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ABSTRACT 

Diplomatic authentication has long depended on verifiable, tamper-proof instruments. Traditional 
paper-based systems provided this assurance through physical means. Digital diplomacy has disrupted that 
assurance, creating serious vulnerabilities in the authentication of diplomatic communications and records. 
Blockchain technology, as a form of distributed ledger technology, offers a transformative solution. It creates 
cryptographically secured, immutable, and decentralized records that no previous technology has achieved in the 
diplomatic sphere. However, existing international legal frameworks remain structurally ill-equipped to govern 
blockchain-based diplomatic records. This study examines the intersection of blockchain technology and 
diplomatic law. It employs a qualitative, doctrinal, and document analysis methodology, drawing exclusively on 
scholarly legal literature. The study identifies critical gaps in the Vienna Conventions and proposes a three-tier 
model for blockchain integration in diplomatic practice. It recommends targeted legal reforms at both national 
and international levels. States like Uzbekistan can serve as norm entrepreneurs in shaping emerging international 
standards for digital diplomatic authentication. 
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I. Introduction 

Diplomacy depends on trust. States communicate through formal instruments that 
must be authentic, unaltered, and reliably preserved. Without these qualities, diplomatic 
correspondence loses its legal force. The history of international relations confirms that the 
integrity of diplomatic documents is not merely procedural. It is foundational to the 
functioning of the international legal order (Bjola & Holmes, 2015). For centuries, physical 
means ensured this integrity. Wax seals, handwritten signatures, and official letterheads made 
forgery difficult and detection relatively straightforward. The transition to digital 
communication has fundamentally altered this landscape. Electronic documents can be 
modified without visible trace. Digital signatures can be forged or repudiated. Official 
communications can be intercepted, altered, or fabricated before reaching their intended 
recipients. The tools that once guaranteed authenticity now require reimagining from the 
ground up (Melissen & de Keulenaar, 2017). 

Blockchain technology has emerged as one of the most promising responses to this 
challenge. As a form of distributed ledger technology, blockchain creates records that are 
cryptographically secured, immutable, and verifiable without reliance on any central authority. 
These properties correspond directly to what diplomatic practice demands from its 
authentication infrastructure. Yet despite this apparent alignment, the legal implications of 
blockchain-based diplomatic records remain almost entirely unexplored. International legal 
scholarship has not kept pace with technological development. State practice has advanced 
only in isolated and fragmented ways. The normative framework required to govern this 
technology in the diplomatic sphere does not yet exist. This article addresses that gap. It 
examines blockchain technology through the specific lens of diplomatic law. It analyzes the 
adequacy of existing international legal frameworks, proposes a structured model for 
integrating blockchain into diplomatic practice, and identifies the legal reforms required at 
both national and international levels. The discussion draws on the specific context of 
Uzbekistan, a state that presents both instructive domestic developments and significant 
strategic opportunities in this emerging field. 

The legal architecture of modern diplomacy was constructed in a paper-based world. 
The Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Relations (1961) and the Vienna Convention on the 
Law of Treaties (1969) together form the foundational framework of contemporary diplomatic 
and treaty law. Both instruments reflect assumptions about the physical nature of diplomatic 
documents. The Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Relations guarantees the inviolability of 
diplomatic archives and documents "wherever they may be" under Article 24. This 
formulation addressed the physical dispersal of paper records. It did not contemplate data 
distributed across multiple nodes of a global digital network. 

The concept of the diplomatic bag under Article 27 of the Vienna Convention on 
Diplomatic Relations illustrates the same structural limitation. The Convention extends 
protection to the diplomatic bag on the basis of its functional role in securing free diplomatic 
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communication, not on the basis of its physical characteristics. This functional approach has 
invited scholarly argument that analogous protection should extend to encrypted digital 
communications. However, no international tribunal has yet ruled on this question. The legal 
position remains uncertain (Denza, 2016). 

The Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties reinforces this paper-era orientation. 
Article 3 preserves the validity of international agreements not covered by the Convention, 
suggesting that alternative forms of treaty conclusion may be legally effective. Whether a treaty 
authenticated and recorded on a blockchain satisfies the requirement of "written form" 
remains an open doctrinal question. The dominant scholarly view tends toward an affirmative 
answer, provided that the record is reliably attributable to the contracting states (Aust, 2013). 
However, scholarly consensus is not the same as legal certainty. The absence of binding 
international guidance creates real risks for states that pioneer blockchain-based treaty practice. 

The current state of digital diplomacy makes the stakes of this uncertainty plain. Cyber-
espionage campaigns against foreign ministries have become routine instruments of statecraft. 
The 2015 breach of the German Bundestag's systems compromised communications of the 
Federal Foreign Office. Sustained campaigns against multiple European foreign ministries 
were documented between 2019 and 2022 (European Union Agency for Cybersecurity, 2022). 
These incidents illustrate not merely a technical vulnerability but a legal one. When diplomatic 
communications are compromised, states are left without reliable means of establishing what 
was communicated, when, and by whom. Blockchain technology offers a structural response 
to precisely this problem. 

