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The article carries out a comprehensive theoretical study of the evolutionary
transformation of the world financial architecture (SFA) in the context of changes in
global technological patterns. The authors analyze the historical retrospective of
financial globalization, starting from the moment of laying the foundation of the
Bretton Woods system, which determined the hierarchical, dollar-centric structure of
international settlements for decades to come. mediated by banking institutions and
supranational regulators, at the present stage, is facing a crisis of institutional
efficiency caused by the accumulation of global imbalances and the digital divide.
Particular attention is paid to conceptually rethinking the transition from the Jamaican
monetary system to a new era of “algorithmic order” based on Web3 technologies. It
has been established that the key feature of modern transformation is the
decentralization of financial relations, where the function of trust is transferred from
the institutional level (state and bank guarantees) to the protocol level (distributed
ledgers, smart contracts). The authors argue that Web3 does not just modernize
payment instruments, but forms a fundamentally new logic of international economic
interaction - an ecosystem where capital acquires programmable properties, and
cross-border transactions are carried out in real time without the involvement of
traditional correspondent networks. The paper details the impact of decentralized
finance (DeFi) on the changing role of national currencies and central banks. The thesis
that the algorithmization of the financial space requires the development of new
approaches to international regulation, since traditional methods of capital control
lose their effectiveness in the conditions of anonymous decentralized networks, is
substantiated. A forecast is made for the formation of a hybrid architecture of the
future, where “fiat” and “algorithmic” orders will coexist through interoperability
mechanisms. The article aims to lay a theoretical basis for further study of the
mechanisms of adaptation of national economies, in particular Ukraine, to the
challenges of global digitalization of finance.
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peTpocneKkTUBy ¢iHaHCOBOI rJyobajisalil, MOYMHAIOYM BiJ MOMEHTY 3aK/aZJleHHs
byHAaMEHTY BperToH-Byacbkoil CHUCTEMH, 10 BHU3Ha4YMUJIa iepapxiyny,
J0JIAPOLIeHTPUYHY CTPYKTYPY MIDXKHAapOJAHUX pPO3paxyHKIiB Ha JeCATUJITTA BIepen.
BusiBneHo, mo kyacuyHa Mogesabp C®PA, 3acHOBaHa Ha IeHTpaJi30BaHOMY
nocepefJHUTBI 0aHKIBCbKMX YCTaHOB Ta HaJHalliOHAJbHUX peryJasTopiB, Ha
Cy4aCHOMY eTalli CTUKAETbCS 3 KPU3010 iHCTUTYLiMHOI epeKTUBHOCTI, CHPUYNHEHOIO
HaKONWYEeHHAM IJ106a/JbHUX JUcOasaHCiB Ta 1MpoBUM po3puBOoM. Oco6IMBY yBary
NpUJiJIeHO KOHLeNTyaJlbHOMY [IepeOCMHUC/IEHHIO Nlepexoy Bia fAMalcbKkoi BaslOTHOI
CHUCTEMH [0 HOBOI EMOXH «aJITOPUTMIUYHOIO MOPSAAKY», [0 6A3yETHCS HA TEXHOJIOTIAX
Web3. BcraHoB/ieHO, 1[0 KJIOYOBOK O03HAKOK Cy4acHoi TpaHchopMmanii €
JleleHTpasisania ¢iHaHCOBUX BiAHOCWH, nAe OQYHKIiS JOBipM NEepPeHOCUThCS 3
iHcTUTYLilHOTO piBHA (Zep:kaBHUX Ta GaHKIBCbKUX rapaHTiil) Ha HNPOTOKOJbHHUU
piBeHb (po3mojiseHi peecTpH, CMapT-KOHTPAKTH). ABTOpPHU A0BoAATh, 10 Web3 He
MPOCTO MoOJiepHi3ye maaTixkHi iHCTpyMeHTH, a OpMye NPUHILUIOBO HOBY JIOTiKYy
Mi>)KHapoJAHOI eKOHOMIYHOI B3aEMO/Iii — eKOCUCTEMY, Jle KaliTaJ HabyBa€ BJAaCTHBOCTEN
NpOrpaMoOBaHOCTi, a TPAaHCKOP/JOHHI omepanii 34iACHIOIOTBCA Y peXUMi peaslbHOTO
yacy 6e3 3a/Iy4eHHs TPaAuLiHHUX KOPECIIOH/JEHTChKUX Mepex. Y po6oTi AeTanizoBaHo
BIIMB JenieHTpasizoBaHux ¢piHaHciB (DeFi) Ha 3MiHy poJii HalioHa/IbLHUX BalOT Ta
LleHTpa/IbHUX 6aHKiB. OGI'PyHTOBAaHO Te3y NpO Te, L0 aJropuTMisanis ¢iHaHCOBOTO
NpOCTOpPY BHUMarae po3poOKM HOBUX MiAXOJIB [0 MiXXHApOJHOIO peryJroBaHHS,
OCKIJIbKM TpaAuLiiiHi METOAU KOHTPOJII0 33 PYXOM KalliTaJlly BTpayalTb Ai€BICTb B
YyMOBax aHOHIMHUX JeleHTpa/li30BaHUX Mepex. 3po6JIeHO TMPOrHo3 IM[0f0
dopmyBaHHS  Ti6pUJHOI  apXiTeKTypu MaWbGyTHboro, Je  «oiaTHUI» Ta
«aJITOPUTMIYHUK» MOPAAKHA CIIBICHYBaTUMYTh yepes MeXaHi3MHU
iHTeponepabenbHocTi. CTaTTA Ma€ Ha MeTi 3ak/JacTH TeOpPeTHUYHUH 6asuc JJs
[IOAJIBIIOTO0 BUBYEHHA MeXaHi3MiB ajamnTanil HalioHaJbHUX €KOHOMIK, 30KpeMa
Ykpainu, 10 BUKIUKIB ry106a1bHoi nudpoBsizanii piHaHCciB.

