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Introduction — When trust ceases to be implicit 
 
Artificial intelligence is changing the very nature of digital systems — The real 
upheaval brought about by artificial intelligence may not be the one most often 
described. The central issue is no longer simply automation, content generation, or the 
acceleration of computing power. What is profoundly changing is the very nature of 
trust in digital environments. For decades, digital systems have operated on implicit 
mechanisms of recognition, authenticity, and credibility that are now gradually 
becoming insufficient. 
 
The collapse of traditional signals of authenticity — For a long time, certain elements 
were sufficient to create a presumption of legitimacy: an identifiable email address, a 
familiar voice, an official document, a digital signature, or a recognized brand. These 
signals were not perfect, but they maintained a certain stability because their 
falsification remained costly, complex, or limited. Artificial intelligence is disrupting 
this balance by now making it possible to reproduce these traditional markers of 
authenticity on a massive, automated, and almost undetectable scale. 
 
When appearance no longer guarantees reality — In new digital environments, 
appearance no longer guarantees authenticity. An image can be artificially generated. 
A voice can be cloned. A document can be reproduced with near-perfect accuracy. A 
digital identity can be imitated on a massive scale. This shift is profoundly 
transforming the way economic, financial, and institutional systems function. The 
question is no longer simply whether information seems credible, but rather who is 
truly responsible, verifiable, and legally identifiable behind a digital interaction. 
 
The crisis of trust becomes systemic — This evolution is producing a crisis of trust 
that extends far beyond the issue of cybersecurity alone. When verification 
mechanisms become fragile, entire digital systems slow down. Compliance costs 
increase. Institutions strengthen their controls. The risks of fraud skyrocket. Platforms 
become vulnerable to automated manipulation. In a world where digital interactions 
are becoming permanent and globalized, uncertainty itself ultimately becomes a 
systemic problem. 
 
The real challenge: making trust verifiable and enforceable — It is precisely in this 
environment that a new generation of digital infrastructures is emerging, seeking not 
only to connect users or digitize exchanges, but to make trust itself programmable, 
verifiable, and enforceable. The true game changer, therefore, may not be artificial 
intelligence itself, but the need to rebuild architectures capable of organizing identity, 
governance, and accountability in digital environments where the old, implicit 
mechanisms of trust no longer function. 
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1. Artificial intelligence did not create the crisis of confidence: it revealed it 
 
The explosion of identity theft capabilities — Artificial intelligence didn't invent 
fraud, identity theft, or manipulation. These phenomena have always existed in 
human and economic interactions. What's radically changing today is the scale. AI 
tools now make it possible to automate capabilities that previously required time, 
resources, or specialized skills. Identity theft, document forgery, and content 
reproduction are becoming massive, rapid, and accessible to a much larger number of 
actors. 
 
When fakes become indiscernible — For a long time, fraud mechanisms had certain 
visible limitations. A counterfeit often presented imperfections. An imitation remained 
identifiable. Identity theft could be detected through inconsistency or lack of precision. 
Artificial intelligence is gradually reducing these gaps. Fake content is becoming 
increasingly difficult to distinguish from authentic content, not because it is perfect, 
but because it now achieves a sufficient level of credibility to fool human and 
institutional verification mechanisms. 
 
The end of old trust signals — Contemporary digital systems relied heavily on 
implicit trust signals: a well-known name, an email address, a logo, a recognized 
platform, or a visually consistent identity. These elements worked because their 
reproduction remained relatively expensive or limited. Artificial intelligence is 
precisely undermining this implicit economy of trust. Traditional signals are gradually 
ceasing to be reliable proofs of authenticity in environments where imitation can be 
produced on a massive scale. 
 
Why brands are no longer enough — Even the biggest brands and the most 
recognized institutions are becoming vulnerable to this transformation. Their 
visibility, once synonymous with credibility, is also becoming a prime attack surface. 
Fake websites, fraudulent communications, impersonated identities, or copied 
documents can now directly exploit the trust built by these organizations. The brand 
continues to exist, but it no longer automatically guarantees the authenticity of 
interactions claiming to be associated with it. 
 
