
The Honest Stress Test 
The Case Against Evan — And Why It Should Be Built Anyway 

A Companion Document to The Case for Evan Paper 

by Jeff Evans 

2026 

Preamble: Why This Document Exists 
A system that cannot withstand honest examination does not deserve to be built. Evan is 
a large idea — ambitious in scope, significant in its claims, and consequential in its 
implications. Large ideas attract large doubts, and those doubts deserve direct answers 
rather than the evasions that too many ambitious proposals substitute for honesty. 

This document is not a list of weaknesses. It is a series of honest stress tests — each one 
naming a real problem, acknowledging its severity without minimizing it, and then 
making the case for why the problem is addressable, what the mitigation looks like, and 
why the cost of not building Evan exceeds the cost of every difficulty named here. 

The legitimate objections to Evan are not evidence that it should not be built. They are 
the specification for how it must be built. Every section of this document ends not with a 
concession but with a design requirement — a commitment that the architecture 
must meet, the governance must enforce, or the team must solve before the system is 
credible. 
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Read it as a skeptic. That is the only way it is useful. 

Section 1: Regulation and Legal Recognition 

The Problem 
RFEs applied to non-real-estate asset classes — robotaxi fleets, industrial robots, 
agricultural modules, warehouse automation equipment — have no clear legal framework 
in most jurisdictions. They are not REITs. They are not securities in the conventional 
sense. They are not commodity contracts. They exist in a regulatory space that most legal 
systems have not yet defined, and the absence of definition is itself a barrier to adoption. 

Securities regulators in the United States, the European Union, the United Kingdom, 
Singapore, and most other major financial jurisdictions will have questions. Some of 
those questions will take years to resolve. Some will require new legislation. Some will 
require test cases — the kind that get written up in law school textbooks. There is no clean 
answer to this problem, and this document will not pretend there is. 

The Honest Assessment 
Regulation is the highest near-term barrier to Evan's launch. It will require sustained 
engagement with regulators, pilot programs in jurisdictions with progressive fintech 
frameworks, and almost certainly one or two legal decisions that establish the precedent 
Evan needs to operate at scale. This is not a six-month problem. It is a multi-year 
engagement that must begin on day one and run in parallel with every other aspect of the 
build. 

What makes this manageable, if not comfortable, is that the path is well-trodden. REITs 
navigated it in 1960. Fractional investing platforms navigated it in the 2010s. 
Cryptocurrency navigated it — messily, expensively, but ultimately successfully enough to 
achieve regulatory recognition in most major markets. The pattern is consistent: a new 
financial instrument that provides genuine value to participants, designed with 
transparency and consumer protection built in, eventually achieves regulatory legitimacy. 
The question is sequencing and patience, not feasibility. 

The Mitigation 
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• Launch in the most permissive regulatory environments first — Singapore,
Estonia, the UAE, and selected U.S. states have all demonstrated appetite for
fintech innovation and have existing sandbox frameworks for exactly this kind of
pilot.

• Design Evan's governance architecture to make the regulatory conversation easier:
immutable consumer protection principles, mandatory disclosure, independent
audit, and anti-fraud mechanisms that regulators can point to as evidence of good
faith.

• Engage regulators as partners, not adversaries. The goal is not to outmaneuver
existing law but to help write the new frameworks that make Evan's asset class
legally recognized. That requires presence in the regulatory conversation from the
beginning.

• Accept that some jurisdictions will move slowly or not at all in the early years.
Design the platform to operate within existing frameworks wherever possible and
push for new frameworks where necessary, without holding the entire launch
hostage to any single jurisdiction's timeline.

The Structural Shortcut: Designing Toward What Already Exists 

There is a dimension to the regulatory challenge that the framing above does not fully 
capture — and it is the most important one for sequencing the build. 

The regulatory timeline for a new financial instrument is not fixed. It is a function of how 
novel the instrument appears to the regulator examining it. An instrument that requires 
a regulator to build a new framework from scratch takes years longer than an instrument 
that requires them to confirm that an existing framework applies. This distinction is not 
semantic. It is the difference between a multi-year legislative campaign and a no-action 
letter. 

The question Evan's legal architecture must answer from day one is: what does an RFE 
most closely resemble among instruments that already have regulatory recognition? 

The answer is an equipment leasing participation — and this has significant consequences 
for how RFEs should be designed and how the regulatory conversation should be 
approached. 

