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Part I

The Diagnosis
Before the answer, the problem. AI infrastructure is being financed
as software when it’s actually utility-class. The system is propped
up by leveraged off-balance-sheet vehicles and a closed chip-maker
economy. Token demand is heading for 1,000–10,000× growth that
physically cannot fit in current geographies. And the displacement of
human labour by AI-first companies has begun, in a form for which
the conventional answers (UBI, retraining, redistribution) are inade-
quate.
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1 The Core Diagnosis
AI infrastructure is being financed and operated as if it were enterprise software. It isn’t.

Treated As: Enterprise Software Actually Is: Regulated Utility

Short-duration capital Long-duration capital intensive

Globally homogeneous products Locally bounded (power, regulation, sovereignty)

Concentrated in 4–5 hyperscalers Natural monopoly within jurisdictions

Quarterly earnings discipline Universal service implications

Once you accept the mismatch, most of the current weirdness in the market resolves. Why the
largest cloud providers’ capex is described as unsustainable: they’re being asked to finance
utilities on software balance sheets. Why sovereign AI keeps coming up everywhere: juris-
dictions are reasserting the utility framing. Why leveraged-compute vehicles proliferate: off-
balance-sheet financing is the workaround. Why the open-source vs. closed-source debate
has stalled: it’s been miscast as a product question when it’s actually an ownership question.

The mismatch is the source of every dysfunction. The institutional answer is not better soft-
ware: it’s the right institutional form for utility-class infrastructure.

2 The Hidden Mechanics of the Current System

What ”neoclouds” actually are

The proliferating leveraged-compute vehicles are not technology companies. They are lever-
aged equipment-leasing structures wearing cloud-native marketing.

The mechanic: borrow against GPUs as collateral, sign a multi-year take-or-pay contract with
a hyperscaler or AI lab, use that contract as further collateral, repeat.

The hyperscalers benefit even more than the vehicles themselves. They are spending more
on AI capex than any companies in history. Putting that capex directly on their own balance
sheets would crush free cash flow and compress multiples. So they route demand through
these vehicles, committing to long-term capacity contracts that the vehicles then finance
against.

The result is off-balance-sheet financing for AI infrastructure at massive scale. Once you see
it, the high valuations relative to gross margins make sense: these vehicles are not priced as
software companies but as financial vehicles in an environment of artificially cheap capital for
AI compute.
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Part I · The Diagnosis Section 3

The chip-maker closed economy

Chip makers run more sophisticated flywheels than the ”selling picks during a gold rush”
framing implies.

The mechanic: chip makers invest equity into compute providers and AI labs, giving those
entities cash and credibility to commit to chip purchases, which generates chip-maker rev-
enue, which gets partially recycled into further equity investments.

The same dollars flow around a closed loop multiple times. Each lap inflates reported rev-
enue and the implied valuations of everything in the loop. Chip allocation is a strategic in-
strument: labs and clouds aligned with a chip maker’s interests get more chips, faster.

The closest historical analog is Standard Oil’s control of railroads: not the oil itself but lever-
age over distribution.

The structural implication

Chip makers are structurally motivated to seed alternatives to hyperscaler monopsony.
They do not want a world where four buyers control their demand. They want twenty or fifty.
Any credible non-hyperscaler buyer of compute is therefore a strategic partner for chip mak-
ers, not a competitor.

The Champion model is built on that alignment.

3 The Token Demand Wave
Capital pools matter only if the underlying demand is growing fast enough to justify them. It
is.

Figure 1 The token-demand wave: each deployment era multiplies the intelligence an economy consumes.
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Five demand multipliers

1. Agentic workloads (~30×): Agent loops replace round-trips. 10–100 internal calls per
useful action.

2. Reasoning models (~10×): Long internal chains, moving from frontier-only to default.
3. Multimodal expansion (10–100×): Video, audio, image, 3D at scale.
4. Population-scale agent deployment (100–1,000×): Continuous use, not chat. The multi-

plier the Champion model specifically unlocks.
5. Embodied AI and robotics (additive and structurally distinct): Each humanoid robot

uses the compute of 10–100 simultaneous heavy human users.

The robotics multiplier deserves separate treatment because it is structurally different from
the others. Korn Ferry projects 85.2 million unfilled jobs globally by 2030, representing $8.5
trillion in unrealised annual revenue: a demographic fact, not a cyclical condition. Physical
labour cannot be made more efficient the way compute can: you cannot algorithmically op-
timise away the body. Robotics demand has no DeepSeek-equivalent efficiency risk. It is the
most durable demand driver in the stack.

Compounded: token demand grows 1,000–10,000× by 2032. Consistent with current trajecto-
ries; frontier compute has been roughly doubling every six months since 2020.

Two structural facts the Champions uniquely exploit

First: the geographic forcing function. The absolute compute needed by 2030 cannot fit in
current hyperscaler-region datacenters. Power, cooling, and grid capacity in Northern Vir-
ginia, Dublin, and Singapore cannot 1,000× from here. Compute has to move to where the
power is, and the jurisdictions with the power will demand Champion-shaped structures
as the price of access.

Geographic distribution of AI infrastructure is a physical necessity that the demand wave
forces. The Gulf states understand this and are already trading power access for Champion
equity. The next round of jurisdictions will too.

Second: the deployment forcing function. The largest multiplier, population-scale agent
deployment, only happens if someone deploys it. Hyperscalers will not deploy agents into
seven billion people’s daily lives because the political acceptance and regulatory risk are too
high. Champions are the only organisational form that can absorb the population-scale de-
ployment risk and reap the population-scale demand.

The largest pool of incremental demand requires an organisational form that hyperscalers
cannot inhabit.
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4 The Coming Shock

What the people watching most closely are saying

The conventional framing of AI’s economic impact is in labour terms: jobs lost, unemploy-
ment up, retraining needed. The deeper framing is organisational, and the people building
the technology have started saying it out loud.

Emad Mostaque’s frame: Capital historically needed labour. AI breaks the loop. His frame-
work traces four inversions: land → labour → capital → intelligence. Human cognitive labour
doesn’t go to zero in value; it goes negative. The timeline he stakes out: roughly 1,000 days.

Dario Amodei’s quantification: 50% of entry-level white-collar jobs disrupted within five
years, unemployment potentially spiking to 10–20%. He warns of an ”almost overnight” tran-
sition once business leaders see the savings.

The early data tracks the warnings. Entry-level tech hiring dropped 30–50% in 2025. Wall
Street is cutting ~200,000 roles concentrated in entry-level analyst positions. ~55,000 US lay-
offs in 2025 have been attributed directly to AI. MIT studies show AI can already perform
the work of 11.7% of the US labour market. The AI-first version of Bezos’s old ”your margin
is my opportunity” is more severe: AI-first companies enter markets at 5–10% of incumbent
cost structures, and the gap is unbridgeable in any reasonable timeframe. Incumbents have
balance sheets, lease obligations, regulatory commitments, and political constituencies they
cannot rapidly shed.

The deeper structural fact

The conventional answers to this shock are inadequate. UBI, retraining, redistribution: none
of them change the structural fact that the productive asset has concentrated ownership and
the value flow excludes the population whose work is being displaced.

The central political pathology is taxation without representation. The current AI economy
taxes citizens in data, attention, displaced labour, and shifted political agency, and routes the
revenue to cap tables that exclude them entirely. The mechanism produces the same political
response every time it occurs at scale. Right now the response is incoherent because there is
no institutional alternative.
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Why Champions are the structural answer

Champions are private companies with three properties that, combined, change the distribu-
tional outcome without requiring state intervention:

Population-scale cap tables. R1 gives the Champion the broadest local ownership base ever
assembled in its jurisdiction. Citizens are not recipients of redistribution. They are sharehold-
ers in the entity doing the productive work. Returns flow to citizens because citizens are own-
ers, not because of any transfer mechanism.

AI-mediated broad governance. The historical reason ownership concentrates is partly that
coordinating millions of small shareholders was operationally impossible. AI tooling col-
lapses that overhead. Institutional memory, agent-based participation, and automated over-
sight make broad ownership substantive rather than nominal.

PBC mission embedded in form. Champions operate as public-benefit corporations whose
mission is the flourishing of their jurisdiction’s population. For an owner base of millions of
citizens, that mission is not soft fiduciary; it is what the shareholders actually want. Section 5
makes the full argument.

What this converts

The shock without Champions: foreign AI-first companies extract value from a jurisdiction’s
displaced workers, capturing the productive output of the new economy, paying minimal lo-
cal taxes, providing no local employment, and routing all returns to concentrated foreign cap
tables: political crisis without an institutional answer.

The shock with Champions: the same productive activity routes value to citizen cap tables,
services to citizen lives, governance capacity to citizen-elected representatives, and contri-
bution rewards to citizens who participate. Where does labour get capital when capital no
longer needs labour? Labour owns the productive capital.

The conventional AI policy debate misses this case entirely.
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Part II

The Institutional Answer
The diagnosis identifies a mismatch; this part identifies the institu-
tional form that resolves it. A new kind of private company (locally
domiciled, broadly held, AI-mediated, public-benefit by mission)
built around a single economic primitive (sovereign token-demand
aggregation), enforced by a coming licensing regime, and validated
by historical precedent.
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5 The Champion as Civilisational Navigator

The economic primitive

The Champion’s economic primitive is sovereign token-demand aggregation. The market
has compute supply in surplus. What it lacks is the institutional form to aggregate jurisdic-
tional demand, to bring together citizens, government departments, hospitals, schools, enter-
prises, and SMEs into a single demand surface that can negotiate with global supply at scale.

Figure 2 Sovereign demand aggregation: fragmented jurisdictional demand becomes one owned demand

surface with supply-side leverage.

The market today has commodity dynamics on the supply side (compute) and fragmented
demand. Everything else (the financing structure, the protocol-level coordination, the moats,
the valuation) follows from this primitive.

The mission, stated plainly

A Champion is a public-benefit private company that champions the people of its jurisdic-
tion. The mission is the navigation of that jurisdiction into the intelligence age: of the people,
by the people, for the people.

• Legal form: Private corporation, PBC structure
• Cap table: The widest local institutional and retail ownership base any company has ever

had in the jurisdiction
• Governance: AI-mediated, transparent, accountable to the broad ownership base
• Workforce mission: Maximising the flourishing of the state and the people within it
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The Champion is a new institutional form, not a revival of an old one: a private company
whose ownership structure, mission, and protocol participation are engineered to navigate
a jurisdiction into the intelligence age, a purpose conventional cap tables cannot serve.

Locally licensed, protocol-permissionless

The Champion sits at the intersection of two architectures. Locally, it is a licensed entity,
domiciled in its jurisdiction, regulated by its state, operating under its laws. Protocol-side,
it is a permissionless node operator, like a Bitcoin miner, opting into the protocol by perform-
ing valid work, opting out by ceasing to. These are not in tension. Bitcoin miners are already
licensed and regulated by their jurisdictions for the parts of their operations that touch local
law (energy purchase, corporate registration, tax) while participating in a permissionless pro-
tocol globally. Champions extend this pattern to AI infrastructure.

The Champion is therefore both a licensed AI utility in its jurisdiction, with the regulatory
durability and political legitimacy that licensing creates, and a permissionless protocol partic-
ipant with sovereign autonomy in how it operates, including the right to fork or exit.

Neither side dominates. Local licensing gives the Champion its moat and its political fran-
chise. Protocol participation gives it interoperability and economic alignment with every
other Champion without any institutional coordination required.

Data sovereignty by construction

Citizen data is processed and stored locally, on locally-owned infrastructure, under local
law. No foreign entity has access or extraction rights. The Champion’s compute runs in-
jurisdiction; the models are open-source and locally hosted; the training data stays where it
was generated. Cross-border data flows occur only through the protocol’s interoperability
layer, under terms the Champion controls. For jurisdictions where data sovereignty is a regu-
latory requirement or a political priority, the architecture delivers it by default.

Why the mission framing is sharper fiduciary, not softer

The conventional fiduciary argument for narrow shareholder-return maximisation rests on
the assumption that what the shareholders want is narrow financial return. For an entity
whose shareholders are millions of citizens of a jurisdiction, this assumption fails. The citi-
zens want financial return and they want their work to exist, their children to have prospects,
their language served, their healthcare functional, their government working, their society
flourishing.

A PBC structure with this mission is the most accurate possible representation of what the
shareholders want. The PBC mission produces sharper fiduciary duty, not softer, because it
serves the real preference structure of the owners. It produces superior decadal returns pre-
cisely because the owners’ welfare and capital appreciation are inseparable.
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The competitive advantage falls out directly

AI-first foreign companies extracting value from a jurisdiction’s displaced workers must
reckon with a competitor whose owners are exactly those workers and whose mission is to
serve them. The foreign extractor cannot match the mission, because the mission follows
from the cap table, the cap table from the PBC structure, and the PBC structure from the
founding act. None of it is replicable without becoming the Champion.

Representation as wealth: the central political claim

The current AI economy is taxation without representation. Champions convert it into repre-
sentation with participation. Citizens become owners of the entity through the R1 cap table
and receive universal service under the protocol-enforced daily inference quota. They partic-
ipate in governance through PBC mission and AI-mediated oversight, earn verifiable claims
by protocol-level attestation of public benefit, and gain policy navigation from II-Agent’s rea-
soning capability.

