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Abstract 

Decentralized finance (DeFi) is developing into a layered financial infrastructure in which programmable 

contracts, distributed ledgers, liquidity protocols, data services, and institutional controls interact. Its 

commercial relevance extends beyond decentralized trading to collateral management, tokenized asset 

distribution, liquidity sourcing, payment orchestration, staking, derivatives, and programmable settlement. 

For banks, asset managers, market operators, fintech integrators, payment firms, and corporate treasury 

teams, the central question is how to use these capabilities without accepting unmanaged protocol, 

custody, conduct, legal, or financial-crime exposure. This requires a clear distinction between 

permissionless execution and the controlled services that connect protocols to balance sheets, clients, fiat 

money, securities, and enforceable rights. 

The market taxonomy published by Next Move Strategy Consulting covers smart contracts, blockchains, 

layer-two scaling, oracles and middleware, bridges and interoperability, custody and key management. Its 

product scope includes decentralized exchanges, lending and borrowing, stablecoins and payments, 

derivatives and synthetic assets, yield and staking, real-world asset tokenization, insurance and coverage, 

asset management, data services, and infrastructure tooling. It also distinguishes regulatory status, end-user 

groups, and geographies. This breadth matters to business buyers because an institutional deployment may 

depend on a custodian, policy engine, identity and screening service, oracle, smart-contract auditor, 

liquidity provider, legal wrapper, and systems integrator working as one controlled operating model. 

The public Next Move Strategy Consulting page, last updated September 30, 2026, displays a forecast of 

USD 390.47 billion by 2030. The public summary does not provide a separate 2026 market valuation, and 

the free-sample landing page does not expose the gated sample. The forecast is therefore presented as the 

consultancy's published estimate, not an independently reproduced calculation. It should be interpreted 

with attention to scope differences, token-price sensitivity, possible double counting across protocols, and 

variation in the treatment of permissioned and permissionless arrangements. 

Developments during 2026 have sharpened the institutional decision framework. The Financial Action 

Task Force identified major gaps in implementing its standards for qualifying DeFi arrangements and 

emphasized control, influence, governance concentration, administrative privileges, and upgrade powers. 

European and UK authorities advanced regulatory pathways addressing crypto-asset services and DeFi-

linked lending and staking. U.S. banking agencies clarified that eligible tokenized securities are not 



 

 

assigned a different capital treatment solely because of their underlying technology. Asian initiatives have 

emphasized trusted digital-finance infrastructure, tokenized settlement, and controlled gateways. These 

actions do not amount to blanket approval of DeFi protocols; they demonstrate that institutional use 

depends on perimeter analysis, accountable control points, and operational safeguards. 

Durable business participation is most likely to develop through modular, risk-tiered deployments. 

Institutions should begin with bounded use cases, map protocol dependencies, retain control over keys and 

treasury mandates, establish independent assurance, and contract for incident response and exit capability. 

Protocol developers and infrastructure vendors can strengthen enterprise relevance through transparent 

governance, verifiable controls, integration standards, and jurisdiction-aware access models. Investors 

should distinguish recurring infrastructure revenue from token incentives and cyclical liquidity. 

Commercial scale will depend on converting composability into dependable, auditable, and legally 

coherent financial operations. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Financial architecture and the institutional question 

Decentralized finance is a collection of financial functions executed, coordinated, or recorded through 

public or otherwise distributed blockchain networks. The defining feature is not the absence of every 

intermediary. Rather, operational rules that would ordinarily be carried out through a corporate platform or 

a centrally administered ledger are encoded in smart contracts and exposed through network interfaces. 

Liquidity pools can quote and execute exchanges; lending contracts can accept collateral and issue loans; 

staking systems can coordinate validator services; and tokenization frameworks can represent claims on 

assets. The resulting architecture separates functions that conventional financial institutions often package 

together. That separation creates new choices for procurement, control design, and service integration. 

For institutional participants, the question is not whether decentralization is inherently superior to 

centralized finance. The relevant question is whether a particular on-chain function can improve a defined 

business process after all control, legal, technology, and risk costs are included. A trading desk may value 

continuous market access but require pre-trade controls, limits, approved counterparties, and reconciled 

books. A treasury team may value programmable settlement but require reliable redemption, liquidity 

assurance, and clear legal ownership. An asset manager may value fractionalized distribution but require 

transfer restrictions, investor eligibility controls, and enforceable rights. Each use case therefore requires 

an explicit service boundary rather than a general decision to adopt DeFi. 

DeFi also changes the relationship between product design and operational execution. A traditional 

financial product is often governed by a formal rulebook, service contracts, intermediaries, and account-

level permissions. In DeFi, business logic may be embedded in code that executes continuously once 

deployed. Transaction finality, collateral thresholds, liquidation incentives, and governance changes can 

therefore have direct financial consequences. The commercial evaluation must include how code is tested, 

how parameters are changed, who can pause or upgrade a contract, and what recourse exists when an 

automated process produces an unintended result. 



 

 

1.2 Scope, terminology, and analytical boundaries 

The term DeFi covers a wide range of technical and economic arrangements. It can describe a fully 

permissionless protocol, a smart-contract application with access restrictions, an institutional pool using 

allowlisted wallets, a tokenized financial instrument that settles through blockchain infrastructure, or a 

service that combines on-chain and off-chain operators. These arrangements have different legal and 

operational characteristics. The analysis treats them as a spectrum and avoids assuming that every 

blockchain-based financial service is decentralized or that every DeFi deployment is outside regulatory 

supervision. 

The scope follows the segmentation published by Next Move Strategy Consulting: component, product, 

regulatory status, end-user, and region. The component layer includes smart contracts, blockchains, layer-

two scaling solutions, oracles and middleware, bridge and interoperability layers, and custody and key-

management solutions. The product layer covers trading, lending, payments, derivatives, yield and staking, 

asset tokenization, coverage, asset management, data services, and tooling. These categories are used as a 

market taxonomy, not as a claim that every service is mature, legally equivalent, or suitable for 

institutional deployment. 

The audience is composed of financial institutions, enterprise treasury and finance teams, capital providers, 

technology procurement leaders, asset originators, protocol developers, market infrastructure firms, and 

professional service providers. The analytical emphasis is on enterprise adoption, vendor selection, capital 

allocation, risk ownership, distribution, and business model design. End-user categories in the supplied 

market segmentation include retail users, but retail demand is not treated as the centre of this discussion. It 

is considered only where retail-facing access affects institutional liquidity, distribution, or compliance 

obligations. 

Market-size references are restricted to the supplied Next Move Strategy Consulting page and its free-

sample landing page. The public report page displays a 2030 revenue forecast, while the accessible page 

does not provide a discrete 2026 point valuation. No alternative market-research estimate is substituted. 

Non-market facts are drawn from 2026-dated regulators, international bodies, and primary company 

announcements. Analytical judgments are identified as judgments and are not presented as observed 

market statistics. 

1.3 Research objectives and business relevance 

The first objective is to define DeFi as a commercial value chain and identify where protocol logic, 

settlement infrastructure, liquidity, custody, data, and institutional controls intersect. The second is to 

interpret the published market segmentation in terms of procurement and deployment responsibilities. The 

third is to evaluate the drivers and constraints that affect an enterprise decision to connect to on-chain 

financial services. The fourth is to examine regional regulatory signals and company developments that 

were publicly documented during 2026. The final objective is to translate those observations into an 

investment and implementation framework for organizations assessing participation. 