Equipment leasing funds have operated as regulated securities in the United States for 
more than fifty years. Structured as Direct Participation Programs — limited partnerships 
or LLCs in which investors receive pro-rata distributions from lease income on specific 
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identified assets — they have an established legal framework, a well-understood 
disclosure regime, and a fifty-year track record that regulators are comfortable with. The 
assets have included aircraft, railroad cars, shipping containers, medical equipment, and 
industrial machinery. The income has always been lease income, not investment return 
in the pooled-fund sense. The structure has always been direct participation in a specific 
asset's cash flows, not a claim on a managed portfolio's blended performance. 

An RFE structured to maximize its resemblance to a Direct Participation Program — with 
a specific identified asset, a defined commercial lessee paying a contractual lease rate, and 
direct pass-through of that lease income to fractional holders — is not a novel instrument 
requiring a new framework. It is a very small Direct Participation Program, accessible at 
microshare scale, managed by AI rather than a general partner. The regulatory question 
shifts from "what is this?" to "does the existing framework accommodate this at this 
scale?" That is a much shorter conversation. 

The Howey Test will almost certainly still classify RFEs as securities regardless of the lease 
framing — and Evan should plan for that rather than architect around it. But securities 
regulation already has the right home for this instrument. The goal is not to escape 
securities regulation. It is to arrive at the regulatory conversation already standing inside 
the framework that fits best, rather than asking regulators to build one. 

The practical implication for design is specific: every structural decision about how RFEs 
are packaged should be made with an eye toward maximizing similarity to existing 
equipment lease participations. A specific asset. A named lessee. A defined lease term. A 
contractual rate. Direct income pass-through. The more each of those elements is present, 
the shorter the regulatory timeline — because the regulator is confirming fit, not creating 
framework. 

There is one further dimension worth noting. When an RFE bundles the productive 
software and AI embedded in an asset alongside the physical asset itself — as is natural 
when the software is what makes the asset income-generating — this is not a novel 
complication. Equipment leasing funds have always leased assets inclusive of their 
operational systems. A leased aircraft includes its avionics. A leased medical device 
includes its firmware. The principle extends cleanly to AI-embedded robotics, 
autonomous vehicles, and smart agricultural equipment. The software layer does not 
change the instrument's character. It simply reflects that modern productive assets are 
systems, not objects — and the RFE captures the whole system. 

The closer Evan's RFEs are designed to resemble what already exists and works, the 
less time the world spends waiting for regulators to catch up — and the sooner the 
system can do what it was built to do. 
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There is no good answer to what a government will do. There is only the 
answer of designing a system so transparent, so demonstrably beneficial 
to participants, and so resistant to the abuses that regulation is designed 
to prevent, that the argument for recognition becomes easier than the 
argument against it. 

 

Section 2: Yield Compression 

The Problem 
If artificial intelligence deflates production costs across every major sector — as the 
evidence strongly suggests it will — a reasonable skeptic asks: won't lease rates compress 
along with those costs? If a robot that costs $60,000 today costs $30,000 in eight years, 
will operators continue paying lease rates calibrated to the original price? And if lease 
rates fall, does the participant yield that Evan promises become unsustainable? 

This is the core economic stress test on Evan's income model and it deserves quantitative 
treatment, not reassurance. 

The Simulation 
Three scenarios, using an industrial robot as the base case. Assumptions: $60,000 robot, 
20% annual lease rate ($12,000/year gross), 30% system deductions, net yield 
approximately 5% on invested capital. AI manufacturing cost reduction: 8% per year. 

Scenario A — Pessimistic: Lease Rates Track Asset Costs 
Operators argue that if a robot costs less to replace, they should pay proportionally less to 
lease it. Lease rates fall in line with asset costs. 

Year Asset Cost Annual Lease Net Yield % Reserve Surplus 

1 $60,000 $12,000 5.0% $0 

3 $50,900 $10,180 5.0% $9,100 

5 $40,440 $8,088 5.0% $19,560 

8 $30,800 $6,160 5.0% $29,200 
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Even in the pessimistic scenario, yield compression does not occur — the ratio holds 
because cost and lease fall proportionally. The absolute income per asset unit falls, but 
the replacement reserve surplus grows dramatically, flowing back to microshare holders 
as bonus yield. In year 8, the surplus alone represents nearly 49% of the original asset 
cost returned to participants above the base yield. 

Scenario B — Realistic: Operator Productivity Rises with AI 
AI does not just reduce manufacturing costs — it makes each deployed robot more 
productive. An operator whose robot generates 15% more revenue per year can sustain 
the same or higher absolute lease payment even as replacement cost falls. 

