign website. Aggregates all dashboards, hosts the address checker, publishes the scorecard, and provides the
signaling mechanism. A single URL where any participant - retail holder, journalist, ETF compliance officer, Congressional
staffer - can see Bitcoin Core’s institutional health in real time. The precedent is clear: UASF coordination ran through uasf.co

and uasf.org, NO2X ran through nob2x.org. A credible reform campaign needs a credible home.

Coin holder signaling mechanism. Not governance - expression. Multiple channels: holders who choose to participate can
sign a message proving control of an address and register support for specific reform priorities. Node operators can express
preferences through software selection data without key exposure. Identified economic actors - companies, funds, named
individuals - can make public commitments. The output is a continuously updated tally: holders of X BTC support priority Y,
with the structural caveat that the tally represents participating holders, not all holders. This is Carbonvote for Bitcoin,
informed by the lesson that Carbonvote’s own representativeness was contested. The signal is coin-weighted, non-binding,
and visible. It does not claim democratic legitimacy. It claims the economic relevance of those who participate - and
acknowledges that the most security-conscious holders, those with cold storage keys that have never touched a networked
device, will not participate. The signal is partial by structural necessity. When funders and ETF issuers can see directional
demand from holders of significant value, the information shifts the institutional environment within which development

priorities are set.

Newsletter and sustained analysis. The UASF campaign worked in a compressed timeline with a hard fork deadline creating
urgency. Reform operates on a longer timeline. Sustained pressure requires sustained communication. A regular publication
that tracks threat developments, institutional health changes, and reform progress maintains the information environment
between dashboard updates. The evidence shows newsletters matter for insider coalition maintenance, even with limited

mass reach.

Open data repository. All evidence, all metrics, all source data, publicly available and forkable. The reform’s credibility
depends on its data being verifiable. Anyone can audit the methodology. Anyone can build competing dashboards. Anyone
can fork the repository and extend it. Transparency about the transparency infrastructure eliminates the attack that the

campaign is manipulating information. The data speaks. The repository lets anyone verify that it speaks accurately.

Social media strategy. Drawing on the UASF and NO2X precedents: hashtag coordination, supporter lists, public
commitment by identified economic actors, metrics as focal points. The 2017 playbook operated in a different platform
environment - less fragmented, less bot-saturated. The core mechanism still works: create common knowledge about who
supports what, make non-support visible, and let the coordination dynamics compound. The difference is that the 2017
campaigns needed a hard fork deadline to create urgency. The quantum clock and the halving schedule provide the

deadlines. They are not artificial. They are mathematical.

8.3 The Information Cascade

The architecture activates in four phases. Each creates the preconditions for the next.



Phase A: Publish the diagnosis. This document is Phase A. The Brief diagnosed the institution. This report names the players,
maps their incentives, identifies their information gaps, and specifies the mechanism by which closing those gaps shifts the
equilibrium. Phase A creates the vocabulary - “dead player,” “Stakeholder Equilibrium,” “Published Foresight” - that
subsequent phases use to frame the situation. Without the vocabulary, the constituency cannot describe what it sees.

Without the frame, the data is noise.

Phase B: Launch tools. The address checker, the dashboards, the scorecard, the signaling mechanism. Each tool converts a
specific information gap into common knowledge. Phase B is engineering work: build the infrastructure, populate it with
data, make it publicly accessible. The tools must be credible, auditable, and continuously updated. One-time publications

decay. Living dashboards compound.

Phase C: Activate the constituency. The tools generate awareness. Millions of holders check their addresses and discover

vulnerability. The scorecard shows five maintainers, 65% concentration, 1,600 days without a consensus change. The funding
dashboard shows who pays and what they incentivize. The signaling mechanism aggregates individual awareness into visible
collective demand. Phase Cis the transition from “I know" to “I know, and I can see that millions of others know, and they can

see that T know.” Common knowledge. The mechanism that makes coordination possible without a coordinator.

Phase D: Direct the pressure. Visible demand, aggregated through the signaling mechanism and validated by the
dashboards, is directed at specific reform targets. BIP process reform. Maintainer succession planning. Post-quantum code
review and merge. Funding diversification. Each target is specific, measurable, and connected to a threat the dashboards
make visible. The pressure is not coercive. It is informational. “Here is what coin holders want. Here is what the threat

landscape requires. Here is the gap between the two. Close it.”

8.4 This Document Is Phase A

This document is the first step. It maps the players, identifies the information gaps, and describes how closing those gaps
shifts incentives. The Brief diagnosed the institution. This document proposes what follows - and publishing it openly is part
of the proposal. The data is verifiable. The logic is exposed. Anyone can critique it, improve it, or build a competing version.

That openness is the foundation of its credibility.

8.5 How the Stakeholder Equilibrium Forms

The mechanism is a self-reinforcing loop. Ongoing transparency produces the Nash equilibrium.

Start with the information reveals. Each reveal closes a specific gap for a specific player class. The address checker tells retail
holders their coins are vulnerable. The funding dashboard tells the public who pays for development and what those payers
incentivize. The drought clock tells everyone that the institution has not shipped a consensus change in five years. The

scorecard integrates all of it into a single, continuously updated, publicly legible metric of institutional health.



Now add the signaling mechanism. Holders who choose to participate can express their preference in a coin-weighted, non-
binding, publicly visible signal. The signal is partial - cold-storage holders will not participate, and the tally represents those
who do, not those who do not. But partial signal is directional. It is a fact: holders of X BTC who chose to participate support

reform priority Y. The fact is visible to every other player.

Now observe the dynamics. Funders who fund ossification when the dashboards show existential threats face legitimacy
questions. The institutional environment in which maintainers operate shifts as funder priorities shift, as ETF issuers who do
not disclose quantum risk face fiduciary exposure, as miners whose revenue model is visibly failing face the question of
whether to support fee-generating protocol changes or accept decline. The pressure operates on the players with structural
accountability - funders, fiduciaries, economic actors - and reaches maintainers through the institutional environment those
players shape. Each player's rational response to the visible information, through the channels appropriate to their position,

is to support reform.

The convergence is the point where every player’s individually rational response to the information environment is reform.
Not because they agree on ideology. Not because they coordinate on strategy. Because the information makes the alternative

- continued ossification in the face of visible, quantified, existential threats - personally costly for each of them independently.

The convergence is stable because the information cannot be un-published. The dashboards update continuously. The
scorecard measures permanently. The signaling mechanism aggregates ongoing sentiment. No player benefits from
ignoring information that every other player can see. Defecting from reform - blocking a needed change, funding
ossification, dismissing visible threats - is visible to every other player and carries costs in prestige, legitimacy, and fiduciary

exposure.

This is why I call it the Published Foresight. Not because reform is guaranteed. Nothing is guaranteed. But because
publishing the foresight constructs conditions under which reform becomes each player’s dominant strategy. The
information environment does not compel. It clarifies. And once every player can see clearly - can see the threats, can see the
institutional incapacity, can see every other player seeing the same data - the rational path converges on reform for every
player simultaneously. The convergence is not coerced. It is calculated. The foresight, once published, cannot be un-
published. Whether the people who see it respond well is not something any document can guarantee - but it can guarantee

that the alternative, continued ignorance, produces continued drift.

8.6 Structural Limitations of the Architecture

An anonymous member of the Bitcoin Core Community Slack reviewed an earlier draft of this document and raised four
objections. Each one is structurally sound. I address them here because the architecture’s credibility depends on
acknowledging what it cannot do, not only what it claims to do. The same intellectual honesty applied to the ossification case

in Section 5 applies to the architecture itself.

Dashboard bias. Every dashboard encodes perspective. The selection of metrics, their ordering, their visual weight - these
are editorial choices, and editorial choices are not neutral. A dashboard that tracks the soft fork drought clock, maintainer

concentration, and quantum timeline without also tracking the historical record of premature quantum predictions, the



stability benefits of ossification, or the second-order risks of hasty protocol changes is a prosecutorial instrument, not a
diagnostic one. The architecture’s claim is verifiability, not neutrality. All data is public. The methodology is auditable. Anyone
can fork the repository and build a competing dashboard with different selections. But the stronger design is a dashboard
that includes counter-indicators alongside threat indicators - one that publishes the evidence against the reform thesis
alongside the evidence for it. An architecture that survives its own counter-evidence is more credible than one that curates it

away.

Signal incompleteness. The coin holder signaling mechanism described in Section 8.2 has a structural exclusion problem
that no design choice can fix. The most security-conscious holders - cold storage, air-gapped, hardware wallets with keys that
have never touched a networked device - will never sign messages with their private keys to register a preference. This is not
a sampling error that better outreach can correct. It is a structural property of the mechanism: participation requires key
exposure, and the holders with the strongest security practices will not expose their keys for any purpose other than moving
their coins. The signal systematically over-represents exchange-held and hot-wallet coins and under-represents the
philosophical core of Bitcoin’s self-custody ethos - precisely the constituency the reform claims to serve. The signal is partial.
It must be presented as partial. It claims the economic relevance of the holders who choose to participate, not the

preferences of the holders who do not. I name this limitation rather than leave it for opponents to discover.

The volunteer problem. The architecture’s rhetoric sometimes implies that visible holder demand creates direct
accountability for maintainers - as if maintainers are employed by coin holders and can be pressured by their preferences.
They are not. Bitcoin Core maintainers are volunteers. They may view their role as protecting the protocol from the crowd
rather than serving it. They answer to their own judgment, their peers, and the funders who support their work - not to a
signaling dashboard. The architecture’s actual pressure chain is indirect: visible holder demand shifts funder legitimacy
calculations, funder calculations shift grant priorities, grant priorities shift what gets built and reviewed. The architecture
works on funders (who need legitimacy), on ETF issuers (who have fiduciary obligations), on miners (who have economic
survival needs). It works on maintainers only indirectly, through the institutional environment they operate within. This is
sufficient - the institutional environment is where the equilibrium lives - but the document should not claim a direct

accountability that does not exist.