The central problem this article addresses is the normative vacuum at the intersection 
of blockchain technology and diplomatic law. Blockchain systems capable of providing 
tamper-proof, cryptographically verifiable records of diplomatic communications and 
documents are technically available. Their deployment in diplomatic practice is legally 
uncertain. Existing international law provides inadequate and, in places, contradictory 
guidance on the status, evidentiary value, and jurisdictional implications of blockchain-based 
diplomatic records. 

This normative vacuum has concrete consequences. States that deploy blockchain-
based diplomatic authentication systems do so without clear legal authority for the evidentiary 
status of those records in international proceedings. States that receive blockchain-
authenticated communications from counterpart’s face uncertainty about their legal 
obligations in relation to those records. International organizations that might benefit from 
consortium blockchain architectures lack a legal framework within which to establish and 
govern such systems. The result is a situation in which the technical solution is available but 
legally unusable at scale. 

The problem is compounded by the jurisdictional complexity that blockchain systems 
introduce. A distributed ledger stores records across multiple nodes that may be located in 
multiple jurisdictions simultaneously. This creates immediate questions about which national 
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law governs the records, which state bears responsibility for their security, and which courts 
or tribunals have jurisdiction over disputes concerning them. These questions do not have 
clear answers under existing international law (De Filippi & Wright, 2018). They require 
deliberate normative development rather than ad hoc judicial resolution. Existing scholarship 
has engaged with aspects of this problem from several disciplinary directions, but none has 
addressed it comprehensively from the perspective of diplomatic law. 

Technical literature on blockchain including foundational contributions by Nakamoto 
(2008), Tapscott and Tapscott (2016), and Drescher (2017) establishes the properties of 
distributed ledger systems with considerable clarity. This literature demonstrates that 
blockchain can provide immutability, cryptographic verifiability, and decentralized 
governance. It does not engage with the specific legal requirements of diplomatic practice or 
the normative challenges of adapting international law to accommodate these properties. 

Legal scholarship on blockchain has grown substantially, particularly in the context of 
commercial and financial regulation. Finck's (2019) analysis of blockchain regulation in Europe 
provides a rigorous framework for thinking about governance challenges. De Filippi and 
Wright (2018) address the broader relationship between blockchain and legal order, coining 
the influential concept of "the rule of code." Savelyev (2017) and Raskin (2017) have examined 
the legal character of smart contracts. Mik (2017) has analyzed the technical limitations of 
smart contract implementation. These contributions illuminate important dimensions of the 
blockchain-law relationship but are focused primarily on private law and commercial contexts. 
They do not address the specific framework of international diplomatic law. 

Scholarship on digital diplomacy including Bjola and Holmes (2015) and Melissen and 
de Keulenaar (2017) has examined the broader transformation of diplomatic practice by digital 
technology. This literature identifies the authentication challenge clearly. It does not, however, 
engage with blockchain as a legal phenomenon or analyze the normative implications of 
blockchain-based solutions to diplomatic authentication problems. The gap this article 
addresses is therefore specific and substantial. No existing work in international legal 
scholarship has systematically analyzed the intersection of blockchain technology and 
diplomatic law, proposed a legal framework for blockchain integration in diplomatic practice, 
or examined the evidentiary and jurisdictional implications of blockchain-based diplomatic 
records.  

This study pursues four principal objectives. First, it assesses the adequacy of existing 
international legal frameworks particularly the Vienna Conventions for governing blockchain-
based diplomatic records and communications. Second, it develops a structured model for the 
graduated integration of blockchain technology into diplomatic practice, calibrated to manage 
legal risk while capturing technological benefits. Third, it analyzes the specific challenges posed 
by smart contracts for the implementation of treaty obligations, identifying the doctrinal 
reforms needed to accommodate their use in international law. Fourth, it examines 
Uzbekistan's strategic position within the emerging international regulatory framework for 
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blockchain-based diplomatic authentication, identifying concrete normative initiatives 
available to the state. 

This article is organized around a single central research question: What legal framework 
is required to govern the integration of blockchain technology into diplomatic practice, and how should that 
framework be developed at the national and international levels? This question directs attention both to 
the substantive content of the required legal framework and to the institutional and procedural 
dimensions of its development. It calls for analysis of existing law, identification of normative 
gaps, and constructive proposals for reform. It connects doctrinal legal analysis to the practical 
demands of diplomatic administration and the strategic interests of states engaged in digital 
transformation. 