Year Asset Cost Operator 
Revenue/Robot 

Sustainable 
Lease 

Net Yield % 

1 $60,000 $40,000 $12,000 5.0% 

3 $50,900 $52,900 $13,225 5.5% 

5 $40,440 $69,950 $14,000 5.8% 

8 $30,800 $100,500 $15,075 6.2% 

When AI productivity improvements are factored in — conservatively at 10% per year — 
operators generate substantially more revenue per asset, maintaining pricing power on 
the lease side. Yield actually expands modestly over time. This is the most likely scenario 
for high-utilization asset classes like robotics and autonomous vehicles. 

Scenario C — Conservative Hedge: Costs Fall Faster than Rates 
A middle path: asset costs fall 8% per year, lease rates fall 3% per year as operators capture 
some of the productivity benefit through negotiation. 

Year Asset Cost Annual Lease Net Yield % Reserve 
Surplus 

Combined 
Return 

1 $60,000 $12,000 5.0% $0 5.0% 

3 $50,900 $11,300 4.7% $9,100 5.5% 

5 $40,440 $10,600 4.4% $19,560 6.0% 

8 $30,800 $9,700 4.0% $29,200 6.5% 

Even with modest lease rate compression, the replacement reserve surplus more than 
compensates. The base yield dips slightly, but the combined return — yield plus reserve 
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surplus distribution — actually improves. The system built for protection produces the 
upside. 

The Operator Incentive Argument 
The simulations address the mechanical question. There is also a behavioral one: do 
operators have an incentive to compress rates, even when they could sustain them? 

The answer lies in a principle that experienced business people understand intuitively: 
you do not squeeze every margin from a supplier you depend on. A vendor who cannot 
earn a sustainable return stops being a vendor. The relationship ends, and you lose access 
to something you needed. 

An operator who compresses Evan lease rates to the floor is optimizing for this quarter at 
the expense of the asset ecosystem they depend on. If participant returns become 
unattractive, capital flows elsewhere. Fewer RFEs form. The asset pipeline thins. The 
operator eventually cannot access the equipment they need at any price. Their rational 
long-term interest is in a healthy, well-funded Evan ecosystem — which means 
sustainable returns for participants are in the operator's interest, not just the 
participants'. 

This is the principle of relational contracting: parties in an ongoing relationship 
voluntarily leave value on the table because the relationship itself is worth more than the 
marginal gain from extracting maximum terms in any single transaction. The operator 
who treats Evan participants as partners rather than counterparties to be squeezed is 
building a reliable supply of capital for every future asset they will ever need. 

A business is not merely a mechanism for generating returns. It is a 
vehicle — and what matters is where it takes the people inside it. A small 
premium on a lease makes everyone who touched a business's success a 
participant in it. That premium is not a cost. It is the price of a world 
worth doing business in. 

The Conclusion 
Yield compression is a real risk in specific scenarios. It is not a fatal one. The reserve 
architecture provides a systematic offset. The productivity argument provides a 
behavioral counterweight. The relational contracting dynamic provides a structural 
incentive for operators to sustain returns. All projections in this document are modeled 
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scenarios, not guarantees — participants assume market risk and Evan makes no promise 
of specific returns. What Evan promises is the architecture. The architecture, as the 
simulations show, is more resilient than the compression risk suggests. 

Section 3: AI Validation Liability and Fraud Deterrence 

The Problem 
When Evan's AI validates an RFE that subsequently fails — because the asset 
underperforms, the operator defaults, or the original business case was flawed — who 
bears the legal and financial liability? Participants will lose money on some RFEs. That is 
the nature of investment. The question is whether they have recourse against the 
validation process that recommended those investments, and what that exposure means 
for Evan's ability to operate. 

There is also a deliberate fraud dimension. Sophisticated bad actors will attempt to 
structure fraudulent RFEs that pass automated validation, extract capital from 
participants, and disappear. No system that handles significant amounts of other people's 
money is immune to this, and Evan should not pretend otherwise. 

The Disclaimer Architecture 
Evan makes no guarantee of investment returns. No RFE validation, no Guild approval, 
and no AI risk rating constitutes a promise of performance. Participants assume market 
risk on every investment, and the terms of participation make this explicit, unambiguous, 
and confirmed at account opening and at each investment decision. 

The hold-harmless framework covers Evan's validation process against claims arising 
from good-faith assessments that prove incorrect. It does not cover fraud, negligence, or 
the deliberate misrepresentation of validation outputs. The distinction is between a model 
that was wrong and a process that was corrupt — and Evan's governance architecture is 
designed to make the latter structurally difficult. 

Guilds serve as the human safeguard that no disclaimer alone can provide. Because Guild 
members invest alongside the participants they advise, their financial exposure is real and 
immediate. A Guild that consistently approves bad RFEs loses money alongside the 
participants it misled, loses standing in the system automatically, and loses its ability to 
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participate in future validations. This alignment of consequences is the most powerful 
validation incentive available — more durable than any contractual provision. 