K/IIOYOBI C/IOBA

cBiTOBa QiHaHCOBa apxiTekTypa, piHaHCOBa ryobasisalis, udpposa TpaHchopMallis,
iHCTUTYLiiIHA €BOJIIOLliSl, MOHETAPHUN CYBEePEHITEeT, CMapT-KOHTPAKTH, IHCTUTY1iliHa
TpaHcopmallis.
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1. Introduction

The modern world financial architecture (SFA) is in a state of deep transformational crisis caused
by the exhaustion of the potential of hierarchical institutions laid down in the middle of the XX century.
The Bretton Woods Consensus, which at one time became a guarantor of stability and post-war
reconstruction, in today’s conditions demonstrates its inability to adequately respond to the challenges of
global digitalization. The problem lies in the critical gap between the instantaneous nature of digital
information flows and the inertial, multi-layered nature of banking intermediation.

The relevance of the study is emphasized by the fact that the emergence of Web3 and decentralized
finance (DeFi) has ceased to be exclusively a technological phenomenon or speculative fashion. This is an
objective response to the global economy’s demand for transparency, speed and reduction of transaction
costs. Web3 proposes to replace the “human factor” in trust with an “algorithmic order,” where smart
contracts and distributed ledgers become the new institutional framework. For Ukraine, which seeks
integration into the global digital space, understanding this genesis is key to shaping its own strategy of
financial sovereignty.

2. Literature Review

The scientific discourse of the transformation of the global financial system, the study of the
evolution and crisis of the SFA has deep roots both in the works of world classics and in the work of
modern Ukrainian scientists. In particular, Barry Eichengreen in his fundamental work “Globalizing
Capital: A History of the International Monetary System” [7] examines the history of capital through
changes in currency regimes. His analysis proves that the stability of SFAs has always depended on the
ability of institutions to adapt to the volatility of capital flows, which is critical to understanding the
modern transition to digital assets. Joseph Stiglitz in his work “Globalization and Its Discontents
Revisited” [15] criticizes the hierarchical model of globalization, pointing out its injustice to developing
countries. His conclusions about the need to reform the IMF and the World Bank serve as a theoretical
basis for the search for decentralized alternatives. Nick Srnicek, author of “Platform Capitalism” [14],
introduced the concept of platform economy. He explains how tech giants are becoming new
intermediaries, competing with states in terms of their power, and how this directly correlates with the
idea of replacing the dollar with network structures. Eswar Prasad, in his book “The Future of Money”
[12], analyzes in detail how digital currencies (CBDCs and cryptocurrencies) are changing the concept
of money, financial inclusion, and the role of central banks.