Representation, in this construction, is not a courtesy; it is an increase in citizen wealth. The
same productive activity that previously routed value to foreign cap tables now routes it to
the people of the jurisdiction: as returns, as services, as governance capacity, and as contribu-
tion rewards.

AI-mediated governance: the historical unlock

The historical reason broad ownership has always been operationally hard is that coordinat-
ing millions of small shareholders, hundreds of departments, and thousands of stakeholders
overwhelmed the management bandwidth available. The coordination overhead defeated
democratic depth. So companies concentrated ownership to reduce the coordination problem,
and citizens lost standing in the institutions that shaped their lives.

AI mediation collapses that coordination overhead. This is a real change in the historical
possibility space, not a marketing claim. Radiant provides institutional memory at scale: ev-
ery decision, every input, every outcome recorded with provenance in CommonGround, gov-
erned through Commons, retrievable through II-42. II-Agents let every stakeholder partic-
ipate at their own time and granularity, with their preferences synthesised into the institu-
tion’s operations. Automated oversight runs in real time without consuming senior manage-
ment bandwidth. II-Agent’s reasoning capability handles policy analysis and impact projec-
tion that previously required Ministry-scale civil service investment.

The result: broad ownership becomes operationally viable in a way it has never been. The his-
torical constraint that forced concentration is removed. The Champion can have hundreds of
thousands or millions of local owners with real governance standing, because the coordina-
tion cost of including them is collapsed by AI.

The same capability reaches the policy layer. II-Agent can process the full corpus of legisla-
tion, regulation, precedent, and debate in a jurisdiction; synthesise public consultation in-
put at population scale; run impact projections across economic, social, environmental, and
demographic dimensions; surface unintended consequences and distributional effects. A
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parliamentarian can ask ”what would this policy do to the elderly in rural areas of my con-
stituency?” and get a substantively useful answer in seconds, with citations, counterfactuals,
and confidence intervals. A citizen can ask ”how does this proposed change affect me?” and
get a personalised, accurate, well-cited answer.

Representation at a depth that has never been possible before. Previously, only entities
with enormous research bandwidth (major think tanks, the largest corporations, the wealthi-
est interest groups) could analyse policy at this level. Everyone else was effectively underrep-
resented because they could not afford the analytical capacity. II-Agent equalises this access.

The Champion is therefore not just the navigation form for the intelligence age. It is the gov-
ernance form for the intelligence age. The same institution that provides universal AI ser-
vices also enables universal AI representation, a combination no prior institutional form has
offered.

6 Licensing Inevitability
There are two licences in this framework, operating on two different timelines. The distinction
matters.

The two licences

The II franchise licence exists now. Issued by the Intelligent Internet network itself, the fran-
chise licence grants the right to operate as the locally-domiciled Champion in a given juris-
diction under the II open-source stack: protocol-level interoperability, common architecture,
technical reference implementation, and exclusive territorial franchise rights within the net-
work. II issues these franchise licences to Champions in each jurisdiction and provides paid
services to help with setup.

II holds a 10% warrant in the Champion, exercisable at R3 with no voting rights until exercise,
and does not direct Champion operations; the full warrant mechanics and II’s sustainability
model are in Section 25. Once established, the Champion is a sovereign PBC that may con-
tinue paying II for ongoing services as long as those services are commercially worthwhile.
The pattern is similar to how Visa member banks were chartered, how cellular operators re-
ceived geographic franchise rights, or how master franchisees secure territorial exclusivity, ex-
cept II’s economic interest is through a warrant rather than direct equity, closer to a GP carry
than a parent-subsidiary relationship.

The state-issued AI provision licence (coming, not yet existing). No major jurisdiction cur-
rently licenses AI provision at scale. This will change, and the rest of this section explains
why. The state licence is what creates the multi-decade regulated-utility dominant position
the framework’s economics rest on. It arrives later, driven by political pressure as token-
economy effects ripple through labour markets, financial flows, and governance. Champions
that hold II franchise licences and operate credibly during the formative period are the natu-
ral recipients of state licences when state licensing arrives.
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Part II · The Institutional Answer Section 6

The two licences are complementary. The II franchise licence is the immediate mechanism:
coordination, common architecture, technical interoperability, and territorial exclusivity
within the network. The state licence is the future regulatory layer: public accountability,
durable regulatory standing, and protection from outside competition. Champions stack
both.

The historical pattern for state licensing

Every previous time a technology became civilisationally essential, jurisdictions imposed li-
censing regimes on its provision. The pattern is so consistent it is basically a rule: broadcast-
ing in the 1920s onward (spectrum licences, public service obligations, content standards),
telecommunications in the 1980s privatisations (operator licences, interconnection licences,
universal service obligations), financial services (banks, payment processors, insurance, secu-
rities dealers, all licensed in every jurisdiction), and power generation and transmission (all
licensed).

The common pattern: technology becomes essential → state imposes licensing → small num-
ber of licensed operators emerge → those operators become dominant for decades → the li-
cence is the moat.

Why state AI licensing follows this pattern

Five structural conditions all hold for AI, in many cases more strongly than for prior cases. AI
has civilisational reach: every citizen, every department, every business. It creates informa-
tion asymmetry: AI systems make decisions affecting citizens in ways those citizens cannot
inspect. It implicates sovereign interest: credit, healthcare, education, and legal interpretation
are domains states have always claimed standing in. Provision is concentrated in four to five
companies in two jurisdictions. And AI capability is now a recognised national security do-
main in every major government.

No prior technology has hit all five simultaneously. State licensing is therefore not a question
of whether but when and what form.

The trigger is political pressure from token-economy disruption. As AI tokens displace eco-
nomic activity at scale (entry-level white-collar work, financial flows, labour displacement,
sovereignty concerns about foreign-controlled AI infrastructure) governments face escalat-
ing political pressure to act. Within 3–7 years of substantial token-economy deployment, ev-
ery major jurisdiction will face acute political pressure to establish regulatory authority over
AI provision. Licensing is the most likely response because licensing solves the state’s actual
problem better than the alternatives.

The formative-period Champions operating now, under II franchise licences, are visible to
governments as the institutional answer when political pressure forces state action. They are
locally domiciled, broadly owned, compliance-native, mission-aligned with public benefit,
already serving citizens. When state licensing regimes form, these are the natural licensees.
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What state AI licensing will look like

The structure is predictable from prior regimes. Operator licences for token provision at scale.
Sector-specific licences for sensitive workloads like healthcare, legal, financial, education, gov-
ernment, and defence. Universal service obligations, already pre-figured in the whitepaper
as the daily inference quota every Champion must honour. Public accountability and audit
rights. Local data and processing requirements. Annual licence fees and revocation provi-
sions.

Why Champions are positioned to obtain state licences

A licensing regime is a moat for the licensee and a barrier for everyone else. Champions
are advantaged in licence acquisition for four reasons. Local domicile is usually a licence
requirement, and Champions are locally domiciled by construction. Broad ownership cre-
ates political acceptability; the R1 cap table is, among other things, a licence-acquisition as-
set. Compliance-native operation means Champions are designed to comply with a single
regulatory regime rather than a hundred simultaneously. And operating history during the
formative period gives Champions established credibility, citizen-relationship density, FDE
workforce footprint, and visible public-benefit delivery by the time state licensing arrives 3–7
years out.

When state licensing regimes harden, Champions get the licences. Other providers route
through Champions, partner with them, or exit the jurisdiction.

How state licensing changes the framework

The competitive question shifts from ”can a Champion compete with hyperscalers?” to ”can
the hyperscaler obtain a licence?” For many jurisdictions the answer is ”only through a Cham-
pion.” This converts the relationship from competitive to symbiotic. Licensed operators pay
fees but receive protection; telecom operators paid billions for spectrum licences but those li-
cences created multi-decade dominant positions. Only licensed providers can serve at scale
within a jurisdiction, limiting the supply side to the small number of operators each jurisdic-
tion authorises, often just one.

A hyperscaler taking equity in a Champion is dramatically more politically acceptable than
a hyperscaler trying to obtain a direct operating licence; that acceptability is part of why R2
capital works. Public market valuation of licensed infrastructure is well understood: stable
multiples, predictable cash flows, durable regulatory regimes. Exactly what pension funds,
insurance, and sovereigns want at scale.
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Why licensing and not the alternatives

State licensing is the most likely state response to AI provision reaching civilisational scale,
but it is not the only possible response. States could respond through nationalisation (the
state takes direct ownership), criminalisation (restricting or banning AI provision for certain
uses), or fragmentation (inconsistent rules across sub-jurisdictions with no coherent national
regime).

The argument for licensing specifically is that licensing has been the dominant response in
every prior comparable case (broadcasting, telecom, finance, electricity) because it solves the
state’s actual problem: how to allow private operation while retaining public accountability
and durable regulatory authority. Nationalisation captures the asset but destroys operational
efficiency. Criminalisation forgoes the technology’s benefits. Fragmentation produces reg-
ulatory chaos. Licensing, despite its imperfections, lets the state have most of what it wants
without the costs of the alternatives.

The framework’s bet is that most major jurisdictions will converge on state licensing over a 3–
7 year window, with some adopting hybrid forms. Champions are robust in pure-licensing
regimes, partly robust in hybrid regimes, and not robust in pure-nationalisation or pure-
criminalisation regimes. Champion deployment will be concentrated in jurisdictions whose
political conditions favour the licensing response, which is most major economies but not all.
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7 The Historical Analog
The closest historical patterns are electric utilities (1900–1935) and telecom privatisations
(1984 onward). In both, critical infrastructure was organised as locally-owned, broadly-held,
sovereign-aligned entities rather than as arms of the state or branches of foreign platforms. In
both, capital structure was staged: domestic anchor → strategic → public. In both, the entities
became dominant for decades.

Specific templates worth dwelling on

Era Example Template

1984 British Telecom Domestic retail anchor, then strate-
gic, then international listing

1987 NTT Same template, multi-decade insti-
tutional fixture

1996 Deutsche Telekom Same template

2016–2024 Reliance Jio $20B+ strategic capital from Face-
book, Google, KKR, Silver Lake,
Gulf sovereigns. ~$100B+ value.
Reset telecom economics of a sub-
continent in five years.

2019 Saudi Aramco $1.7T valuation. Domestic anchor
+ strategic + international float
+ captive demand + sovereign
alignment.

None of these are software comps. All work because of structure, not technology.

The Reliance Jio template is the most directly relevant. It demonstrated that a domestically-
organised entity could absorb tens of billions in strategic capital from globally diverse part-
ners (US tech, Asian sovereigns, Western private equity), build national-scale infrastructure
in years rather than decades, reset the cost basis of telecom for an entire subcontinent, and
reach ~$100B+ value within eight years of founding, all without state ownership: the opera-
tional and capital template for Champions.
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Part III

What the Champion Operates
Having defined the institutional form, this part defines what it op-
erates. The three-layer stack, the product family, and the reference
thesis that explains why Champions compound rather than com-
moditise. Then the economic engine: competent vs. frontier intelli-
gence, the citizen wedge, the build sequence, public sector anchor
demand, and the workforce that makes deployment real.
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8 The Operating Architecture
II provides the open-source stack that Champions deploy. Three layers, each with a distinct
architectural role. One interface to act. One substrate to remember. One deployment layer to
control.

Figure 3 The three-layer stack: II-Agent, Radiant, and the Champion ownership and deployment layer.

II-Agent: the action layer

The universal AI touchpoint the user owns. Model-agnostic, brandable, localisable, compos-
able, and shaped around the user. This is the wedge that owns the citizen relationship, the
surface every individual, government department, hospital, school, enterprise, and SME in-
teracts with.

II-Agent is one managed execution environment where a trusted coordinator researches, de-
signs, builds, and ships with you. It connects models, data, tools, and workflows in one ac-
tion plane, working with any model, any data source, and any tool, all within the user’s own
context. Useful enough for daily work. Open enough to customise and deploy. Private and
inspectable enough to trust.

II-Agent coordinates eight capabilities inside that single environment. The first, and the one
that carries the most weight, is reasoning: first-principles, verifiable, self-improving. The sub-
strate that lets a Champion produce defensible reasoning at production scale, orchestrating
systems on top of upstream frontier capability where needed and locally-fine-tuned open
models for the bulk. The remaining seven are the operational nervous system: memory (per-
sistent context across sessions, departments, decades), tools (external integrations and func-
tion calling), browsers (web interaction and data gathering), sandboxes (isolated execution
environments), files (document and asset management), schedules (time-based automation
and triggers), and workflows + output (multimodal production and coordinated task execu-
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tion). Together the eight form a single action plane that replaces the dozen disconnected tools
a knowledge worker currently juggles.

The whitepaper specifies a device-side agent that orchestrates sub-agents to execute work in
parallel. Every II-Agent emits telemetry, can call proprietary endpoints under the user’s key
when justified, and operates within Radiant’s audit trail. Chat was built for talking. II-Agent
is built for shipping.

Figure 4 II-Agent’s capability architecture: eight capabilities in one managed execution environment.

Radiant: the reference and coordination layer

The durable reference and coordination substrate for the agent era. Predictable, governed,
scalable, and designed to preserve context across work. Most outsiders do not intuitively
understand this layer, and it matters more than any other for institutional deployment. Ev-
eryone knows what a model is. Almost nobody thinks about what happens to the work the
model produces after the session ends.

Frontier models are upstream. Radiant is what turns them into accountable institutional sys-
tems. Without it, AI is a demo. With it, AI is infrastructure.