This study makes several contributions to international legal scholarship and diplomatic 
practice. Academically, it provides the first systematic analysis of blockchain technology within 
the framework of international diplomatic law. It identifies specific normative gaps in the 
Vienna Conventions and proposes concrete reforms to address them. It develops the concept 
of norm entrepreneurship drawn from Finnemore and Sikkink's (1998) foundational work on 
international norm dynamics as an analytical lens for understanding how smaller states can 
exercise constructive influence over emerging international regulatory frameworks. In practical 
terms, the study offers a directly usable framework for states and international organizations 
considering the deployment of blockchain-based diplomatic authentication systems. The 
three-tier model proposed in this article provides a graduated approach that allows states to 
capture immediate benefits particularly in archival and authentication applications while 
managing the legal risks associated with more ambitious applications. This framework is 
designed to be adaptable to different national contexts and regional arrangements. 

The study also contributes to Uzbekistan's ongoing digital transformation agenda. The 
Digital Uzbekistan 2030 Strategy and the Law on Electronic Digital Signature (No. ZRU-793, 
2022) have established a strong domestic foundation for digital authentication in public 
administration. This article identifies how that foundation can be extended into the domain of 
diplomatic practice and how Uzbekistan can use its engagement with blockchain-based 
diplomacy to exercise constructive influence over emerging international norms (Finnemore 
& Sikkink, 1998). The significance of this work extends beyond the immediate technical 
question of diplomatic authentication. The development of international law governing 
blockchain technology is one of the defining normative challenges of the current era. How 
states and international institutions respond to this challenge will shape the legal architecture 
of digital international relations for decades to come. This article aims to contribute to that 
response in a manner that is both legally rigorous and practically useful. 

II. Methodology 
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This study employs a qualitative research design. Qualitative methodology is 
appropriate for legal research that seeks to interpret, analyze, and evaluate normative 
frameworks rather than measure empirical phenomena. The nature of the research question 
what legal framework is required to govern blockchain integration in diplomatic practice calls 
for interpretive legal analysis rather than quantitative data processing. Qualitative inquiry 
allows the researcher to engage deeply with legal texts, doctrinal arguments, and scholarly 
positions in order to construct a coherent normative response to an identified gap in 
international law (Finck, 2019). The primary methodology is doctrinal legal research. Doctrinal 
methodology examines what the law is, how it applies to a defined set of facts or 
circumstances, and where it falls short of providing adequate guidance. It is the foundational 
methodology of legal scholarship and is particularly well suited to studies that identify 
normative gaps and propose legal reforms. In this study, doctrinal analysis is applied to the 
principal instruments of international diplomatic law particularly the Vienna Convention on 
Diplomatic Relations (1961) and the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties (1969) in 
order to assess their adequacy for governing blockchain-based diplomatic records and 
communications. 

Doctrinal analysis in this study proceeds at two levels. At the first level, the study 
examines the plain text of relevant treaty provisions, applying the interpretive methodology 
prescribed by Articles 31 to 33 of the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties. This requires 
attention to the ordinary meaning of treaty language, its context, and the object and purpose 
of the instrument as a whole. At the second level, the study examines how those provisions 
have been interpreted in scholarly commentary and, where relevant, in the practice of states 
and international tribunals. This two-level approach ensures that the analysis is grounded in 
authoritative legal sources while remaining attentive to the full range of interpretive 
possibilities available under international law (Aust, 2013). 

Document analysis is employed as a complementary methodological tool. This involves 
the systematic examination of primary legal instruments, including international treaties, 
national legislation, and soft law instruments, alongside secondary scholarly literature. Primary 
documents examined include the Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Relations (1961), the 
Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties (1969), the Law of the Republic of Uzbekistan on 
Electronic Digital Signature (No. ZRU-793, 2022), and relevant instruments of regional 
organizations including the SCO and CIS. These documents are analyzed for their substantive 
legal content and for the normative assumptions they embody about the nature of diplomatic 
records and communications. 

Secondary documents comprising peer-reviewed journal articles, legal monographs, and 
policy reports from authoritative institutions are analyzed to map the existing state of 
scholarship, identify areas of consensus and controversy, and locate the specific gap that this 
study addresses. Document analysis in this study is conducted systematically, with consistent 
attention to the legal authority, scholarly standing, and contextual relevance of each source 
examined. Data collection in this study is limited to publicly available scholarly sources. No 
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primary empirical data was collected from human subjects. All sources consulted are publicly 
accessible academic publications, including peer-reviewed journal articles and scholarly 
monographs with verified digital object identifiers, official legal instruments published in 
national and international legal databases, and reports of recognized international institutions 
and agencies. This approach reflects both the doctrinal character of the research and the ethical 
commitment to transparency and reproducibility in legal scholarship. The exclusive reliance 
on publicly available sources ensures that the findings of this study can be independently 
verified and critically evaluated by other researchers. 