Documents, voices, images: everything becomes reproducible — This shift extends 
far beyond digital platforms alone. Official documents can be artificially generated. 
Visual signatures can be reproduced. Voices can be precisely cloned. Videos 
themselves become manipulable. In this environment, traditional mechanisms of 
proof are gradually losing their independent value. Authenticity can no longer rely 
solely on the appearance of content; it must now be linked to infrastructures capable 
of verifying the origin, responsibility, and legitimacy of interactions. 
 
The systemic cost of uncertainty — When uncertainty becomes widespread, it is not 
only security that is affected; the entire digital economy slows down. Institutions 
increase control procedures. Compliance costs rise. Verification mechanisms become 
more complex. Transactions become slower and more expensive. A growing share of 
economic resources is therefore being devoted not to creating value, but to 
compensating for the lack of reliable trust in digital interactions. 
 
Why platforms are becoming vulnerable — Large digital platforms appear 
particularly exposed to this trend. Their operation relies heavily on centralized 
verification, reputation, and control systems that struggle to keep pace with the 
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increasing automation of interactions. The more interactions there are, the harder it 
becomes to distinguish genuine behavior from artificially generated behavior. 
Platforms thus find themselves caught in a constant tension between open 
communication, user security, and the actual ability to enforce rules. 
 
The real issue: the enforcement of trust — This is precisely where the true paradigm 
shift lies. The central question is no longer simply about verifying content or identities, 
but about who can be held accountable for an action, under what jurisdiction, and with 
what enforcement mechanisms. Trust then ceases to be a mere psychological or social 
signal. It becomes an infrastructure requiring validation, governance, and enforcement 
capabilities that can operate in globalized and automated digital environments. 
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2. The major failure of current digital identity models 
 
The false dilemma between centralization and self-sovereign identity — For several 
years, debates on digital identity have been structured around an opposition presented 
as unavoidable. On one side, centralized models controlled by platforms, large 
technology companies, or states. On the other, so-called self-sovereign identity 
approaches seeking to give individuals total control over their data and digital 
identities. Yet, this opposition masks a deeper reality: neither of these two models truly 
manages to resolve the central issue of trust that can be implemented in globalized 
digital environments. 
 
The limits of centralized identities — Centralized systems offer certain obvious 
advantages in terms of simplicity, integration, and operational control. But they also 
concentrate power, data, and risks in the hands of a limited number of actors. Users 
become dependent on platforms capable of changing rules, suspending access, or 
imposing transnational standards without genuine local democratic control. This 
centralization gradually transforms digital identity into a private infrastructure of 
power rather than a neutral verification mechanism. 
 
Why platforms concentrate risk — The more central platforms become to digital 
interactions, the more they also concentrate systemic vulnerabilities. Personal data, 
authentication mechanisms, communications, and activity logs are aggregated in 
single environments exposed to cyberattacks, manipulation, and internal failures. This 
concentration of risk creates major points of weakness in systems where identity now 
determines access to essential economic, administrative, and financial services. 
 
The limitations of purely decentralized models — Conversely, purely decentralized 
approaches seek to eliminate traditional intermediaries by giving individuals direct 
control over their digital identities. This approach brings significant advances in 
privacy and data protection. However, it also reveals certain limitations when issues 
of liability, fraud, or litigation arise. A completely autonomous identity can preserve 
privacy without guaranteeing the existence of clear mechanisms for enforcement, 
jurisdiction, or institutional recourse. 
 
The lack of jurisdiction and enforcement — This is precisely where one of the major 
problems of contemporary digital systems arises. Trust is not based solely on the 
ability to verify an identity; it also depends on the ability to act when a problem occurs. 
Who is responsible? Which jurisdiction applies? Which actor has the legitimate 
authority to intervene? Without institutional anchoring and recognized enforcement 
mechanisms, digital identity risks becoming a mere declarative signal, incapable of 
generating truly operational trust. 
 
Why identity alone does not create trust — This development also shows that identity 
and trust are not equivalent concepts. A person can be correctly identified without 
necessarily being trustworthy in all contexts. Trust depends on roles, relationships, 
institutional validations, interaction histories, and accountability mechanisms 
associated with behaviors. Identity is therefore only one component of a much larger 
system encompassing governance, context, and enforcement capacity. 
 