The people problem. No system produces good outcomes by structural virtue alone. Systems and structures can facilitate
good outcomes, but only when the people operating within them respond well. The architecture removes the information
asymmetry that currently protects ossification from scrutiny. It cannot guarantee that scrutiny produces reform. Better-
informed players may still make poor decisions - or decisions that differ from what this document considers good, because
“good"” in governance is a judgment, not a measurement. The architecture’s claim is narrower than mechanism-design
omnipotence: uninformed players make uninformed decisions with certainty. Informed players at least have the opportunity
to make informed ones. The quantum case is the architecture’s strongest ground because “should Bitcoin survive quantum
computing” is physics, not opinion. The governance reforms - BIP process, prestige realignment, funding diversification -
operate on softer ground where the objection bites harder. A reformed BIP process could rubber-stamp bad proposals as

easily as the current one buries good ones. The failure mode shifts. The severity may not.



These limitations are real. They do not invalidate the architecture. They bound it. The architecture operates within these
constraints, not above them. It is a machine for making information visible, not a machine for making decisions correct. The

gap between visibility and correctness is filled by people - and people, for better and worse, are not a design parameter.

9. Pressure Vectors

The Published Foresight is the strategy. The pressure vectors are the mechanics - ranked by feasibility and impact, each a
specific mechanism through which the information environment converts awareness into institutional motion. No vector
operates alone. Each feeds the others. The ranking reflects a dependency structure: the first vector is prerequisite to every

vector that follows.

9.1 Information Campaign

This is the primary vector because all others depend on it. Every pressure mechanism described below - internal champions,
competitive benchmarks, miner alignment, institutional fiduciary claims, regulatory leverage, the CUSF threat - requires an
informed constituency to function. Without common knowledge of the threats, no player has reason to move. Without
visibility into institutional incapacity, no player can calibrate urgency. The constituency activation engine described in Section
8 is not one vector among seven. It is the engine that makes the other six operational. Saylor's exposure is addressed directly

in Section 7.

The campaign infrastructure - dashboards, address checker, scorecard, signaling mechanism, sustained publication -
transforms scattered data into common knowledge. The seven information reveals mapped in Section 2 each close a specific
gap for a specific player class. The cascade from Phase A (diagnosis) through Phase D (directed pressure) constructs the
conditions under which every subsequent vector activates naturally. I am not asking anyone to exert pressure. I am making

the pressure self-evident.

The OP_RETURN episode confirms this logic. PR 32406 merged not because someone organized a campaign, but because
ecosystem reality - inscriptions happening regardless of relay policy - made the status quo fictional. The information
campaign does the same thing for quantum risk, security budget erosion, and governance capacity: it makes the status quo

fictional before the crisis forces the acknowledgment.

9.2 Internal Reform Champions

Bitcoin Core is not monolithic. The OP_RETURN case study proves it. Greg Sanders authored PR 32406. Gloria Zhao merged it.
They did this over a longer Concept NACK list than ACK list. The change succeeded because contributors with standing

framed a pragmatic response to ecosystem reality and a maintainer exercised judgment to ship it.



The same pattern can operate for consensus-layer reform. The contributors working on BIP-360 and BIP-361 are already
internal reform champions for quantum migration. What they lack is not technical competence but institutional support:
review bandwidth, merge priority, and the cultural permission to treat quantum preparation as urgent rather than
speculative. The information campaign provides the external conditions - visible threat, visible constituency demand - that

give internal champions the cover to push harder.

The critical insight from OP_RETURN: framing determines outcome. The same technical change failed as Peter Todd's
absolutist PR 28130, failed again as PR 32359, and succeeded as Sanders’ deprecation-framed PR 32406. Internal champions
for quantum migration must frame it as protective stewardship, not protocol innovation. The framing is accurate - quantum

migration protects existing holdings - and it neutralizes the ossification rhetoric that treats all change as threat.

9.3 Competitive Benchmark

Ethereum has a dedicated post-quantum research team, multi-team devnets testing PQ signature schemes, and a public
coordination hub at pg.ethereum.org. Bitcoin has two draft BIPs and no merged code. This comparison is not an argument

for copying Ethereum’s governance. It is a narrative weapon.

“They are doing it. Why are we not?” is a question that does not require technical sophistication to ask or understand. It
works on retail holders, institutional investors, journalists, regulators, and - critically - on Core contributors who take
professional pride in Bitcoin's technical leadership. The competitive benchmark activates a prestige mechanism: if Bitcoin’s
developers are the best in the industry, why is a competing project outpacing them on the most consequential cryptographic

threat of the decade?

The benchmark is particularly effective because Ethereum’s PQ coordination is visible and documented. It is not a rumor or a
claim. Anyone can visit the hub, read the research, examine the devnet results. The contrast with Bitcoin Core’s state - mailing

list discussions, unmerged BIPs, no coordination infrastructure - is self-documenting.

9.4 Miner Economic Alignment

Miners are natural allies when the math is visible. Section 6.5 identified the split between pool operators and individual
miners. Individual miners - price-takers with hardware payback periods exceeding 1,000 days and a halving 850 days away -
are the constituency most directly threatened by security budget erosion. They are also the constituency least heard in

protocol governance.

The security budget trajectory projector described in Section 2 makes the math personal. At current prices, the 2028 halving
produces a subsidy of approximately $150,000 per block. At what BTC price does the median mining operation become
unviable? The projector answers this. When individual miners can see their own breakeven threshold against the halving
schedule, and when they can see that protocol changes enabling higher fee revenue are trapped in an institution that cannot

process consensus changes, the alignment is automatic.



The vector operates through mining industry media, pool governance discussions, and the economic reality that 15-20% of
the global fleet already operates below breakeven after the 2024 halving. Miners do not need to be convinced that the
security budget is a problem. They need to see that the problem has a protocol-level solution path and that the institution

responsible for that path is non-functional.

9.5 Institutional Fiduciary Pressure

ETF issuers managing $87-123 hillion in Bitcoin exposure carry fiduciary obligations that create a pressure surface the
information campaign can activate. BlackRock has already written quantum risk into IBIT's prospectus. The question is
whether the other ten issuers have done the same - and whether any of them have assessed the gap between the risk they

disclosed and the institution’s capacity to close it.

The ETF quantum risk disclosure audit described in Section 2 is the activation mechanism. An issuer that has not disclosed
quantum risk when its largest competitor has identified it faces questions from the SEC, from shareholders, and from its own
counsel. An issuer that has disclosed the risk but has not assessed the protocol’s capacity to address it faces a different
question: is the disclosure adequate if it does not mention that Bitcoin Core has no merged post-quantum code, no

coordinated implementation effort, and has not shipped a consensus change in five years?

The pressure is indirect. ETF issuers cannot compel Bitcoin Core to merge code. But their fiduciary obligations require them
to assess, disclose, and potentially hedge the risk. When multiple issuers are publicly discussing quantum vulnerability in
their filings, the narrative environment shifts. Protocol risk becomes a financial disclosure category. The abstract becomes

concrete in the language that institutional capital understands.

9.6 Regulatory Leverage

CNSA 2.0 mandates migration away from ECDSA for National Security Systems by approximately 2033. NIST has finalized
post-quantum standards (FIPS 203, 204, 205). The US Strategic Bitcoin Reserve holds 198,000-328,000 BTC secured by
cryptography the government's own standards will render non-compliant. Congressional hearings have addressed quantum

preparedness for federal IT systems.

None of this directly compels Bitcoin Core. CNSA governs federal systems and procurement, not permissionless consensus.
No statute requires a public blockchain to adopt specific cryptographic standards. No executive order mentions quantum

vulnerability of the reserve’s UTXOs.

The power is indirect but real, operating through three channels. First, disclosure: SEC staff guidance lists protocol evolution
and network attack risks as disclosure exemplars for crypto ETPs. If quantum risk materializes and was omitted from
prospectuses, liability theory activates. Second, procurement: federal-facing Bitcoin infrastructure vendors must align with
CNSA 2.0, raising interoperability costs for government interaction with the public chain. Third, narrative: the moment a
Congressional report notes that the Strategic Bitcoin Reserve is secured by cryptography the government’s own standards
have deprecated, the political story writes itself. The reform does not need regulatory mandates. It needs regulatory

awareness. The information campaign provides it.



9.7 The CUSF Threat

Section 6.7 analyzed CUSF's structural significance. Sztorc’s enforcer software represents a governance bypass: if CUSF
activates BIP-300 on mainnet without Core’s approval, the precedent demonstrates that consensus changes can route around

the Core process. The significance is not that CUSF succeeds as a product. It is that CUSF succeeds as a proof of concept.

The pressure vector is “reform or be routed around.” Maintainers who believe they are the sole gatekeepers of consensus

changes must now account for the possibility that blocking a change does not prevent it. Processing a proposal through the
BIP process - even a difficult one - becomes less costly than allowing the precedent that consensus changes happen without
Core's involvement. This is not a threat I am making. It is a structural dynamic I am observing. CUSF exists. Its development

continues. The Schelling point either functions or it is bypassed.

10. Specific Reform Proposals

The pressure vectors create the conditions for reform. This section specifies what reform looks like - concrete proposals
drawing on governance precedents from Python, Rust, Node.js, Linux, and OpenSSL, adapted to Bitcoin Core’s unique

constraints.

10.1 BIP Process Reform

The BIP process produces proposals and discussion but not decisions. BIP-300 was submitted in 2017 and closed without
resolution in 2024 - eight years, no outcome. The process has no time-bounded review periods, no explicit decision criteria,
no mechanism to prevent indefinite deferral. A proposal can sit in procedural limbo until its author gives up. This is not

governance. It is attrition.