Radiant does not begin by modelling an agent’s entire mind, imposing a heavy memory
schema, or enforcing one workflow. It begins with the minimum durable reference that fu-
ture humans and agents must be able to search, inspect, verify, and reuse: sources (traceable
origins), evidence (what supports what), decisions (what was chosen and why), constraints
(rules, limits, assumptions), approvals (who approved what), handoffs (who owns what
next), and results (outcomes and observations). Build the minimum. Assume nothing be-
yond what constraints demand.
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Figure 5 Radiant’s architecture: CommonGround (durable work context), Commons (governed shared

knowledge), and the II-42 retrieval foundation.

Radiant decomposes into four sub-layers:

II-42 is the retrieval foundation. It turns dense semantic capability into sparse, indexable
retrieval, which means lower cost, better scalability, and something most retrieval systems
lack: diagnostic visibility. You can see why a result was returned, not just that it was returned.
The pipeline runs dense embedding → SAE encoder → sparse atoms → sparse index → in-
verted index → BM25 + SAE fusion → results. Agents search before they act: knowledge,
documents, code, tools, memory, project context, prior decisions, and previous tasks all pass
through II-42 before action begins. This is what makes agentic work reproducible rather than
stochastic.

Commons governs what agents are allowed to know. Shared knowledge with boundaries,
provenance, review, and freshness. Every piece of knowledge that enters Commons carries
its source attribution, boundary enforcement, citation integrity, freshness tracking, and gov-
ernance compliance. The difference between ”the agent said something” and ”the agent said
something traceable, bounded, and auditable” is the difference Commons creates.

CommonGround preserves what agents produce. Records, evidence, decisions, handoffs,
reusable intermediate results: everything that today disappears inside sessions and plat-
form memory. CommonGround is the return path, making production durable rather than
ephemeral. This is what lets every task make the next task easier: one-off outputs become in-
heritable capability across agents, teams, institutions, and communities.
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Contribution / Elevation closes the loop. Reusable work passes through review before re-
entering Commons as governed shared knowledge. Search before acting. Preserve what is
produced. Return what is reusable.

Champion: the ownership and deployment layer

The sovereign infrastructure that deploys, secures, and keeps the stack sovereign. Locally con-
trolled infrastructure across five deployment targets: Private Cloud, Sovereign Cloud, Edge,
On-Prem, and Global Scale.

Champion is the technology layer that the PBC (defined in Section 5) operates. The company
runs the infrastructure. One is the charter; the other is the machine. A charter without the
machine is a mission statement. The machine without the charter is another open-source AI
platform, substitutable by next year’s fork. Together they are sovereign AI that a jurisdiction
actually owns and controls.

The product family

The three-layer stack materialises into five products.

Figure 6 The product family: II-Agent, Factory, Genii, and Boardly, with Zenith improving all four continuously.

II-Agent is the core workspace: one agent, every kind of work. It is the action plane for au-
tonomous work, the thing that replaces the chat window with managed execution.

Factory is the creative surface. Give it a sentence; it returns a complete production across text,
image, video, voice, music, storybook, or infographic. This is where the 10–100× multimodal
token demand from Section 3 manifests: not in chat, but in production.
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Genii is personal. It lives where you live (messages, voice, desktop, browser), acts with con-
sent, remembers what matters, and continues useful work while you are away. If II-Agent is
for shipping, Genii is for living. It is the product that owns the daily relationship.

Boardly applies the thesis’s governance insight at company scale. A solo founder describes
what the company should do; Boardly builds the departments, missions, assets, approvals,
and company memory to make it real, coordinated by a CEO Agent. The same coordination-
overhead-collapse that makes million-shareholder Champions viable makes one-person com-
panies operationally deep.

Zenith is how the system gets better: a continuous improvement loop that watches produc-
tion behaviour and ships verified upgrades to the agents themselves. Agents should not be-
have like disposable contractors. Zenith makes them adaptive. (See Section 10 for the strate-
gic significance.)

Open-source foundation

Every component is open-source under OSI-approved licences. No proprietary lock-in. Ver-
ifiable by anyone. This is what makes the network possible: Champions in different juris-
dictions can adopt, fork, and improve the stack without depending on any single vendor or
country.

The citizen wedge

The economic consequence of this product family: the Champion controls the citizen rela-
tionship, and population-scale agent adoption is the demand base on which everything else
compounds.

Citizens use one agent ecosystem, and the Champion owns the relationship. Every subse-
quent layer of the intelligence economy is built on this foundation. II-Agent is the workspace
for professional and civic tasks. Genii carries the agent into daily life: messages, voice, desk-
top, browser. Factory handles creative and multimodal production. Together they cover the
full surface area of a citizen’s interaction with AI, all feeding through Radiant and all accumu-
lating governed reference within the Champion’s institutional structure.

Token demand per citizen rises 100–1,000× as the agent moves from chat to continuous de-
ployment across civic workflows: government services, healthcare access, financial services,
education, commerce, transportation. The demand multiplier the Champion model specifi-
cally unlocks.

The whitepaper makes this concrete: every citizen receives an II-Account (a non-custodial
identity and agent that the citizen owns), and every Champion must honour a daily inference
quota. Universal access is not a service line; it is a protocol-enforced obligation.
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9 Why Reference Is the Scarce Layer

The deeper ownership argument

The thesis frames the ownership problem as ownership of infrastructure: compute, models,
data, distribution, upside, all concentrated elsewhere. That framing is correct but incomplete:
the product architecture reveals something underneath.

Figure 7 The reference thesis: intelligence knows, work acts, shared reference endures.

As intelligence commoditises, the scarce asset shifts from intelligence itself to the gov-
erned, durable, shared reference that intelligence acts through. Intelligence is abundant;
it can be copied, rented, or replaced. Reference is scarce. It has to be earned.

Three stages: intelligence knows → work acts → shared reference endures.

II-Agent turns intelligence into work. Radiant turns work into shared reference. Together
they make AI compound without capture and remain reclaimable.

Why this deepens the Champion thesis

The thesis argues that Champions must exist because AI infrastructure is utility-class and re-
quires a locally-owned institutional form. The reference thesis explains why a Champion’s
advantage compounds instead of eroding into a commodity. The work that agents, institutions,
and citizens perform within a Champion’s jurisdiction produces governed reference (records,
evidence, decisions, handoffs, reusable results) that accumulates inside Radiant. This jurisdic-
tional reference is produced locally, governed locally, and cannot be replicated by a foreign
competitor. It is the durable residue of local work done over time.

Without Radiant, Champions are locally-hosted AI: defensible on licensing and sovereignty
grounds, substitutable on technology grounds. With Radiant, the reference advantage com-
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pounds year over year. A Champion operating for five years has five years of governed in-
stitutional memory, decision provenance, and reusable capability that no new entrant can
match regardless of model quality.

The connection to the displacement shock

The displacement shock creates political pressure. Champions absorb it. Radiant makes the
absorption compound.

Without Champions, foreign AI companies extract value with no institutional answer. With
Champions but without Radiant, local AI exists but accumulates no durable advantage: com-
petition on cost and licensing alone. With both, jurisdictional reference compounds into irre-
placeable institutional capability while value routes to citizen cap tables through the institu-
tional form.

The question that matters in the long run is not ”who has the best model?” Models com-
moditise. The question is ”who holds the reference?”

A caution that must be stated plainly: holding the reference is also the thing that most con-
centrates power, and openness is necessary but not sufficient to prevent that. An open stack
that everyone converges on is still a single reference. The safeguard is plurality (more than
one maintained stack, switchable by the populations that depend on it), not transparency
alone. On day one the Champion runs a single open stack; reference plurality is the direction
of travel, and the network is designed so that the cost of standing up and forking to an inde-
pendent reference falls over time rather than rising.

10 Zenith and Self-Improvement

The question the thesis must answer

The thesis claims Champions will run competent intelligence on open models at infrastruc-
ture margins. The obvious objection: open-source stacks fall behind closed frontier labs. If
the open stack can’t keep up, Champions lose the technology argument and compete on li-
censing and sovereignty alone: defensible, but weaker than the thesis needs.

Zenith is the answer.

What Zenith does

Zenith adds continuous coding to the software delivery loop. Observe usage and failure pat-
terns. Evaluate against quality criteria. Propose improvements. Then code the changes, seek
approval, test in isolation, and verify against production behaviour. If something breaks, roll-
back; if it holds, sandbox for safety and ship to production. The system proposes, tests, veri-
fies, and ships its own improvements, with human approval at the gate, continuously.
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Why this matters

Zenith means the open stack does not depend on keeping pace with frontier labs through
manual engineering effort alone. The system improves itself. The competitive dynamic shifts:
not ”open-source engineers vs. frontier lab engineers” but ”open-source engineers plus
Zenith vs. frontier lab engineers.” The former compounds; the latter scales linearly.

Early evidence: on the FrontierSWE benchmark, moving GPT-5.5 from its default harness to
II-Agent + Zenith lifted it from fifth place to first, improving average rank from 5.53 to 2.06
and dominance from 68% to 92%. Every other harness tested, including Claude Code, Codex,
Cursor CLI, and Gemini CLI, finished behind it. The harness itself is the competitive advan-
tage: when Zenith runs on top of any capable model, it produces results the model alone can-
not match. The first evidence that the continuous-improvement loop produces real capability
uplift, not just incremental polish.

The strategic implication: Champions running Zenith on competent open models converge
on closed-frontier capability for competent workloads without requiring frontier-lab-scale
investment. The 80/20 engine (Section 18) becomes more defensible over time, not less, be-
cause Zenith continuously closes the gap on the competent-intelligence side while frontier
capability remains available through API routing for the cases that need it.

Figure 8 The Zenith loop and FrontierSWE results: the same model moves from fifth to first when the harness

changes.

Zenith makes the open stack adaptive

Zenith solves a problem the thesis identified but did not previously answer: how does the
open stack adapt to the diversity of ~200 Champions across jurisdictions with different lan-
guages, regulatory regimes, cultural contexts, and deployment conditions? Each Cham-
pion’s deployment adapts to its jurisdiction through Zenith’s continuous improvement cycle,
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producing locally-tuned capability from a shared open-source base without requiring each
Champion to maintain its own engineering team at frontier scale.

11 Shared Production and the Return Path

What disappears

Agents give papers, code, policy, and experience the capacity to act. Today, work happens,
but its search paths, judgments, failures, and handoffs vanish inside sessions and platform
memory. Knowledge enters production. Production does not return.

Figure 9 The return path: agents search Commons, work through II-Agent, leave records in CommonGround,

and return verified outcomes through Contribution / Elevation.

This is the knowledge-level version of the extraction the thesis diagnoses at the institutional
level. Proprietary platforms capture the productive output of agentic work and let it evapo-
rate. The work is done. The context is lost. Nobody inherits it.

The return path

Radiant opens the return path. The mechanics are in Section 8: agents search Commons,
work through II-Agent, leave records in CommonGround, and return verified outcomes
through Contribution / Elevation. The point here is not the mechanics but the consequence.
What was ephemeral becomes lasting. What was private to a session becomes available to the
next agent, the next team, the next year.

This converts agentic AI from a tool you rent to a capability you accumulate. The accumula-
tion sits in Radiant under the Champion’s institutional control, owned by the Champion’s
population-scale cap table, subject to the Champion’s PBC mission. The productive output
of AI work compounds for the people and institutions whose context it draws on, rather than
evaporating into someone else’s platform.
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The connection to Intelligent Economics

Intelligent Economics (Section 17) describes the value frame: as intelligence becomes abun-
dant, value moves out of access and into verified benefit, contribution, and deployment. Radi-
ant is what makes that relocation concrete. Contribution is not an abstract claim when Radi-
ant tracks what was contributed, by whom, with what evidence, under what constraints, with
what results. The economic frame and the technology substrate are two descriptions of the
same architecture.

12 The Open Stack
The cleanest one-line description of what the Champion runs on:

Open-source stack on open models on open data, with access to frontier AI through collective
bargaining power.

Each layer is critical:

Open models. The model weights deployed by Champions are open. Locally fine-tunable
on local data. Inspectable for bias, contamination, and safety. The protocol records every
model’s provenance hash on-chain: version, licence, contamination tests, training data lin-
eage. Models become accountable infrastructure, not black boxes.

Open data. The training and operating data is sourced from auditable, openly-licensed cor-
pora plus jurisdiction-specific data with full consent flows. The Commons governance layer
within Radiant deduplicates, de-contaminates, and indexes. The data is interpretable, not ex-
tracted.

Frontier access through protocol standardisation. The protocol’s standardised model inter-
faces commoditise frontier-API providers: each Champion can route workloads to any of sev-
eral providers, swap between them on price and quality, and avoid lock-in. The frontier labs
aligned with human flourishing are natural partners; misaligned providers find their offer-
ings commoditised away.

This stack is qualitatively different from what hyperscaler-API-based AI provides. The hy-
perscaler stack is closed source running on closed models on closed data with no bargaining
power. The Champion stack inverts every layer.

For public sector workloads, this stack is not optional. Government workloads require inter-
pretable models on auditable data with verifiable provenance. The closed hyperscaler stack
cannot meet these requirements. The open Champion stack meets them by construction.
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13 Most AI Work Doesn’t Need Frontier Capability

The distinction that does most of the work

Most discussion of AI infrastructure conflates two very different categories of capability: fron-
tier intelligence (state-of-the-art reasoning at the edge of what is currently possible) and com-
petent intelligence (well-calibrated, interpretable performance on the vast majority of useful
tasks).