Several measures were taken to ensure the validity and reliability of the research. Validity 
in doctrinal legal research requires that legal conclusions be logically supported by authoritative 
sources and that interpretive arguments be transparent and methodologically consistent. This 
study ensures validity by grounding all legal conclusions in primary treaty texts and by applying 
the interpretive methodology prescribed by international law itself. Reliability requires that the 
research process be sufficiently transparent and systematic that another researcher following 
the same methodology would reach comparable conclusions. This study ensures reliability 
through consistent application of doctrinal method, explicit identification of the sources relied 
upon, and clear articulation of the reasoning connecting evidence to conclusions. 
Triangulation is employed as an additional validity measure. Where the analysis relies on 
contested interpretive positions such as the question of whether blockchain records satisfy the 
"written form" requirement of the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties the study 
presents multiple scholarly perspectives and identifies the dominant view while acknowledging 
minority positions. This approach reflects the intellectual honesty appropriate to legal 
scholarship and guards against the risk of overstating doctrinal certainty where genuine 
uncertainty exists (De Filippi & Wright, 2018). 

The analytical techniques employed in this study are those standards to doctrinal and 
comparative legal research. Textual analysis is applied to primary legal instruments to establish 
their plain meaning and scope. Purposive interpretation is employed where textual analysis 
alone does not resolve the legal question. Comparative analysis is used to examine how 
different legal systems and jurisdictions have approached the regulation of blockchain records 
and digital authentication, drawing on examples from Estonia, the UAE, and relevant Chinese 
provincial legislation. The comparative dimension enriches the doctrinal analysis by identifying 
proven regulatory approaches that may be adapted to the international diplomatic context. 
This study does not involve human subjects, primary data collection, or access to confidential 
or classified information. All sources are publicly available. Accordingly, no formal ethical 
approval was required for the conduct of this research. The study adheres to the ethical 
standards of academic legal scholarship, including accurate attribution of sources, honest 
representation of scholarly positions, and transparent acknowledgment of the limitations of 
the analysis. 

Several limitations of this study should be acknowledged. The study is limited to 
publicly available legal scholarship and does not draw on confidential state practice, diplomatic 
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correspondence, or classified government assessments of blockchain technology. This means 
that the analysis of state practice is necessarily incomplete and may not fully reflect 
developments occurring outside the published record. The rapidly evolving nature of both 
blockchain technology and international digital governance means that some specific technical 
details and regulatory developments may have advanced beyond the scope of the sources 
consulted. The study is further delimited by its focus on diplomatic law. It does not address 
the full range of international legal questions raised by blockchain technology, including those 
arising in international trade law, investment law, or the law of armed conflict. These are 
important areas of inquiry, but they fall outside the defined scope of this research. The 
delimitation is deliberate and reflects the conviction that a focused analysis of a specific 
normative gap is more valuable than a broad survey that lacks analytical depth. 

III. Results 

This study yields several significant findings. These findings emerge from the systematic 
doctrinal and comparative analysis of existing international legal frameworks, national 
legislation, and scholarly literature on blockchain technology in the diplomatic context. Each 
finding addresses a distinct dimension of the research question and collectively they build 
toward the legal framework proposed in this article. The international diplomatic law is 
structurally inadequate to govern blockchain-based diplomatic records. The Vienna 
Convention on Diplomatic Relations (1961) and the Vienna Convention on the Law of 
Treaties (1969) were drafted on the assumption that diplomatic documents exist in physical 
form. Article 24 of the Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Relations guarantees the 
inviolability of diplomatic archives and documents wherever they may be. This provision was 
designed to protect physical documents held outside mission premises. It does not address 
data stored simultaneously across multiple nodes of a distributed ledger, potentially located in 
several jurisdictions at once. The Convention's drafters could not have contemplated this 
scenario, and no authoritative international body has yet interpreted Article 24 in relation to 
blockchain-based records. The result is a significant and consequential normative gap. States 
deploying blockchain-based diplomatic authentication systems operate without clear legal 
authority for the inviolability status of those records under international law (Denza, 2016). 

Domestic legal systems have responded to blockchain technology with varying degrees 
of legislative engagement. Estonia, the United Arab Emirates, and certain Chinese provinces 
have enacted legislation explicitly recognizing blockchain records as legally valid evidence. 
Many other jurisdictions have not addressed the question at all. At the international level, the 
rules of procedure of the International Court of Justice and other major international judicial 
bodies contain no provisions addressing the evidentiary weight of distributed ledger records. 
This means that a state seeking to rely on a blockchain-authenticated diplomatic record in 
international proceedings cannot be certain that the record will be admitted or accorded 
appropriate weight. The absence of agreed international standards for the evidentiary 
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treatment of blockchain records creates a systemic vulnerability that undermines the practical 
utility of blockchain-based diplomatic authentication (Finck, 2019). 