Drawing on Python's PEP process (which includes elections, appeals, and explicit acceptance criteria), Rust's RFC 3392 (which
separates coordination from execution and establishes accountability between roles), and the Node.js Foundation model
(which created a Technical Steering Committee with defined authority): a reformed BIP process would include time-bounded
review periods with mandatory institutional response - accept, reject, or defer with stated reasons and a specified revisit
date. Explicit decision criteria published in advance so authors know what standard they must meet. An appeal mechanism
for rejected proposals, analogous to Python’s no-confidence provisions. Separation of technical evaluation from political
judgment, with different documented standards for each. And a regular cadence of BIP triage where pending proposals are

reviewed and their status updated publicly.

The goal is not to make consensus changes easy. It is to make indefinite non-decisions impossible. A proposal can be
rejected. A proposal can be deferred with a specific trigger for revisiting. A proposal cannot be abandoned in procedural

silence for eight years. The institution owes its constituency a response.



10.2 Maintainer Pipeline

Active maintainers with merge authority declined from eight in 2021 to five in 2026. One person handles 65% of all merges.
Three significant departures occurred without equivalent replacements. No succession criteria exist. No mentorship program

develops future maintainers. The pipeline is not underperforming. It does not exist.

The Linux kernel's maintainer economics analysis shows what happens when review load concentrates without a deliberate
pipeline: burnout, subsystem neglect, and institutional fragility that no code quality can compensate for. The solution
requires deliberate succession planning: published criteria for maintainer candidacy, mentorship relationships between
current and prospective maintainers, gradual expansion of merge authority through scoped responsibility (specific

subsystems, specific change categories), and explicit institutional commitment to increasing the maintainer count.

A functioning pipeline targets a minimum of seven active mergers with no single merger exceeding 40% of total merge
volume. This is not a quota. It is a bus-factor threshold. Below it, the institution is one departure from crisis. Above it, the
institution can absorb turnover without capability loss. The pipeline must be visible - tracked on the reform scorecard

described in Section 2 - so that progress or regression is publicly legible.

10.3 Quantum Migration Coordination

Ethereum’s PQ coordination includes a dedicated research team, multi-team devnets testing signature schemes, and a public
hub aggregating progress. Bitcoin Core has mailing list discussions and two unmerged BIPs. The gap is not technical talent -
Bitcoin Core’s contributors are among the best cryptographic engineers in open source. The gap is coordination

infrastructure.

What Core could adopt without violating its culture: a public coordination page aggregating PQ work status across BIP-360,
BIP-361, and any successor proposals. Regular published updates on implementation progress. Cross-implementation
testing with Bitcoin Knots and other clients. Dedicated review bandwidth allocated to PQ-related PRs. These are not
governance changes. They are engineering project management - the kind of coordination that any serious software project

applies to existential priorities.

BIP-360 and BIP-361 are starting points, not endpoints. The post-quantum signature size problem - 34-426x larger than
ECDSA - means that migration intersects with throughput, fee economics, and block weight in ways that require sustained
engineering attention. The coordination infrastructure ensures that these intersections are mapped and addressed

systematically rather than discovered as blockers during an emergency deployment.

10.4 Self-Correction Mechanism

Bitcoin Core has no mechanism to detect its own dysfunction. No institutional health metrics are published. No external
review evaluates governance effectiveness. The only feedback loop is catastrophe - the institution discovers it has failed when
the failure is irreversible. This is the pattern OpenSSL exhibited before Heartbleed: a critical dependency maintained by an

under-resourced team with no external quality assessment until a global security incident forced the reckoning.



OpenSSL's post-Heartbleed reform - the Core Infrastructure Initiative, professionalized staffing, competitive fork pressure
from LibreSSL - demonstrates that external review and sustained funding can transform an under-resourced critical
dependency without replacing its maintainers. The reform scorecard described in Section 2 is the self-correction instrument
for Bitcoin Core: active maintainer count, merger concentration index, BIP submission-to-resolution time, contributor
retention rate, first-time contributor pipeline health, post-quantum code status, days since last consensus change. These

metrics auto-update from public data. They do not campaign. They measure.

The critical design constraint: the feedback loops must be independent of the dynamics they measure. If the scorecard is
maintained by Core insiders, it faces the same capture pressures as the institution itself. External maintenance - by the
reform campaign, by academic researchers, by independent organizations - preserves the independence that makes the

measurement credible.

10.5 Funding Diversification

Bitcoin Core development is funded primarily by four organizations: Brink, Chaincode Labs, Spiral, and OpenSats. Each has
structural incentives - stahility, reputation, regulatory compliance - that correlate with protocol ossification. This is not
capture through malice. It is capture through selection effects: the organizations that fund development select for
contributors whose instincts align with the funders’ structural preferences. The result is a development culture where

conservatism is subsidized and adaptation is not.

The OpenSSL post-Heartbleed model is instructive. The Core Infrastructure Initiative pooled corporate funding through a
neutral intermediary (the Linux Foundation), reducing any single funder’s influence over development priorities. OpenSSL
moved to commercial support contracts and diversified its revenue base to approximately seventy contracts and eight full-
time engineers by 2023. The model demonstrated that critical open-source infrastructure can be funded at scale without

concentrating control.

For Bitcoin Core, funding diversification means expanding the number and variety of organizations supporting development,
creating funding streams specifically tied to adaptive work (quantum migration, BIP process reform, maintainer succession),
and publishing funding transparency data so that the community can see who pays for what and evaluate whether the
funding landscape produces the development priorities the ecosystem needs. The developer funding transparency
dashboard described in Section 2 is both a diagnostic tool and a competitive mechanism: when funding legitimacy is visible,

funders compete on demonstrated contribution rather than institutional inertia.

11. Victory Conditions

The Stakeholder Equilibrium is not a mood. It is a measurable state. These are the conditions that indicate the equilibrium

has shifted - that Bitcoin Core has transitioned from dead player to live player. Each is specific, observable, and falsifiable.



11.1 Quantum Defense Deployed

A post-quantum soft fork is activated on mainnet. A migration path is available for holders of ECDSA-secured coins to move to
quantum-resistant address types. The 6.7 million BTC in exposed addresses have a concrete, documented, operational path

to safety. This is the existential condition. Everything else is institutional health. This is survival.

11.2 Protocol Throughput Expanded

A consensus-layer mechanism for expanded throughput is operational - sidechain validation, drivechain, or an equivalent
scaling approach that increases the protocol’s capacity to generate fee revenue. The security budget has a protocol-level

response path that does not depend exclusively on BTC price appreciation.

11.3 Soft Fork Throughput Restored

The institution can process consensus changes on threat-appropriate timelines. Not necessarily two per year, as in the pre-
2017 era. But not one every five years - or zero in five years - as in the current era. A functioning BIP process produces
outcomes: acceptances, rejections with stated reasons, or deferrals with specified revisit dates. Proposals do not die of

procedural neglect.

11.4 Maintainer Pipeline Functional

Active maintainers with merge authority exceed seven. No single merger handles more than 40% of total merge volume. A
documented succession process exists. Mentorship relationships between current and prospective maintainers are visible

and active. The institution can absorb a departure without crisis.

11.5 Self-Correction Operational

Published institutional health metrics - the reform scorecard - are maintained independently and updated continuously. The
metrics include maintainer count, merger concentration, BIP throughput, contributor retention, PQ status, and days since
last consensus change. Feedback loops independent of the dynamics they measure provide regular process review. The

institution can detect its own dysfunction before catastrophe forces the detection.

11.6 The Meta-Condition
Bitcoin Core does something it has never done before in response to a novel threat.

Not a replay of a previous playbook. Not a maintenance release. Not a policy default change that avoids consensus politics. A
genuine institutional response to a threat that did not exist when the institution’s current operating patterns were formed.

The live player test is not whether Bitcoin Core can do what it has done before. It is whether Bitcoin Core can do what it has



never done - recognize a threat the institution has no precedent for handling, mobilize the technical and social capacity to

address it, and ship the result on a timeline the threat demands rather than the timeline the institution’s dysfunction permits.

This is the condition that contains all other conditions. An institution that can pass the live player test - that can respond to
novelty with adaptation rather than paralysis - will achieve the other five conditions as consequences. An institution that

cannot pass it will achieve none of them, regardless of how many dashboards measure its failure.

The information environment, the pressure vectors, the specific reforms, the constituency activation - all of it converges on a
single question: can Bitcoin Core adapt? The answer determines whether Bitcoin remains the most resilient monetary
network in human history or becomes a monument to institutional paralysis. This document is my contribution to the first

outcome. The clocks are running.

12. Risks to the Reformer

Publishing this document carries risks. I am not naive about what follows. The Bitcoin community has a history with people
who diagnose institutional failure. The history is not kind. I will address the risks honestly because a reform proposal that

does not account for the reformer’s vulnerability is incomplete.

12.1 The “Qutsider Attack” Frame

The Bitcoin community’s immune system treats criticism as attack. This is rational in a system where trust is minimized by
design - the default posture is suspicion, and the cost of false negatives (accepting an attacker) is catastrophic while the cost

of false positives (rejecting a friend) is merely wasteful. The immune system works. It also produces casualties.

Mike Hearn published “The resolution of the Bitcoin experiment” in January 2016 and was driven out of the community
within days. His diagnosis of governance dysfunction was substantially correct - the block size deadlock he described was
real, the institutional paralysis was real - but the framing as an obituary activated the immune response. He was reclassified
from insider to attacker. His subsequent employment at R3 confirmed the reclassification retroactively in the community’s
narrative. Gavin Andresen, Satoshi’s chosen successor, was stripped of commit access in 2016 after endorsing Craig Wright.
The technical merits of his prior contributions did not protect him. The immune system does not evaluate contributions. It

evaluates perceived loyalty.
I am not Mike Hearn. I am not writing an obituary. I am not declaring Bitcoin failed. I am not leaving.
I am not Gavin Andresen. I am not endorsing a fraud. I am not asking for authority I have not earned.