The need for a third model — Faced with the limitations of both centralized 
architectures and purely decentralized approaches, a third model is gradually 
emerging. This model seeks to integrate confidentiality, sovereignty, accountability, 
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and institutional validation within a single architecture. The objective is no longer to 
choose between total platform control or absolute user autonomy, but to build 
infrastructures capable of protecting data while maintaining real governance, 
jurisdiction, and enforcement capabilities. 
 
Toward digital identity 2.0 — It is within this framework that what some describe as 
a new generation of digital identity is gradually emerging: Digital Identity 2.0. This 
approach is based neither on the complete centralization of data nor on the total 
absence of intermediation. On the contrary, it seeks to separate identity, trust, and 
enforcement to enable verifiable, legally grounded interactions that are compatible 
with globalized digital environments. Identity then ceases to be a simple digital profile 
and becomes a strategic infrastructure for governance and accountability. 
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3. Digital Identity 2.0: identity, trust and sovereignty 
 
Separating identity, trust, and enforcement — One of the key disruptions introduced 
by Digital Identity 2.0 is the separation of three concepts long conflated in digital 
systems: identity, trust, and enforcement. Identity answers the question, “Who is this 
person or organization?” Trust concerns the ability to act within a given context. 
Enforcement, finally, determines what can be legally or institutionally applied when 
an obligation is violated. This distinction becomes essential in digital environments 
where interactions are global, automated, and increasingly complex. 
 
Sovereignty as enforcement capacity — In this new model, sovereignty can no longer 
be conceived solely as traditional territorial or administrative control. It also becomes 
a digital enforcement capacity. A sovereign system is one capable not only of verifying 
identities or transactions, but also of enforcing rules, ensuring accountability, and 
generating redress mechanisms in cross-border digital environments. Without 
enforcement capacity, identity remains declarative, and trust remains fragile. 
 
Identity without data exposure — Digital Identity 2.0 also seeks to resolve a major 
contradiction in contemporary systems: how to strengthen trust without turning users 
into objects of constant surveillance. Traditional architectures often rely on the massive 
accumulation of centralized personal data. New models, on the contrary, aim to limit 
information exposure while enabling the validation of rights, roles, or permissions 
necessary for certain digital interactions. 
 
Zero knowledge and verifiable confidentiality — Zero-knowledge proof 
mechanisms play a central role here. They make it possible to demonstrate that a 
condition is met without revealing all the underlying data. A user can thus prove that 
they have authorization, belong to a given category, or meet certain regulatory 
requirements without unnecessarily exposing their full identity. This logic profoundly 
transforms digital verification mechanisms by introducing confidentiality compatible 
with real institutional validation capabilities. 
 
Custodians and notary nodes — Unlike entirely anonymous or fully centralized 
models, Digital Identity 2.0 introduces intermediary actors responsible for 
guaranteeing the authenticity, continuity, and accountability of digital interactions. 
Custodians and notary nodes act as institutional anchors capable of validating certain 
information, authenticating roles, and maintaining legally enforceable trust 
mechanisms without concentrating all data on a single platform. 
 
Jurisdiction as a digital layer — This evolution also reintroduces jurisdiction to the 
heart of digital architectures. For a long time, the internet was presented as a 
deterritorialized space operating above national sovereignties. New trust 
infrastructures, on the contrary, demonstrate that digital interactions require clearly 
identifiable frameworks of accountability. Jurisdiction then becomes a true digital 
layer, enabling the determination of who can act, under what rules, and with what 
enforcement mechanisms. 
 
Identity as infrastructure — Through this transformation, identity ceases to be a mere 
tool for accessing digital platforms or services. It is gradually becoming a critical 
infrastructure comparable to payment systems or communication networks. Without 
reliable identity mechanisms, it becomes impossible to build programmable financial 
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environments, digital governance systems, or sovereign value circulation architectures 
capable of operating at scale. 
 