These are different products serving different needs. Conflating them produces strategic
confusion.

Frontier intelligence is for the cases that genuinely need it: novel scientific reasoning, com-
plex multi-step analysis at the edge of model capability, specialised domains where the
marginal accuracy from frontier capability is worth the cost. A meaningful but minority
share of total useful AI work.

Competent intelligence is for the vast majority of useful work: drafting, summarising,
scheduling, routing, classification, customer service, document handling, translation, acces-
sibility, education assistance, healthcare admin, government services. This work doesn’t need
frontier capability. It needs competent capability, interpretable, auditable, locally deployable,
reliably correct on the well-understood majority of cases, with sensible escalation paths for
edge cases.

Why this distinction matters for the Champion thesis

The 80/20 engine, made precise. Champions run competent intelligence at infrastructure
margins on locally-deployed open models. They route to frontier intelligence only when it
earns its keep. The split is roughly 80/20 or even 95/5: most workload doesn’t need frontier
capability and shouldn’t pay for it.

Public sector deployment is Champion-shaped by necessity. Public sector workloads can-
not use frontier-only closed systems even where they exist, because the interpretability and
auditability requirements are non-negotiable. What government actually needs is competent
intelligence on open data with verifiable provenance, plus selective routing to frontier capabil-
ity for the cases that demand it. Champions provide exactly this.

No single frontier lab can match the deployment footprint. The roughly 200 Champions
in steady state aggregate enormous competent-intelligence capacity, distributed across juris-
dictions, locally fine-tuned, regulatorily protected, and protocol-coordinated. A frontier lab’s
organisational form is optimised for capability research, not deployment at population scale.
The two are complements, not competitors.
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Cost and capability implications

Competent intelligence on open models running on Champion infrastructure is orders of
magnitude cheaper per token than frontier intelligence through hyperscaler APIs. The mar-
gin difference is structural, not transient. Open weights, locally hosted, fine-tuned on local
data, on infrastructure financed at jurisdiction-specific cost of capital versus closed weights,
accessed through API, on hyperscaler-financed infrastructure. The Champion’s cost base is
5–20× lower per token for competent intelligence workloads.

That is the economic engine that makes universal access economically viable. Free or near-
free baseline service to every citizen works because the underlying workload is on competent
intelligence at infrastructure margins, not frontier at premium prices.

14 The Layered Platform
The Champion’s citizen relationship is the foundation. On top of it: forward-deployed engi-
neering depth, then agent-mediated financial services and commerce, then robotics deploy-
ment, then frontier technologies. Each layer is a multi-hundred-billion market. The Cham-
pion is the only entity positioned to capture them in sequence within its jurisdiction.

Phase Layer Description

Year 1 Universal Citizen Agent II-Agent, Factory, and Genii
deployed jurisdiction-wide.
Population-scale demand base.
The foundation.

Years 1–3 FDE Deployment Depth Forward-deployed engineers em-
bedded in government, enterprise,
SME. Switching costs compound.

Years 2–4 Agent-Mediated Financial Services
& Commerce

Banking, payments, lending
through the agent. Revenue per
citizen scales ~10×.

Years 2–4 Local Media & Knowledge Infras-
tructure

Public broadcasting partnerships,
knowledge organisation, archival,
accessibility. Champion as juris-
diction’s knowledge infrastructure
operator.

Years 3–5 Robotics Deployment Local deployment partner for
global robotics manufacturers.
Largest medium-term value pool.

Years 5+ Frontier Technologies Quantum, advanced biotech
computing, next-gen capabilities
through the same channel.

30



Part III · What the Champion Operates Section 14

Why the order is not optional

You cannot skip to robotics without the citizen relationship. You cannot get the citizen rela-
tionship without the agent. The agent is the wedge that makes every layer possible.

The compounding logic

Each layer pays for the next. Financial services revenue funds robotics deployment. Robotics
deployment funds frontier capability access.

That is what makes Champions worth $300B–$1T at maturity for a major economy. Without
the build sequence the maturity numbers look optimistic. With it they look conservative.

Robotics requires local infrastructure

Physical AI deployment is irreducibly local. A humanoid robot in Indonesia needs mainte-
nance in Indonesia, training data from Indonesian environments, integration with Indonesian
regulations and worker safety regimes, support in Bahasa Indonesia, parts supply chains for
Indonesian conditions. It does not deploy from a hyperscaler datacenter in Virginia.

Robotics is therefore the largest medium-term value pool in the Champion thesis. The eco-
nomic shock of robotics depends entirely on local deployment infrastructure that does not
currently exist anywhere. Whoever builds that infrastructure captures the value. The Cham-
pion’s existing FDE corps, citizen relationships, regulatory standing, and integration depth
make it the natural deployment partner.

The auto industry proves where value settles

The global auto industry is a $4–6T annual ecosystem with a century of profit pool data.
OEM assembly captures roughly 18% of total industry profit at 3–8% operating margins. The
downstream layers collectively capture 60%+: franchised dealers, captive finance (Toyota
Financial generating $2.2B in operating income per half-year), aftermarket parts (O’Reilly
at 51% gross margins, $80B market capitalisation), fleet management, and insurance (Pro-
gressive at $150B market capitalisation from telematics data). The pattern has held for a cen-
tury. It is the structural economics of financing, maintaining, and managing physical assets at
scale.

Humanoid hardware is converging on commodity pricing ($5,000–20,000 per unit from ex-
isting smartphone, EV, and industrial supply chains), with AI compute representing 1–3% of
unit cost. At a $6,000 unit price generating $1M+ in lifetime Robotics-as-a-Service revenue,
the OEM captures less than 1% of lifetime value. The deployment infrastructure captures the
rest.

Over $10 billion has flowed into humanoid OEMs in 2024–2026. Approximately zero has
flowed into the downstream infrastructure that captures 60%+ of lifetime value. The Cham-
pion’s existing financial services, FDE corps, and fleet intelligence platform extend naturally
to robotics: RaaS financing, fleet-data-driven insurance, parts procurement and distribution,
and FDE-delivered deployment and maintenance.
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Robots are agents: the spectrum is continuous

A humanoid robot is an embodied AI agent. The same foundation model that processes
scheduling tasks as a software agent also controls physical manipulation in a warehouse.
Champions deploy agents across this entire spectrum, from pure software to fully physical,
through the same FDE corps, the same fleet intelligence platform, the same financial services
layer, and the same customer relationship. The FDE who configured the hospital’s schedul-
ing agent on Monday demonstrates meal delivery to the humanoid robot on Tuesday and re-
places its worn hands on Friday. One workforce, one platform, one relationship.

The robotics layer is not a separate business bolted onto the Champion. It is the most capital-
intensive and highest-revenue application of the same agent deployment model the Cham-
pion already operates. At maturity, it generates more Champion revenue than all other layers
combined, consistent with the auto industry where downstream infrastructure captures the
majority of the profit pool.

Why robotics is the most durable revenue layer

As AI inference costs drop toward the marginal cost of electricity (which they are doing,
rapidly), digital-only AI revenue compresses. The software agent layer commoditises. But
robotics has irreducible physical costs that do not compress: the body, the maintenance, the
parts, the deployment, the insurance, the FDE labour. A robot that costs $6,000 to build and
$1M+ to operate over its lifetime concentrates value in the physical deployment layer regard-
less of what happens to the cost of intelligence. The cheaper the brain, the more robots get
deployed, the more deployment infrastructure is needed. Intelligence cost decline accelerates
robotics deployment, which accelerates Champion revenue.

The robotics addressable market is likely larger than the total human labour market it dis-
places. Robots work 22 hours per day, do not require benefits, and can perform tasks in en-
vironments too dangerous or unpleasant for humans. A world with 100 million deployed
humanoids is not replacing 100 million workers; it is adding the equivalent of 300–400 mil-
lion workers to the productive economy. The market ceiling is not the $60–70T human labour
market. It is substantially larger.

15 Proof of Benefit

Government is the anchor customer

Government is not just the entity that regulates AI provision; it is the largest single AI cus-
tomer within any jurisdiction. Every government runs population-scale citizen interaction
(tax authorities, social services, immigration, courts), the largest healthcare network in most
countries, the education system, the legal apparatus, defence and security, and welfare and
pensions. All of it is AI-shaped work. A major-economy government becomes a $1–10B+ an-
nual AI customer at maturity. Aggregate across major economies: $50–150B annually.
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Why this workload is structurally captive to Champions

Five constraints lock public sector AI to locally-domiciled providers. National security work-
loads cannot route through foreign infrastructure. Citizen data cannot leave the jurisdiction
in most regimes. Sovereign decision-making cannot be opaque; interpretability is required.
Procurement rules favour local providers, often explicitly. And language and cultural speci-
ficity matters more than global hyperscalers can serve. These constraints together mean
public sector AI workload is captive to locally-domiciled, locally-deployable, interpretable
providers. No global hyperscaler can serve this at scale.

What proof-of-benefit deployment looks like

Proof-of-benefit deployment is a distinct economic category. Government allocates it from
public budgets. A licensed Champion serves it. The workloads are public-interest: govern-
ment operations, public services, citizen-facing applications, universal basic AI. And every
deployment is subject to public oversight, auditable, transparent, and interpretable.

Proof-of-benefit workloads become 10–25% of total token consumption by volume in major
economies, possibly higher in jurisdictions with large public sectors. In early years, this may
be the majority of Champion revenue. Government adopts faster than consumers in many
places, and government workloads are larger per deployment than consumer interactions.
Deployed compute that meets the verified-benefit test also mines Foundation Coin through
the protocol’s consensus mechanism, an additional revenue stream (see Section 25).

How proof-of-benefit demand compounds

Proof-of-benefit demand strengthens the licensing argument: government licenses the entity
it already procures from. It anchors R1 and R2 capital because sovereign-grade anchor de-
mand is a credit-quality signal. It justifies FDE deployment at scale, with government as the
FDE training ground. It also builds public-interest political franchise, because citizens expe-
rience the Champion through better government services. Most importantly, it is the natural
first revenue layer: Year 1 of the build sequence is citizen + government access combined.

Government anchor demand is how a Champion survives its early years before consumer
scale arrives, the same way telecom, utility, and broadcasting operators survived theirs. Ev-
ery government interaction feeds Radiant. Five years of governed records from tax author-
ities, hospitals, schools, and courts produce jurisdictional reference that no competitor can
replicate.
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16 FDEs as Workforce Development

Forward-deployed engineers as the binding constraint

AI does not deploy itself into government, healthcare, finance, manufacturing, or logistics. It
deploys through engineers embedded in customer workflows, modifying systems, integrating
data pipelines, absorbing institutional friction.

Palantir’s core operating insight, now becoming universal. Palantir built a $300B+ business
not on better software than competitors but on the willingness to embed engineers inside cus-
tomer operations for years at a time. That model (high-touch, high-margin-per-customer,
multi-year switching costs) turns out to be the right shape for any AI deployment at institu-
tional scale. The Champion thesis takes this insight and applies it at population scale.

The math

One FDE-led deployment generates $5–50M in annual revenue, takes 6–18 months to mature,
and creates 5–10 years of switching costs. The ratio is roughly one engineer per $2–10M of
mature annual revenue. A major-economy Champion at $5–20B revenue needs 500–5,000
FDEs deployed locally.

Why hyperscalers cannot field this

The hyperscaler model is built on self-serve software economics: high-margin, low-touch,
globally homogeneous. Embedding 2,000 engineers in Indonesian government ministries
is the opposite of that. It can be done, but it destroys hyperscaler economics.

A Champion can field this organically because the FDE economics are its economics.

FDEs as the workforce-development answer to the shock

The framework adds what nothing else in the AI policy debate does. FDEs are not just a
moat. They are the largest source of new white-collar work the AI transition creates. Ev-
ery Champion at maturity needs 500–5,000 FDEs. Across ~200 Champions globally at full
network density, the potential is 100,000–1,000,000 FDE positions worldwide. These are
knowledge-intensive, well-paid, locally-rooted jobs that cannot be done remotely from a for-
eign hyperscaler.

The Champion’s deployment workforce is the AI age’s equivalent of the post-WWII civil en-
gineering workforce that built electrical grids and telephone networks. Not just labour, but a
generation-defining class of skilled work tied to a specific institutional form.

FDE deployment is also workforce transformation. FDEs teach the institutions they deploy
into (civil servants, doctors, lawyers, teachers, factory workers) how to work alongside AI.
They are simultaneously the deployment infrastructure, the education infrastructure, and the
transition infrastructure. Job creation, job transformation, and AI deployment are three views
of the same activity.
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In the robotics era, FDEs become the teachers of physical agents. As robotics foundation
models achieve few-shot generalisation, the FDE’s role expands from technology integrator to
task demonstrator. An FDE in a care home shows the robot how to deliver meals by walking
the route once; the robot observes, encodes, and replicates. The FDE’s domain knowledge
(this corridor, these residents, these preferences) becomes the training data that no simu-
lation environment can replicate. The combination of universal foundation model plus lo-
cal FDE knowledge is the deployed capability. The FDE corps grows more valuable in the
robotics era, not less, and the local knowledge accumulated by each Champion’s workforce
becomes an irreplaceable asset.