The analysis therefore treats technical performance, regulatory perimeter, governance, financial exposure, 

and commercial accountability as interdependent dimensions. The objective is not to predict that every 

function will migrate to permissionless networks. It is to identify the conditions under which a specific 

DeFi service can become a reliable institutional input, a managed financial product, or a scalable 

infrastructure business. 



 

 

2. Market Overview 

2.1 Definition and operating model 

DeFi refers to financial applications and infrastructure in which distributed ledgers and smart contracts 

perform, coordinate, or evidence functions such as exchange, borrowing, lending, collateral management, 

staking, derivatives, asset issuance, and payments. A blockchain supplies the shared state and transaction-

ordering environment. Smart contracts encode rules for asset transfers and financial operations. User 

interfaces, wallets, relayers, and application programming interfaces provide access. Oracles provide 

selected external data. Bridges and interoperability layers move messages or assets across networks. 

Custody and key-management systems protect the authority to initiate or approve transactions. 

The distinction between a protocol and a service provider is central. A protocol may define the rules for a 

liquidity pool, but it does not necessarily provide institutional onboarding, customer due diligence, credit 

assessment, fiat conversion, tax reporting, accounting, dispute resolution, or regulatory permissions. Those 

functions may be performed by separate businesses. An institutional product is therefore often a composite 

arrangement: a protocol for execution, a custodian for asset control, an administrator for records, a 

compliance provider for screening, a bank for fiat rails, and an integrator for workflow and reporting. 

Contractual and operational responsibility must be assigned across that chain. 

DeFi is not a single market with one universal operating model. Some protocols are governed by token 

holders; others have foundations, companies, delegates, security councils, or concentrated development 

teams. Some contracts are upgradeable; others are designed to be immutable. Some applications restrict 

access to approved addresses or rely on legal wrappers, while others permit open participation. For an 

enterprise buyer, these distinctions shape the degree of control available over onboarding, asset eligibility, 

settlement, incident response, and counterparties. The same product label can therefore describe materially 

different risk profiles. 

2.2 Institutional value chain and ecosystem 

The value chain begins with base-layer infrastructure and execution environments. Blockchain networks 

provide consensus and transaction validation, while scaling networks and rollups can increase throughput 

or reduce transaction costs for selected activities. These networks are not interchangeable simply because 

they use compatible token standards. Differences in execution, finality assumptions, sequencing, 

governance, data availability, and bridging can affect risk and service availability. Enterprise architects 

should specify the required network characteristics and test the failure modes that matter to the intended 

business process. 

The application layer contains exchange, lending, payment, derivatives, staking, tokenization, insurance, 

and asset-management protocols. Each application has its own contract design, liquidity profile, 

governance model, and dependency map. A lending deployment may depend on accepted collateral assets, 

oracle feeds, liquidation participants, reserve factors, and market incentives. A decentralized exchange 

may depend on pool liquidity, fee settings, routing algorithms, and protection against transaction 

manipulation. A tokenized asset platform may depend on the legal issuer, transfer controls, registry, 

servicing arrangement, and redemption procedure. The correct due-diligence object is the full dependency 

set, not just the principal contract address. 

The middleware layer links protocols to business systems. Oracles and data vendors provide asset prices, 

proof-of-reserves information, event data, and other external inputs. Indexers and analytics services 

transform chain activity into queryable data. Wallet infrastructure supplies key control and transaction 



 

 

policies. Custodians may provide segregated wallets, approval workflows, recovery mechanisms, and 

reporting. Bridges and interoperability systems coordinate messages or asset movement between networks. 

These suppliers are commercially important because they may be the only parties with a service contract, 

support desk, indemnity language, or formal incident process relevant to a corporate buyer. 

The institutional integration layer includes banks, payment processors, brokers, asset managers, market 

makers, fund administrators, auditors, law firms, identity providers, compliance vendors, and enterprise 

software providers. Their role is to translate on-chain outcomes into legally and operationally recognized 

events. A successful swap may still require reconciliation, tax treatment, accounting classification, 

sanctions screening, and records retention. A tokenized security may require a legally effective register and 

a process for corporate actions. A stablecoin payment may require confirmation of the issuer, redemption 

rights, wallet ownership, and the applicable payment or virtual-asset regime. 

2.3 Market dynamics and commercial use cases 

Liquidity access is a core application because decentralized exchanges aggregate assets and allow 

execution under transparent contract rules. Institutional trading requires more than a visible pool balance. 

It must assess executable depth at the intended trade size, slippage under stressed conditions, fee changes, 

concentration of liquidity providers, pool composition, token contract risk, and the possibility of adverse 

selection. A market maker may be able to operate across multiple pools, while a corporate treasury may 

prefer an approved venue list and execution policy. A liquidity provider must also account for 

impermanent loss, adverse market movement, smart-contract exposure, and the terms of any incentive 

programme. 

On-chain lending and borrowing can support collateralized financing, liquidity management, and the use 

of tokenized assets as collateral where legal and operational requirements permit. The attractiveness of a 

lending pool depends on collateral eligibility, valuation sources, concentration, liquidation mechanics, 

maturity mismatch, available exit liquidity, and governance control over parameters. Overcollateralized 

lending is generally easier to reason about than an unsecured credit product, but it does not eliminate 

borrower, protocol, oracle, market, or liquidation risk. A professional lender must distinguish protocol-

enforced collateral ratios from a legally enforceable credit claim. 

Stablecoin and payment-related services may support transfer, treasury movement, exchange settlement, or 

liquidity management. Their usefulness is dependent on the underlying issuer, redemption arrangements, 

reserve asset quality, chain availability, wallet controls, and legal classification in the relevant jurisdiction. 

A stablecoin transfer may be technically final while the commercial obligation remains unresolved because 

of sanctions concerns, beneficiary disputes, redemption delays, or an accounting mismatch. Enterprises 

should therefore model the complete movement of funds, including on-ramps, off-ramps, approval 

authority, reconciliation, and exception handling. 

Tokenization connects DeFi to assets whose legal and economic properties originate outside the 

blockchain. The token may represent a security, fund interest, receivable, commodity claim, deposit-like 

instrument, or another contractual right. The distributed ledger can support issuance, transfer restrictions, 

recordkeeping, or settlement, but it does not independently create enforceable title or guarantee the 

existence of the underlying asset. Issuers and service providers must establish the legal register, rights of 

holders, custody of underlying assets, servicing process, corporate-action treatment, and redemption route. 

DeFi pools that accept tokenized real-world assets add another layer of complexity because the protocol's 

collateral logic must align with the legal instrument. 



 

 

2.4 Published market outlook and interpretation 

The public Decentralized Finance page from Next Move Strategy Consulting displays a forecast of USD 

390.47 billion by 2030. The page identifies a broad component and product taxonomy and names fifteen 

key players. Its public metadata shows a last-updated date of September 30, 2026. The visible public 

summary does not state a separate market valuation for 2026, and no 2026 value is inferred. 

The forecast should be read as a commercial estimate whose usefulness depends on the scope applied to 

DeFi. A broad definition may include infrastructure, data services, custody, tokenized asset platforms, and 

institutional wrappers, while a narrow definition may count only protocol-level services and revenue 

directly generated by decentralized applications. The treatment of transaction volume, protocol fees, 

incentives, token appreciation, cross-chain activity, and assets that circulate through multiple applications 

can produce materially different totals. The published forecast is therefore attributed to its source and is 

not presented as a universal measurement standard. 

The 2030 estimate should not be used to value an individual protocol, infrastructure vendor, or region. 