Dynamic rather than static trust — The new models also introduce a dynamic 
conception of trust. Trust is no longer based solely on an initial validation performed 
only once upon entering a system. Trust becomes contextual, evolving, and linked to 
behaviors, roles, institutional validations, and relationships between actors. An 
individual or organization can thus be authorized in certain contexts, restricted in 
others, and subject to different rules depending on the interaction environments. 
 
Why this is changing digital architectures — This evolution is profoundly 
transforming contemporary digital architectures. Systems are no longer limited to 
connecting users or facilitating exchanges; they must now integrate identity, 
governance, jurisdiction, and enforcement mechanisms into their very infrastructures. 
Digital Identity 2.0 thus paves the way for a new generation of digital environments 
capable of articulating confidentiality, sovereignty, and programmable trust within 
increasingly automated, globalized systems. 
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4. Community trust: Trust as a programmable social layer 
 
Why trust cannot be fully centralized — Large digital platforms have long sought to 
generate trust through centralized systems of validation, reputation, and control. This 
approach enables relatively efficient user management at scale, but it also concentrates 
power and risk in the hands of a limited number of actors. When trust depends solely 
on a central platform, users become vulnerable to failures, rule changes, abuses of 
dominant position, or jurisdictional limitations inherent in these global environments. 
 
Why trust cannot be fully individualized — Conversely, fully individualized models 
rely on the idea that cryptography and user autonomy are sufficient to generate trust. 
These architectures enhance privacy and reduce some institutional dependencies, but 
they quickly reveal their limitations in real-world economic environments. An 
autonomous identity does not guarantee accountability, continuity of relationships, or 
the ability to intervene when conflict, fraud, or abuse occurs within complex digital 
systems. 
 
The role of communities in economic systems — Between absolute centralization and 
total individualization, a third, often underestimated dimension emerges: the 
community. Economic systems have always relied on intermediary networks of trust 
that combine reputation, mutual recognition, and collective validation. Banks, 
professional networks, chambers of commerce, and business communities all operate 
precisely on this logic. Trust does not arise solely from a central authority or an 
individual identity; it also emerges from the social and institutional relationships that 
structure economic interactions. 
 
The neighborhood watch analogy — The image of "neighborhood watch" helps to 
understand this logic. In a functioning neighborhood, security does not rely solely on 
centralized surveillance or isolated individual responsibility. It also depends on the 
collective capacity of community members to recognize consistent behaviors, identify 
anomalies, and maintain mechanisms of shared vigilance. New digital architectures 
are increasingly seeking to reproduce this logic of contextual trust in globalized digital 
environments. 
 
Contextual trust rather than global scoring — This approach differs profoundly from 
universal scoring systems or centralized reputation management. Trust is not 
conceived as a single rating assigned to an individual or organization. It becomes 
contextual, relational, and dependent on the environments of interaction. An entity 
can be recognized as reliable in certain professional, institutional, or territorial 
frameworks while remaining subject to other rules in different contexts. Trust thus 
ceases to be absolute and becomes dynamic and contextualized. 
 
Why reputation is becoming infrastructure — In the new digital economies, 
reputation is gradually becoming a true infrastructure. It no longer relies solely on 
subjective perceptions, but on mechanisms of authentication, community validation, 
traceability, and interaction history. The most advanced digital systems now seek to 
integrate these dimensions directly into their architectures in order to produce 
environments where trust can be enriched, verified, and maintained over time without 
depending exclusively on a single central actor. 
 
Trust as an economic asset — This evolution also reveals that trust constitutes a major 
economic asset. A large portion of contemporary compliance, verification, and control 
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costs stems precisely from the lack of reliable digital trust mechanisms. When actors 
must constantly revalidate identities, documents, or authorizations, transactions slow 
down and costs increase. Conversely, infrastructures capable of pre-establishing 
certain trust relationships accelerate interactions and significantly reduce economic 
friction. 
 