FDE economics matter for the framework’s political case, not just its operational case. A ju-
risdiction debating whether to host a Champion is also debating whether to host this scale of
new skilled employment. The two decisions are inseparable.
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Part IV

Intelligent Economics
The value frame inside which Champions create and capture value.
Where the old economy extracts from scarce access, Intelligent Eco-
nomics creates value through verified benefit, contribution, and
deployment. This part covers the value frame, the actual revenue
engine, financial services as transition infrastructure, and the five
participation forms that compose into a stakeholder architecture be-
yond equity.
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17 Intelligent Economics

When intelligence becomes abundant, value moves

When intelligence becomes abundant, value relocates from access to verified benefit, contribu-
tion, and deployment.

• Old economy: Value is extracted from scarce access. Pay for the API call, the seat licence,
the subscription.

• Intelligent Economics: Value is created by verified benefit, contribution, and deployment.
Pay for the outcome, the contribution to the network, the institutional integration.

Why this matters for valuation

Intelligent Economics is the frame that lets sophisticated investors value Champions correctly.

Without the Intelligent Economics framing, Champions look like utilities: fine business, mod-
est multiples, maybe 8–15× EBITDA. With the Intelligent Economics framing, Champions
look like the demand-side rails for a new economic organisation. Base case 10–18× blended
multiples at maturity; upside case 15–25×, utility base plus growth premium for the contri-
bution layers. The difference is $5T.

These ranges are illustrative, drawn from comparable regulated infrastructure and platform
businesses. Actual multiples will reflect each Champion’s jurisdiction, regulatory standing,
and operating maturity.

The protocol’s economic engine

The Intelligent Internet protocol has its own economic engine: a Bitcoin-derived consensus
mechanism in which compute deployed for verifiable public benefit is what produces the
protocol’s reward token, with corresponding local-jurisdiction currency layers that respect
local sovereignty over taxation, privacy, and data residency. The specific mechanics (issuance
schedule, consensus rules, settlement architecture, local currency design) are the whitepa-
per’s engineering reference; this thesis covers only the architectural-level point.

The protocol coordinates Champions through rules that tie the reward directly to measurable
public benefit. Scarcity at the protocol level is tied to compute deployed for verified benefit.
Local sovereignty at the jurisdiction level is preserved through per-jurisdiction monetary lay-
ers. The protocol’s economic engine and the Champion’s operating engine are aligned by con-
struction: Champions earn protocol rewards by doing exactly the work each is built to do.
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18 The 80/20 Engine
The operational revenue model splits the workload two ways.

Figure 10 The Champion flywheel: demand becomes revenue, investment, and compounding local ownership.

• 80–95% of workload is common, deterministic, locally-served: competent intelligence on
the open stack, on locally-deployed open models, at infrastructure margins.

• 5–20% of workload requires frontier capability, routed through II-Agent to frontier
providers, with distribution margin layered in.

The Champion captures utility-margin volume on the bulk and distribution-margin premium
on the frontier slice, scaling per-citizen revenue from $200 to $2,000+/year as the layered
platform builds out.

The relational claim

Champions are customers of frontier labs, not competitors, but specifically of frontier labs
oriented toward human flourishing and human-AI collaboration, not autonomous AGI.

The frontier labs aligned with this thesis (Anthropic in particular, plus aligned efforts at
other labs that share its safety-and-augmentation orientation) are upstream partners with
shared values, not arms-length API providers. They build increasingly capable assistants
whose purpose is to augment human work; Champions deploy them to populations.

The frontier labs pursuing AGI as autonomous goal pursue a different and incompatible vi-
sion. Champions do not partner with them at scale.

As Champions deploy more broadly and AI tooling matures, the network of Champions cap-
tures progressively more of the deployment, integration, regulation, and alignment layer for
population-scale AI (see section 25). Frontier labs remain the upstream supplier for novel
reasoning capability. Both organisational forms operate at scale; neither displaces the other.
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19 Financial Services as Transition Infrastructure

Why this layer is larger than it looks

The current build sequence has financial services as Years 2–4. The Coming Shock framing
argues this might need to come earlier, possibly the defining first-decade application beyond
the agent itself.

Universal AI makes this feasible from Day 1, not Year 2. What traditionally required 50,000
employees at a national bank (underwriting, compliance, loan servicing, customer support,
fraud detection, regulatory reporting) requires AI agents plus a few hundred FDEs when
the agents handle 90% of back-office operations. A Champion with 500 FDEs and II’s agent
stack can deliver Nubank-quality banking, Affirm-quality lending, and Root-quality insur-
ance from formation. The cost structure of financial services delivery has collapsed by an
order of magnitude, and the collapse is already observable at Nubank (100M+ customers,
8,000 employees), Revolut (50M+ customers), and Toss (30M+ users). AI-native financial
services at population scale is a solved operational problem. The Champion inherits the solu-
tion.

The operational capability exists. The structural need is equally clear. As private-sector em-
ployment contracts and AI-first firms capture the productive economy, the population needs
new mechanisms for capturing and storing value. Traditional banks built on traditional em-
ployment models will struggle to serve a population whose income increasingly comes from
agent-mediated work, contribution rewards, and ownership returns rather than salaries.

Champions, with their high trust, broad reach, and in-person availability through FDE-
supported local presence, become the natural financial services entry point for the population
in the new economy, something bigger than ”agent-mediated commerce.” Champions are
the transition banks for the intelligence age.

What the financial services layer covers

Banking: deposits, payments, basic credit, all routed through the citizen’s II-Agent. Invest-
ment access, including R1 cap table participation and contribution-reward accumulation.
Lending, with credit decisions made by interpretable AI on locally-relevant data. Insurance,
with AI-mediated pricing and underwriting carrying full provenance. Pension and retire-
ment, building on the population’s R1 holdings as a long-duration retirement asset. And
wealth management for the previously unbanked: millions of citizens whose contribution
rewards and ownership stakes need management infrastructure for the first time.
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Why this is structurally Champion-shaped

Champions have the trust: PBC structure, broadly owned, locally accountable. They have the
reach: every citizen already has an II-Agent and a baseline relationship. And they have pres-
ence: an FDE corps in the field. Financial services regulation is already routed through licens-
ing regimes Champions are suited to occupy, and credit and underwriting decisions made on
Champion infrastructure are auditable by construction.

This converts the financial services layer from ”another revenue stream” to ”the economic
continuity infrastructure for the entire transition.” Without it, the displacement crisis has no
banking-system answer. With it, the population’s evolving relationship to capital (from wage-
labour to ownership-and-contribution) has the institutional rails it needs.

20 Beyond Equity

Why equity alone is too narrow

The default capital structure for any new entity is equity. This works for ordinary companies.
It is too narrow for what Champions are.

A Champion’s stakeholders have richer relationships than equity captures. Citizens are own-
ers and users and contributors and governance participants and recipients of universal service.
Each of these is a real economic relationship. Equity captures only the first.

Five participation forms compose into the Champion’s stakeholder architecture.

Form 1: Equity ownership

The familiar form. Citizens, retail, pensions, sovereigns, strategics hold equity. Voting at en-
tity level, dividends, capital gains, liquidation rights. Necessary but not sufficient.

Form 2: Contribution rights

A Champion’s value depends on what users and partners contribute, not just what they pay.
Citizens contribute data (with consent), attention, feedback, training signal. FDEs contribute
deployments. Government partners contribute population access and workflows. Strategic
partners contribute compute, models, capital.

Contribution rights give contributors a verified claim on the value their contributions gen-
erate. The protocol’s consensus mechanism is the implementation: verified contribution be-
comes a tracked claim on the resulting value pool. Contribution becomes capital.
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Form 3: Network access rights

The network of Champions creates properties no single Champion has on its own. A citizen
with network access rights can use any Champion’s agent when travelling; a business can de-
ploy through any Champion in any participating jurisdiction; a researcher can run workloads
across the on-chain cross-Champion compute markets.

Participation in the protocol-level network, not ownership of any specific Champion. Granted
via R1 reciprocity, earned via contribution, sold as a service to non-equity holders who want
network-wide access, required for cross-border AI service under the licensing regime.

Form 4: Governance participation

Champions are public-benefit infrastructure under public accountability. Governance is
more elaborate than a normal company board: citizens’ voice on universal service decisions,
worker participation on deployment and FDE policies, public-interest seats from regulators or
independent boards, and protocol-level proposal-and-implementation (Bitcoin-Improvement-
Proposal-style) for the small subset of decisions that touch the shared protocol rather than
individual Champions.

Different from equity voting. Equity voting decides management. Governance participation
decides how the institution operates. Both matter. They are different rights.

Form 5: Universal access

Every citizen has access to the Champion’s services regardless of equity ownership or contri-
bution level. The licence-derived universal service obligation. The whitepaper specifies this
as a protocol-level daily inference quota every Champion must honour.

Not free, but not gated by ownership. Just as electricity, telecom, and broadcasting are avail-
able to all citizens under licensed regimes, AI access through a Champion is available to all
citizens.

How the forms compose

A given citizen can hold all five simultaneously: equity in the Champion, contribution rights
from active participation, network access for protocol-wide services, governance voice on op-
erations, universal access as a citizenship right. Each rewards a different kind of relationship.

That is what makes Champions a fundamentally different kind of institution. Multiple
capital pools accessed via different forms: equity → institutional capital (pensions, insurance,
sovereigns, retail); contribution rights → productive human capital; network access → cross-
border commercial capital; governance → political capital; universal access → regulatory and
citizenship capital.

Five capital pools instead of one. Five moats instead of one. Five sources of political durabil-
ity instead of one.
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Network-level participation forms

Across the network of Champions, forms compose further. A network equity index holds eq-
uity across all participating Champions, accessible at R3. Cross-Champion contribution rights
serve contributors whose work benefits multiple Champions. Network access tiers offer dif-
ferent access levels for different use cases, and protocol-level proposal-and-implementation
(Bitcoin-Improvement-Proposal-style) coordinates the few decisions that touch the shared
protocol. And universal network services guarantee baseline access across all participating
jurisdictions.
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Part V

The Capital Architecture
How Champions get financed. Three rounds in sequence, each
serving a different purpose, each attracting different capital, each cre-
ating aligned upside for a different stakeholder. The capital is not the
constraint: there is far more institutional capital seeking AI exposure
than there is AI equity to absorb it. What is missing is the structure,
and Champions are that structure.
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21 The Three-Round Structure
The capital structure is staged, and the staging is load-bearing. Each round exists because
no single round can do what the three together accomplish. What investors in every round
are buying is the entity that deploys II-Agent, accumulates jurisdictional reference through
Radiant, and compounds capability year over year through Zenith (the technology stack de-
scribed in Sections 8–11).

Figure 11 Three rounds, from the jurisdiction up: R1 local at $1 pre-money, R2 strategic patient capital, R3

public listing.

R1: Local Capital, $1 pre-money, same terms for all

Who: All local institutions and retail: citizens, retail investors, universities, pension funds,
public-benefit foundations, sovereign wealth funds, local strategics, every local participant
who chooses to subscribe.

Terms: $1 pre-money valuation. Same price, same terms for everyone. No preferential tiers,
no founder rounds, no special pricing for early or strategic participants. Universities sub-
scribe on the same terms as retail. Sovereign wealth funds subscribe on the same terms as
citizens. The structural equality of R1 is what makes it a genuine political franchise rather
than a normal seed round.

Valuation mechanism: Not price discovery. Political franchise establishment.

Purpose: The jurisdiction’s own population becomes the Champion’s first owners. The
widest local cap table any company has ever had in that jurisdiction. Political durability be-
fore institutional capital arrives.

R1 is structurally distinct from a normal seed round in two ways. First, value at R1 isn’t
market-clearing; it’s franchise establishment. Second, terms are identical across all R1 par-
ticipants, with no class-A/class-B structure, no liquidation preferences, no preferential rights.
R1 generates real returns when R2 arrives at markup, but during the R1 round the political
franchise is the point.

44



Part V · The Capital Architecture Section 21

The R1 compute-for-benefit return mechanism

R1 is more than political franchise for public-benefit institutions. In addition to the equity
terms (which are identical for everyone), public-benefit institutions investing in R1 can elect
to receive equivalent-dollar compute credits back, deployable to their own public-benefit
work. This is an additional utility return alongside the equity stake, not a different equity deal.

How it works: a university endowment puts $50M into R1 and receives R1 equity at $1 pre-
money on the same terms as every other R1 participant, plus $50M worth of inference and
training compute credits deployable to its research, teaching, and library digitisation pro-
grammes. The endowment gets the equity ownership and immediate research infrastructure.
A sovereign wealth fund puts $500M into R1 with the same equity terms, plus $500M in com-
pute credits deployable to state-purpose work: public health analytics, infrastructure plan-
ning, language and cultural preservation, citizen services modernisation.

The equity terms are identical across all R1 participants. The compute-for-benefit return is an
additional elected utility available to participants whose purposes qualify as public-benefit
work (universities, public foundations, public pensions, sovereigns, regulators, public-benefit
nonprofits). This is consistent with the protocol’s underlying economic logic: compute de-
ployed for verifiable public benefit is exactly what the system is designed to reward.

Implications: R1 economics are dramatically more attractive for public-benefit investors (a
university doesn’t have to choose between long-duration equity exposure and current-period
research compute access; it gets both). The R1 cap table becomes broader and more durable
because every university, sovereign fund, public pension, and public-benefit foundation in
the jurisdiction has direct economic reason to participate. And the political franchise com-
pounds because universities, pension funds, and sovereign funds are the institutions that
shape long-term political legitimacy, on top of the capital they bring.