Company investment decisions require a narrower revenue bridge: addressable enterprise workflows, 

obtainable share, service pricing, expected transaction activity, compliance costs, technology expenses, 

and the durability of fee capture. The published forecast is a directional market reference, not a substitute 

for company-level underwriting. 

Table 1. Decentralized Finance: Published Market Parameters 

Parameter Detail 

2030 revenue forecast USD 390.47 billion 

Separate 2026 valuation Not stated in the public report summary 

Report page last updated September 30, 2026 

Companies profiled 15 

Countries covered 28 

 

3. Market Segmentation 

3.1 Component segmentation 

The supplied taxonomy divides the component layer into smart contracts, blockchains, layer-two scaling 

solutions, oracles and middleware, bridge and interoperability layers, and custody and key-management 

solutions. This structure is commercially useful because each component carries a different procurement 

owner, service-level requirement, and failure mode. Institutions should avoid buying a composite DeFi 

solution without identifying which component supplies execution, which controls the signing authority, 

which provides market data, and which party is responsible for recovery or incident management. 

Smart contracts execute defined instructions when transaction conditions are satisfied. Procurement review 

should cover code provenance, audit scope, testing depth, deployment parameters, upgrade authority, 

emergency pause rights, administrative key custody, and the process for disclosing vulnerabilities. A code 

audit is evidence of a review at a point in time, not a guarantee against all defects or economic exploits. 

Buyers should obtain the exact contract addresses and versions in scope, verify whether the deployed code 

matches the reviewed code, and require change notification where governance can alter the 

implementation or parameters. 



 

 

Blockchains provide the shared execution and record environment. Network selection should be based on 

the business requirement rather than brand familiarity. Relevant criteria include transaction finality, 

validator or sequencer concentration, operational history available as of the procurement date, data 

availability, congestion behaviour, fee volatility, governance model, client diversity, and the ability to 

recover from network disruption. A buyer should also determine whether the business process can tolerate 

a network halt or a delay in transaction confirmation. Where it cannot, contingency procedures may 

require an alternate settlement route or a controlled suspension of the workflow. 

Layer-two scaling solutions can improve throughput and change transaction-cost characteristics, but they 

introduce their own assumptions about sequencing, data availability, dispute resolution, bridging, and 

upgrade mechanisms. The institution should identify whether assets are held on the base chain, on the 

scaling network, or in a bridge contract, and assess the operational consequences of moving among those 

environments. A lower nominal transaction fee is not a sufficient business case if the system increases 

reconciliation complexity or creates a new single point of operational dependency. 

Oracles and middleware are critical when contracts rely on information that originates outside their own 

ledger. Price feeds can influence collateral values, liquidation triggers, synthetic asset prices, and portfolio 

calculations. Middleware can route transactions, index events, normalize records, or provide policy checks. 

Buyers should assess data lineage, update frequency, fallback behaviour, outlier controls, service 

concentration, and how a protocol behaves when a feed is stale or unavailable. In procurement terms, 

oracle quality is not merely a developer concern; it can affect credit exposure and the validity of treasury 

controls. 

Bridge and interoperability layers enable messages, assets, or instructions to move between separate 

networks. Their usefulness is accompanied by additional trust assumptions involving validators, relayers, 

multisignature arrangements, light clients, message verification, and liquidity availability. The institution 

should consider whether it needs a bridge at all, whether a provider-operated transfer service offers clearer 

accountability, and whether exposure can be limited through transaction caps and approved routes. A 

bridge should be treated as a separate critical supplier rather than an invisible technical connector. 

Custody and key-management solutions protect the cryptographic authority needed to control digital 

assets. Institutional procurement should specify key generation, storage, signing, approval thresholds, 

segregation of duties, policy enforcement, recovery, audit evidence, personnel controls, and the process for 

changing administrators. The legal nature of custody and the identity of the custodian also matter. A wallet 

interface alone is not necessarily a custody service, and a multisignature arrangement does not by itself 

establish ownership, segregation, or recoverability. Treasury policy must define who may initiate, approve, 

and revoke each transaction class. 

3.2 Product segmentation and B2B deployment implications 

The supplied product segmentation begins with decentralized exchanges. Spot trading supports direct 

exchange of digital assets; liquidity pools and automated market makers price trades through pool reserves 

and formulaic rules; order-book DEXs organize bids and offers. Institutional users should compare these 

models on execution quality, control over market access, available liquidity, venue concentration, 

transaction ordering, and the ability to evidence best execution. Procurement should also evaluate whether 

the institution can restrict eligible assets, route orders through approved pools, and retain transaction data 

in a form that satisfies internal and external audit requirements. 

Lending and borrowing protocols are divided into overcollateralized lending, under-collateralized 

arrangements, and flash loans. Overcollateralized lending uses collateral buffers to absorb price 



 

 

movement, but it exposes lenders and borrowers to oracle error, collateral gaps, rapid liquidation, and a 

lack of recourse against a protocol participant. Under-collateralized models require a stronger basis for 

assessing identity, creditworthiness, enforceability, and default recovery. Flash loans are atomic borrowing 

arrangements whose value depends on execution within one transaction; they are not conventional 

working-capital facilities. Business buyers should map each model to its correct legal, balance-sheet, and 

risk treatment rather than assuming that the word lending describes a uniform product. 

Stablecoins and payments include crypto-native stablecoins, fiat-backed stablecoins, and payment rails, 

wallets, and remittances. For institutional use, the first procurement question is the nature of the claim 

represented by the token and the redemption path available to an eligible holder. A reserve-backed token, a 

crypto-collateralized token, and a payment token operating through a licensed issuer can have different 

rights, risks, and supervisory treatment. Enterprises should verify issuer arrangements and redemption 

terms, understand chain-specific liquidity, and apply policy controls to wallet ownership and beneficiary 

validation. A payments integrator should price the full corridor and exception process, not simply the on-

chain transfer fee. 

Derivatives and synthetic assets comprise perpetuals, futures, options, and synthetic tokenized assets. The 

contractual and operational characteristics may differ from exchange-traded derivatives or regulated 

security products. Institutional review should cover collateral segregation, oracle sources, funding-rate 

design, counterparty and liquidation exposure, market manipulation risk, and the legal characterization of 

the position. A synthetic token may track a referenced asset without conveying ownership or voting rights 

in that asset. Risk teams should therefore assess the actual payoff and legal claim rather than the label used 

in the protocol interface. 

Yield products and staking services include yield aggregators and vaults as well as liquid staking services. 

Vaults can route capital across strategies and contracts, which creates a layered dependency structure. The 

advertised yield may be variable, may include token incentives, and may be reduced by fees, losses, or 

strategy changes. Liquid staking instruments may add liquidity to an otherwise locked staking position, but 

can trade at a discount to the underlying claim and introduce protocol, validator, withdrawal-queue, and 

market-depth risks. Institutional mandates need explicit limits on leverage, rehypothecation, validator 

concentration, slashing exposure, and the use of liquid staking tokens as collateral elsewhere. 

Asset tokenization and real-world assets extend DeFi to claims linked to financial or physical assets. The 

tokenization provider may supply issuance software, but the asset originator, trustee, custodian, registrar, 

administrator, and legal counsel determine the rights represented. A permissionless pool that accepts such 

a token can create a mismatch between open transaction access and restricted transfer rules in the 

underlying instrument. Business buyers should establish how eligibility is verified, whether the token can 

be frozen or recovered under a court order, how corporate actions are processed, and what happens if the 

underlying asset is impaired or the issuer fails. 