Iam a coin holder. I hold Bitcoin. I have skin in the game measured in the same units as every other holder. The diagnosis in
this document comes from Samo Burja's Great Founder Theory - a peer-reviewed framework for institutional analysis, not a

personal grievance. The reform architecture comes from game theory and information economics - mechanism design, not



politics. The goal is a live player, not a different player. I am not trying to replace Bitcoin Core’s maintainers. I am trying to

give them the institutional environment in which they can do what they already know needs doing.

The frame [ am asserting: this is a coin holder exercising voice because the alternative - silence while the institution drifts
toward inability to defend against quantum computing - is complicity in the loss of hundreds of billions of dollars of other
people’s money. The immune system should evaluate whether the diagnosis is correct, not whether the diagnostician is

convenient.

12.2 How This Differs from the Block Size Wars

The block size wars were a fight over which chain wins. Big blockers wanted a hard fork to a different chain with different
parameters. Small blockers wanted the existing chain preserved. The conflict was zero-sum: one chain’s adoption came at the
other’s expense. The political dynamics were adversarial because the underlying interests were adversarial. One side had to

lose.
This is not that.

I am not proposing a competing fork. Not a hard fork. Not an alternative consensus chain. Not a new implementation that
replaces Bitcoin Core. The reform architecture is transparency infrastructure. It publishes information. It creates signaling
mechanisms. It measures institutional health. It does not force anyone to do anything. It does not change a single line of

consensus code. It does not touch the protocol. It reveals information and lets incentives do the work.

The block size wars asked: which version of Bitcoin should exist? This document asks: can the institution that maintains the
one version of Bitcoin that exists adapt to threats that did not exist when the institution’s operating patterns were formed?
The first question divides the community. The second question unites it - because every holder of every Bitcoin, regardless of
their position on block sizes or transaction types or script opcodes, shares the interest in a protocol that can survive quantum

computing.

The architecture does not require anyone to agree with my diagnosis. It requires the dashboards to be accurate, the metrics
to be verifiable, and the information to be public. If I am wrong - if Bitcoin Core is a live player, if the quantum timeline is
comfortable, if the security budget is sustainable - then the dashboards will show it, and the architecture will have produced
transparency at no cost. If I am right, the architecture will have produced the conditions for reform before crisis forced them.

The asymmetry favors publishing.

12.3 Why the Risk Is Worth Taking

The alternative is silence. I could hold my Bitcoin, watch the dashboards I have built, track the quantum timeline
compressing and the maintainer count declining and the BIP process producing nothing, and say nothing. This is the rational
choice for a player who values personal comfort over institutional outcome. Most players make this choice. The evidence
shows it in the 31% decline in active addresses, the migration to custodial solutions, the quiet exit of contributors who see

the dysfunction and decide that speaking is not worth the cost.



Silence is complicity. If the quantum timeline compresses to five years and Bitcoin Core has not begun migration - and I knew
the institution was incapable of beginning, and I had the analytical framework to diagnose why, and I had the mechanism
design background to propose how - then my silence contributed to the outcome. The cost of that outcome is measured in
the 6.7 million BTC sitting in quantum-vulnerable addresses. At current prices, that is hundreds of billions of dollars. The
holders of those coins deserve to know their risk. They deserve to know that the institution responsible for protecting them
cannot currently perform the protocol changes required for protection. They deserve the information this document

provides.

The personal risk is reputational. The ossification camp will characterize this document as an attack. Some will question my
motives. Some will dismiss the analysis because I am not a Bitcoin Core contributor. These costs are real and I accept them.

They are small relative to the alternative.

12.4 The Asymmetry of Risk

The cost of publishing: reputational attack from the ossification camp. Social media hostility. Possible exclusion from

communities that treat any criticism of Bitcoin Core as disloyalty. The cost is bounded, personal, and recoverable.

The cost of not publishing: an institution that cannot save the network it maintains. Hundreds of billions of dollars in
quantum-vulnerable assets whose holders do not know they are at risk. A security budget declining on a mathematical
schedule with no protocol-level response path. A governance process that produces no outcomes while bypass mechanisms

advance. The cost is unbounded, collective, and potentially irreversible.
The asymmetry is obvious. A rational actor publishes. I am publishing.

The deeper asymmetry: if the reform succeeds, the reformer’s reputation recovers regardless of the initial hostility. If the
reform fails and the threats materialize, the reformer is vindicated but the vindication is worthless because the damage is
done. The only scenario where publishing is net-negative is the one where the threats never materialize and the institution
needed no reform - the scenario where I am wrong about everything. I have shown my work across ten sections. The reader

can evaluate whether I am wrong about everything.

13. Sequencing and Critical Path

The architecture is a machine with moving parts. The parts must activate in sequence because each phase depends on
outputs from the previous. This section specifies the critical path - which reform is first, what the ignition sequence looks like,

what clocks constrain the timeline, and what the decision tree looks like at each branch point.



13.1 The Wedge Issue

Not all reforms are equally achievable. BIP process reform is structurally necessary but politically difficult - it requires the
institution to acknowledge its own dysfunction. Maintainer succession requires the existing maintainers to share authority
they currently monopolize. Funding diversification requires funders to accept reduced influence. Prestige realignment
requires the culture to change what it values. Each of these is necessary. None of them is easy. The reform needs a wedge -

the issue that is easiest to achieve and creates momentum for the rest.
The wedge is quantum migration.

Quantum migration is the most obviously necessary reform. The threat is physical, not political. Quantum computers will
break ECDSA or they will not - no amount of cultural preference changes the physics. The argument against quantum
migration requires arguing that Bitcoin should not protect itself from quantum computing, which is a position no rational
actor will hold publicly once the threat is concrete. “You oppose protecting Bitcoin from quantum computing?” is a question

with no good answer for the opposition.

Quantum migration has starting points. BIP-360 and BIP-361 are draft proposals with defined technical approaches. The
work is not starting from zero. It is starting from proposals that need institutional processing - exactly the kind of processing

the BIP reform is designed to enable.

Quantum migration unites the coalition. Every player class identified in Section 4 shares the interest in quantum resistance.
There is no constituency for quantum vulnerability. The block size wars divided the community because the interests were
adversarial. Quantum migration unites the community because the interests are aligned. This is the structural property that
makes it the wedge: it demonstrates that consensus change is possible, it produces a concrete victory, and it creates

momentum for the harder reforms that follow.

The wedge strategy: achieve quantum migration first. Use the institutional capacity demonstrated by that achievement to
process the next reform. Use the momentum of two achievements to process the third. Each success makes the next one

easier because it rebuilds the social technology for consensus change that the block size wars destroyed.

13.2 Ignition Sequence

This document is Phase A of the information cascade described in Section 8.3. The full ignition sequence:

Phase A: Publish the diagnosis. This document. It names the players, maps the incentives, identifies the information gaps,

specifies the mechanisms. It creates the vocabulary and the frame. It is the opening move.

Phase B: Launch the tools. The address checker (“Is your Bitcoin quantum-safe?”), the threat dashboards (quantum timeline,
security budget trajectory), the reform scorecard (institutional health metrics), the funding transparency dashboard. Each
tool converts dispersed information into common knowledge. Each tool targets specific player classes identified in Sections 4

and 7. The tools must be live before the constituency activation begins - otherwise the activation has nothing to point to.



Phase C: Activate the constituency. The coin holder signaling mechanism goes live. Holders can prove ownership and
register support for specific reform priorities. The signal is visible, coin-weighted, and continuously updated. Media outreach
begins - not to “promote” the reform but to distribute the information the tools provide. Journalist briefings use the
dashboards as primary sources. The constituency does not need to be convinced. It needs to be informed and given a

mechanism for expression.

Phase D: Direct pressure at specific reform targets. With visible constituency support, specific reform proposals are pressed
through the BIP process. Quantum migration first. The pressure is not political in the traditional sense - it is informational.
The dashboards show the threat. The signaling mechanism shows the demand. The scorecard shows the institutional gap.

The pressure is the gap between what is needed and what is being produced, made visible to every player simultaneously.

Each phase depends on the previous. The tools are useless without the diagnosis that frames them. The constituency
activation is useless without the tools that inform it. The directed pressure is useless without the visible constituency that

legitimizes it. The sequence is not arbitrary. It is the critical path.

13.3 Timeline Constraints

Three clocks run simultaneously. The reform must produce results before the fastest clock forces a crisis the unreformed

institution cannot navigate.

The quantum clock: 5-15 years, narrowing. Google’s March 2026 paper reduced the physical qubit requirement for breaking
ECDSA by 20x in under a year. Expert surveys place the probability of a cryptographically relevant quantum computer within
ten years at 28-49%, with each survey trending higher than the last. The clock is not linear. Discontinuous advances - the kind
Google just demonstrated - compress the timeline in unpredictable jumps. The safe planning assumption is the short end of
the range. Five years from now, it may be too late to begin. The engineering, consensus building, testing, and network-wide
deployment of post-quantum cryptography takes years even with a functioning institution. With a non-functioning

institution, it takes longer than we may have.

The 2028 halving clock: approximately 850 days. The block subsidy drops to 1.5625 BTC. At current prices, that produces
approximately $150,000 per block. The 15-20% of mining operations already below breakeven after the 2024 halving will
grow. Hash rate may decline visibly. The security budget becomes a lived experience rather than a theoretical concern. The
halving is not a threat in itself - it is a stress test. If the institution has not demonstrated the capacity to process consensus

changes by the time the stress test arrives, the test will be conducted on an institution that has already failed.