Smart contracts are self-executing code that automatically implements predefined 
actions when specified conditions are met. Their application to treaty obligations offers 
genuine efficiency benefits, particularly for obligations that are technically defined and 
algorithmically verifiable. However, the encoding of treaty obligations in computer code 
creates a fundamental tension with the interpretive methodology prescribed by Articles 31 to 
33 of the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties. Treaty interpretation under international 
law is a purposive and contextual exercise that preserves the flexibility necessary for the 
application of legal obligations to unforeseen circumstances. Smart contracts encode a specific 
interpretation at the time of drafting, transforming a legal question into a technical 
determination. If the algorithmic execution of a smart contract diverges from what the treaty 
text requires under a correct legal interpretation, existing international dispute resolution 
mechanisms are poorly equipped to resolve the resulting conflict (Savelyev, 2017).  

The Articles on Responsibility of States for Internationally Wrongful Acts, adopted by 
the International Law Commission in 2001, establish the framework for attributing 
internationally wrongful acts to states. This framework was developed for acts performed by 
human agents acting on behalf of states. It does not clearly address situations in which harm 
results from the automated execution of a smart contract encoded in a diplomatic treaty. If a 
smart contract executes incorrectly for example, by imposing sanctions based on a 
misidentification of a triggering event the question of which state or entity bears responsibility 
is not answered by existing doctrine. The state that negotiated the relevant treaty obligation, 
the programmers who encoded it, and the consortium of states governing the blockchain on 
which it runs may each bear some degree of responsibility. Existing international law does not 
provide a clear framework for allocating that responsibility (De Filippi & Wright, 2018).  

A distributed ledger stores records across multiple nodes that may be located in 
different states simultaneously. This raises immediate questions about which state's law 
governs the records, which state bears responsibility for their security, and which courts or 
tribunals have jurisdiction over disputes concerning them. Existing rules of international 
jurisdiction were developed for transactions and records with identifiable territorial 
connections. A blockchain record with nodes in twenty jurisdictions simultaneously challenges 
these rules in ways that have not yet been resolved by state practice or international 
adjudication. The jurisdictional complexity of distributed ledger systems is not merely a 
technical inconvenience. It is a structural legal challenge that requires deliberate normative 
engagement at the international level (Tapscott & Tapscott, 2016). 

Public blockchains fully decentralized and transparent raise immediate concerns about 
confidentiality and sovereign control that render them unsuitable for most diplomatic 
purposes. Private blockchains controlled by a single state raise concerns about unilateral 
control over shared diplomatic records. Consortium blockchains governed by a defined group 
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of states offer a middle path. They preserve decentralization while allowing participating states 
to retain meaningful governance authority over the system. They can be designed to 
accommodate confidentiality requirements through permissioned access structures. And they 
can be established through multilateral agreements that provide a clear legal basis for their 
operation and governance. Regional organizations including the SCO and CIS represent 
natural institutional frameworks within which consortium blockchain architectures for 
diplomatic authentication could be developed and governed (Swan, 2015). 

Uzbekistan has established a strong domestic legal foundation for digital authentication 
through the Digital Uzbekistan 2030 Strategy and the Law on Electronic Digital Signature 
(No. ZRU-793, 2022). This foundation is an asset of genuine significance in the context of 
international norm development. States that develop sophisticated domestic frameworks for 
blockchain-based diplomatic authentication before international standards are established are 
positioned to exercise disproportionate influence over the shape of those standards. The 
concept of norm entrepreneurship, advanced by Finnemore and Sikkink (1998), describes 
exactly this dynamic. A state that demonstrates the practical viability of a legal framework and 
actively promotes its adoption in regional and international forums can shape emerging 
international norms in ways that reflect its own interests and values. Uzbekistan's active 
participation in the SCO, CIS, and UNCITRAL processes provides concrete institutional 
channels through which this influence can be exercised. 

The development of an adequate legal framework for blockchain-based diplomatic 
authentication requires action at three distinct levels simultaneously. At the national level, 
states must enact legislation that clearly defines the legal status, evidentiary value, and archival 
requirements of blockchain-based diplomatic records within their domestic legal systems. At 
the regional level, groups of states sharing diplomatic relationships and institutional 
frameworks must develop agreed standards for the interoperability of blockchain-based 
credentialing and authentication systems, including mutual recognition arrangements for 
blockchain-authenticated diplomatic instruments. At the international level, the normative 
vacuum in existing treaty law must be addressed through deliberate norm development, 
whether through amendment of existing instruments, adoption of new multilateral 
agreements, or development of soft law standards through bodies such as UNCITRAL and 
the International Law Commission. No single level of action is sufficient. The legal framework 
required is necessarily multi-layered, reflecting the multi-jurisdictional character of diplomatic 
practice itself (Raskin, 2017). 