Oracles and data services, together with infrastructure and tooling, form a product category that may be 

purchased by protocol developers and by institutional users. Data integrity, transaction simulation, wallet 

screening, analytics, monitoring, tax-lot support, and developer tooling can become recurring budget 

items. Enterprise procurement should seek measurable availability, data provenance, support response, 

encryption and access controls, business continuity arrangements, and contract terms that allocate 

responsibility for errors. A vendor that supplies information used in a collateral or compliance decision 

should be evaluated as a material risk dependency. 



 

 

3.3 Regulatory status, end-users, and geographic segmentation 

The report distinguishes unregulated arrangements, compliant arrangements, and legal wrappers. These 

categories are not a substitute for jurisdiction-specific legal analysis. A protocol may contain code that is 

publicly accessible while a particular service around it is operated by a regulated entity. Conversely, a 

legal wrapper may clarify governance or ownership without resolving all questions about control of the 

underlying code, cross-border solicitation, custody, or financial promotion. Institutional buyers should 

obtain a written perimeter assessment covering the relevant entities, functions, counterparties, and 

customer locations. 

The end-user taxonomy includes retail users, institutional participants, developers and protocol teams, 

liquidity providers and market makers, and payment and remittance users. For a B2B deployment, 

institutional participants are the core buyer group, but other end users affect protocol economics and 

compliance. Developers determine contract design and maintenance. Liquidity providers shape market 

depth and may influence pool stability. Market makers affect execution quality. Payment firms and 

remittance providers connect token transfers to fiat payment networks and business beneficiaries. Retail 

activity can influence liquidity and governance outcomes, but the enterprise analysis remains focused on 

institutional obligations and service relationships. 

The geographic taxonomy includes North America, Europe, and Asia-Pacific, with Latin America, Middle 

East, and Africa within the report's Rest of World grouping. The regional discussion later unpacks these 

areas separately because supervisory arrangements and institutional infrastructure vary materially. 

Regional segmentation should not be read as a ranking of actual DeFi penetration. It is a framework for 

comparing market access, licensing, settlement infrastructure, local banking connectivity, legal 

recognition, and the ability of an institution to operate with consistent global controls. 

3.4 Segmentation framework and procurement mapping 

Table 2 translates the published categories into the principal enterprise procurement question. It is not a 

ranking of segments, and it does not imply that the categories are mutually exclusive. A single institutional 

workflow can involve every component category and several product classes. For example, a tokenized 

collateral transaction could rely on a blockchain, layer-two network, smart contract, oracle, custody 

provider, bridge, lending market, and legal wrapper. Contracting and control design should therefore 

follow the transaction path, not the reporting taxonomy alone. 

Table 2. Decentralized Finance Segmentation and Enterprise Procurement Lens 

Segmentation Basis Published Categories Enterprise Procurement Lens 

Component 

Smart contracts; blockchains; L2 scaling solutions; 

oracles and middleware; bridge and 

interoperability layers; custody and key 

management 

Contract assurance, network selection, data 

integrity, cross-chain controls, signing authority 

Product 

DEXs; lending and borrowing; stablecoins and 

payments; derivatives and synthetic assets; yield 

and staking; tokenization and RWAs; coverage; 

asset management; data; infrastructure tooling 

Use-case fit, liquidity, legal rights, collateral, 

redemption, execution quality, service 

accountability 

Regulatory status Unregulated; compliant; legal wrappers Perimeter analysis, access controls, accountable 

entities, customer and jurisdiction restrictions 

End-user 
Retail users; institutional participants; developers 

and protocol teams; liquidity providers and market 

makers; payment and remittance users 

Institutional mandate, developer support, 

liquidity concentration, payment integration, 

counterparty controls 



 

 

Segmentation Basis Published Categories Enterprise Procurement Lens 

Region 
North America; Europe; Asia-Pacific; Rest of 

World, including Latin America, Middle East, and 

Africa 

Local authorization, banking access, data rules, 

tax, settlement and cross-border operating model 

 

4. Market Drivers 

4.1 Programmable execution and process redesign 

Programmable execution is a driver where business rules are sufficiently explicit to be represented in 

software and where shared transaction state reduces coordination costs. Collateral posting, margin 

adjustment, settlement instruction, and eligibility checks are possible candidates for automation. In a 

controlled institutional deployment, the benefit is not simply that code can execute without a manual 

instruction. The benefit must arise from fewer reconciliation breaks, a clearer record of state changes, more 

predictable processing, or the ability to coordinate participants that otherwise maintain separate records. 

Enterprises should quantify these benefits against the cost of integration and the need for exception 

handling. 

A shared ledger may reduce differences between records held by counterparties, but it does not eliminate 

operational reconciliation. Institutions still need to map token balances to their own books, identify the 

legal account or client to which an asset belongs, and reconcile network events with corporate accounting 

systems. A driver exists where the ledger provides a common evidence layer and the integration 

architecture can convert that evidence into recognized business records. Without that mapping, a 

technically successful transaction may create additional operational work rather than removing it. 

4.2 Liquidity access and financial-market connectivity 

Decentralized exchanges and liquidity protocols can provide another source of execution and asset 

liquidity. This can be useful for digital asset issuers, market makers, brokers, and institutions that need to 

manage inventory across venues. The driver is strongest where a firm can integrate protocol liquidity into 

an existing execution stack and where market depth, price formation, and settlement characteristics meet 

its standards. It is weaker where the business lacks the ability to control slippage, assess token quality, or 

reconcile trades into its books. 

Institutional market participants may use DeFi venues to support liquidity provision, arbitrage, inventory 

management, and market access for tokenized assets. These activities can create fee income or execution 

flexibility, but require a risk budget that reflects pool losses, smart-contract exposure, governance changes, 

and liquidation mechanics. The firm should evaluate net returns after incentives, transaction fees, hedging 

cost, capital usage, and operational overhead. A quoted gross yield is not a sufficient basis for allocating a 

balance-sheet mandate. 

Connectivity between tokenized assets and programmable settlement may create a further driver. A 

security or fund interest represented on a ledger can potentially interact with collateral, trading, or 

settlement applications if the legal rights and transfer controls permit it. The 2026 clarification by U.S. 

banking agencies that eligible tokenized securities are generally treated in the same manner as their non-

tokenized forms for regulatory capital purposes reduces one point of technology-specific uncertainty for 

supervised institutions. It does not approve DeFi lending or trading in every tokenized security, and banks 

must still satisfy all other applicable requirements (OCC, 2026). 



 

 

4.3 Demand for operational transparency and verifiable controls 

On-chain activity can be inspected through public transaction records, contract events, and protocol data. 

This visibility may support independent monitoring, audit analytics, liquidity surveillance, and faster 

investigation of unusual movements. The driver is not that all information becomes transparent. Wallet 

addresses may not reveal beneficial ownership, off-chain agreements may remain private, and data 

interpretation requires technical expertise. For institutional buyers, the value emerges when public records 

are joined to identity, accounting, custody, and compliance records under a controlled data-governance 

process. 

FATF's 2026 report provides a strong institutional reason to improve control mapping. It identifies that 

qualifying DeFi arrangements may fall within the relevant standards when a person exercises control or 

sufficient influence, and it describes governance-token concentration, administrative privileges, upgrade 

control, economic benefits, and infrastructure influence as relevant indicators. This creates demand for 

entity mapping, governance analytics, transaction monitoring, and documented accountability. A vendor 

that can evidence these controls can help protocol operators and institutional counterparties respond to 

due-diligence expectations (FATF, 2026). 