The CUSF clock: Sztorc’s July 2026 eCash launch. If CUSF activates BIP-300 on mainnet without Bitcoin Core’s involvement,
the focal point weakens. The precedent that consensus changes can route around Core transforms every subsequent reform
debate. The July 2026 date may slip - software launches often do - but the trajectory is clear. Sztorc is funded, committed, and
operating on a specific timeline. The reform must demonstrate institutional responsiveness before the bypass demonstrates

institutional irrelevance.



The clocks interact. A quantum advance that compresses the timeline increases urgency for migration. A mining crisis at the
2028 halving increases urgency for security budget solutions. A CUSF activation increases urgency for BIP process reform.
Any single clock forcing a crisis on an unreformed institution produces cascading failures because the institution’s incapacity

is general, not specific to any single threat.

13.4 Decision Tree

The reform produces one of four outcomes. Each depends on the institution’s response to the information environment the

architecture creates.

Branch 1: The BIP process reforms and Core processes quantum migration. This is victory. The institution demonstrates
live-player capacity. The consensus change rebuilds the social technology for processing future changes. The maintainer
pipeline, funding diversification, and prestige realignment follow because the institutional capacity to change has been

restored. The Stakeholder Equilibrium is achieved. It stabilizes.

Branch 2: Core resists, but the information campaign creates sufficient constituency pressure. The dashboards update.
The scorecard measures. The signaling mechanism accumulates visible demand. The reform has not yet succeeded, but the
equilibrium is shifting. Sustained pressure continues until one of the exogenous shocks described in Section 6.3 - quantum
theft, miner crisis, CUSF activation, regulatory mandate - breaks the ossification equilibrium. The architecture is designed for

sustained operation. It does not depend on a single campaign cycle. It is infrastructure, not an event.

Branch 3: Core ossifies permanently, and the CUSF path becomes the alternative venue. If the Schelling point cannot
process the needed changes, the changes find another path. The transparency infrastructure supports whichever venue
produces the required protocol changes. The dashboards measure institutional health regardless of which institution is being
measured. The address checker tells holders their coins are at risk regardless of which implementation provides the

migration path. The architecture is venue-agnostic. It supports reform wherever reform occurs.

Branch 4: No reform occurs, no bypass succeeds, and the threats materialize. This is the failure mode analyzed in Section
14. 1t is the outcome the architecture is designed to prevent. The probability of this branch decreases with each information
reveal, each constituency activation, and each pressure application - because the architecture converts dispersed awareness

into coordinated demand, and coordinated demand shifts equilibria.

The decision tree is not a prediction. It is a strategic map. Each branch has a response. Each response is already designed.

The architecture does not depend on optimism about which branch obtains. It functions across all of them.



14. Game Theory of Failure

The Published Foresight is designed to make reform each player’s rational choice. But mechanism design is not omnipotence.
If reform does not occur - if the ossification equilibrium holds despite the information environment, despite the constituency
pressure, despite the clocks - this section maps what follows. Not as a threat, but as a calculation. The failure modes are

specific, their consequences are cascading, and their costs fall unevenly across the player classes mapped in Section 4.

14.1 Failure Modes and Cascading Consequences

Three failure modes. Each triggers cascading effects that compound the others.

Quantum theft. A cryptographically relevant quantum computer extracts BTC from exposed P2PK addresses. The most
vulnerable targets are Satoshi’s approximately 1.1 million BTC in P2PK format - addresses whose public keys are permanently
on-chain and whose private keys no one holds to migrate. The initial theft could be small - a proof of concept targeting a low-
value P2PK output. The market response would not be proportional to the amount stolen. It would be proportional to the
demonstrated capability. If one P2PK output can be spent by a quantum computer, every P2PK output can be spent. The 6.7
million BTC in quantum-vulnerable addresses - hundreds of billions of dollars at current prices - transition from theoretically

at risk to demonstrably at risk in a single block confirmation.

The cascade: price collapse as the market reprices quantum risk from theoretical to realized. ETF redemptions as fiduciary
obligations trigger. Exchange withdrawal surges as retail follows institutional signals. Mining profitability collapse as the BTC-
denominated block reward loses purchasing power. Hash rate decline as unprofitable miners shut down. Extended block

times and unreliable confirmations as hash rate drops. A reflexive spiral where each consequence amplifies the others.

Security budget crisis. The 2028 halving reduces the subsidy to 1.5625 BTC. If BTC price has not approximately doubled from
current levels, a significant fraction of mining operations become unviable simultaneously. Hash rate drops. The cost of a
51% attack declines. Block times extend. Transaction confirmation becomes unreliable for high-value transfers. The network

that secures a trillion dollars in value becomes visibly less secure with each block.

The cascade: institutional holders, whose risk models flag declining security metrics, reduce exposure. The price decline from
institutional selling further reduces miner revenue. More miners shut down. Hash rate drops further. The security budget
enters a reflexive decline where each reduction in mining profitability produces a further reduction in network security,

which produces a further reduction in market confidence, which produces a further reduction in mining profitability.

Governance bypass fragmentation. CUSF activates BIP-300 on mainnet. Bitcoin Knots at 22% adoption gains further share.
Alternative implementations process consensus changes that Bitcoin Core refuses to consider. The Schelling point fragments.
There is no longer a single reference implementation that all participants coordinate on. Consensus changes happen in some
clients but not others. The network’s focal point - the property that makes “Bitcoin” a single, coherent system rather than a

collection of incompatible forks - erodes.



The cascade: exchanges must decide which implementation defines “Bitcoin.” Mining pools must decide which consensus
rules to enforce. ETF custodians must decide which client their infrastructure runs. Each decision point is a potential chain
split. The coordination that makes Bitcoin a single network depends on a single focal point. Without it, coordination costs

escalate and the risk of accidental or intentional chain splits increases with every disputed consensus change.

14.2 Who Is Destroyed, Who Survives, Who Benefits

The costs of failure do not fall evenly.

Destroyed. Strategy’s leveraged position is maximally exposed. With 766,970 BTC on the balance sheet, $8.2 billion in
convertible debt, and no exit option, a sustained BTC price decline triggers the debt spiral Michael Burry warned about.
Convertible maturities starting September 2028 coincide with the halving-driven security budget reduction. The compound
exposure - quantum risk, security budget erosion, maturing debt, declining price - converges on a single corporate entity.
Individual miners with sunk hardware costs cannot exit. Their ASICs have no alternative use. Their capital is consumed. Self-
custody holders in quantum-vulnerable address types face direct theft risk with no recourse. The players most committed to

Bitcoin bear the largest losses precisely because their commitment prevents exit.

Surviving but diminished. ETF issuers survive because they are diversified financial institutions for whom Bitcoin is one
product among hundreds. They exit their positions, absorb the losses, and continue operating. Their reputations take
damage proportional to how vigorously they marketed Bitcoin as “digital gold” while the protocol’s foundations were
crumbling. Exchanges survive because they operate across chains. Coinbase processes Ethereum, Solana, and whatever else
the market demands. Bitcoin was their largest revenue source, not their only one. Stablecoin issuers survive because their
reserves are primarily in US Treasuries, not Bitcoin. Tether’s 87,200 BTC position hurts but does not kill a business sitting on
$98.5 billion in T-bills.

Benefiting. Quantum computing companies benefit from the demonstrated capability. A successful quantum extraction of
Bitcoin is the most dramatic possible advertisement for quantum computing'’s practical relevance. Competing blockchain
platforms benefit as exit destinations - Ethereum’s post-quantum roadmap becomes a selling point. Short sellers and
derivatives traders who positioned for the failure benefit directly. The players who benefit from Bitcoin’s failure are, by
definition, not the players who hold Bitcoin. The incentive alignment is precise: every holder loses, every non-holder with a

competing position gains.

Retail holders bear the largest aggregate loss. Millions of individuals, many with limited financial sophistication, many
holding Bitcoin as their primary savings vehicle, many in jurisdictions without investor protection frameworks. They did not
understand the governance structure. They did not know about the maintainer concentration. They did not know their
address type was quantum-vulnerable. They trusted “Bitcoin takes care of itself.” The information gap identified in Section

8.1 - the gap the Published Foresight is designed to close - is the gap through which their losses flow.



14.3 Does Bitcoin Survive Institutional Failure?

The protocol is not the institution. The code runs regardless of who maintains it. Nodes validate blocks according to
consensus rules that do not require Bitcoin Core’s organizational health. The network operates on mathematics, not

governance.

But unmaintained code facing novel threats is dead code on a delay. A protocol that cannot upgrade its signature scheme
when the signature scheme is broken does not fail immediately. It fails when the adversary arrives. The gap between “the
code runs” and “the code is adequate” is the gap that institutional capacity fills. Without institutional capacity, the code runs

until it encounters a threat it was not designed to handle. Then it runs while the threat exploits it.

The Bitcoin network survives institutional failure in the narrow sense: nodes continue running, blocks continue being
produced, transactions continue being confirmed. The Bitcoin value proposition does not survive. “Credible neutral money”
requires credibility. A quantum theft event - even a small one - destroys the credibility that Bitcoin is secure. “Store of value”
requires the stored value to be safe. Quantum-vulnerable addresses holding hundreds of billions of dollars are not safe.
“Digital gold” requires the comparison to hold. Gold does not have a known vulnerability that a specific technological

advance will exploit on a specific timeline.

Bitcoin after institutional failure is a protocol that works and a narrative that does not. The protocol continues. The price does
not. The market cap does not. The institutional adoption does not. The regulatory treatment does not. Everything that
depends on Bitcoin being credibly secure - which is everything that gives Bitcoin value above its marginal transaction utility -

depends on the institution's capacity to maintain that credibility against novel threats.

14.4 The Insurance Property

Even if this reform attempt fails, the architecture persists.

The dashboards keep updating. The quantum timeline tracker does not stop publishing because the reform campaign
encountered resistance. The security budget projector does not stop calculating because the ossification camp dismissed the
concern. The address checker does not stop telling holders their coins are at risk because the community decided the risk

was acceptable.