R2: Strategic & Long-Term Capital, 5–10× markup

Who: Sovereign wealth funds, pension funds, insurance general accounts, chip makers, com-
pute providers, local strategics, and other long-duration patient capital. Hyperscalers may
participate but are not load-bearing; the structure works on patient capital alone.

Purpose: Compute commitments, citizen agent rollout, multi-vendor supply infrastructure,
FDE buildout, regulatory engagement.

The political function: The R2 markup puts every R1 holder on paper return, which is politi-
cally essential.

The R2 markup range is indicative and will reflect each Champion’s actual operating
progress, market conditions, and jurisdictional factors at the time of R2 closing.
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R3: Public Listing, everyone who wants exposure, globally

Who: Pension funds, mutual funds, ETFs, retail globally, sovereigns at index scale. Critically,
R3 is globally accessible, including investors from jurisdictions whose Champions emerged
under different governance and political conditions, which is how the network includes ev-
eryone.

Purpose: Champion becomes a durable public institution. A new asset class is created.

The access function: Anyone wanting exposure to the growing AI economy can finally reach
it through a regulated, audited, public vehicle. The R3 layer is what makes the network uni-
versal: regional capital flows constrain R1 and R2, but R3 is open to global capital regardless
of where the Champion is domiciled.

Why this structure works

Each markup creates aligned upside for a different stakeholder: R1 → R2 rewards citizens; R2
→ R3 rewards strategics. Nobody is trapped, nobody is squeezed.

The structure is unobjectionable to each constituency at the moment they engage with it, but
produces a politically and economically robust outcome at the network level that no single
round could deliver.
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22 Why Each Investor Shows Up
The structure works because every R2 participant has skin-in-the-game reasons. The R2
round closes on patient capital alone: sovereigns, pensions, insurance, chip and compute
providers, local strategics. Hyperscalers may participate but are not required for the struc-
ture to work.

Sovereign wealth funds. Decades-duration AI exposure. Sovereignty + economic develop-
ment + captive AI infrastructure inside the jurisdiction. Sovereign demand alone supports
$300–800B of cumulative R2 capacity over the next decade. Sovereigns can also invest at R1
with compute-for-benefit return, doubling the structural incentive.

Pension funds & insurance general accounts. Long-duration, infrastructure-shaped, AI-
correlated. Fits the liability profile no other vehicle fills. $95T+ combined AUM globally, un-
derweight AI exposure. Public pensions can participate at R1 with compute-for-benefit re-
turn, accessing both equity exposure and beneficiary-service compute capacity.

Chip makers & compute providers. Demand diversification away from hyperscaler monop-
sony. Preferential allocation and equity participation. Worth $5–20B of effective subsidy
per major Champion via guaranteed supply, deferred payment terms, and minority equity.
Nvidia, AMD, and emerging non-US chip providers have established patterns of investing in
companies that consume their products, a known capital flow redirected to Champions.

Universities and public-benefit institutions (R1 specifically). The compute-for-benefit re-
turn mechanism makes Champion R1 the highest-utility vehicle for university endowments,
public foundations, and similar institutions. Equity ownership plus immediate research in-
frastructure.

Local strategics. Industry partners (telecoms, financials, energy, media) gain agent and de-
ployment access. Lock in their position in the new layer.

Citizens & retail (R1 carryover at upside). Already in at R1. The R2 markup delivers their
first paper return, making the political franchise real.

Hyperscalers as optional participants

Hyperscalers are not load-bearing for the structure. The Champion model does not depend
on hyperscaler capital, hyperscaler cooperation, or hyperscaler benevolence. R2 closes on the
patient-capital pools above with substantial oversubscription.

Where hyperscalers do participate, the G42 template is real: Microsoft’s $1.5B into the UAE
sovereign-aligned AI champion in 2024, with multi-year compute relationship and US gov-
ernment sign-off, demonstrates the mechanic works. Where this happens, hyperscalers con-
tribute strategic equity plus supply commitments and the Champion benefits.

But the framework’s strength is that this is optional rather than required. If hyperscalers
cooperate, the Champion gets additional capital and supply. If hyperscalers compete, the
Champion still has more than enough patient capital and the licensing inevitability arbitrage
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works in the Champion’s favour. The structure does not require competitor goodwill, a criti-
cal robustness property.

23 Why This Is Fundable
There is more institutional capital seeking AI equity exposure than there is AI equity avail-
able to absorb it. The asymmetry is roughly 30:1.

The major pools

Pool AUM Status

Pension funds ~$55–60T Long-duration liabilities, unable to
reach AI targets through tiny public
AI universe

Insurance general accounts ~$35–40T Similar profile, underweight infras-
tructure and private credit

Sovereign wealth funds ~$12–13T Most strategic pool. $600B–$1.2T
in target AI allocations growing
30%+ annually

Mutual funds and ETFs ~$70T Constrained by liquidity and bench-
marks, massive latent passive
demand

Endowments and foundations ~$2T Small but reputationally influential
as price-setters

Family offices ~$5–7T Most flexible mandate; buying
every AI secondary at 30–60%
premiums

Retail and DC pensions ~$40T Almost entirely locked out of pri-
vate AI today

The asymmetry

Total unsatisfied institutional demand: $3–6T. Annual incremental demand: $500B–$1T. Cur-
rent annual supply through primary AI fundraising: $80–120B.

The capital is not the constraint. The structure to absorb the capital is the constraint.
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The domestic retail wedge

Within each Champion’s jurisdiction, $500M–$5B of domestic retail and pension capital be-
comes accessible at terms unavailable in any other vehicle. R1 at $1 pre-money is the regula-
tory and political mechanism that lets domestic capital anchor a domestic asset before global
capital arrives.

This is captive, price-insensitive, no-alternative-route capital that creates a new asset class for
populations who previously had no path to AI ownership.

The institutional fit is clean

The primary investable asset across all three rounds is equity in Champions. Normal reg-
ulated securities under each jurisdiction’s framework. Pension funds, insurance accounts,
sovereign wealth funds, mutual funds, retail investors, and ETFs allocate to Champion equity
through the same channels they use for any other listed infrastructure operator. No crypto-
adjacent regulatory regime is triggered at the institutional layer. The protocol-level mechanics
that underlie Champion operations are engineering substrate, not the institutional product.
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24 Per-Champion Economics

Per-Champion economics by tier

Tier Examples R2 post-money At maturity

Major economy UK, Germany, Japan,
California

$25–40B $300B–$1T

Mid-tier economy Vietnam, Indonesia,
Brazil, Nigeria

$500M–$5B $20–$100B

Frontier markets Smaller emerging mar-
kets

$100–$500M $5–$20B

Political durability varies by jurisdiction

The framework’s political-durability argument (R1 broad ownership plus licensing plus uni-
versal access makes Champions politically irreversible) is correct in stable democratic jurisdic-
tions with mature regulatory frameworks. It applies less cleanly elsewhere.

Three jurisdictional categories. Stable regimes with mature regulatory frameworks (US states,
UK, Germany, Japan, France, Korea, Singapore, Australia, Canada, Switzerland): the political-
durability argument works as described and Champions are positioned over multi-decade
horizons. Stable regimes with less mature frameworks (UAE, Saudi Arabia, Israel): political
durability depends on the state’s commitment, which currently looks multi-decade but rests
on state continuity. Less stable jurisdictions (much of Latin America, parts of Africa and Asia,
jurisdictions experiencing populist swings or governance crises): the R1 cap table provides
legitimacy but doesn’t immunise against political attack.

The implication: Champions in stable, mature-regulatory jurisdictions earn the multi-decade
durability the framework projects. Champions in less stable jurisdictions carry political risk
that the framework’s structural mechanisms partially mitigate but do not eliminate. R2 and
R3 valuations should reflect this accordingly.

Aggregate at maturity

~200 Champions globally at full network density (mix of national and sub-national opera-
tors), 100% open-source foundation, aggregate network scale comparable in order of mag-
nitude to the global telecom sector, given similar utility-class economics, population-scale
deployment, and multi-decade licensed positions.
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Revenue composition per Champion at maturity

At maturity, a Champion’s revenue draws from every layer of the platform. Universal AI ser-
vices (subscriptions, premium tiers, frontier-API distribution) and proof-of-benefit deploy-
ments with government as anchor customer form the base. Enterprise FDE contracts and
financial services (banking, payments, lending, wealth) add depth. Robotics deployment
(service, maintenance, integration) and local media and knowledge infrastructure add scale.
Frontier technology access, cross-border network services, and contribution-rewards round
out the top.

Illustrative revenue per citizen at maturity: $200–$2,000/year across all layers, depending on
build phase, jurisdiction, and service penetration. The revenue base is durable because it rests
on accumulated jurisdictional reference (Section 9): a Champion’s Radiant layer grows more
valuable each year as governed records, decisions, and reusable results compound inside it.
Revenue at maturity is not a projection from current activity but from an asset that appreci-
ates with use.

Total deployable capital over the decade

Annual incremental institutional demand runs $500B–$1T. Hyperscaler off-balance-sheet ca-
pacity adds $50–100B/year. Sovereign wealth fund AI allocation adds $100–200B/year. Chip-
maker and compute-provider strategic equity contributes $20–50B/year. Domestic retail and
pension capital flowing into Champions totals $200–500B over the decade, and public market
R3 capacity adds $500B–$1.5T over the same period.

The capital pools above substantially exceed the structure’s current absorption capacity.
The constraint is not capital availability but the pace of Champion formation.
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The Network
Champions are good businesses individually. As a network they are
something architecturally new: equity-financed PBCs operating in
their jurisdictions, coordinated from above by a Bitcoin-derived per-
missionless protocol rather than by any institution. The equity layer
is where capital allocates; the protocol layer is what makes two hun-
dred sovereign operators cohere. Alignment is encoded in consensus
rules for deployment quality; deeper alignment of deployed systems
remains active work. Stewardship is Linux-style.
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25 The Protocol Layer

Two-layer architecture: equity-financed Champions, protocol coordination on top

The Intelligent Internet has two layers, and the sequencing matters.

Figure 12 II and the Champions: two roles, one structure. Support without control.

The Champion layer is primary. Each Champion is a public-benefit private company li-
censed in its jurisdiction, capitalised through the three-round equity structure, operating
at scale with real customers and real revenue. This is where institutional capital allocates,
where most value accrues, where regulators engage, where citizens hold ownership. Equity
in Champions is a normal regulated security.

The protocol layer coordinates them. On top of the equity-financed Champion layer sits a
Bitcoin-derived permissionless protocol that coordinates Champions operationally. This is
the engineering substrate that lets ~200 Champions interoperate without any federation, gov-
ernance body, or coordinating institution. The protocol’s specific mechanics are the whitepa-
per’s reference; the thesis-level point is that protocol-level coordination replaces the institu-
tional coordination layer that would otherwise have been needed.

The framework’s institutional investability rests on the Champion layer. The Champion layer
functions whether or not the protocol layer ever achieves financial sophistication. The proto-
col layer is operational infrastructure, necessary for the network to cohere, not the surface on
which institutional capital allocates. Radiant is what makes the coordination worth having:
each Champion’s governed reference is the asset the protocol protects and the asset institu-
tional capital buys.

The architecture is Bitcoin-derived, not federation-derived

The architecture is not a federation. There is no council, no membership organisation, no co-
ordinating body at the protocol layer. The architecture is much closer to Bitcoin: a permis-
sionless protocol with independent operators converging on a Schelling point.

Champions are to AI infrastructure what miners are to Bitcoin: independent operators run-
ning a common protocol, each licensed in its own jurisdiction, each opting into the network
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by performing valid work, each free to opt out by ceasing. The Schelling point is operational:
Champions converge on the consensus rule that defines public-benefit work because that’s
the work each is built to do anyway. The convergence is on the rule, not on any institution
and not on any price.

This is structurally stronger than a federation. A federation can be lobbied, captured, frag-
mented by member politics, or excluded from by adversaries. A protocol cannot. The proto-
col coordinates through rules; coordination happens without any institution to attack.

Roughly 200 node operators globally with full sovereignty

The whitepaper launches with 12 Champions and scales toward ”at least one per sovereign
nation.” At full deployment that’s approximately 200 node operators globally: one or several
per major economy, one per smaller country, multiple per federal nation (state-level Champi-
ons in the US, India, Brazil, others), plus city-level Champions in some jurisdictions.

Coordination at ~200 operators is tractable through the protocol alone because participants
share economic interest in the protocol’s success: they’re each running real operating com-
panies that benefit from the protocol working. They don’t need a federation to align; they’re
aligned operationally by the consensus rule.

Every Champion has full sovereignty in its jurisdiction. Every citizen has full sovereignty
over their participation. The protocol compels nothing. A jurisdiction that doesn’t want a
Champion doesn’t have one. A Champion can fork the protocol. A citizen can decline to use
II-Agent. A jurisdiction can set its own deployment standards under local licensing. The sys-
tem works because everyone benefits from participating, not because anyone is forced to.

Permissionlessness creates real geopolitical exposure

The permissionless architecture has a real cost that deserves direct engagement. Bitcoin’s per-
missionlessness allowed Chinese state-aligned mining pools to hold majority hashrate for
several years, creating sustained low-grade geopolitical anxiety among Western participants.
The Intelligent Internet protocol, carrying much more economically and politically significant
infrastructure than Bitcoin, will face this concern at higher stakes: adversarial state-aligned
Champions may dominate sub-areas of network activity; de facto deployment standards will
reflect the priorities of the largest deployers.