4.4 Tokenization and institutional workflow convergence 

Tokenization can support the representation and transfer of asset rights in a programmable format. For 

issuers and administrators, the attraction lies in connecting issuance, ownership records, servicing, and 

transfer instructions to a common infrastructure. For institutions, the opportunity is to connect digital asset 

records to financing, collateral, distribution, and post-trade processes. The business driver is strongest 

when tokenization solves a clearly identified workflow constraint, such as fragmented records or delayed 

settlement, rather than serving as a technology demonstration without a measurable operating objective. 

The Monetary Authority of Singapore's October 2026 address described the movement of assets toward 

digital form, money toward programmability, and financial infrastructure toward greater interconnection. It 

emphasized that the next challenge is safe, commercial operation at scale and identified legal frameworks, 

industry standards, and trusted infrastructure as necessary foundations. That framing supports a B2B 

interpretation: institutional demand is likely to depend on the quality of the surrounding market 

infrastructure as much as on the tokenization application itself (MAS, 2026). 

4.5 Commercial specialization across the service chain 

The driver is thus a convergence of protocol innovation and enterprise specialization. DeFi may 

decentralize the execution of certain financial functions while creating demand for accountable businesses 

around access, risk, data, and integration. For investors, recurring business-to-business revenue may be 

found in those service layers even where protocol fees are cyclical. That thesis should be validated with 

company-level evidence and cannot be inferred directly from aggregate market forecasts. 

5. Market Challenges 

5.1 Smart-contract, network, and operational risk 

Smart-contract risk includes coding defects, flawed economic assumptions, unexpected interactions among 

contracts, upgrade errors, access-control failures, and malicious exploitation. An audit can reduce 

uncertainty but cannot guarantee that every path has been tested or that future upgrades remain safe. 

Enterprise buyers should require a security dossier that identifies the deployed version, audit scope, 



 

 

unresolved findings, bug-bounty arrangements, formal verification where relevant, and incident 

disclosures. They should also assess whether the contract can be paused, who can invoke that power, and 

whether an emergency action could itself create a financial loss. 

Network risk includes congestion, sequencing changes, chain reorganizations, bridge outages, validator or 

sequencer concentration, and changes to fee or execution conditions. An enterprise workflow needs 

thresholds for transaction expiry, replacement, confirmation depth, and manual review. The business 

should determine whether it can tolerate pending transactions, whether duplicate submissions could create 

a double-execution problem, and how to evidence settlement finality under internal policy. A multi-

network strategy may improve resilience but can also increase bridge, reconciliation, and monitoring 

complexity. 

Operational risk remains significant even when the core contracts are open source. Key loss, compromised 

credentials, erroneous address entry, misconfigured allowlists, malicious software dependencies, and 

inadequate segregation of duties can produce irreversible asset movement. Organizations should use 

policy-controlled signing, transaction simulation, dual or multi-person approval, destination allowlists, out-

of-band verification for high-value transfers, and rehearsed recovery plans. The controls need to be tested 

under realistic operational pressure rather than treated as a checklist completed during vendor onboarding. 

5.2 Market, liquidity, and valuation risk 

Liquidity risk in DeFi is nonlinear. Pool depth can be visible while executable liquidity at a required size is 

limited. Incentivized liquidity may leave when rewards change, token prices fall, or market volatility 

increases. A pool that appears balanced in normal conditions may become one-sided during stress. 

Institutional users should measure depth by trade size, expected slippage, concentration of liquidity 

providers, reserve composition, withdrawal behaviour, and the availability of hedging or alternative 

venues. Stress tests should include the simultaneous withdrawal of major liquidity providers and the failure 

of a correlated asset. 

Collateral liquidation can create rapid feedback effects. A falling asset price may reduce collateral value, 

trigger liquidations, increase market selling, and further depress prices. Where several protocols accept the 

same collateral, a shock may propagate through multiple markets. Risk teams should identify shared 

collateral dependencies and set exposure limits that aggregate across protocols and chains. Collateral 

quality should include the redemption and market structure of the asset, not only its historical volatility or 

protocol whitelist status. 

Oracle risk is closely linked to valuation. A price feed may be delayed, manipulated, unavailable, or poorly 

matched to the market where liquidation must occur. Thinly traded tokens and assets with fragmented 

liquidity are particularly difficult to value reliably. Enterprise participants should understand the 

methodology, source venues, update intervals, deviation thresholds, and fallback rules of each feed. A 

lending or derivatives service should be reviewed for the circumstances in which it freezes activity, 

changes collateral factors, or continues to rely on a stale price. 

Yield and fee comparisons are also difficult. A quoted yield may combine protocol fees, token incentives, 

validator rewards, leverage, or temporary promotional payments. Its gross figure may not reflect gas costs, 

custody charges, hedging, tax, loss events, or the cost of capital. Institutional investment committees 

should require a decomposition of return sources and distinguish contractual revenue from token emissions 

or unrealized appreciation. Returns should be evaluated over scenarios that include declining utilization, 

incentive removal, volatility, and exit costs. 



 

 

5.3 Legal perimeter, financial crime, and supervisory fragmentation 

The legal status of a DeFi arrangement depends on its actual activities, entities, control structure, 

customers, and jurisdictions. A protocol may be permissionless at the smart-contract level while an 

interface operator, issuer, custodian, administrator, governance foundation, or service company performs 

regulated activities. Conversely, an autonomous software deployment may not map neatly to a 

conventional licensed entity. Institutions must identify the parties that solicit business, control access, hold 

assets, determine product terms, or exercise upgrade and administrative powers. A generic statement that a 

protocol is decentralized does not resolve these questions. 

FATF's July 2026 publication reported that 132 of 143 responding jurisdictions had not yet implemented 

FATF standards in relation to qualifying DeFi arrangements and that only two of 142 jurisdictions had 

actually licensed or registered a DeFi arrangement in practice. Those figures describe the survey 

respondents and should not be generalized into a complete global measure of regulatory coverage. They 

do, however, show that supervisory implementation remains uneven and that firms should not assume a 

common cross-border approach (FATF, 2026). 

Financial-crime controls are difficult where participants transact through pseudonymous addresses and 

open networks. Screening a wallet at onboarding is not enough if funds can move through bridges, pools, 

mixers, or intermediary addresses before reaching a service provider. Risk-based monitoring must combine 

identity information held by accountable intermediaries, wallet analytics, transaction-pattern analysis, 

sanctions screening, escalation procedures, and legally appropriate information sharing. Protocol operators 

should assess whether they have practical control points, while institutions should avoid relying on a 

counterparty's generic compliance assertion without evidence. 

Regulatory divergence increases the cost of global deployment. The European framework, UK 

authorisation process, U.S. banking capital approach, and evolving regimes in Asian and emerging markets 

address different parts of the digital asset perimeter. The same service may be treated differently 

depending on whether it provides custody, exchange, issuance, lending, or payment functionality. Legal 

teams need a jurisdiction-by-function matrix and a process for updating it when consultations, rules, or 

supervisory expectations change. A single global product configuration may not be feasible or appropriate. 

5.4 Integration, governance, and procurement barriers 

Legacy system integration can be a larger obstacle than protocol access. Treasury platforms, core banking 

systems, portfolio systems, ERP ledgers, compliance databases, and finance controls may not be designed 

to ingest on-chain events or reconcile token-level activity. Institutions need a canonical transaction record 

that links wallet, beneficial owner, asset, chain, protocol, transaction hash, internal account, valuation, and 

approval. Without that mapping, manual reconciliation and control breaks can erode the efficiency benefit 

of automation. 