Ukrainian scientists also pay considerable attention to this topic in their fundamental works. Thus,
Antoniuk L. L. and Poruchnyk A. M. [1] Their works are devoted to global competitiveness and
innovative development; they emphasize the importance of digitalization as a factor in increasing the
subjectivity of national economies in the global financial space. Lutsyshyn Z. O. [10] in her research, she
analyzes in detail the transformation of the global financial system, the asymmetry of global financial
development and the risks of financial globalization; her research lays the methodological basis for
understanding the place of Ukraine in the new configuration of the SFA. Baranovskyi O. I. [4] Focused
on the issues of financial security and resilience of banking systems, his works help assess the risks of
institutional bias in the context of the transition to decentralized models. Sheludko N. M. [13] explores
the development of financial markets and the institutional role of the banking sector, which allows
arguing for the need to transform traditional intermediation in the digital age.

3. Problem Statement

Today, the scientific discourse around the evolution of SFA is shifting towards the study of digital
infrastructure networks and algorithmic trust. The modern understanding of the financialization of the
global economy requires the rejection of one-dimensional interpretations and the transition to a
complex, institutional-technological paradigm, within which the historical stages of the development of
the global financial architecture are considered as part of the evolution of global institutions, regulations
and digital tools (Figure 1).
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Web3 and Fragmented Globalization
(2020 - present)
Decentralized/hybrid financial globalization —
networked financial globalization

- Blockchain technology

- DeFi, CBDC, Super Apps

- Digital tokens

Liberalization and Financialization
(1990-2008 years)
Hyperglobalization of finance —

the growth of the derivatives market, the spread of shadow banking
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The Digital Age / Post-Crisis Digitalization
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Market-driven financial globalization — floating exchange rates, deregulation
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- deregulation
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The Bretton Woods system
(1944-1971 years)
Institutional financial globalization —
fixed exchange rates, capital controls

- dollar + gold
- IMF, World Bank
- fined exchange rates

- international capital mobility

Disintegration and financial nationalism
(1914-1944 years)
Fragmentation of the global financial system —
financial nationalism, crises, currency protectionism
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(1870-1914 years)
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Trade (mercantilist) globalization —
finance to support international trade
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- banking Fugger)

Transformation Zone « » Formation Zone

= Finance as a support function for trade, rather than an independent global sector
= Market discipline without global institutions (undermined by World War I)
= The realization that “unregulated finance = instability™
= Stability is more important than financial freedom
= Finance is becoming an autonomous global sector
= Finance is beginning to dominate the real economy
= Technology is undermining the monopoly of traditional financial institutions
= The struggle between decentralization and state control

Figure 1. Stages of evolution of the financialization of the global economy
Source: Built by the authors.

The historical genesis of the world financial architecture (SFA) demonstrates the gradual
complication of the mechanisms of international interaction, where each subsequent stage tried to
resolve the contradictions of the previous one. Thus, in particular, the Bretton Woods system (1944-
1971), the era of gold-dollar dirigisme, became an attempt to create managed liberalism. The basis of
the system was a fixed exchange rate against the US dollar, which, in turn, had a gold backing ($35 per
ounce). Institutional stability was guaranteed by the newly created structures - the IMF and the IBRD.
However, as Barry Eichengreen notes, the system contained a “Triffin’s dilemma”: the world’s need for
dollar liquidity provoked an increase in the US balance of payments deficit, which ultimately
undermined confidence in the dollar’s gold backing [7].

The next was the Jamaican monetary system (since 1976), which provided for the
demonetization of gold and the era of floating exchange rates. The collapse of Bretton Woods led to the
legalization of floating exchange rates. Money finally lost its intrinsic commodity value, turning into
fiduciary assets, the price of which is determined by market demand. This provoked the rapid
development of financial derivatives as instruments for hedging volatility risks [8].

Another stage is the financialization and globalization of the 1990s - 2000s, characterized by the
separation of the financial sector from the real economy. Due to the liberalization of the movement of
capital, global banking networks were formed. However, as Joseph Stiglitz emphasizes, this model led
to a fundamental asymmetry: capital received complete freedom, while risks and losses were socialized,
which led to a series of crises, culminating in the collapse of 2008 [15].

4. Methods and Materials

The modern world financial architecture (SFA) is an extremely complex, multi-layered system
of institutions, rules, markets and infrastructure solutions that ensure the movement of capital on a
global scale. Its current state is the result of a long evolution, where the principle of hierarchy and
centralized regulation remains the fundamental basis. Understanding this structure is critical for
analyzing its further digital transformation.