The scorecard keeps measuring. Active maintainer count. Merger concentration index. BIP throughput. Days since last
consensus change. The metrics are drawn from public data. They require no institutional cooperation to maintain. They

measure regardless of whether the institution wants to be measured.

The information, once released, cannot be un-released. A coin holder who has checked their address and learned it is
quantum-vulnerable cannot unlearn this. An ETF compliance officer who has read the quantum risk disclosure gap analysis
cannot unread it. A journalist who has seen the maintainer concentration visualization cannot unsee it. Information is

irreversible. Each reveal permanently shifts the information environment in a direction that favors reform.



This is the insurance property of the Published Foresight. It is designed to outlast any single reform campaign. If this attempt
fails, the transparency infrastructure remains. The next reformer inherits a public record that is more complete, a
constituency that is more informed, and an information environment that is more hostile to ossification than the one I found.
The architecture creates the conditions for the next attempt, and the next, until the convergence is achieved or the threats

arrive - whichever comes first.

The mechanism is cumulative. Each failed attempt adds information. Each added piece of information shifts the equilibrium
incrementally. The increments compound. The ossification equilibrium must resist every attempt. The reform must succeed

once. The asymmetry favors persistence.

15. Predictions

This document is realistic about what it can achieve and what it cannot. Reform does not follow from publication. Publication
is the first move in a longer sequence, and the players mapped in Section 4 will respond according to their structural
incentives - not according to the reformer’s preferences. The following predictions describe the most likely initial response
from each player class, derived from the same incentive analysis that produced the player map. I publish them because a
reform proposal that cannot predict the resistance it will encounter is not serious, and because predictions that prove

accurate over time are the strongest evidence that the underlying analysis is correct.

15.1 Core Maintainers

The merge surface is structurally narrow: a small set of people holds effective gatekeeping power, concentration has
increased over time, and the process does not embed formal succession rules. That geometry does two things at once: it
makes continuity and load concentration a legitimate engineering-risk story, and it makes any broad narrative that treats
Bitcoin Core as a diffuse volunteer cloud easy to reject on factual grounds. Maintainers sit inside an institutional culture that
prizes technical review legibility, merge discipline, and routing non-peer advocacy away from the merge path. Under those
incentives, public statements tend to cluster around procedural reaffirmation - that merges track review quality and in-

project consensus formation - because that frame is accurate as a first-order description and it is stable for the role.

Funding adds a second axis that does not map cleanly onto manifesto cycles. Funder legitimacy and grant selection shape
what work is resourced more often than they force an explicit governance reply in public forums. That channel operates
partially and on long lags, which matches the kind of equilibrium a reform document is naming rather than expecting to
collapse overnight. If public engagement stays thin, the analytical model still holds: prestige protection and peer-only
legitimacy norms are doing their usual work. If engagement rises in the form of sustained technical threading of continuity,
dependency, and resourcing risks into ordinary discussion, the model still holds, because it shows where structural pressure

converts into engineering vocabulary first.



When alignment shifts among individuals with merge authority, it is more likely to show up as private coordination and
selective sponsorship of review directions than as coordinated public manifestos. That pattern follows from reputational

coordination costs inside a small elite set, not from a claim about personal virtue.

15.2 Core Contributors

The contributor population is large enough to sustain a healthy review economy - multiple ACKs per merge is consistent with
strong gatekeeping on integration risk - yet the binding limit is not review throughput but consensus-change capacity. When
protocol change carries asymmetric reputational downside and upside accrues mainly to careful maintenance, the incentive
gradient points toward incremental improvement, exhaustive review, and default non-action on anything that touches
shared rules. That structure predicts first-order disagreement will cluster less on whether individual PRs are well reviewed

and more on whether a proposal is allowed to occupy the scarce category of consensus-relevant change at all.

Against that backdrop, a reform narrative that names incentive skew and legitimacy tradeoffs will split along priors rather
than convert by argument alone. Contributors who already experience friction when raising consensus-adjacent work can
read the diagnosis as an accurate map of constraints they navigate privately; contributors who treat stability and institutional
continuity as the primary public good can read the same map as delegitimizing the settlement layer the process is designed
to protect. In the near term, the document should be expected to increase defensive coordination around ossification norms
- tighter rhetorical policing of “risky” framing, more insistence on procedural purity, and sharper scrutiny of anyone who
appears to validate an outsider narrative - because those moves are the lowest-cost way to reassert in-group control under

reputational uncertainty.

The prediction is falsifiable in a way that binds incentives to outcomes rather than motives. If public response chiefly restates
procedural legitimacy and avoids engaging with the capacity bottleneck as a first-class constraint, that pattern itself supports
the claim that the system is optimizing for legitimacy preservation over explicit tradeoff accounting. If, instead, trusted
maintainers and frequent reviewers operationalize the same concerns inside existing venues - measured RFCs, scoped
experiments, clearer escalation paths for consensus work - then the ecosystem deviates from the defensive equilibrium in

exactly the direction the analysis says is structurally under-supplied.

15.3 Development Funders

Development funders sit at the center of a funding topology where continuity, reputational safety, and predictable

disbursement matter as much as technical outcomes. Their incentives therefore lean toward process legitimacy narratives;
clear separation between money and merge decisions, avoidance of consensus-adjacent commitments in grant language,
and governance artifacts that read as independent review. That posture is less a debating stance than a risk-management

posture under public scrutiny.

Across this cluster, transparency pressure will not land uniformly. Organizations with corporate parents or established
compliance cultures can absorb dashboard-style disclosure more readily because their reporting expectations already

resemble what a public ledger of support would surface. Pass-through grant infrastructure faces a sharper constraint; when



upstream sources become legible, the organization inherits questions about concentration and discretion that its operating

model was not designed to answer at that resolution.

If reporting norms spread, the structural response is unlikely to be a single dramatic break. More plausible is incremental
standardization of what counts as a grant, what must be disclosed, and how renewals are justified, alongside diversification
of funding sources where concentration becomes a liability. Compliance with a clearer reporting frame would validate the
reform thesis that incentives can be made legible without dictating engineering outcomes; resistance or opacity would

function as observable deviation from that frame.

15.4 Mining Industry

The mining sector sits under hard structural concentration. A small set of large pools anchors a majority of visible hashrate,
while a narrow supplier base dominates ASIC production. Individual operators face long capital cycles, elevated unit
economics, and compressed hash price, so margin pressure is not a narrative problem but an operating condition. That mix
makes the industry responsive to macro signals and halving calendars on a planning horizon, while day to day behavior stays

anchored to cash flow, power contracts, and fleet depreciation rather than policy documents.

Reform language that reframes security budget and long run sustainability will mostly read as confirmation of constraints
miners already measure in spreadsheets and power bills. The full text will circulate unevenly; many participants will
encounter summaries, commentary, and second order narratives rather than primary source review. Pool operators therefore
sitin a swing position between continuity and selective transparency, because their business model is reputation and uptime
under oligopoly dynamics, whereas dispersed miners skew toward alignment with reforms that improve information

symmetry and reduce asymmetric exposure to opaque market structure.

The mining complex is unlikely to originate a reform coalition, yet it can amplify or dampen momentum when economic data
becomes visible and legible across the stack. A stressed public operator or a second tier pool could treat clearer reporting as
a differentiation lever under competitive pressure, not because the document commands it, but because market structure

rewards credible signals when trust is scarce.

15.5 Exchanges

Exchanges sit at the boundary between market infrastructure and public narrative, which constrains how they can engage
with reform documents regardless of private views. Their incentives favor continuity in listings, settlement, and user trust, so
public responses tend to track legal, risk, and investor-relations processes more than engineering debate. Where an
exchange also anchors custody or sponsor-linked products, those additional roles concentrate regulatory and reputational
exposure in a single operator, which narrows the range of low-cost public statements even when development funding or

technical communication continues in the background.

Historically, exchanges have exercised decisive influence over perceived legitimacy through market-facing artifacts such as
ticker conventions, but that lever is structurally costly to deploy and therefore reserved for acute market splits rather than

policy advocacy. For reform framing, the operative point is that exchange behavior is path dependent: alignment with a



stable, compliance-legible narrative validates the framework, while visible inconsistency between public risk posture and

operational or custody practice becomes evidence the reform can cite without needing to attribute motive.

Across the industry, public materials rarely treat post-quantum readiness or security-budget assumptions for custody as first-
class disclosure categories, which leaves a documentation gap that a reform document can treat as an empirical baseline

rather than a charge sheet.

15.6 The ETF Complex

The spot ETF layer concentrates ownership and narrative weight in a small set of issuers, with one large product setting the
operational and disclosure template for the rest. Custodial concentration further tightens the system: most assets sit behind
a few institutional rails, so continuity of service, settlement behavior, and risk language matter as much as protocol politics.
For this cluster, stability is the product; the structural incentive is to minimize surprises that could force rapid repricing of the

wrapper, the collateral treatment of shares, or the credibility of the custody chain.

Fiduciary and disclosure obligations create monitoring and documentation burdens, but they do not translate into a mandate
to drive consensus changes in the reference software. Issuers can run diligence, circulate vendor questionnaires, and
converge on harmonized prospectus language over time, yet that activity mostly validates existing frameworks rather than
forming an independent reform coalition. Influence on the reference client itself is structurally thin; the practical
transmission paths run through custodian roadmaps, third-party dependencies, and the public record of risk factors that

investors already treat as binding representations.

Once material risks are written into offering documents, they become part of a compounding disclosure stack: updates must
stay coherent with prior statements, and silence after a visible industry shift reads as its own signal. That channel rewards
careful, incremental wording and punishes abrupt breaks from prior framing, which is why the ETF complex will likely anchor

on custodian-led timelines and standardized risk language rather than on direct engineering advocacy.