Supplier due diligence is complicated when a protocol has no single contracting entity or service-level 

agreement. The institution may be able to purchase custody or analytics, but not the underlying protocol 

service. It should then identify what risks are retained internally, which are covered by a vendor contract, 

and which are effectively uninsurable or without recourse. Procurement should not assign a service owner 

to a decentralized codebase that cannot accept contractual obligations. Clear ownership of monitoring, 

escalation, and exit decisions is essential. 

Cost barriers extend beyond transaction fees. The full deployment cost can include engineering, security 

audits, external legal opinions, compliance integrations, custody, node access, analytics, incident 



 

 

management, insurance or risk transfer, staff training, accounting support, and ongoing governance 

surveillance. A pilot with limited transaction volume may not justify that fixed cost. An enterprise should 

define a minimum viable business case and a staged approval process, with the ability to stop the project if 

operating cost or risk remains disproportionate to the benefit. 

5.5 Talent, accountability, and reputational exposure 

The combination of financial engineering, software security, distributed systems, compliance, and legal 

analysis creates a specialized skill requirement. Many organizations will need a cross-functional operating 

team rather than a single blockchain lead. Procurement leaders should verify that the proposed service 

provider has named technical and control owners, a documented escalation path, and the capacity to 

support incidents across time zones. Internal staff must understand transaction finality, key authority, 

protocol governance, collateral mechanics, and the limits of third-party assurance. 

Reputational risk can arise even when a firm does not lose assets. An association with a sanctioned 

address, failed protocol, misleading yield representation, disputed tokenized claim, or poorly governed 

project can affect regulatory relationships and investor confidence. The institution should define prohibited 

exposure categories, public communications approval, event notification rules, and a process for 

suspending a relationship. Reputational analysis must be integrated into product approval rather than 

conducted only after an incident. 

6. Market Opportunities 

6.1 Institutional access and controlled execution services 

A significant opportunity exists for providers that translate open protocol access into controlled 

institutional execution. Such services can combine custody, wallet policy, counterparty screening, 

transaction simulation, approved asset lists, execution routing, and reconciliation. The business model can 

be sold as an integrated service or modular software. Customers may include banks, brokers, asset 

managers, trading firms, corporate treasury functions, and token issuers. The differentiator is not simply a 

connection to a blockchain; it is the ability to place a transaction inside an institution's existing 

authorization, recordkeeping, and risk framework. 

Providers entering this segment should define precisely where their control begins and ends. A wallet 

policy engine may validate a destination address and approval threshold but may not assess the economic 

safety of a protocol. An execution service may route a trade but may not guarantee pool liquidity. A 

custody provider may secure private keys but may not assume liability for the code of a lending market. 

Product documentation should disclose these boundaries. Enterprise buyers are likely to value a vendor 

that clearly identifies retained risks more than one that claims broad protection without a contractual or 

technical basis. 

6.2 Infrastructure, data, and assurance businesses 

Infrastructure opportunities include node services, indexing, transaction simulation, wallet analytics, oracle 

services, monitoring, cross-chain messaging, custody technology, and developer tooling. These are 

attractive to B2B buyers when they are delivered through measurable service commitments and integrate 

with existing technology environments. Vendors should offer documented interfaces, data retention 

policies, access controls, resiliency testing, incident notification, and support procedures. Their revenue 



 

 

potential depends on the depth of integration and the criticality of the function, not just the number of 

protocols listed in a product brochure. 

Independent assurance is another business opportunity. Institutions need to assess code quality, governance 

controls, protocol economics, oracle reliability, bridge assumptions, and operational readiness. A single 

audit report is not sufficient for a complex deployment. Vendors can offer continuous monitoring, version-

difference analysis, governance alerting, stress testing, reserve and collateral analytics, and structured risk 

assessments. To remain credible, assurance firms should disclose their methodology, conflicts, coverage 

limitations, and the date at which each conclusion was valid. 

Data services can convert public chain activity into decision-grade information. Institutional clients may 

require entity attribution, transaction classification, exposure aggregation, historical replay, sanctions 

alerts, and audit-ready evidence. The service provider must address false positives, attribution uncertainty, 

data latency, chain coverage, and the legal basis for processing sensitive information. A robust data 

product should expose confidence levels and uncertainty rather than presenting wallet attribution as certain 

when the evidence is probabilistic. 

6.3 Tokenized assets, collateral, and settlement partnerships 

Asset originators and market infrastructure firms can use tokenization to create digital representations of 

eligible financial or real-world claims. The opportunity is not limited to the issuance platform. It includes 

legal structuring, asset servicing, custody, transfer agency, investor eligibility, data feeds, and secondary-

market connectivity. DeFi protocols may provide liquidity or collateral functionality around tokenized 

assets where the legal structure and access policy permit it. This creates potential partnerships between 

asset managers, banks, technology firms, registrars, custodians, and protocol developers. 

Institutional partnerships should begin with a specific asset class and a complete rights map. The parties 

should identify the issuer, legal owner, beneficiary, transfer agent, custodian, valuation source, servicing 

provider, and redemption process. They should then determine which elements can be represented on-

chain and which remain in conventional systems. A token that can transfer technically but cannot convey 

an enforceable claim may not serve the intended financing or settlement purpose. Legal certainty and 

servicing reliability are therefore preconditions for product distribution. 

Collateral use is an important potential extension. If a tokenized asset can be valued, transferred, and 

enforced within a defined legal arrangement, it may become eligible for financing or collateral 

management. The protocol's collateral rules must reflect asset-specific liquidity, transfer restrictions, 

valuation frequency, and recovery process. A fund interest with restricted transfer rights should not be 

treated in the same way as a freely transferable stablecoin. The business case may require a permissioned 

pool, legal wrapper, or regulated intermediary to align the protocol with the underlying instrument. 

Settlement partnerships may connect tokenized assets with tokenized deposits, regulated stablecoins, or 

other forms of digital settlement money. The Monetary Authority of Singapore's 2026 policy framing 

emphasizes trusted digital assets, programmable money, and interconnected financial infrastructure. That 

orientation creates space for institutions to test delivery-versus-payment or payment-versus-payment 

arrangements in controlled settings. It does not mean that public DeFi protocols automatically have access 

to central-bank money or bank deposits. The partnership must specify the settlement asset, redemption 

route, eligibility rules, operating hours, and legal finality (MAS, 2026). 



 

 

6.4 Regional entry and business model design 

Market entry should be based on the regulatory and institutional use case in each jurisdiction. A protocol 

developer may prioritize a region where its institutional counterparties can obtain legal clarity and banking 

access. A custody provider may enter through local partnerships rather than a direct license. An analytics 

provider may sell cross-border software while maintaining local data, sanctions, and privacy controls. 

Investors should examine not only the demand signal but the cost of authorization, legal presence, capital 

requirements, local staffing, and the availability of bank and fiat partners. 

Acquisitions may be appropriate where a firm needs specialist technology, security talent, licensing 

capability, or established institutional relationships. However, DeFi acquisitions require technical and 

governance diligence beyond conventional software review. The buyer should examine token liabilities, 

protocol upgrade powers, treasury assets, developer dependencies, litigation and regulatory exposure, key-

person concentration, open-source licensing, and the alignment of token-holder expectations with the post-

transaction operating model. The purchase of a protocol brand does not necessarily transfer control over 

the smart contracts or governance process. 