The AI Improvement Trajectory 
AI validation reliability will improve over time, not degrade. As the system accumulates 
performance data across thousands of RFEs in dozens of asset classes and market 
conditions, the models become progressively better calibrated. Early false positives — 
RFEs that pass validation but underperform — become training data that sharpens future 
assessments. The validation risk is highest at launch and diminishes systematically as the 
asset class library deepens. This is not a static risk. It is a declining one. 

The Fraud Deterrent 
Passive prevention is necessary but not sufficient. Evan's anti-fraud architecture must 
also include active deterrence — consequences severe enough that the expected cost of 
fraud exceeds the expected gain. 

The proposed deterrent framework operates as follows: any participant, operator, or 
Guild member determined to have participated in fraudulent activity within the Evan 
system is subject to forced liquidation of all Evan holdings. If holdings exceed the anti-
concentration cap for any RFE or Super Asset, the excess is liquidated and forfeited. If 
holdings are below the cap, the entire portfolio is liquidated and the proceeds directed to 
a participant protection fund. An accompanying financial penalty, calibrated to the scale 
of the fraud, is assessed against the individual or entity. 

This is not a regulatory fine paid to a government. It is a structural consequence 
embedded in the system's own architecture — the same system that recorded the 
fraudulent actor's ownership is the system that executes the liquidation. The deterrent is 
automatic, immediate, and proportional. It cannot be negotiated away through legal 
process because it is not a legal judgment. It is a governance mechanism. 

The person who defrauds Evan is not stealing from an abstraction. They 
are stealing from the portfolios of millions of ordinary people who built 
their ownership one microshare at a time. The response must be 
proportional to that reality. 
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Section 4: Anti-Concentration Enforcement in Practice 

The Problem 
Evan's anti-concentration caps are described architecturally — 5% per entity per RFE, 3% 
per Super Asset, 1% system-wide. The question is whether those caps can be enforced in 
practice against sophisticated actors with the resources and motivation to circumvent 
them through shell structures, nominee arrangements, and coordinated behavior 
distributed across many nominally independent entities. 

This is not a theoretical concern. Every financial system that has imposed concentration 
limits has faced sophisticated attempts to route around them. The history of beneficial 
ownership disclosure — the ongoing effort to identify the actual human beings behind 
corporate structures — is a history of regulators perpetually chasing structures designed 
to obscure control. 

 

The Mitigation 
Evan's affiliation detection is not a static check of legal entity registration. It is a 
continuous network analysis that monitors behavioral signals across the entire 
participant base: simultaneous entry and exit from the same RFEs, correlated voting 
behavior on governance matters, shared payment infrastructure, cross-referenced legal 
entity databases, and patterns of microshare accumulation that approach cap thresholds 
without crossing them. 

The detection challenge is real. The detection capability, applied consistently and updated 
continuously, is also real. No affiliation detection system is perfect. What Evan's system 
must be is good enough — good enough that the cost of constructing a circumvention 
structure that evades detection exceeds the marginal benefit of accumulating above the 
cap. That is the standard, and it is achievable. 

The same fraud deterrent framework described in Section 3 applies here with equal force. 
An entity determined to have circumvented concentration limits through affiliated 
structures is subject to forced liquidation of all holdings above the applicable cap, plus a 
penalty proportional to the duration and scale of the violation. The incentive to comply is 
not merely ethical. It is financial. 
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The Deeper Point 
The anti-concentration architecture is not designed to prevent wealthy people from 
participating in Evan. Wealth creation is the point. It is designed to prevent any single 
actor from acquiring the kind of dominant position that would allow them to use Evan as 
a tool of reconcentration — to recreate, inside the system designed to prevent it, the very 
concentration problem Evan was built to solve. The caps are not punitive. They are 
structural. And the enforcement is not adversarial. It is automatic. 

 

Section 5: Energy, Data Centers, and Space-Based 
Solar 

The Near-Term Problem 
The proliferation of AI data centers is already generating meaningful community friction. 
Grid strain, water consumption, heat, noise, and the perception that local costs are being 
borne so that benefits flow elsewhere have produced regulatory backlash and public 
opposition in communities where large facilities are being sited. This tension is real, 
growing, and unlikely to resolve quickly. 

Evan's asset model includes data centers as a potential RFE class. If the infrastructure 
producing participant income is also generating community harm, the contradiction is 
real and must be acknowledged. This is not a problem Evan created, but it is a problem 
Evan must engage honestly. 