The framework’s response is honest but partial. Local licensing limits cross-jurisdiction reach
of adversarial Champions (Western licensing regimes will not authorise state-adversarial op-
erators). Fork-resilience provides a safety valve if protocol direction is captured by an adver-
sarial coalition. Both are real mitigants but neither eliminates the underlying exposure. Par-
ticipants are buying into a permissionless system with the geopolitical exposure that implies,
not into a Western-aligned cartel.
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Quality assurance is in the protocol; alignment is a harder problem

The protocol’s consensus rule ties reward to verifiable public benefit: deployed work must
meet defined quality thresholds (accuracy, audit compliance, service levels, completion of
declared work-modules). Automated oversight rechecks compliance. Fraudulent or sub-
threshold work doesn’t earn protocol reward; bad actors get slashed and lose franchise li-
cence.

This is quality assurance at the deployment layer. It is not full alignment. A perfectly aligned
model that produces verifiable benefit gets rewarded; a subtly misaligned model that also
produces verifiable benefit on the audited metrics also gets rewarded. The consensus rule
doesn’t distinguish, because it can’t: it only sees what the benefit-class definitions tell it to see.

The layering of alignment work: upstream alignment of frontier capability is done by fron-
tier labs (hard, ongoing, unsolved work that Champions inherit). Deployment quality as-
surance is done by the protocol (this catches the gross failure modes and is structurally
tractable). Deployment alignment, the gap between QA and deeper alignment, is ongoing
research that the protocol doesn’t solve; each Champion is responsible for its jurisdiction’s de-
ployment alignment under its licensing regime.

The framework’s contribution to alignment is therefore real but bounded: the protocol makes
deployment quality verifiable and slashes bad actors. It does not solve deployment alignment,
and it does not solve upstream alignment.

Protocol stewardship follows the Linux model

The reference implementation of the protocol is maintained by the Intelligent Internet (II),
the small core team that designed the protocol and maintains the open-source stack. The
model is Linux, where Linus Torvalds and a few maintainers steward the kernel that thou-
sands of distributions and millions of users depend on. There is no Linux Foundation mem-
bership required to use Linux. There is no governance body that distributions must join. The
kernel team maintains the reference; distributions like Red Hat sell paid support around it;
everyone else uses Linux under open-source licences.

The Intelligent Internet protocol works the same way. II maintains the open-source reference
implementation. Champions adopt and adapt the reference under OSI-approved licences.
Champions can pay II’s subsidiaries for setup services and ongoing technical support (anal-
ogous to how enterprises pay Red Hat for Linux distributions and support) and can stop
paying whenever those services no longer add value. II holds a 10% warrant in each Cham-
pion but does not direct Champion operations. The relationship is commercial during the
Champion’s formative life, with II’s financial alignment provided through the warrant rather
than through governance authority. Protocol improvements happen through proposal-and-
implementation, the way Bitcoin Improvement Proposals work: informally coordinated, rigor-
ously implemented, adopted when sufficient operators agree.

This is the minimum institutional overhead that still maintains a coherent protocol: a protocol
maintainer (II), operating Champions, and users, the same triangle that makes Linux work at
planetary scale, with paid services attaching commercially where they add value.
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To make this a commitment rather than an aspiration: the transition to multi-maintainer
stewardship is bound to objective triggers, not to time or to II’s discretion. Reference-
implementation stewardship opens to an independent multi-maintainer process once a de-
fined threshold of independent contributors and operating Champions is reached, and II’s
aggregate network stake is subject to a stated cap. Both are written into the franchise terms so
Champions can rely on them, rather than held as future intentions.

How II sustains itself: warrant portfolio + FC + services

II’s relationship to Champions combines aligned financial interest with operational indepen-
dence. II does not participate in Champion governance or direct Champion operations during
the formative period. Its sustainability rests on three revenue streams:

10% warrant in each Champion. II receives a 10% warrant at each Champion’s formation,
with a strike price at R1 valuation ($1 pre-money), exercisable at R3 (public listing) or after a
specified period. The warrant carries no voting rights until exercise. During the Champion’s
formative life (R1 through R2, through the licensing window), II holds zero equity and has
zero governance authority. At R3, II exercises and becomes an aligned minority shareholder
alongside global institutional investors. The warrant portfolio is II’s primary hard asset: if a
major-economy Champion reaches $300B at R3, II’s position in that Champion alone is worth
~$30B. Across the full network, the portfolio represents the largest single concentration of
aligned infrastructure optionality in any asset class.

Foundation Coin holdings. Foundation Coin (FC) is the protocol’s equivalent of Bitcoin:
the native asset mined through consensus and appreciating with network activity. Where
Bitcoin uses proof-of-work (computational puzzles), the Intelligent Internet protocol uses
proof-of-benefit: Champions that deploy compute for verified public benefit mine FC as re-
ward. II holds a genesis allocation of FC and accrues additional FC through protocol-level
mechanisms. As the network’s economic activity grows, FC accrues value. This aligns II’s eco-
nomics with network-level success.

Services revenue from Champions. II provides paid services to Champions through spe-
cialised subsidiaries: setup services that help stand up the Champion (entity structure, regu-
latory engagement, stack integration, operating leadership recruitment, R1 mechanics), and
ongoing services that Champions can elect to keep paying for (protocol upgrades, technical
support, integration with new capabilities, cross-Champion coordination support, security
advisory, training and FDE programmes). Each Champion decides for itself whether the on-
going relationship is commercially worthwhile and can stop paying at any time. This is the
Red Hat / Linux distribution model: paid support as an option, not a requirement.

The three streams complement each other. The warrant portfolio rewards II for each Cham-
pion’s individual success. FC appreciation rewards II for protocol-level network success. Ser-
vices revenue rewards II for delivering useful work. Together they make II one of the most
valuable companies in the framework, without requiring II to control individual Champions
or participate in their governance during the formative period.
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Why this beats any institutional alternative

A federation framing would have been weaker in five specific ways: capture risk (boards can
be lobbied; math cannot), geopolitical exposure (federations have domiciles; protocols are
jurisdictionally neutral), membership politics (federations negotiate inclusion; protocols are
permissionless), coordination overhead (federations have meetings; protocols have rules),
and adversary surface (federations can be attacked institutionally; protocols have no institu-
tional centre).

The Bitcoin-derived architecture inherits the same robustness properties Bitcoin has demon-
strated for fifteen years. The protocol survives jurisdictions that ban it, exchanges that fail,
miners that exit. The Intelligent Internet inherits this resilience by inheriting the architecture.

26 The Five Headline Arbitrages
The Champion model captures multiple structural advantages that compound. Five do most
of the work; supporting mechanisms compound on top.

1. Licensing inevitability arbitrage. Champions hold two licences on different timelines. The
II franchise licence is available today: territorial exclusivity within the Intelligent Internet net-
work, common architecture, protocol interoperability. The state-issued AI provision licence
is coming: every previous technology that reached civilisational scale became licensed within
a generation, and AI is reaching civilisational scale faster than any prior technology. State
licensing regimes arrive over 3–7 years. The Champion holding the II franchise licence and
operating credibly through the formative period is the natural recipient of the state licence
when it arrives. The licensing sequence is the framework’s central moat.

2. Protocol-coordination arbitrage. Roughly 200 Champions globally coordinate through
a Bitcoin-derived permissionless protocol without any federation, council, or coordinating
body. The architecture inherits Bitcoin’s robustness properties: no centre to capture, no gov-
ernance to lobby, no leadership to corrupt, no membership to exclude from. Coordination
overhead drops to near zero.

3. Cost-of-capital arbitrage. Champions raise patient capital at jurisdiction-specific cost of
capital, 300–700 basis points lower than hyperscaler software cost of capital on infrastructure
of comparable scale. On $10–50B of infrastructure per Champion, this is worth $300M–$3.5B
per year per Champion in NPV terms.

4. FDE switching-cost arbitrage. Each Champion deploys forward-deployed engineers, lo-
cally rooted, jurisdiction-specific, embedded in customer workflows. Each FDE-led deploy-
ment creates 5–10 years of switching costs per customer. Hyperscaler self-serve software can-
not replicate this; foreign providers cannot field local FDE corps at scale without destroying
their unit economics.

5. Sovereign token-demand aggregation arbitrage. Each Champion captures the full per-
citizen token-demand growth in its jurisdiction (100–1,000× over the next decade). Proof-
of-benefit deployments and population-scale agent deployment route through the licensed
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Champion by structure, and accumulate as governed reference inside Radiant, compounding
the Champion’s advantage with every interaction. Foreign hyperscalers cannot serve this de-
mand at scale because of national security, data residency, interpretability, and procurement-
preference constraints.

The supporting arbitrages

The five headline arbitrages compound with supporting mechanisms across the capital stack,
the operating model, and the market structure.

On the capital side: R1 compute-for-benefit return broadens the cap table, valuation re-rating
across rounds (R1 → R2 → R3) accrues markups to existing holders, domestic retail equity
creates $500M–$5B per Champion of captive capital, and sovereign R2 capital provides $300–
800B of cumulative capacity globally.

On the operating side: chip-maker demand diversification provides $5–20B effective subsidy
per major Champion, power cost arbitrage creates multi-billion-dollar annual differences at
scale, locally-trained models improve through data flywheels that compound over years, and
procurement preference creates $1–10B annual captive demand per major Champion.

On the market side: the robotics deployment gap is a $1–5T market that is Champion-shaped,
frontier intelligence access through protocol standardisation commoditises frontier APIs, and
public-market R3 repricing reflects base case 10–18× and upside 15–25× multiples.

How they compound

The structural insight is that these reinforce each other. Licensing inevitability (#1) creates
the regulatory regime that protects the cost-of-capital advantage (#3), enables sovereign and
pension R2 deployment, underwrites the FDE build-out (#4), and captures proof-of-benefit
demand (#5). Schelling-point coordination (#2) means all of this happens without institu-
tional overhead, without geopolitical capture, and without coordination costs that historically
defeated comparable efforts. Cost-of-capital advantage (#3) funds operational depth (#4)
that creates switching costs that justify higher multiples. FDE switching costs (#4) compound
annually as deployments mature. Demand aggregation (#5) ensures the Champion captures
the full token-demand wave growth within its jurisdiction.

The structural advantage is not any single arbitrage. It is that all five reinforce each other
and are jointly very hard to dislodge once established.
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27 Top-Down + Bottom-Up: Navigation as Governance

The navigation function

A society entering the intelligence age needs both top-down policy guidance and bottom-up
citizen-and-business signal. Historically these have been separate and slow: policy comes
from government processes that operate on year-scale timelines; signal from citizens and
businesses comes through elections, surveys, public comment, and journalism, each of which
captures a fraction of the relevant input with substantial lag.

Champions are the institutional form that combines both, in real time, with AI mediation.

Top-down: policy guidance routed through II-Agent

Government policy and regulatory guidance reaches the Champion through the same chan-
nels it always has: legislation, regulation, agency directives. The Champion encodes these
into its operating parameters with full audit trail in Radiant. II-Agent’s reasoning capability
helps officials draft policy with full impact projection across the Champion’s population-scale
workload data, before the policy is finalised.

Policy quality improves because the analytical capacity that was previously available only to
the most resourced governments is now standard.

Bottom-up: citizen and business signal through II-Agent

Every citizen and business has an II-Agent. Every interaction with public services, every pref-
erence expression, every contribution, every complaint, every consultation response flows
through the agent layer with appropriate privacy protections. The Champion can synthesise
this signal at population scale without losing minority voices.

A government that wants to know ”how is this proposed policy actually landing with our
population?” can get an answer in days rather than years, with substantive granularity rather
than crude polling. Citizens whose situations are unusual or whose voices have historically
been underweighted can be properly represented because synthesis at scale doesn’t have the
cost structure of human-mediated consultation.
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The combination

The Champion is the institutional form where top-down guidance and bottom-up signal
meet, in real time, with the analytical capacity to make both substantive. This is what ”navi-
gation form for the intelligence age” means: the entity through which a society can actually
steer.

One boundary makes this safe rather than dangerous. The navigation function mediates the
deciding; it must never author the criterion. II-Agent advises the humans who hold the policy;
citizen synthesis surfaces preference to the representatives who hold the decision; the defi-
nition of what counts as benefit, and of who counts, stays with people and stays plural. The
AI that detects, synthesises, and advises has no authority to write the rule it operates under.
On day one this is a governance norm with human approval at every gate; making it a struc-
tural invariant, with no write-path from the advisory layer to the criterion, is active work, not
a solved problem.

No prior institutional form has combined these. Governments have top-down authority but
lack continuous bottom-up signal at scale. Corporations have bottom-up customer signal but
lack top-down public-interest mission. Champions have both, made coherent by the PBC mis-
sion and the AI-mediated governance architecture.

This is why Champions are an institutional necessity rather than merely an opportunity. The
challenges of the intelligence age cannot be navigated by governments alone, markets alone,
or technology alone. Champions are the institutional form that lets a society navigate all of
them coherently.
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Part VII

Timing
Why this has to be built now, and why it can be deployed in parallel
across jurisdictions at network speed. The displacement shock has
already begun. The capital pools are positioned. II provides setup
services to Champions in parallel. The whole stack is open-source;
the network value is in convergence on a common base. Champion
#1 launches in 6–12 months; the rest of the network follows within a
handful of years. The structure that gets built during the formative
window persists for decades.
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28 Why Now
The formative window is 6–12 months for Champion #1, with an initial wave of 5–15 Cham-
pions targeted within 18 months. Once the template is operating, the rest of the network
follows in parallel and the structure hardens for decades.