IV. Discussion 

The first and most fundamental finding that existing international diplomatic law is 
structurally inadequate to govern blockchain-based diplomatic records demands careful 
interpretation. It would be tempting to read this finding as a simple critique of outdated law 
failing to keep pace with technology. That reading, while not inaccurate, is insufficiently 
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nuanced. The Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Relations (1961) and the Vienna Convention 
on the Law of Treaties (1969) are not deficient instruments. They are legally sophisticated 
frameworks that have served international relations with considerable effectiveness for over 
six decades. Their inadequacy in relation to blockchain technology reflects not poor 
draftsmanship but the inherent limits of any legal instrument constructed around the 
assumptions of its era. Every legal framework embeds assumptions about the nature of the 
phenomena it governs. The Vienna Conventions embedded assumptions about physical 
documents, territorial archives, and paper-based correspondence. Blockchain technology 
challenges all three assumptions simultaneously. The appropriate response is not to condemn 
existing law but to develop it deliberately and systematically in ways that preserve its underlying 
purposes while extending its reach to new technological realities (Denza, 2016). 

This interpretive point has direct practical implications. It suggests that the 
development of a legal framework for blockchain-based diplomatic authentication should 
proceed by purposive extension of existing norms rather than wholesale replacement of 
existing instruments. Article 24 of the Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Relations protects 
diplomatic archives on the basis of their functional role in diplomatic communication, not on 
the basis of their physical form. A purposive interpretation of this provision can and should 
extend its protection to blockchain-based records that serve the same functional role. This 
approach is consistent with established principles of treaty interpretation under Articles 31 to 
33 of the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties, which require that treaty provisions be 
interpreted in light of their object and purpose (Aust, 2013). It is also the approach most likely 
to command broad acceptance among states, since it builds on existing legal authority rather 
than requiring states to negotiate and ratify entirely new instruments before they can act. 

The unresolved evidentiary status of blockchain records in international legal 
proceedings has significant theoretical implications for the law of evidence in international 
adjudication. International courts and tribunals have historically exercised broad discretion in 
the assessment of evidence, applying flexible standards that reflect the consensual and inter-
state character of international adjudication. This flexibility has allowed international tribunals 
to accommodate new forms of evidence as they have emerged, including satellite imagery, 
digital communications intercepts, and social media records. There is therefore reason for 
cautious optimism that international tribunals would, in practice, accord appropriate weight to 
blockchain-authenticated diplomatic records presented as evidence, even in the absence of 
specific procedural rules addressing such records. However, cautious optimism is not the same 
as legal certainty. The absence of agreed standards creates unnecessary uncertainty and 
litigation risk. It also creates an asymmetry between states that have enacted domestic 
legislation recognizing blockchain records and those that have not. A state relying on 
blockchain-authenticated records in proceedings against a counterpart whose domestic law 
does not recognize such records faces a disadvantage that has nothing to do with the merits 
of its legal position. This asymmetry is itself a reason for urgent international norm 
development (Finck, 2019). 
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The theoretical implications extend to the broader question of how international law 
accommodates technological change. International legal scholars have long debated whether 
customary international law can evolve rapidly enough to govern transformative technologies, 
or whether the pace of technological change requires more deliberate lawmaking through 
treaty negotiation and institutional action. The blockchain authentication context suggests that 
neither mechanism alone is adequate. Customary international law evolves too slowly and too 
unpredictably to provide the legal certainty that diplomatic practice requires. Treaty 
negotiation, while capable of producing legally binding and certain outcomes, is slow, 
resource-intensive, and subject to the political constraints of consensus-based multilateral 
lawmaking. The most promising path forward is a combination of purposive interpretation of 
existing treaty law, development of soft law standards through international bodies, and 
progressive codification of those standards in binding instruments as state practice matures. 
This layered approach reflects the reality that international law develops incrementally and 
through multiple channels simultaneously (Finnemore & Sikkink, 1998). 

The smart contracts and treaty interpretation raises questions that go to the heart of the 
relationship between law and technology in international governance. The tension identified 
between algorithmic execution and purposive treaty interpretation is not merely a technical 
problem to be solved by better contract drafting. It reflects a deeper conceptual conflict 
between two fundamentally different models of legal obligation. The traditional model of 
international legal obligation is flexible, purposive, and ultimately dependent on human 
interpretation. It accommodates unforeseen circumstances, evolving state practice, and the 
judgment of international tribunals. The algorithmic model embedded in smart contracts is 
rigid, literal, and self-executing. It eliminates interpretive flexibility in exchange for certainty 
and efficiency. Neither model is inherently superior. Each is appropriate for different types of 
legal obligation in different contexts. The challenge for international law is to develop 
frameworks that allow states to capture the efficiency benefits of algorithmic execution for 
technically defined obligations while preserving the interpretive flexibility required for 
obligations that involve political judgment and contextual assessment (Savelyev, 2017). 