The classical structure of the world financial architecture is based on a clear hierarchy and
functioning of international organizations that set the rules for the functioning of global finance; provide
mechanisms for the movement of capital and redistribution of financial flows between countries;

4
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coordinate the functioning of global financial markets and the global settlement infrastructure, in which
international standards of financial supervision are implemented (Figure 2).

The Financial Action Task Force on
Money Laundering (FATF)

International Organisation of
- Securities Commissions (I10SCQ)
Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and Development (OECD) - Market -Financial Stability Board (FSB)
regulators

International Financial - Basel Committee on

Reporting Standards (IFRS) Banking Supervision (BCBS)
Reguiatory and supervisory
level
Bank for International International Finance
Settlements (BI&j) Corporation (IFC)
. . Global International Development Bretton International
Inited Nations (UN) - L - -
United Nations (UN) coordinating Association (IDA) Woods Monetary Fund (IMF)
institutions institutions
lastitutional and regulatory I R aeonetret
The G7 and G20- Tevel - _ International Bank for Reconstruction
and Development (IBRD)
African Development Bank (AfDB) - JlarunoamepHKaHChKHil
" Gank posutky (CAF)
The European Bank for _ Regional .
Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) financial European Investment Bank (EIB)
institutions
- Asian Development Bank (ADB)
Investment Funds Reserve currencies
CrpaxoBi KommaHil,
"C“C'nHi'd’O“J”- - Financial Monetary . Reserve assets
CYBCPCHHL dorn Intermediation and Credit
nobpobyTy Institutions Market System
level
Transnational banks - - lmcrnulm‘nul .
payment systems
Global indices - Capital - Stock exchanges

markets

Financial instruments

Figure 2. Key Components of the Classical Global Financial Architecture
Source: Built by the authors.

At the first level, “market” - rules and forms of capital movement are formed and liquidity
management tools are created, mainly at the macro level (between countries). At the second level,
“institutional and regulatory” - the core of the world financial architecture is formed, which is based on
international organizations that determine the principles and rules of the functioning of global finance,
and are the basis of the world financial order. International standards of financial supervision are being
implemented.

The fundamental pillars of the SFA are the political, legal and monetary basis, which is based on
the state-centric paradigm. Despite the globalization of markets, it is the nation-states that remain the
primary sources of legitimacy of financial relations. The fundamental principles of such a system are:
the principle of fiduciary (trust), according to which modern money has no intrinsic value (commodity
value), their value is based on trust in the issuer - the state and its central bank (this trust is supported
by legal systems and the ability of states to provide liquidity); dollar-centricity, which, despite the growing
role of the euro and yuan, continues to leave the dollar as the main settlement and reserve instrument
(this creates an asymmetric structure where the monetary policy of one country (the US Federal Reserve)
directly affects global financial stability); legal unification, in which the SFA relies on the standards of
Anglo-Saxon law in international transactions and the norms of international financial law governing
bankruptcy, ownership and fulfillment of obligations.

No less important in this hierarchy is the institutional and organizational composition - the level
of management. At the global level, which is represented by the Bretton Woods institutions - the
International Monetary Fund (IMF), which acts as a “lender of last resort” and regulator of

5
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macroeconomic stability, and the World Bank, which focuses on long-term investments in development.
At the standardizing level, there are the Financial Stability Board (FSB), the Basel Committee on Banking
Supervision, and the Anti-Money Laundering Action Task Force (FATF), which do not have direct
authority, but their “soft norms” become mandatory due to their incorporation into national legislation.
At the operational level, where the system of correspondent banks and infrastructure monopolies
operates, the key element is SWIFT (Society for Worldwide Interbank Financial Telecommunication), a
system that provides message transmission between more than 11,000 financial institutions.

In general, the modern world’s financial architecture is built on three “whales” of classical
financial management. The first is the centralization of intermediation, where each transaction must be
verified by a trusted intermediary (bank). This creates a system of hierarchical control, where financial
institutions are the so-called “portier” (French: portier) of the entire financial system. The second is the
separation of assets and settlements, in which the transfer of financial resources and the transfer of
ownership of an asset (shares, bonds) are separated in time and space, which requires the involvement
of depositories, clearing houses and central counterparties. The third is the territoriality of regulation,
in which financial activities are rigidly tied to national jurisdictions, which creates a significant burden
on the compliance system in cross-border transfers.