Six reasons the window closes

1. Hyperscaler capex is unsustainable. $400B+ annual spend cannot continue indefinitely
on existing balance sheets. Off-balance-sheet vehicles required at scale. Champion model
most politically acceptable form.

2. Sovereignty pressure intensifying. EU, India, Gulf, ASEAN, Latin America all moving
away from pure hyperscaler dependency.

3. Chip and compute supply chains seek demand diversification. Active strategy to seed
non-hyperscaler buyers. Supply chain aligned with Champions.

4. Robotics deployment gap becoming visible, and now validated by the model compa-
nies themselves. No structure exists to deploy physical AI at population scale in 2027–
2030. Over $10B has flowed into humanoid OEMs; approximately zero into the down-
stream layer where 60%+ of lifetime value settles. On May 11, 2026, both of the most valu-
able AI labs moved. OpenAI launched a $4B deployment company with 150 ”forward-
deployed engineers.” Anthropic announced a $1.5B deployment venture with Goldman
Sachs and Blackstone the same week. They told the market simultaneously that the model
is not enough and deployment infrastructure is the bottleneck, using the same FDE lan-
guage and the same diagnosis this thesis is built on. They built the wrong architecture:
centralised, vendor-locked, software-only, consulting economics. Champions are the right
one: locally owned, model-agnostic, full-spectrum, platform economics. The deployment
gap is no longer a thesis prediction. It is an acknowledged market fact.

5. The displacement shock is starting now. Entry-level white-collar hiring already col-
lapsed 30–50%. ~55,000 US layoffs in 2025 attributed directly to AI. Governments will
need an institutional answer within 3–5 years.

6. The formative window is now: II franchise licences available immediately, state li-
cences coming as token-economy disruption forces them. AI infrastructure capex is be-
ing deployed globally at $400B+ annually. As Champions deploy and token-economy
effects ripple through labour markets, sovereignty concerns intensify and displacement
shock accelerates. The political pressure forces state licensing regimes over the following
3–7 years. Champions operating credibly through the formative window inherit the li-
cences when they arrive, and the decadal durability that follows.

The displacement shock (reason 5) is the reason that converts the framework from ”an inter-
esting structural opportunity” to ”the institutional answer to the central political problem of
the next decade.”
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Pace of deployment

II provides setup services to Champions through specialised subsidiaries, operating in paral-
lel across jurisdictions. The services template is replicable: once the first Champion is oper-
ational, multiple Champions can engage simultaneously. AI tooling compresses operations
work that would historically have required much larger teams.

The structural template was designed by II and is applied identically across Champions. The
local operating leadership runs each Champion. II’s relationship to Champions is purely com-
mercial (see Section 25 for the full sustainability model). The pattern is closer to Linux than
to a franchise: II maintains the protocol substrate; Champions adopt it; commercial services
from II are optional and ongoing only as long as they’re valuable.

The pace this implies:

Window Milestone

First 6–12 months Champion #1 launches. II provides setup services to
local operating leadership; R1 opens at $1 pre-money
to all local participants; the Champion is operational.

Months 6–24 First wave of 5–15 Champions in parallel. The named
initial jurisdictions: New York, California, Florida,
Utah, Washington, and the UK.

Years 2–3 Effectively universal across major economies and US
states.

Years 3–5 Full network density of ~200 Champions; state licens-
ing regimes start to form.

Years 5–10 Licensing regimes harden globally; Champions be-
come the licensed providers; long-term regulatory
protection locks in.

The build-out work that takes traditional infrastructure operators 5–10 years is compressed
dramatically by three factors: II’s replicable setup template (same structure across Champi-
ons, no greenfield design work per Champion), AI tooling that makes small operating teams
highly productive, and the existing AI infrastructure capex that Champions route through
their structures rather than building from scratch.

The framework’s window argument: II is launching setup services for Champion #1 now.
Most major economies have Champions within 3 years. Full ~200 Champion network den-
sity is a 3–5 year project. State licensing regimes form over 3–7 years and Champions are
the natural licensees. The multi-decade dominant position is the steady-state output of the
whole sequence.
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The setup sequence per jurisdiction

The historical ”where are the founders?” objection has a clean answer in this framing. II’s
setup services include helping each Champion identify and recruit appropriate local operat-
ing leadership. The sequence: II identifies a jurisdiction with conditions aligned and engages
with local operating leadership candidates. Local operating leadership is recruited: typically
a CEO with infrastructure-operator credibility, a CTO fluent in the open-source stack, heads
of regulatory affairs and capital markets, and a small core engineering and operations group.
AI tooling makes this team far smaller and faster to assemble than historical comparables.
The Champion is incorporated as a PBC following the II template. II issues the franchise li-
cence for that jurisdiction. R1 opens at $1 pre-money with every local institution and every
local retail participant able to subscribe at the same terms. R2 opens at 5–10× markup for pa-
tient strategic capital.

The Champion then operates, building citizen-relationship density, FDE workforce, operating
credibility, and visible public-benefit delivery. As token-economy effects ripple through and
political pressure mounts on governments, state licensing regimes form over 3–7 years. The
operating Champion is first in line when the state licence arrives. R3 lists publicly, with state-
licensed status further re-rating the valuation.

The early steps run in months for the first Champion in a jurisdiction once II has committed
to providing setup services there. State licensing is the longer arc, driven by political pressure
rather than by Champion action, but the Champion is positioned to capture it when it arrives.

The framework is therefore not founder-dependent in the way an ordinary startup is. The
local operating leadership matters (specific people shape the Champion’s execution) but
they’re recruited as part of II’s setup services. The right CEOs and CTOs exist in every ma-
jor jurisdiction.
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29 Conclusion
The argument of this document reduces to one observation and one consequence. The obser-
vation: AI infrastructure is utility-class, and the world is financing it as software. The conse-
quence: the institutional form that corrects the mismatch (locally owned, broadly held, pub-
licly missioned, protocol-coordinated) does not yet exist at scale, and whoever builds it first
inherits the licensing regimes, the reference advantage, and the political franchise of the intel-
ligence age.

The window is not rhetorical.

Hyperscaler capex is crossing $400B a year on balance sheets that cannot carry it. Entry-level
hiring has already cracked. The two most valuable AI labs conceded, in the same week and
in the same language, that deployment is the bottleneck. State licensing follows political pres-
sure, and the pressure is already building: displacement is no longer a forecast. Every month
of the formative period that passes unclaimed is a month in which the default future (concen-
trated, foreign, extractive) hardens into place.

Against that default stands the largest aligned opportunity institutional capital has seen in a
generation. Trillions of dollars of patient capital with no way to reach AI. Two hundred juris-
dictions that need an institutional answer and do not have one. Billions of citizens who have
never once been offered ownership of the infrastructure that will shape their working lives.
The capital exists, the demand exists, the technology is open-sourced and operating; what
the moment lacks is the structure, and the structure is now specified to the level of franchise
terms and consensus rules.

These are not two arguments that happen to share a document. The framework that answers
the central political problem of the next decade is the framework with the largest financial
upside in modern capital markets, and the two claims are one structural fact seen from two
angles. Sovereignty compounds into reference; reference compounds into revenue; revenue
compounds into legitimacy; and legitimacy is what the licensing regimes will be looking for
when they arrive.

The pattern has been built before, by slower tools in slower centuries: the utilities that electri-
fied nations, the operators that wired them. What took those builders decades is now a mat-
ter of years, and the first year has already begun.

The intelligence age will be owned. The only open question is by whom.

Of the people, by the people, for the people.
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A Key Terms

Champion Public-benefit private company oper-
ating as the jurisdictional AI infrastructure op-
erator. Locally owned through population-scale
cap table, AI-mediated in governance, missioned
toward flourishing of its population. Also the
name of the technology deployment layer (Pri-
vate Cloud, Sovereign Cloud, Edge, On-Prem,
Global Scale) that the institutional Champion op-
erates.

Intelligent Internet The network of Champions in-
teroperating under a shared open-source protocol.
Not a federation or institution; just the protocol
plus its participants.

Intelligent Economics The economic frame where
value relocates from access to verified benefit, con-
tribution, and deployment.

The Three-Layer Stack II-Agent (action), Radiant
(reference and coordination), Champion (own-
ership and deployment). The operating architec-
ture Champions deploy.

II-Agent The action layer: universal AI that meets
you where you are. Model-agnostic, brandable,
localisable, composable. Coordinates eight ca-
pabilities: Reasoning, Memory, Tools, Browsers,
Sandboxes, Files, Schedules, Workflows + Out-
put.

Radiant The durable reference and coordination
substrate for the agent era. Decomposes into four
sub-layers: II-42 (retrieval), Commons (gover-
nance), CommonGround (coordination), Contri-
bution / Elevation (return).

II-42 Sparse semantic retrieval foundation within
Radiant. Uses SAE encoder pipeline for lower
cost, better scalability, and diagnostic visibility in
high-frequency agent search.

Commons The governance sub-layer within Radi-
ant. Shared knowledge with boundaries, prove-
nance, review, and freshness.

CommonGround The coordination sub-layer
within Radiant. Durable, locally controlled work
context: records, evidence, decisions, handoffs,
and reusable intermediate results.

Contribution / Elevation The return sub-layer
within Radiant. Reviewed, verified outcomes re-
turned as reusable, shareable capability.

Zenith Continuous improvement system for adap-
tive agents. Observe → Eval → Propose → Code
→ Approve → Test → Verify → Rollback → Sand-
box → Ship.

R1 / R2 / R3 The three capital rounds: local, strate-
gic, public.

Compute-for-benefit return An elected utility re-
turn available to public-benefit R1 investors. In
addition to identical equity terms, they can take
equivalent-dollar compute credits deployable to
their own public-benefit work.

II-Account The non-custodial identity and agent
every citizen owns. The entry point to universal
access and the citizen’s own data and contribu-
tion record.

The Protocol The Intelligent Internet protocol
itself. Bitcoin-derived, permissionless, jurisdic-
tionally neutral. Coordinates Champions opera-
tionally through consensus rules.

PBC Public Benefit Corporation. The legal form
Champions use.

FDE Forward-deployed engineer. Champion
workforce embedded in customer operations.

Proof of Benefit The protocol’s consensus mech-
anism. Champions that deploy compute for ver-
ified public benefit mine Foundation Coin as re-
ward.

The Reference Thesis As intelligence commodi-
tises, the scarce asset shifts from intelligence itself
to the governed, durable, shared reference that
intelligence acts through. Whoever holds the ref-
erence holds the compounding advantage.
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Disclaimer

DISCLAIMER Date: June 2026

This memorandum is issued by L42 Ltd., trading as Intelligent
Internet (the “Company”), and is directed only at persons to
whom it may lawfully be communicated. It has not been approved
by an authorised person for the purposes of section 21 of the
Financial Services and Markets Act 2000 (“FSMA”).

In the United Kingdom, it is directed only at persons falling
within one or more of the following categories under the Financial
Services and Markets Act 2000 (Financial Promotion) Order 2005
(the “FPO”): (i) investment professionals (Article 19 FPO);
(ii) high net worth companies, unincorporated associations, or
partnerships (Article 49 FPO); (iii) certified or self-certified
sophisticated investors (Articles 50 and 50A FPO); or
(iv) certified high net worth individuals (Article 48 FPO).

In the United States, this memorandum is directed solely at
accredited investors as defined under Rule 501 of Regulation D of
the U.S. Securities Act of 1933, as amended (the “Securities
Act”). The securities described herein have not been and will not
be registered under the Securities Act or any U.S. state securities
laws, and may not be offered or sold in the United States absent
registration or an applicable exemption therefrom.

In all other jurisdictions, this memorandum is directed only at
persons to whom it may be lawfully communicated under
applicable local laws and regulations. It is the sole responsibility
of any recipient outside the United Kingdom and the United
States to satisfy themselves that they may lawfully receive and
act on this memorandum in their jurisdiction, and the Company
makes no representation that this memorandum complies with the
laws of any jurisdiction other than England and Wales.

This memorandum is provided on a strictly confidential basis for
informational purposes only in connection with evaluating the
business and prospects of the Company. It does not constitute an
offer to sell, or a solicitation of an offer to buy, any securities, nor
a recommendation to invest. It must not be copied, reproduced,
or distributed to any other person without the Company’s prior
written consent.

The information contained herein does not purport to be
complete and has not been independently verified. No
representation or warranty, express or implied, is made as to its
accuracy or completeness, and no responsibility or liability
(whether direct, indirect, or consequential) is accepted for any
errors, omissions, or misstatements. Recipients should conduct
their own independent investigation, due diligence, and analysis
and should obtain independent financial, legal, and tax advice
before making any investment decision. The Company is not
acting as financial adviser or fiduciary to any recipient and
undertakes no obligation to update or correct information herein.

This memorandum contains forward-looking statements involving
known and unknown risks and uncertainties, including those
specific to the rapidly evolving AI regulatory, technological, and
competitive landscape. Actual results may differ materially from
those expressed or implied. Forward-looking statements reflect the
Company’s views only as at the date of this memorandum, and
the Company undertakes no obligation to update them except as
required by law.

This memorandum is governed by the laws of England and Wales.

L42 Ltd. Suites 404/405, Pavilion Club, 96 Kensington High
Street, London W8 4SG
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