The Medium-Term Mitigation: SBSP 
Space-based solar power represents a qualitative leap beyond ground-based energy 
solutions — no atmosphere absorbing radiation, no weather, no day/night cycle. An array 
in the appropriate orbit collects at full capacity, continuously, and can beam energy to 
receiving stations anywhere on Earth. When that technology matures at scale, the energy 
constraint on AI infrastructure effectively dissolves, and the community footprint 
problem dissolves with it. No local grid strain. No water consumption for cooling. No 
fossil fuel dependency. 

The SBSP mitigation path is compelling precisely because it doesn't just solve the energy 
supply problem — it potentially relocates the footprint off-planet entirely. The data center 
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opposition that is building now is fundamentally an opposition to local cost for distributed 
benefit. Remove the local cost and the opposition loses its foundation. 

The Capture Risk — and Evan as the Solution 
SBSP controlled by a single nation or a handful of corporations becomes a leverage point 
of almost unimaginable power. Whoever controls continuous beamed energy from orbit 
controls the infrastructure that every economy on Earth depends on. The governance 
failure mode for SBSP is not technical. It is the same failure mode that Evan was designed 
to prevent in the asset ownership world: capture by a small number of actors whose 
interests are not aligned with the broader population that depends on the system. 

The same anti-concentration, anti-capture architecture that Evan applies to asset 
ownership must apply to SBSP infrastructure from the first day of its construction. 
Distributed ownership through Long Horizon RFEs. No single entity above the applicable 
cap. Politically neutral governance. The Seven Principles applied not just to financial 
assets but to the most consequential energy infrastructure ever built. 

This is not merely an analogy. Evan's Long Horizon RFE structure — designed explicitly 
for assets that require years of construction before generating income — is the natural 
funding mechanism for SBSP build-out. Ordinary people globally contributing to Pioneer 
Class microshares in a space-based solar array are not making a speculative bet. They are 
making a statement of belief in something they want to exist, with the governance 
guarantee that it will be owned by everyone and controlled by no one. 

Evan does not just benefit from SBSP. Evan is how SBSP gets built with 
distributed ownership baked in from day one — preventing the capture 
problem before it starts, at the scale where capture would matter most. 

 

Section 6: Bootstrapping and the Cold Start Problem 

The Problem 
Evan's value proposition depends on network effects: more participants attract more 
operators, more operators attract better Guild validators, better Guild validators improve 



EVAN: The Honest Stress Test  |  13 

the quality of the asset pool, a higher-quality asset pool attracts more participants. The 
flywheel is powerful once it turns. The problem is getting it to turn in the first place. 

Launching requires simultaneous critical mass across three interdependent populations 
— participants, operators, and Guild validators — none of whom have a reason to show 
up before the others do. This is the cold start problem, and it has killed more platform 
businesses than any technical failure. A Give campaign at launch solves a dimension of 
the cold start problem that founding RFEs alone cannot — it creates visible, human 
impact before a single yield payment has been made, generating the press and goodwill 
that attract the first wave of participants who would not have found Evan through 
financial channels alone. 

The Launch Partner Strategy 
The solution to the cold start problem is a founding partnership that provides critical 
mass in the first asset class before the flywheel starts. Evan's origin story — the Musk 
cybercab and Optimus model that sparked the original question — points directly to the 
natural launch partner. 

The proposed first three RFEs on the Evan platform are Tesla robotaxis, Optimus robots, 
and Starlink devices. These are not arbitrary choices. Each one is already in the public 
conversation as a transformative asset class. Each one has a built-in participant 
community of people who follow, believe in, and want to be part of that ecosystem. Each 
one has an operator — Tesla's managed networks — that already understands the asset 
management model Evan is built around. 

If Elon Musk's ecosystem is the launch partner, Evan arrives with credibility, a participant 
base, and a proof of concept that is impossible to dismiss. The robotaxi that drives itself, 
the robot that works the factory floor, and the satellite that connects the unconnected — 
these are not abstract assets. They are visible, already partially operational, and 
immediately intuitive to the population Evan needs to reach first. 

The First Give Campaign: Homes, Power, and Connectivity 
Alongside the founding RFEs, Evan's first Give campaign has the potential to be one of 
the most powerful demonstrations of the platform's mission. Boxabl modular homes, 
combined with integrated Starlink connectivity, represent a single coordinated initiative 
that delivers shelter and internet access to underserved communities simultaneously. 
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The farmer in Kenya whose irrigation pump runs on space solar, the family in rural 
Appalachia whose children can access online education for the first time, the community 
in Southeast Asia that goes from subsistence to connectivity in a single campaign — these 
are not aspirational projections. They are the natural outcome of pointing the tools that 
already exist at the problem that has always existed: the last mile of human infrastructure. 