Reducing the systemic costs of mistrust — The concept of Community Trust 
ultimately reveals a broader ambition: to reduce the systemic costs of mistrust that 
weigh on contemporary digital economies. As interactions become more global, 
automated, and digital, the ability to organize reliable trust mechanisms becomes 
increasingly strategic. New architectures thus seek not only to secure systems but also 
to rebuild economic environments capable of functioning effectively despite the 
gradual collapse of traditional, implicit mechanisms of credibility. 
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5. The Real Game Changer: make trust executable 
 
From signal to execution — For decades, digital systems relied primarily on trust 
signals: visible identities, documents, recognized platforms, institutional validations, 
and the reputation of actors. These signals worked as long as the potential for 
impersonation remained limited. Artificial intelligence is profoundly changing this 
situation by making appearances easily reproducible. The real challenge then becomes 
less about producing trust signals and more about the ability to execute rules, 
responsibilities, and validation mechanisms within the infrastructures themselves. 
 
When rules enter the infrastructures — New digital systems are progressively 
introducing rules directly into the mechanisms of value flow and interaction. 
Compliance, authorizations, restrictions, and validations are no longer external 
procedures performed after transactions. They are becoming integrated into the flows 
themselves. Digital infrastructures are thus evolving into environments capable of 
automatically applying certain conditions even before operations are actually 
executed. 
 
Programmable governance — This evolution paves the way for programmable 
governance where institutional mechanisms can be translated into operational rules 
directly executable by digital infrastructures. Financial systems, identities, compliance 
mechanisms, and relationships between actors become partially automatable without 
eliminating legal or institutional frameworks. Governance then ceases to be solely 
administrative; it also becomes infrastructural and computational. 
 
Why States will become central again — Contrary to some visions predicting the 
disappearance of national sovereignty in global digital networks, this transformation 
could, on the contrary, strengthen the role of states. Trusted infrastructures require 
jurisdictional frameworks, enforcement capabilities, and accountability mechanisms 
that only sovereign authorities can fully guarantee. In an environment dominated by 
automation and artificial intelligence, the ability to organize reliable digital 
governance systems could once again become a central element of state power. 
 
Finance, AI, and sovereignty — Financial issues then become inseparable from the 
challenges of artificial intelligence and digital sovereignty. Controlling payment 
infrastructures or identity systems is no longer enough; It is now necessary to be able 
to organize architectures capable of verifying interactions, authenticating actors, and 
applying rules in automated digital environments. Future power dynamics will 
largely depend on the ability of states and institutions to build these new trust 
infrastructures. 
 
Toward future global trust infrastructures — A new generation of global 
infrastructures is thus beginning to emerge around the programmable circulation of 
trust. These systems do not simply seek to connect users or accelerate payments. They 
attempt to articulate identity, governance, jurisdiction, compliance, and accountability 
in interoperable digital environments. Trust networks are gradually becoming as 
strategic as the energy, logistics, or financial networks that structured the industrial 
economies of the 20th century. 
 
Why this shift goes far beyond blockchain — Reducing this transformation to 
blockchain alone would be a mistake. Blockchain is an important technological 
component, but the real shift concerns the overall architecture of contemporary digital 
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systems. What is now at stake goes beyond crypto-assets or distributed ledgers. The 
challenge is to rebuild trust mechanisms capable of functioning in a world marked by 
automation, artificial intelligence, geopolitical fragmentation, and the growing need 
to make digital interactions verifiable, governable, and executable at scale. 
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6. AXIS or the operational translation of the Real Game Changer » 
 
AXIS beyond tokenization — AXIS is often presented through the concepts of 
tokenization, digital finance, or the digital valuation of strategic resources. However, 
reducing the program to a simple technological initiative would be a mistake. Behind 
the digital mechanisms, a much broader ambition is gradually emerging: to build a 
sovereign architecture capable of organizing the circulation of value, the governance 
of flows, and trust mechanisms in an increasingly digitalized economic environment. 
 
Governing flows rather than digitizing assets — The real challenge of AXIS is not 
simply to transform physical assets into digital representations. The heart of the project 
concerns the governance of the flows themselves: financial flows, information flows, 
transactional flows, and flows related to strategic resources. This evolution marks a 
profound shift in logic. The most advanced digital systems no longer seek solely to 
digitize assets; they seek to organize the conditions of their circulation, validation, and 
execution. 
 