At the present stage, which is often referred to as “between stability and crisis”, the institutional
state of the SFA is characterized by the term “institutional inertia”. On the one hand, the system has
demonstrated vitality after the 2008 crisis thanks to stricter capital requirements (Basel III), and on the
other hand, there are signs of deep fragmentation. First, geopolitical polarization - the use of financial
infrastructure (in particular, sanctions disconnection from SWIFT) as an instrument of pressure led to
the fact that the countries of the Global South began to look for alternative calculation contours;
secondly, shadow banking - when a huge volume of financial transactions moves beyond direct
regulation, creating hidden systemic risks; thirdly, digital mismatch - traditional architecture based on
the logic of fiat money and slow correspondent networks is not able to serve the needs of the global
digital economy, where transactions must take place at the speed of data transfer.

Thus, the existing global financial architecture is a monolithic, but at the same time vulnerable
system built on trust in centralized institutions. It ensures global order through a complex hierarchy of
intermediaries, but this same hierarchy becomes a source of transaction costs and risks. The
fundamental contradiction between the “equivalent” structure of SFA and the digital nature of the
modern economy creates objective prerequisites for the transition to the Web3 algorithmic order.

We can also state the fact that the current crisis of the SFA is not only a debt crisis, but primarily
a crisis of institutional architecture. The hierarchical model built on the system of correspondent banks
turns out to be unsuitable for the digital world for the following reasons: (1) low speed and multi-level
- in a system where a transaction has to go through several intermediary banks in different time zones,
settlements can take days - this creates “frozen liquidity”, which is unacceptable in the era of intensive
trading; (2) high transaction costs - according to World Bank estimates, the average cost of a cross-
border transfer is still around 6%, which is actually a “technology tax” on global trade; (3) the problem
of the “central point of failure” and trust - hierarchy assumes the presence of a central node (for example,
the SWIFT system or dollar clearing), which makes the system vulnerable to geopolitical pressure; Today,
trust in institutions is replaced by a request for algorithmic trust, where the confirmation of the
transaction is carried out by code, and not by the decision of an official or banker [12].

5. Results and Discussion

The transition to Web3 is the logical conclusion of this genesis, if Bretton Woods laid down the
idea of a global order, then Web3 implements this idea through the direct network interaction of actors.
Therefore, the transition from a hierarchical SFA to an algorithmic order is marked by the emergence of
the Web3 paradigm - the concept of a new generation of the Internet, where ownership and control
over data and assets are decentralized. If Web1 was a “read-only” space, and Web2 - the era of social
networks and platform capitalism (read and write), then Web3 adds a critical element - Ownership,
implemented through tokenization and cryptographic proofs.

The foundation of the Web3 paradigm is Distributed Ledger Technology (DLT), in particular
blockchain. From the point of view of financial architecture, blockchain performs the function of a
“single source of truth” that does not require a central arbiter of atomized trust. Trust is no longer

6
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delegated to a financial institution or regulator - it is built into a mathematical protocol. A smart contract
automatically transfers funds when a certain event occurs, eliminating counterparty risk and human
error. No less important is the protocol of “immutability and transparency”. Each transaction is public
and tamper-proof, creating an unprecedented level of real-time auditing that is not available to the
traditional financial sector [5].

The decentralized finance (DeFi) ecosystem, as a new operational layer, is the practical
embodiment of Web3 in the financial field. It is a set of financial instruments (loans, currency exchange,
insurance, derivatives) built on the basis of open protocols. DeFi replaces classic financial institutions
with software code.

The main elements of DeFi that transform SFAs are: liquidity protocols (Automated Market
Makers, AMM), in which, instead of centralized exchanges with order books, algorithmic liquidity pools
are used, allowing you to exchange assets 24/7 without an intermediary broker; stablecoins are digital
assets pegged to the value of fiat currencies (USD, EUR), which act as a “bridge” between the old and new
systems, providing liquidity and stability of settlements in decentralized networks [12].

The introduction of Web3 technologies radically changes the dynamics of international capital
flows, making them atomic and seamless. Atomic settlements in the traditional system involve the
transfer of ownership of an asset and financial payment. In fact, these are two separate processes that
can be broken in time (T+2 or T+3). In Web3, these processes occur simultaneously - the asset passes
to the buyer in the same second, when the funds go to the seller. This neutralizes settlement risks and
frees up trillions of dollars of “frozen” capital that was previously held to secure settlements.