A Boxabl/Starlink Give campaign funded by Evan microshare holders globally is not 
charity. It is civilization infrastructure being built by ordinary people through ownership. 
That story — told at launch — changes the public conversation about what Evan is and 
who it is for. 

 

Section 7: Governance Immutability and the 
Constitutional Committee 

The Problem 
Evan's Seven Principles are designed to be unchangeable — embedded in the technical 
architecture rather than just in legal agreements, resistant to modification by any single 
actor or coalition. The problem is that no governance document written in 2026 can 
anticipate every scenario the system will face in 2036 or 2046. What happens when a 
principle needs genuine refinement in response to something legitimately unforeseen? 
Who decides? How does the system evolve without being captured? 

The Constitutional Committee 
During Evan's formation period — the years between launch and the point at which the 
platform achieves sufficient scale and cultural embedding to be genuinely self-governing 
— a Constitutional Committee is responsible for enforcing the Seven Principles, 
adjudicating proposed modifications, and protecting the system's spirit against both 
external capture and internal drift. 

The Committee is not a board of directors. It has no authority over commercial 
operations, product decisions, or provider relationships. Its sole mandate is the integrity 
of the Seven Principles. Its membership is drawn from domain experts, ethicists, 
participant representatives, and Guild leaders — people with standing in the community 
and no commercial interest in the outcome of any particular governance decision. 
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Modifications to the Principles require supermajority consensus within the Committee, 
public notice and comment periods, and a waiting period sufficient for the participant 
community to respond. The bar for modification is deliberately high — not because the 
Principles are beyond improvement, but because the cost of making them easy to change 
exceeds the cost of making them difficult. 

Education as the Long-Term Enforcement Mechanism 
Constitutional committees are transitional institutions. The long-term protection of 
Evan's principles is not a committee. It is a culture — and cultures are built through 
education. 

Teaching Evan's principles in schools — what broad ownership means, why anti-
concentration matters, how the governance architecture protects participants, what 
happens when systems like this are captured — is the investment that makes the 
Constitutional Committee eventually unnecessary. A generation that grows up 
understanding why the rules exist and how they serve everyone is a generation that will 
defend them instinctively, without needing an institution to enforce them. 

This is not an idealistic aspiration. It is how constitutional values have always been 
sustained — not by the documents that enshrine them, but by the populations that 
understand them. Evan's education layer, which begins in the product itself and extends 
into formal curricula over time, is the most durable governance mechanism available. 

 

Section 8: The Connectivity Gap 

The Problem 
Approximately 2.6 billion people remain without reliable internet connectivity. Evan's 
promise of universal access — the seat at the table that is always there — runs directly into 
this infrastructure reality. A platform that requires internet access to participate cannot 
be truly universal until internet access is truly universal. 

The Reframe 
This prerequisite is not a weakness in the Evan thesis. It is a parallel mission that Evan's 
existence makes more urgent and more fundable. A platform that promises economic 
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participation to every human on Earth is one of the most powerful arguments that has 
ever existed for finishing the job the internet started. 

The connectivity gap is not Evan's problem to solve alone. It is a problem that Starlink 
and its successors are already working on, that governments in most major economies 
have committed to addressing, and that the development finance community has 
identified as foundational to every other development goal. What Evan adds is a 
mechanism — and a constituency. 

Evan's Role 
Starlink devices are proposed as one of the first three founding RFEs on the platform. 
This is not coincidental. If Evan's participants own microshares in the satellite 
infrastructure that delivers connectivity to underserved regions, they have a direct 
financial interest in seeing that infrastructure reach every community. The alignment 
between Evan's ownership model and the connectivity goal is structural, not rhetorical. 

Connectivity infrastructure projects in underserved communities should be among the 
first nominations that Humanitarian Guilds bring to the Evan Give platform. A 
community that receives its first internet connection through an Evan-funded Give 
project is a community that can, in the same moment, open an Evan account and begin 
building ownership. The prerequisite and the mission complete each other. 

 

Section 9: Currency, Exchange Rate, and Sovereign 
Risk 

The Problem 
Cross-border microshare income flowing through volatile currency environments, capital 
controls, and sovereign intervention scenarios presents real challenges. A participant in 
Argentina whose asset income is denominated in dollars but whose spending is in pesos 
faces exchange rate exposure. A participant in a country that imposes capital controls 
faces the possibility that their income cannot reach them. A participant in a country that 
nationalizes financial assets faces the loss of everything. 