6.5 Investment screening and capital allocation 

Investors evaluating DeFi companies should separate protocol-level activity from enterprise-grade 

revenue. Relevant questions include who pays, what service is purchased, whether the fee is recurring, 

whether revenue is retained by an operating company or distributed through a token mechanism, and how 

much support and compliance expense is needed to serve institutional customers. A protocol can exhibit 

substantial activity while the associated business has limited ability to capture value. Conversely, a 

middleware provider may generate more predictable software or service revenue from a relatively narrow 

customer base. 

Capital allocation should account for the durability of the asset or workflow served. Infrastructure 

providers linked to custody, compliance, or reconciliation may benefit from persistent institutional 

requirements. Trading and yield businesses may be more sensitive to market cycles, incentives, and 

volatility. Tokenization providers may depend on issuer adoption and the legal enforceability of assets. 

Investors should evaluate gross margin after cloud, node, security, legal, and customer-support costs, and 

should stress test revenue against declining transaction volumes or changes in token incentives. 

7. Emerging Technology Trends 

7.1 Policy-aware and permissioned liquidity pools 

Programmable access controls are emerging as a practical bridge between open protocol infrastructure and 

institutional requirements. Permissioned pools can apply eligibility criteria, allowlists, transaction hooks, 

and other policy checks while retaining the execution model of a decentralized exchange. Uniswap Labs 

introduced Permissioned Pools on Uniswap v4 in July 2026 and later explained how their hooks can 

support pool-specific restrictions. The commercial significance is that access logic can be embedded at the 

pool level rather than handled only by a separate user interface. The model still requires legal analysis of 

who operates the restrictions and whether the arrangement meets applicable obligations (Uniswap Labs, 

2026a; Uniswap Labs, 2026b). 

Policy-aware pools can be relevant for institutional market makers and token issuers that need to restrict 

counterparties, eligible assets, or geographic access. Yet controls must be tested for bypass routes, upgrade 

authority, and the effect of composability. A pool-level allowlist may not control transfers that occur 



 

 

outside the pool or on another chain. Institutions should define whether restrictions apply to wallet 

addresses, beneficial owners, legal entities, or transaction purpose, and should understand the limits of 

each method. 

7.2 Cross-chain interoperability and settlement orchestration 

As tokenized assets and liquidity appear across multiple networks, interoperability becomes a business 

architecture question rather than a simple token transfer feature. A cross-chain system may move assets, 

relay messages, or coordinate application states. Each design has different trust assumptions and 

operational consequences. Institutional buyers should seek visibility into validator and relayer roles, 

message verification, bridge custody, liquidity provision, replay protection, and recovery when one 

network is unavailable. The objective should be to minimize unnecessary cross-chain dependencies while 

preserving the asset mobility required by the business process. 

An emerging procurement pattern is to treat orchestration as a managed layer. An institution can use a 

service provider to route transactions, apply policy rules, check balances, and reconcile outcomes across 

approved networks. That model may be preferable to building a custom bridge strategy internally. 

However, it concentrates responsibility in the orchestrator and requires the buyer to evaluate service 

continuity, key control, data integrity, and dependency on specific underlying networks. The architecture 

should support a transparent exit path if the provider or network ceases to meet requirements. 

7.3 Tokenized collateral and real-world asset connectivity 

Tokenized collateral is a technology trend only when the token's legal claim and servicing arrangement can 

support the proposed use. Protocols can potentially reference tokenized funds, securities, receivables, or 

other assets in lending and liquidity workflows. The difficult work is often off-chain: confirming the asset 

exists, maintaining the legal register, processing corporate actions, enforcing transfer restrictions, and 

managing defaults. A platform that connects the token to a protocol must align the smart contract's state 

with the legal and administrative record. 

For enterprise deployment, the next phase is likely to be controlled interoperation between tokenized asset 

systems and DeFi-like liquidity modules. That can include allowlisted collateral pools, legal wrappers, on-

chain reporting, and defined redemption windows. It is not necessary for every element to be 

permissionless. A hybrid model may preserve programmable settlement while restricting the activities that 

require identity, investor eligibility, or regulated intermediation. Product architects should identify which 

controls need to be enforced in code and which require contractual or operational procedures. 

7.4 Continuous assurance, formal verification, and machine-readable controls 

Security assurance is moving toward a continuous model because protocols can change through upgrades, 

governance decisions, new integrations, and changes in accepted assets. Static audit reports may become 

outdated when dependencies change. Continuous monitoring can track code releases, admin-key changes, 

parameter updates, oracle deviations, liquidity concentration, and unusual transaction patterns. Enterprise 

procurement should evaluate alert quality and response time, not just the number of monitored contracts. 

The service should explain how it distinguishes a material risk event from ordinary protocol activity. 

Formal verification and automated testing can strengthen confidence in selected contract properties. They 

may demonstrate that defined invariants hold under specified assumptions, but they do not resolve every 

economic or legal risk. A formally verified contract can still depend on a compromised oracle, an unsafe 

upgrade process, or an asset that does not perform as expected. Organizations should record the properties 



 

 

tested, the assumptions made, and the systems excluded from the proof. Assurance should be layered 

across code, governance, infrastructure, and operating procedures. 

7.5 AI-supported operations and analytical tooling 

AI-supported tools may assist with anomaly detection, code review triage, protocol monitoring, natural-

language search across governance proposals, and reconciliation of high-volume transaction records. Their 

appropriate role is decision support, not autonomous control over treasury or credit exposures. Models can 

misclassify wallet behaviour, overlook new exploit patterns, or produce explanations that do not reflect the 

underlying transaction. Any AI-enabled control should preserve source evidence, confidence indicators, 

review logs, and a human escalation path for material actions. 

A practical procurement test is whether AI reduces the time required to investigate a defined class of event 

without weakening the evidentiary standard. Vendors should explain training and evaluation boundaries, 

data freshness, false-positive and false-negative treatment, model-change controls, and how customer data 

is protected. Where the AI recommendation triggers a freeze, transfer restriction, or risk escalation, the 

institution should establish who has authority to approve the action and how the decision can be 

challenged. 

Table 3. Emerging Technology Trends and Enterprise Applications 

Technology Trend Description Enterprise Relevance 

Policy-aware pools Pool-level hooks can apply participation 

restrictions and tailored execution rules 

Potential path to controlled liquidity 

environments, subject to legal and technical 

validation 

Cross-chain orchestration Coordinates asset or message movement between 

multiple networks 

Supports multi-network workflows but requires 

bridge risk, message verification, and 

reconciliation controls 

Tokenized collateral Connects on-chain representations of assets to 

financing and liquidity processes 
Requires enforceable rights, reliable servicing, 

eligible transfer controls, and valuation data 

Continuous assurance Monitors code, governance, parameters, oracles, 

and liquidity after deployment 
Provides ongoing visibility into changing 

protocol dependencies and exposure 

AI-supported analytics Assists anomaly detection, code triage, 

governance review, and transaction analysis 

Can accelerate investigation when outputs are 

auditable and material actions remain subject to 

human control 

 

8. Regional Analysis 

8.1 North America 

The U.S. banking agencies' March 5, 2026 interagency FAQs clarify that eligible tokenized securities 

should generally receive the same regulatory capital treatment as the corresponding non-tokenized form 

when legal rights are identical, and that the capital rule does not create a different treatment solely because 

a permissioned or permissionless blockchain is used. This is a technology-neutral clarification, not a 

blanket permission for banks to engage in every DeFi activity. Banks must continue to assess legal rights, 

risk weights, collateral eligibility, custody, operational risk, and supervisory requirements (OCC, 2026). 