Capital in Web3 has no nationality in the technical sense, and therefore contributes to the
elimination of “permissionless entry”. Therefore, the transaction between entities in Kyiv and Singapore
is carried out using the same protocols and at the same speed as the internal transaction. This leads to
the desiloization (destruction of isolated storages) of global finance, where each participant with access
to the Internet becomes a full-fledged subject of the global market.

Another advantage is the programmability of capital - money becomes “smart”. For example,
through smart contracts, it is possible to set conditions under which funds can be spent only for specific
investment goals or if certain KPIs are achieved (which is critical for international investment lending
and grant assistance).

However, despite the obvious advantages, Web3 carries new systemic risks. First, there is the
risk of a bug in the code, which can lead to an instant loss of assets without the possibility of appealing
to a central authority. Second, there is regulatory arbitrage, in which the decentralized nature of
networks makes it difficult to apply traditional sanctions and AML/KYC mechanisms, which requires
the development of a concept of “Embedded Supervision” (built-in supervision) that will be integrated
directly into the protocol code [21].

In this way, the Web3 paradigm transforms the SFA from a system where stability is guaranteed
by the political weight of issuers to a system where stability is guaranteed by mathematical verification.
The movement of capital becomes decentralized, high-speed and programmable, which creates the
foundation for an “algorithmic order”, where Ukraine’s role can be to create high-tech gateways between
the old and new financial worlds.

For a deeper understanding of the nature of the transition from traditional finance to the
algorithmic order, we will conduct a comparative analysis that allows us to identify the points of
institutional gap and potential integration of the two systems. Table 1 shows the key parameters that
determine the functioning of the Bretton Woods system and Web3.

A comparative analysis of the Bretton Woods model and the modern model based on the Web3
paradigm allows us to assert that there is not just a change in technological tools, but a fundamental
transition to a new form of financial being. This transition is characterized by the following three key
vectors of transformation. The first is the delegation of subjectivity (from human to code). In traditional
architecture, the final decision-making authority is always a human being (credit committee, regulator
official, bank operator). The transition to Web3 involves transferring this subjectivity to the level of self-
executing protocols. This minimizes the “middleman risk” that has been a central problem of
hierarchical systems for the past 80 years. Algorithmic order automates the fulfillment of obligations,
making them inevitable, effectively replacing political guarantees with mathematical.

The second is the concept of “programmable money” as a tool of efficiency. Unlike paper or cashless
fiat of the Bretton Woods era, assets in an algorithmic order have the property of programmability. This
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means that capital becomes “smart” - it can be configured to perform specific economic tasks without
the need for external control (e.g., flash loans or automatic reinsurance), which are technically impossible
in a hierarchical structure due to the high speed of operations and the need for instant settlement.

Table 1. Bretton Woods Consensus vs Web3 Algorithmic Order

Parameters Bretton Woods model (TradFi) Algorithmic Model (Web3/DeFi)
Basis of trust Institutional (trust in the Central Bank, Protocol (mathematical proof, code)
banks and governments)
Emission center Centralized Decentralized (algorithms, DAOs)
(state regulators)
Speed of calculations Low (T+2, T+3 via correspondent banks) Instant (atomic calculations in 24/7
mode)
Transaction costs High (many intermediary fees) Minimum (gas/on-grid treatment
charges)
System Access Permissive (KYC/AML, geo-restrictions) Open (Permissionless, access via wallet)
Transparency Restricted (bank secrecy, closed registers) Full (public registers, on-chain audit)
Control mechanism Regulatory Oversight and Sanctions Smart contracts and programmable
conditions

Source: Built by the authors.

The third is the democratization of access and the erosion of financial borders. The Bretton Woods
Consensus built a system of “closed clubs” (access to SWIFT, IMF membership), where entry is
determined by political loyalty and regulatory compliance. Like Ukraine, this paves the way for direct
integration into global value chains, bypassing outdated banking barriers.

The fourth is the risks of the transition period - “hybrid resilience”. It is worth noting that the
complete replacement of traditional SFA with an algorithmic order is unlikely in the short term. Instead,
there is the formation of a hybrid space where hierarchical institutions are trying to absorb Web3
technologies (for example, through the introduction of CBDCs). The main challenge of this transit is to
ensure interoperability — the ability of old systems to “understand” the code of new protocols. The
success of this transition will depend on whether the new architecture can combine the efficiency of
algorithms with the legal certainty of traditional institutions.