15.7 Strategy and Michael Saylor

Strategy holds a concentrated Bitcoin position on the order of several percent of outstanding supply, funded in part by
convertible instruments with maturities that begin in 2028. That combination is structurally binding: the firm is not
positioned to treat protocol politics as a separate risk bucket from balance-sheet and refinancing risk. Whatever narrative the
company adopts in public, the dominant constraint is that large, long-lived exposure plus scheduled corporate obligations

create a timeline that can resolve independently of whether any particular reform proposal advances.

The firm has incentives to treat consensus-layer change as categorically costly, because even benign or protective upgrades
can be framed as precedent for further change. From an outside view, that posture is predictable: it aligns reputation,
investor messaging, and creditor comfort with a single story about immutability. Governance behavior is therefore likely to
remain stable in the narrow sense of how such an entity engages standards processes: filings and counsel may track
developments as part of the risk environment, but that is not the same thing as treating a reform document as a new

controlling fact pattern for corporate strategy.



The underlying tension is temporal. Reform arguments compress toward engineering and security timelines; corporate and
market timelines compress toward refinancing, liquidity, and disclosure cycles. Those clocks do not synchronize by default.
The practical implication for readers of this document is not a forecast of a sudden reversal in public positioning, but a
recognition that the loudest opponent may also be the most mechanically constrained player, and that the decisive pressures

on its behavior may arrive from capital markets before they arrive from consensus governance.

15.8 Institutional Capital

Institutional holders operate under a governance architecture that does not map onto an open-source maintainer graph.
Exposure decisions flow through compliance, risk, and investment-committee processes that compress complex technical
and social facts into repeatable risk labels. In that pipeline, concentration and succession risk read as operational and key-
person exposure, not as a debate about project philosophy. The framework therefore validates itself inside those institutions

even when no participant reads the underlying document end to end.

The dominant behavioral constraint is exit and derisk rather than public advocacy. Large allocators cannot “vote the
repository,” and reputational and fiduciary incentives favor reducing tail risk when a single asset exhibits non-market
structural uncertainty. Position sizing becomes the primary adjustment mechanism once the narrative stabilizes around

maintainership concentration and continuity risk.

This creates a structural tension for any reform argument that implicitly seeks pressure from institutional balance sheets.
Better information can accelerate de-risking because it clarifies a risk the institution already knows how to price and how to
remove. That outcome is not evidence that the diagnosis is wrong; it is evidence that the audience is wired for capital
preservation first. The honest forecast is bifurcated: compliance-grade summaries will propagate quickly, and the median
institutional response will skew toward smaller exposure or faster rotation out of the asset until the risk picture stabilizes,

with advocacy remaining a thin tail relative to flows.

15.9 Government Holders

Government holders are structurally downstream of public narrative and institutional process. Their engagement with a
reform document will typically be mediated by briefing products, oversight preparation, and press cycles rather than direct
technical review. That mediation implies long feedback loops: reputational and oversight pressure tends to consolidate over
multi-year horizons, while statutory or procurement responses, when they arrive, often lag the underlying technical

argument.

The durable constraint is cryptographic modernization policy converging on post-quantum migration timelines for national
security software ecosystems. Where sovereign inventory is described as resting on legacy signature assumptions, the
oversight logic becomes simple and portable for non-specialist audiences. That simplicity strengthens the case for external

accountability hooks even when day-to-day custody remains spreadsheet-like and agency assignment remains unsettled.



The structural risk is institutional translation error. Policy instruments that target the wrong architectural layer can impose
compliance burdens without improving the properties the reform framework cares about, and can create collateral pressure
on permissionless operation if requlators treat protocol governance as a conventional control surface. Where government
processes align with the stated modernization and transparency goals, that alignment validates the framing; where
responses misfire or overreach, the deviation itself becomes evidence that the reform targets genuine structural mismatches

rather than cosmetic upgrades.

15.10 Retail Self-Custody Holders

Retail self-custody holders sit at the ideological center of the design story, yet they occupy the weakest information position
in the stakeholder map. Document-level engagement will remain thin; understanding will arrive mostly through derivative
media, which imposes a structural lag and a lossy compression layer between technical claims and household decisions. Any
mechanism that treats signed on-chain messages as a proxy for holder sentiment will systematically under-weight cold-
storage behavior, so reform coalitions should expect this class to appear quieter than its economic weight implies, not

because of apathy but because of custody architecture.

Where abstract risk becomes checkable against a concrete address or node-visible predicate, engagement can spike because
the cohort is trained to substitute personal verification for institutional assurance. The same polarization infrastructure that
amplifies reform talking points can also filter them or recast them as fear-first narratives; under stress, the dominant
behavioral path may skew toward liquidity events rather than organized advocacy, independent of the document quality.
That divergence is informative: it signals that credibility travels with artifacts that can be reproduced locally, not with

narrative packaging alone.

On balance, the cohort is a natural reform ally in structural terms, because “do not trust, verify” aligns incentives with
transparent tooling and auditable claims. When behavior matches that model, the framework gains validation; when
behavior diverges toward panic or silence, the deviation still serves reform by clarifying which interfaces and assurances

must be hardened before this population can be represented faithfully in any priority-signaling system.

15.11 Stablecoin Issuers

Stablecoin issuers sit outside a sharp pressure surface in the reform architecture: the framework does not assign them a
bespoke role or staged confrontation that would force protocol-level campaigning, so incentives skew toward internal risk
monitoring and compliance posture rather than sustained public engagement on Bitcoin design. Systemic risk framing
registers with senior leadership because reserves, liquidity, and counterparty concentration dominate governance attention,

yet that register does not reliably translate into advocacy mapped onto consensus rules.

Regulatory and licensing clocks in major jurisdictions run parallel to the reform timeline; they are not direct levers on the
reform’s internal logic. Heterogeneity across issuers - mining-adjacent activity versus a more arms-length issuance and

treasury posture - may change marginal salience, but the base case remains low-visibility monitoring; transparent alignment



between public representations and reserve and operational behavior validates the analytical scaffolding, and sustained
inconsistency strengthens the reform narrative on structural grounds without presupposing coordinated participation from

the issuers.

15.12 Downstream Builders

Downstream builders are not a single coalition. They span hardware wallets, payment-channel infrastructure, sidechains, and
restaking-adjacent stacks, and their public posture will track what their shipping constraints require rather than what
committee rhetoric rewards. Where the binding limit is physical - secure-element RAM, bus bandwidth, firmware upgrade
cadence - post-quantum signature footprints become a first-class product risk, not an abstract cryptography preference.
Where the binding limit is protocol - channel settlement patterns that assume specific script capabilities - covenant

availability becomes the schedule variable that determines whether a roadmap is executable or merely aspirational.

The structural tension is cross-dependency with base-layer maintainers and integrators. Full-throated advocacy can read as
picking sides in an institution whose goodwill affects review bandwidth, dependency ordering, and long-horizon
compatibility work. That does not imply indifference; it implies that alignment will often appear as technical specificity -
migration paths, staged parameters, conservative defaults - rather than as maximalist manifestos. Operators with dual
exposure to base-layer stewardship and proprietary networks inherit an additional constraint: their incentives can be

internally consistent while their external signaling stays deliberately narrow.

Absent a coordination mechanism, expect staggered, issue-driven engagement rather than a synchronized press narrative.
Teams whose products are covenant-blocked have the clearest forcing function to surface concrete requirements early.
Smaller wallet vendors may move first where they can absorb reputational variance and where their stack is less entangled

with default reference-client politics.

15.13 Alternative Client Developers

Alternative client maintainers and adjacent protocol entrepreneurs occupy a structural niche that exists because the default
implementation and its governance process leave unresolved demand for different policy bundles, release cadences, and
roadmap bets. A large reachable-node footprint for an alternative full node, together with long-running procedural stalls on
certain consensus-adjacent proposals, is not merely a market statistic; it is evidence that participants treat the ecosystem as
multi-vendor in practice even when social convention still centers one repository. That position makes their public
engagement asymmetric: they can credibly echo concerns about process quality and prioritization without needing to
endorse any particular institutional end state, because their legitimacy does not depend on winning a single reform contest

inside the reference client.

The constraint is reputational and product-coherent as much as it is technical. Maintainers who emphasize conservative
defaults and review burden will align more easily with critiques of rot and gatekeeping than with any narrative that looks like
a competing monetary brand launch, while teams raising capital for a new layer or token have incentives to keep the debate

framed on dysfunction and unmet needs rather than on binding commitments about what a repaired process would



produce. In either case, the reform document functions as an external validator of the claim that the status quo is under-
producing relative to stated goals, which strengthens their fundraising and user-acquisition story without obligating them to

become co-authors of a specific remedy.

For the reform effort, that asymmetry is analytically useful. Agreement on diagnosis from actors whose businesses implicitly
bet on pluralism tends to corroborate the framework without guaranteeing coalition behavior on implementation. The
equilibrium prediction is therefore bounded: expect selective endorsement of problem statements, minimal binding
alignment on remediation mechanics, and continued emphasis on exit and alternatives as the pressure valve that remains

open regardless of how internal reform proceeds.

15.14 Regulators

Regulatory institutions do not typically translate reform documents into immediate engineering mandates. The Securities
and Exchange Commission tends to work disclosure and market-structure questions through incremental supervisory review;
the National Institute of Standards and Technology supplies standards that influence procurement and risk narratives more
often than they produce blunt cryptographic prohibitions; the Commodity Futures Trading Commission asserts jurisdictional
boundaries consistent with its statutory remit; prudential and chartering authorities weigh conditional approvals against
stated safety and soundness predicates. That machinery moves on multi-year statutory and rulemaking clocks even when

public narrative pressure compresses into a twelve-to-thirty-six--month window.