The Assessment 
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This is an adaptation problem, not a new problem. The global financial system already 
handles cross-border income flows, multi-currency settlement, hedging instruments, and 
sovereign risk mitigation at enormous scale. SWIFT, correspondent banking networks, 
and international custody arrangements have been managing these challenges for 
decades. 

What Evan requires is not the invention of new solutions but the application of existing 
ones to its specific architecture. Multi-currency account structures, automated hedging 
for participants in volatile currency environments, and the distributed ledger architecture 
that makes Evan's core records resistant to unilateral sovereign action are all 
implementable with existing financial infrastructure. 

The sovereign nationalization risk is addressed architecturally: there is no central node to 
nationalize. The core ledger is distributed across multiple jurisdictions. A government 
that seizes one node does not seize the system. A government that restricts Evan within 
its borders does not shut down the global network. Participants in that jurisdiction may 
lose access temporarily — and that is a real harm that deserves honest acknowledgment 
— but the system survives and can be restored when conditions change. 

 

Section 10: Human Behavior and the Social Security 
Evolution 

The Behavioral Problem 
Compounding only works if participants leave their portfolios alone. The behavioral 
economics of long-term investing are well-documented and consistently discouraging: 
people sell during downturns, spend savings when financial pressure mounts, and 
consistently underestimate the cost of interrupting compounding in the short term. 
Evan's default-reinvestment design is the primary mitigation — making the right behavior 
the path of least resistance. But design can only do so much against the pressure of a 
financial emergency. 

The education layer — which teaches not just how to read a dashboard but how to think 
about time, compounding, and the real cost of short-term decisions — is the behavioral 
complement to the default design. Participants who understand viscerally what 
interrupting compounding costs are more likely to find other solutions to short-term 
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pressure. The simulation tool on the dashboard, which makes the long-term 
consequences of contribution changes immediately visible, is the most powerful 
behavioral nudge available. 

Section 11: The Transition Cost — And Why This 
Generation Should Pay It 

The Problem 
Every serious proposal to redirect Social Security contributions toward an ownership 
model runs into the same wall: the people who paid into the current system under an 
explicit promise cannot simply have the rules changed on them. Approximately 80 million 
Americans between the ages of 45 and 65 have spent their working lives contributing to a 
system that promised them a retirement benefit. Current retirees depend on today's 
contributions to fund today's payments. Redirecting those contributions — even partially, 
even gradually — immediately widens a gap that is already negative. The trust fund is 
projected to reach depletion by 2034. Benefits would then be payable at roughly 81 cents 
on the dollar under current law. The system is not stable. It is a problem being handed 
forward. 

The honest question is not whether this generation faces a reckoning on Social Security. 
It does. The question is whether it chooses the reckoning deliberately — on its own terms, 
with a defined end state — or inherits it by default, on terms set by arithmetic and 
demographic reality, with no end state in sight. 

The Honest Assessment 
The transition cost is real, and it is heavy. Fully honoring existing Social Security 
obligations for the 45-and-over population while simultaneously seeding Evan ownership 
portfolios for younger workers entering the system requires a government bridge of 
significant scale — a finite but substantial funding commitment that the next generation 
would bear. That debt would be large. There is no version of this argument that pretends 
otherwise. 

But there are two kinds of government debt. The first kind funds an expense — it pays for 
something that produces no asset, builds no ownership, and creates no condition under 
which the payment is no longer needed. The obligation compounds. The second kind 
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funds an investment — it pays for something that builds toward a condition of its own 
obsolescence. The debt is finite. The end state is real. The last payment is possible. 

Every dollar the government currently spends on Social Security, on the downstream 
costs of economic exclusion, on the crime and dependency and social instability that 
follow from a system that leaves too many people outside the productive economy — every 
one of those dollars is the first kind. It is an expense. It produces the condition for its own 
repetition next month, next year, next generation. The hemorrhage is permanent by 
design because the instrument was never meant to stop it. It was meant to manage it. 

The transition cost of Evan is the second kind. Bear it once, heavily, deliberately — and 
the generation that pays it is the last generation that has to. Every generation after inherits 
a system in which ownership produces income, income reduces dependency, and reduced 
dependency reduces the government's cost permanently, compounding, without another 
dollar of transition funding required. The debt will be heavy. In the context of what it 
buys, it will be the best debt this civilization has ever taken on. 

The Generational Choice 
The Greatest Generation did not choose the cost of a world war. But they bore it — fully, 
without flinching, because they understood that the alternative was a world their children 
could not live in. They did not leave that problem to the next generation. They solved it, 
at enormous cost, and handed their children the most prosperous half-century in human 
history. 