The transitive transition to the Web3 algorithmic order marks the end of the era of “financial
dirigisme” and the beginning of the era of autonomous finance. The global financial architecture is
becoming more resistant to local political shocks, but requires fundamentally new competencies in the
field of cybersecurity and algorithmic regulation.

The transformation of the global financial architecture (SFA) in the transition period (from the
Bretton Woods consensus to the Web3 algorithmic order) requires a rethinking of its structural elements.
The rigid pyramidal hierarchy is being replaced by a modular ecosystem model, which can be
represented as a protocol-algorithmic order of the global financial system based on Web3 (Figure 3).

The Settlement Layer is the foundation of the system, where ownership is fixed and the finality
of settlements is ensured. In the new architecture, this “protocol stack” (layer) becomes hybrid. Next to
traditional reserve currencies (dollar, euro), central bank digital currencies (CBDCs) and the most liquid
algorithmic assets (for example, BTC as “digital gold”) appear. The main change at this level is the
transition from periodic clearing to instant fixation of transactions in a distributed ledger.

The layer of interoperable protocols is the technological layer (Interoperability & Logic Layer),
which is the “communication core” of the system, providing communication between different currency
zones and technological platforms. Smart contracts, bridges between blockchains, and data exchange
standards (for example, ISO 20022) operate here. This level replaces the traditional system of
correspondent banks, automating compliance verification and asset conversion without the
participation of a human operator.

The Application Layer is the upper layer where end users (governments, corporations, citizens)
interact. It includes decentralized financial applications (DeFi), tokenized real assets (RWA), digital
wallets, and neobank platforms.

In the above model, Ukraine is positioned as a vertical integration node. Thanks to the
introduction of the e-hryvnia (at the basic level) and the progressive regulation of smart contracts (at
the protocol level), the state is able to play the role of a high-tech gateway that ensures a seamless
transfer of capital between the conservative European architecture and innovative DeFi markets.
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Figure 3. Protocol and algorithmic order of the world financial architecture
Source: Built by the authors.

6. Conclusions

The article conducts a comprehensive study of the genesis of the world financial architecture,
which made it possible to formulate the following conceptual conclusions:

1. Itis proved that the evolution of SFA has gone from a rigidly determined Bretton Woods model
based on the gold standard and hierarchical management, to a flexible but unstable Jamaican system. It
has been established that the current stage of transformation is characterized by the transition to the
“algorithmic order”, where the function of ensuring trust is delegated from political and banking
institutions to decentralized mathematical protocols. This marks the end of the era of “financial
dirigisme” and the beginning of the era of autonomous finance, it demonstrates historical continuity -
from the Bretton Woods consensus to the protocol-algorithmic order.

2. It is substantiated that the emergence of the Web3 paradigm and the decentralized finance
(DeFi) ecosystem is an objective response to the institutional crisis of traditional intermediation.
Blockchain and smart contract technologies allow the implementation of “atomic settlements” (instant
transfer of ownership and payment), which neutralizes settlement risks and releases significant amounts
of liquidity that were previously frozen in multi-day banking chains.

3. It has been revealed that the key reason for the inefficiency of traditional SFA is the high cost
of trust, which is maintained through multi-level intermediation of correspondent banks. In contrast,
the algorithmic model offers open access to financial services, real-time transparency of transactions,
and a significant reduction in transaction costs, which is critical to ensuring global financial inclusion.
This demonstrates the erosion of the hierarchical model and the advantages of decentralization of the
global financial architecture.

4. Based on the constructed structural model of SFA, it is established that the next decade will be
characterized by a hybrid financial architecture and coexistence of two systems. The transformation
process will take place through the development of interoperability - the ability of traditional fiat
systems to interact with decentralized networks through CBDC gateways and stablecoins. The global
financial system is being transformed into a network ecosystem, where stability is based on the
modularity and programmability of capital.

5. It is argued that for Ukraine, the transition to the Web3 algorithmic order opens a unique
window of opportunity. The introduction of the e-hryvnia and the development of the virtual asset
market allow the state to go beyond the role of a passive recipient of financial standards and form a
strategic positioning of Ukraine as an active “digital hub”. Ukraine’s role as an institutional and
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technological bridge between the conservative financial world and new DeFi markets can become the
basis for its post-war economic recovery and integration into the global digital ecosystem.

Prospects for further research. Algorithmic regulation (RegTech) and the creation of built-in

oversight mechanisms in decentralized networks that would combine Web3 freedom with the
requirements of financial security and anti-money laundering require further study.
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