Congressional staff and committee leadership, for their part, treat lengthy technical arguments as raw material for oversight
hooks that already fit established jurisdictions and hearing agendas. Where the document aligns with familiar disclosure,
supervision, and standards-adoption patterns, those alignments tend to validate the framework as legible to existing
compliance culture. Where agencies or legislators overread the text as a license for prescriptive mandates, or where
attention is shaped by unfamiliarity with how open networks actually govern themselves, outcomes can drift from the

document’s stated posture of awareness toward heavier-handed responses.

The structural constraint is therefore not coalition membership but interpretive bandwidth and institutional tempo:
regulators and Congress shape the operating environment external to any single coalition, yet their reactions are path-
dependent on how quickly they can map novel systems onto existing legal categories. Reform succeeds when it survives that
mapping without being flattened into caricature; it is also served, in a different sense, when deviation from proportionate

review exposes the gap between stated goals and what political incentives reward.

16. Sources and Evidence Base

This document draws on a structured evidence base assembled across fourteen cache files, primary source materials from
Bitcoin Core’s own repositories and communications, regulatory and corporate filings, academic research, and press

reporting. Sources are organized by type and referenced to the cache files in which they appear.



The Brief

The institutional diagnosis that this report responds to. Applied seventeen structural tests and seven domain-specific rules
from Samo Burja's Great Founder Theory framework to Bitcoin Core. Returned a prognosis of Abandoned. The reform

architecture in this document is constructed as a response to that diagnosis.

Evidence Cache Files

Fourteen domain-specific research files, each covering a distinct aspect of the Bitcoin Core reform landscape:

e **_ bitcoin-core.md** - Bitcoin Core institutional structure, maintainer data, merge statistics, contributor pipeline, BIP
process history

e **_bitcoin-core-ethereum.md** - Ethereum’s post-quantum coordination, consensus-change cadence, and institutional
comparison with Bitcoin Core

e **_bitcoin-core-financialization.md** - ETF holdings, custodial concentration, Strategy/MicroStrategy corporate
treasury data, rehypothecation estimates, active address decline

e **_bitcoin-core-mining.md** - Mining economics, pool concentration, hash rate distribution, ASIC manufacturer
dependencies, security budget calculations, Al workload pivot

e **_bitcoin-core-other-risks.md** - Non-quantum, non-mining threats including supply chain concentration, Coinbase
custodial single point of failure, layer 2 fee revenue dynamics

e **_bitcoin-core-quantum.md** - Quantum computing timeline data, Google March 2026 paper, qubit requirement
estimates, expert surveys, BIP-360/361 status, P2PK/reused address exposure, post-quantum signature size analysis

e **_hitcoin-core-sztorc.md** - Paul Sztorc profile, CUSF development, BIP-300 history, eCash fork plans, $16M fundraise,
governance bypass analysis

e **_bitcoin-reform-ecosystem.md** - Downstream builder dependencies, hardware wallet PQ constraints, Lightning
covenant requirements, sidechain operator positions

e **_bitcoin-reform-governance-precedents.md** - Python PEP process, Rust RFC 3392, Node.js TSC model, Linux kernel
maintainer economics, OpenSSL post-Heartbleed reform

e ** hitcoin-reform-infowar.md** - UASF campaign analysis, NO2X coordination, information campaign precedents,
newsletter and media strategy evidence

e **_bitcoin-reform-miners.md** - Miner incentive analysis, pool governance, individual miner economics, Stratum V2,
hash rate distribution trends

e ** hitcoin-reform-opreturn.md** - OP_RETURN standardization debate, PR 28130 and PR 32359 history, policy vs
consensus distinction, Knots opposition dynamics

e **_ bitcoin-reform-regulatory.md** - Executive Order 14233 (Strategic Bitcoin Reserve), CNSA 2.0 migration mandates,
NIST FIPS 203/204/205, SEC staff crypto disclosure guidance, Congressional quantum preparedness hearings

e ** bitcoin-reform-saylor.md** - Michael Saylor public statements, Strategy corporate filings, convertible debt structure,

Pomerantz class action, Michael Burry leverage warnings, MSCI ESG exposure



Bitcoin Core Primary Sources

¢ Bitcoin Core GitHub repository - PR merge data, maintainer activity, contributor statistics - cited in _bitcoin-core.md
¢ BIP-360 and BIP-361 draft proposals for post-quantum migration - cited in _bitcoin-core-quantum.md
¢ Bitcoin Core release notes and version history documenting consensus change timeline - cited in _bitcoin-core.md

e Bitcoin-dev mailing list discussions on OP_RETURN policy, quantum preparedness, BIP process - cited in _bitcoin-

reform-opreturn.md, _bitcoin-core-quantum.md

e PR 32359 and PR 32406 (OP_RETURN standardization) merge history and ACK/NACK tallies - cited in _bitcoin-reform-

opreturn.md
e BIP-300 (Drivechain) submission and closure history, 2017-2024 - cited in _bitcoin-core-sztorc.md
¢ DrahtBot automated tally data for contested PRs - cited in _bitcoin-reform-opreturn.md

e Bitcoin Knots node adoption data (22% of reachable nodes) - cited in _bitcoin-core-sztorc.md

Regulatory Sources

e Executive Order 14233 establishing the Strategic Bitcoin Reserve and Digital Asset Stockpile - cited in _bitcoin-reform-

regulatory.md

o NIST FIPS 203, 204, 205 - finalized post-quantum cryptographic standards (ML-KEM, ML-DSA, SLH-DSA) - cited in

_bitcoin-reform-regulatory.md

e (CNSA 2.0 Suite migration timeline mandating transition away from ECDSA for National Security Systems by

approximately 2033 - cited in _bitcoin-reform-regulatory.md

e SEC Division of Corporation Finance staff statement on crypto asset disclosure (December 2024) - cited in _bitcoin-

reform-regulatory.md

e (Congressional hearings on quantum computing preparedness for federal IT systems - cited in _bitcoin-reform-

regulatory.md

e 0CC conditional federal charter approval for Coinbase - cited in _bitcoin-reform-regulatory.md

Corporate Sources

e Strategy (formerly MicroStrategy) 10-K and 8-K filings documenting BTC holdings, convertible debt structure, and risk

disclosures - cited in _bitcoin-reform-saylor.md
o BlackRock IBIT prospectus quantum risk disclosure language - cited in _bitcoin-core-financialization.md
o ETF prospectus filings across eleven spot Bitcoin ETF issuers - cited in _bitcoin-core-financialization.md

e Pomerantz LLP class action complaint against Strategy regarding risk/return framing - cited in _bitcoin-reform-

saylor.md

¢ Bitcoin Treasuries data on 227+ public companies holding BTC - cited in _bitcoin-core-financialization.md



Academic and Analytical Sources

e Samo Burja, Great Founder Theory - institutional analysis framework applied in the Brief - cited across all cache files

e Google quantum computing research (March 2026) on ECDSA physical qubit requirements - cited in _bitcoin-core-
quantum.md

o Expert surveys on cryptographically relevant quantum computer timelines (28-49% probability within ten years) - cited
in _bitcoin-core-quantum.md

e Albert Hirschman, Exit, Voice, and Loyalty - framework applied in Section 6.2 - cited in _bitcoin-reform-infowar.md

¢ Post-quantum signature size analysis (34-426x larger than ECDSA) and throughput implications - cited in _bitcoin-core-
quantum.md

e Academic research on Bitcoin response to USDT minting events - cited in _bitcoin-core-financialization.md

e Quranium survey on demand for quantum-resistant Bitcoin wallets - cited in _bitcoin-core-quantum.md

e Michael Burry public commentary on Strategy leverage and forced-selling dynamics - cited in _bitcoin-reform-saylor.md

¢ Mining economics research on hash price trajectories and breakeven analysis - cited in _bitcoin-core-mining.md

e Linux kernel maintainer economics analysis - cited in _bitcoin-reform-governance-precedents.md

Press and Trade Media

Quantum computing and cryptographic risk: - Coverage of Google March 2026 quantum paper and implications for public-
key cryptography - cited in _bitcoin-core-quantum.md - Reporting on NIST post-quantum standard finalization - cited in

_bitcoin-reform-regulatory.md

Mining and security budget: - Reporting on post-2024-halving mining profitability and fleet shutdown rates - cited in
_bitcoin-core-mining.md - Coverage of major miners pivoting capital to Al and HPC workloads - cited in _bitcoin-core-
mining.md - Analysis of mining pool concentration (Foundry USA and AntPool at 51% combined hashrate) - cited in _bitcoin-

core-mining.md

Bitcoin Core governance: - Coverage of maintainer departures (laanwj, MarcoFalke, glozow) - cited in _bitcoin-core.md -
Reporting on OP_RETURN debate and PR 32406 merge - cited in _bitcoin-reform-opreturn.md - Coverage of BIP-

300/Drivechain procedural history - cited in _bitcoin-core-sztorc.md

Financialization and institutional adoption: - ETF AUM reporting and flow data - cited in _bitcoin-core-financialization.md -
Coverage of Coinbase custodial concentration (80% of ETF assets) - cited in _bitcoin-core-financialization.md - Reporting on
Michael Saylor's public statements characterizing protocol changes as inflation - cited in _bitcoin-reform-saylor.md -

Coverage of active address decline and off-chain migration trends - cited in _bitcoin-core-financialization.md

Governance and reform precedents: - Coverage of UASF and NO2X campaigns during the 2017 scaling conflict - cited in
_bitcoin-reform-infowar.md - Reporting on OpenSSL Heartbleed response and Core Infrastructure Initiative - cited in
_bitcoin-reform-governance-precedents.md - Coverage of Paul Sztorc’s CUSF development and eCash fundraise - cited in

_bitcoin-core-sztorc.md



The clocks are running. The foresight is published. What follows is up to the stakeholders.