Why AXIS requires enforceable trust — An architecture like AXIS cannot operate 
sustainably without infrastructure capable of generating verifiable and legally 
enforceable trust. Tokenized resources, programmable payments, digital identities, 
and settlement mechanisms require systems capable of determining who is acting, 
under what authority, in which jurisdiction, and with what guarantees of 
accountability. It is precisely this shift from implicit to enforceable trust that 
constitutes the true "real game changer." 
 
Identity as a strategic issue for AXIS — In this context, identity infrastructures 
become central. Programmable financial systems require the ability to authenticate 
actors, secure communications, verify authorizations, and limit mechanisms for 
identity theft or fraud. AXIS thus perfectly illustrates why new digital architectures 
can no longer separate finance, governance, and identity. Digital Identity 2.0 
mechanisms are becoming increasingly essential for any infrastructure seeking to 
operate at scale in an environment dominated by automation and artificial intelligence. 
 
AXIS as a sovereign hybrid architecture — This evolution also gives rise to a new 
generation of hybrid architectures linking public institutions, financial infrastructures, 
and programmable digital systems. AXIS functions neither as a simple private 
platform nor as a digitized traditional administration. Rather, the program aims to 
integrate public sovereignty, governance mechanisms, banking networks, digital 
infrastructures, and the programmable circulation of value within a single systemic 
environment. 
 
The Congo as a systemic testing ground — The Democratic Republic of Congo is, in 
this respect, a particularly revealing case study of the ongoing transformations. 
Strategic resources, fragmented financial infrastructures, traceability challenges, 
interoperability needs, and the pursuit of digital sovereignty create a context where 
issues of executable trust become directly operational. AXIS thus appears less as an 
isolated project than as a laboratory for experimenting with future sovereign digital 
infrastructures adapted to contemporary African realities. 
 
Why AXIS already illustrates the “Real Game Changer” — What AXIS ultimately 
demonstrates is that the true disruption of the coming years lies not solely in 
blockchain, crypto-assets, or artificial intelligence. The fundamental shift concerns the 
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ability to build systems capable of organizing identity, governance, jurisdiction, and 
the flow of value within automated digital environments. In this sense, AXIS already 
provides a concrete illustration of the “Real Game Changer”: the shift toward 
infrastructures where trust itself becomes programmable, verifiable, and enforceable. 
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Conclusion — La confiance devient exécutable 

 
Le XXIe siècle comme siècle des infrastructures de confiance — Les économies 
industrielles du XXe siècle se sont construites autour des infrastructures énergétiques, 
logistiques et financières. Le XXIe siècle voit émerger une nouvelle génération 
d’infrastructures beaucoup moins visibles mais potentiellement tout aussi stratégiques 
: celles qui organisent l’identité, la gouvernance, les paiements et la confiance dans les 
environnements numériques mondialisés. 
 
La fin de la confiance implicite — L’intelligence artificielle ne détruit pas seulement 
certains métiers ou certains modèles économiques. Elle met surtout fin à un monde où 
l’apparence suffisait encore à produire de la crédibilité. Les anciens signaux implicites 
de confiance deviennent progressivement insuffisants dans des systèmes où 
documents, identités, communications et interactions peuvent être reproduits 
artificiellement à grande échelle. 
 
Vers des systèmes vérifiables et exécutables — Les nouvelles architectures 
numériques cherchent précisément à répondre à cette transformation en construisant 
des systèmes capables de rendre les interactions vérifiables, gouvernables et 
exécutables. L’identité cesse alors d’être un simple attribut numérique ; elle devient 
une infrastructure. La gouvernance cesse d’être uniquement administrative ; elle 
devient programmable. La confiance cesse d’être implicite ; elle devient 
opérationnelle. 
 
Le véritable Game Changer — Le véritable « Game Changer » n’est donc peut-être ni 
l’intelligence artificielle, ni la blockchain, ni même les actifs numériques pris isolément. 
Le basculement majeur réside dans l’émergence d’infrastructures capables d’articuler 
confiance, souveraineté, gouvernance et circulation programmable de valeur dans un 
monde numérique devenu profondément instable. C’est probablement autour de ces 
nouvelles architectures de confiance que se construiront les futurs équilibres 
économiques et géopolitiques du XXIe siècle. 
 
 