This challenge has direct policy implications. It suggests that the deployment of smart 
contracts in the implementation of treaty obligations should be approached with careful 
attention to the nature of the obligations involved. Obligations that are technically precise, 
objectively verifiable, and unlikely to require contextual interpretation such as tariff reductions 
triggered by specified economic indicators or the release of funds upon verified delivery of aid 
are strong candidates for smart contract implementation. Obligations that involve political 
judgment, contextual assessment, or the exercise of sovereign discretion are poor candidates. 
A clear typology of treaty obligations, distinguishing those amenable to algorithmic 
implementation from those requiring human interpretation, would be a valuable contribution 
to both legal scholarship and diplomatic practice. The development of such a typology is a 
productive direction for future research. 
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The concerning attribution and accountability for automated treaty execution has 
implications that extend beyond diplomatic law into the broader field of international 
responsibility. The Articles on Responsibility of States for Internationally Wrongful Acts 
represent one of the most significant achievements of the International Law Commission's 
codification work. Their framework of attribution, wrongfulness, and circumstances 
precluding wrongfulness has proven remarkably adaptable to new challenges in international 
relations. However, the automated execution of smart contracts in the diplomatic context 
exposes a genuine gap in the attribution framework. The traditional framework assumes that 
internationally wrongful acts are performed by human agents whose conduct can be attributed 
to states through established rules of agency and control. Automated execution does not fit 
neatly into this framework. The International Law Commission has begun to engage with 
questions of state responsibility in the context of cyber operations, but the specific question 
of responsibility for automated treaty execution through smart contracts has not yet been 
addressed in its work program. This is a significant gap that warrants urgent scholarly and 
institutional attention (De Filippi & Wright, 2018). 

The potential for policy change in this area is substantial. States negotiating treaties that 
contemplate smart contract implementation should insist on the inclusion of specific 
provisions addressing responsibility for automated execution failures, dispute resolution 
mechanisms for algorithmic errors, and audit requirements for smart contract code. These 
provisions should become standard elements of any treaty that contemplates algorithmic 
implementation of its obligations. Over time, their repeated inclusion in treaty practice could 
contribute to the emergence of customary international law norms governing smart contract 
use in diplomatic contexts. This process of norm emergence through treaty practice is 
consistent with the established understanding of how customary international law develops 
from conventional sources (Aust, 2013). 

The concerning jurisdictional complexity requires engagement with one of the most 
congested areas of contemporary international law. Jurisdiction in international law has 
traditionally been organized around territorial and personal connecting factors. A state 
exercises jurisdiction over conduct occurring within its territory and over its nationals 
wherever they may be. Blockchain technology disrupts both connecting factors 
simultaneously. A distributed ledger has no single territorial location. Its nodes may be 
nationals of many different states. The result is a situation in which multiple states may 
simultaneously have plausible jurisdictional claims over the same record, and in which no state 
may have clear jurisdictional authority to act unilaterally. This jurisdictional diffusion is not 
unique to blockchain technology. It characterizes digital infrastructure generally. However, the 
specific application of distributed ledger technology to diplomatic records which by their 
nature involve the sovereign interests of multiple states makes the jurisdictional question 
particularly acute. The modification of existing jurisdictional models to accommodate 
blockchain's distributed architecture is one of the most important tasks facing international 
legal scholars in this field. Existing models developed for cloud computing and internet 
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governance provide useful starting points but require substantial adaptation for the diplomatic 
context (Tapscott & Tapscott, 2016). 

The consortium blockchain architectures represent the most legally viable model for 
diplomatic applications has immediate practical significance. It suggests a clear direction for 
states and regional organizations considering the deployment of blockchain-based diplomatic 
authentication systems. Regional organizations including the SCO, CIS, and potentially the 
OIC are natural institutional homes for the development of consortium blockchain 
frameworks governing diplomatic authentication among their member states. These 
organizations already possess the institutional machinery for developing technical standards, 
the legal personality to enter into agreements governing shared infrastructure, and the political 
relationships among member states necessary to build the trust that effective consortium 
governance requires. The development of consortium blockchain frameworks within existing 
regional organizations would allow practical experience to accumulate, legal frameworks to be 
tested, and lessons to be learned before the more demanding challenge of developing global 
standards is addressed. This incremental approach reflects sound regulatory strategy and is 
consistent with the historical pattern of international norm development in new technological 
domains (Swan, 2015). 

Uzbekistan's strategic position as a norm entrepreneur in this emerging field warrants 
specific discussion in the context of the broader theoretical literature on norm dynamics in 
international relations. Finnemore and Sikkink's (1998) model of the norm life cycle describes 
three stages: norm emergence, norm cascade, and norm internalization. In the norm 
emergence stage, norm entrepreneurs draw attention to an issue, propose solutions, and build 
coalitions of support. In the norm cascade stage, a critical mass of states adopts the norm, 
creating powerful pressure for broader adoption. In the norm internalization stage, the norm 
becomes so widely accepted that compliance becomes automatic. Blockchain-based 
diplomatic authentication is clearly at the norm emergence stage. No dominant international 
standard has yet emerged. The normative field is open. States that act now to develop 
sophisticated domestic frameworks, demonstrate their practical viability, and promote their 
adoption in regional forums are positioned to shape the norm cascade when it comes. This is 
precisely the opportunity available to Uzbekistan. The Digital Uzbekistan 2030 Strategy and 
the Law on Electronic Digital Signature (No. ZRU-793, 2022) provide the domestic 
foundation. Active engagement in SCO, CIS, and UNCITRAL processes provides the 
institutional channels. What is required is the deliberate strategic commitment to exercise 
norm entrepreneurship in this specific domain. 