This generation faces a different kind of reckoning — not a military one, but an economic 
one. The AI transition is already underway. The displacement is already accelerating. The 
Social Security system is already insolvent on its current trajectory. The concentration of 
ownership in the productive economy is already widening at a pace that historical 
precedent consistently associates with social instability. These are not projections. They 
are current conditions. 

The choice is not between bearing a cost and avoiding one. The cost is coming regardless. 
The choice is whether this generation bears it deliberately — investing in an architecture 
that ends the problem — or passes the compounding wreckage forward to grandchildren 
who will face a harder version of the same reckoning with more debt and less time. 

The World on the Other Side 
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It is worth being honest about what the world on the other side looks like. It is not a utopia. 
It is not a world without inequality — inequality is the natural output of a system that 
rewards ambition, creativity, and effort differently, and it should be. What it is, if Evan 
works, is a world without the particular kind of inequality that comes from structural 
exclusion — from a system where the compounding engine exists but the on-ramp was 
never built wide enough for most people to reach it. 

The honest description of the world Evan builds toward is not a world of haves and have-
nots. It is a world of haves and have-mores. Some people will compound faster than 
others. Some ideas will generate more wealth than others. Some participants will build 
portfolios that dwarf their neighbors'. That is capitalism working correctly. What changes 
is that everyone is inside the system — owning something, compounding something, with 
a stake in the stability of the productive economy rather than a grievance against it. 

The child in Lagos who logs into Evan for the first time with a sponsored portfolio worth 
$200 is not equal to the entrepreneur in San Francisco whose RFE just cleared validation 
for a $50 million robotics fleet. But they are both owners. They are both inside the system. 
They are both compounding. And they are both, for the first time, on the same side of the 
equation. 

That is not a small thing. It is not guaranteed. But it is possible — if the architecture is 
built, if the principles are held, if the education begins in the schools with the children 
who will inherit whatever world this generation chooses to leave them. 

The alternative is continuation. More of the same path, at AI speed, with AI consequences. 
A world of compounding exclusion handed to grandchildren who will ask — with 
justification — why the generation that saw it coming chose to look away. 

The Conclusion 
The transition cost is the specification for this generation's contribution to the 
generations that follow. It is not an argument for recklessness or for debt without 
discipline. It is an argument for a finite, deliberate, bounded investment in the 
architecture that makes the permanent expense unnecessary. 

Bear it once. End the hemorrhage. Hand the grandchildren a world where the last 
payment on that debt is possible — because the ownership infrastructure their 
grandparents built is generating the income that makes it so. 
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Every generation faces a problem it did not create and a choice it cannot avoid. This 
generation's problem is the transition. Its choice is whether to solve it or pass it forward. 
The architecture exists. The window is open. The only question is whether the people who 
understand what is at stake are willing to act on that understanding while the designed 
solution is still available. 

Closing: The Case for Building Anyway 
This document has named eleven categories of real problems. None of them are trivial. 
Some of them are genuinely hard. A few of them do not have clean solutions and will 
require sustained engagement over years before they resolve. 

And yet. 

The barriers to bringing Evan to life are not technology, systems or processes. Those 
already exist. The barrier is human will. The cost of building Evan — the regulatory 
battles, the bootstrapping challenges, the governance complexity, the behavioral friction, 
the technical depth required — is finite. It is large, but it is bounded. The cost of not 
building it is not finite. It is the compounding cost of a world in which the most significant 
economic transformation in human history proceeds without the ownership 
infrastructure that would allow its benefits to reach everyone. 

Every section of this document ended with the same conclusion, stated differently each 
time: the problem is real, the mitigation is real, and the direction is right. Not because 
Evan is guaranteed to succeed — it is not. Not because every problem named here will be 
solved cleanly — it won't. But because a system that addresses these problems honestly, 
designs for their mitigation rigorously, and holds its principles immutably through the 
difficulty is categorically more likely to deliver on its promise than the alternative, which 
is no system at all. 

The forces Evan is designed to channel — AI-driven productivity growth, the declining 
cost of every input to production, the expansion of asset classes worth owning, the global 
appetite for a system that works for ordinary people — are already in motion. They do not 
wait for Evan. The question is whether the ownership infrastructure gets built 
intentionally, with the principles described in the master document embedded at the 
foundation, or whether it gets built by default in the image of whoever moves fastest 
without those principles. 
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The problems documented here are the specifications for how Evan must be built.  And 
as Jim Rohn would say, now that we have feasted on an idea, it is time for action. It is 
time to lay down the pen, pick up a hammer and start building.  

The future is already here. The only question is whether it will be 
distributed. This document is the honest answer to why the answer must 
be yes — and what it will take to make it so. 

--- ◆ --- 
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