The adequate legal framework requires simultaneous action at national, regional, and 
international levels has important implications for the modification of existing models of 
international legal development. The traditional model of international lawmaking proceeds 
sequentially: domestic practice develops, state practice accumulates, customary norms emerge, 
and eventually codification in binding instruments follows. This sequential model is too slow 
for the pace of technological change. By the time customary norms governing blockchain-
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based diplomatic authentication emerge through traditional processes, the technology will 
have evolved beyond recognition. A more adaptive model is required one that combines rapid 
development of soft law standards, parallel deployment of pilot frameworks in regional 
contexts, and progressive binding codification as experience accumulates. This adaptive model 
has precedents in the governance of other rapidly evolving technological domains, including 
international telecommunications law and the law of outer space. Drawing on those 
precedents to develop a governance strategy specific to blockchain-based diplomatic 
authentication is a productive and important direction for future research (Raskin, 2017). 

Future research should also address several questions that this study's scope and 
methodology do not permit it to answer. The exclusive reliance on publicly available scholarly 
sources means that this study cannot fully assess the state of confidential diplomatic practice 
in relation to blockchain technology. Empirical research involving interviews with diplomatic 
practitioners and foreign ministry officials would significantly enrich the understanding of how 
states are actually engaging with blockchain-based authentication in practice, and what legal 
obstacles they are encountering. Additionally, technical legal analysis of specific smart contract 
architectures proposed for diplomatic use would complement the doctrinal analysis offered 
here with more granular attention to the practical challenges of legal implementation. 
Comparative analysis of domestic legislation on blockchain records across a wider range of 
jurisdictions would also strengthen the evidentiary basis for proposals concerning international 
evidentiary standards. These research directions would collectively build a more complete and 
practically grounded understanding of the legal framework required for blockchain integration 
in diplomatic practice. 

Conclusion 

Diplomatic authentication has always been more than a technical formality. It is the 
mechanism through which states establish the legal integrity of their communications and the 
binding character of their commitments. When that mechanism fails, the foundations of 
interstate relations are weakened. The transition to digital diplomacy has created a genuine 
authentication crisis. Existing international legal frameworks, built on paper-era assumptions, 
cannot adequately govern the digital realities of contemporary diplomatic practice. Blockchain 
technology offers a structurally sound response to this crisis. Its properties of immutability, 
cryptographic verifiability, and decentralized governance correspond directly to what 
diplomatic authentication requires. The question is no longer whether blockchain can serve 
diplomatic practice. The question is whether international law can develop quickly enough to 
govern its deployment effectively. This study has demonstrated that the answer depends not 
on the inherent capacity of international law to evolve, but on the willingness of states to invest 
in deliberate, principled norm development at national, regional, and international levels 
simultaneously. 
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The arguments advanced in this article carry significance well beyond the technical 
domain of diplomatic authentication. They speak to one of the defining challenges of 
contemporary international law: how legal frameworks constructed for an analog world can 
be adapted to govern a digital one without sacrificing the values of sovereignty, accountability, 
and legal certainty that those frameworks were designed to protect. The three-tier model 
proposed in this study moving from archival and authentication applications through 
credentialing systems to smart contract implementation of treaty obligations provides a 
graduated and legally defensible pathway for this adaptation. It allows states to capture 
immediate practical benefits while managing doctrinal risk. It preserves the interpretive 
flexibility that international law requires while creating space for the efficiency gains that 
algorithmic governance can deliver. Most importantly, it is grounded in the existing 
architecture of international diplomatic law, extending that architecture purposively rather 
than dismantling it. 

The real-world applications of this study's findings are direct and concrete. Foreign 
ministries can use the three-tier framework to guide investment decisions in digital 
infrastructure, prioritizing archival and authentication applications where the legal foundation 
is clearest. Regional organizations including the SCO and CIS can use the consortium 
blockchain model as the basis for developing shared diplomatic authentication frameworks 
among member states. International bodies including UNCITRAL and the International Law 
Commission can draw on the normative proposals advanced here to initiate formal processes 
of standard-setting and progressive codification. States engaged in digital transformation and 
Uzbekistan in particular can use the concept of norm entrepreneurship to exercise 
constructive and disproportionate influence over the shape of emerging international 
standards. The window for that influence is open now. It will not remain open indefinitely. 
States that act with strategic clarity at this norm emergence stage will help determine the legal 
architecture of digital diplomacy for generations to com. 
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