For U.S. businesses, the market-entry question is increasingly function-specific. A firm building custody, 

analytics, or wallet policy software may have a different compliance profile from a firm operating a 

lending interface, exchange, or payment service. B2B vendors should define whether they merely provide 



 

 

software or also control assets, solicit transactions, or exercise discretion. Banks and institutional investors 

should map the legal entity and service provider for each critical function, and should require transparent 

escalation arrangements for protocol incidents. The ability to isolate exposure by chain, product, and 

counterparty will be important for internal risk approval. 

Canada and Mexico can offer cross-border business relationships and customer corridors, but a regional 

strategy needs country-specific analysis of digital-asset rules, payment infrastructure, tax, data protection, 

and banking access. A vendor should avoid assuming that U.S. authorization or contractual terms 

automatically extend across borders. Institutions should identify whether the proposed service is available 

to their local entity, whether assets can be held and redeemed under local requirements, and whether the 

service provider can support local-language documentation, reporting, and incident response. Regional 

distribution partnerships may reduce entry cost but should not blur legal responsibility. 

8.2 Europe 

The European Securities and Markets Authority's September 30, 2026 response to the European 

Commission's MiCA review called for clarification and improvements addressing emerging business 

models including DeFi, staking, lending, and borrowing. ESMA also identified disclosure and supervision 

measures intended to address risks involving costs, collateral arrangements, losses, unauthorised services, 

and non-compliant stablecoins. The statement is a set of recommendations in a review process; it should 

not be described as a fully enacted change to MiCA. Its significance is that institutions should expect 

continued policy attention to the boundaries between regulated crypto-asset services and DeFi-linked 

products (ESMA, 2026a). 

The European Banking Authority's September 2026 priority-setting also identified crypto-asset lending, 

including DeFi, as an area relevant to MiCA review. Separately, ESMA's April 2026 statement on the end 

of transitional periods under MiCA stated that the transition period expires on July 1, 2026 and that firms 

without the required authorization must cease relevant business or conduct an orderly wind-down. These 

requirements apply to covered crypto-asset service providers and should not be simplistically applied to 

every autonomous smart contract. The institutional implication is to verify whether a service provider falls 

within the regulated perimeter and whether its authorization and passporting status cover the services 

offered (EBA, 2026; ESMA, 2026b). 

The United Kingdom's Financial Conduct Authority opened its gateway for cryptoasset firms to apply for 

authorization on September 30, 2026. The FCA said firms intending to continue operating in the UK 

should apply by February 28, 2027, ahead of the new regime coming into force on October 25, 2027. The 

new regime is relevant to market participants planning a UK business model, but it is not a statement that 

every DeFi protocol is authorized or that all decentralized arrangements are captured identically. Firms 

should map the proposed regulated activities, operating entities, customer journey, financial promotions, 

safeguarding, and governance model before choosing a market-entry route (FCA, 2026). 

8.3 Asia-Pacific 

Singapore's Monetary Authority emphasized in October 2026 that digital assets, programmable money, 

and interconnected financial infrastructure must be supported by legal and regulatory frameworks, industry 

standards, and trusted infrastructure if they are to operate safely and commercially at scale. The speech 

described tokenization as moving from feasibility toward the challenge of commercial adoption. For B2B 

firms, the signal is that technical demonstrations need to be converted into service models with clear rights, 



 

 

regulated settlement instruments, operational resilience, and repeatable customer value. It does not 

constitute blanket approval of public DeFi applications (MAS, 2026). 

Hong Kong's Monetary Authority announced on November 2, 2026 that the Project Ensemble pilot phase 

was advancing toward round-the-clock settlement in tokenized central bank money. The initiative concerns 

settlement infrastructure for tokenized deposits and other tokenized assets, with banks and industry 

participants involved. It is relevant to the institutional environment because it develops trusted settlement 

rails that may connect to digital asset workflows. It is not itself a permissionless DeFi protocol, nor 

evidence that public protocols can settle directly in central-bank money without an approved interface and 

legal framework (HKMA, 2026). 

Japan is a particularly relevant example of a business-led gateway model. On October 2, 2026, Uniswap 

Labs reported that SMBC Nikko and Nethermind were developing a DeFi Gateway on Uniswap v4 for 

Japanese investors. The announcement describes custom pools designed around Japan's regulatory 

requirements and hooks intended to perform AML/CFT checks and investor protections, with completion 

targeted for mid-2027. The project demonstrates a planned institutional bridge between conventional 

securities expertise and protocol infrastructure. Because the completion date is in the future, it should be 

treated as a development programme rather than an operationally completed service (Uniswap Labs, 

2026c). 

8.4 Latin America 

Brazil's central bank published a 2026 update concerning virtual-asset service providers and anti-money-

laundering controls. Its stated measures include supervisory information requirements and controls 

affecting certain transfers involving self-hosted wallets, with provisions taking effect on October 1, 2026 

and some data provisions scheduled for January 1, 2027. This is a jurisdiction-specific regulatory 

development and should not be generalized to other Latin American countries. For businesses operating in 

Brazil, it reinforces the need to map wallet ownership, transaction flows, reporting obligations, and 

counterparty relationships (Banco Central do Brasil, 2026). 

Regional deployment requires careful handling of fiat on-ramps and off-ramps, local banking relationships, 

tax, foreign-exchange rules, and consumer or investor protection where applicable. A DeFi payment 

workflow can move a token quickly while the conversion into local currency remains dependent on banks 

or licensed payment entities. Corporate buyers should assess the complete settlement corridor, including 

redemption availability during stress, the identity of local counterparties, and the process for handling 

delayed or rejected transactions. A business case based solely on a lower blockchain transfer fee would be 

incomplete. 

8.5 Middle East and Africa 

The United Arab Emirates has continued to update its virtual-asset rulebooks and related compliance 

material during 2026. Those updates demonstrate active regulatory maintenance, but businesses must 

identify the relevant authority, activity, legal entity, and geographic scope before relying on a licence or 

rulebook. A company operating under one virtual-asset framework should not assume that its authorization 

extends to other emirates, free zones, or national financial activities without confirming the perimeter. 

Vendor due diligence should include the exact license status and any restrictions on client type or asset 

activity (VARA, 2026). 

In South Africa, the South African Reserve Bank and related authorities issued a 2026 communication on a 

draft Crypto Assets Manual addressing cross-border activities and an activity-based approach. The draft 



 

 

context is important: it indicates a regulatory proposal and consultation rather than a final rule. For 

financial institutions and service providers, the immediate implication is to monitor the proposed treatment 

of cross-border crypto-asset flows and assess how capital-flow controls may interact with digital asset 

transfers. Businesses should not present the draft as an enacted permission or prohibition (SARB, 2026). 

Table 4. Regional Characteristics and B2B Implications 

Region Key Characteristics B2B Implications 

North America 
Bank capital clarification for eligible tokenized 

securities; distinct national and subnational 

regulatory responsibilities 

Prioritize institutional custody, compliant 

connectivity, tokenized securities, and function-

specific legal analysis 

Europe MiCA transition implementation and active review 

of DeFi, staking, lending, and borrowing treatment 
Verify provider authorization, cross-border 

permissions, and local product classification 

Asia-Pacific 
Institutional digital-finance initiatives, tokenized 

settlement infrastructure, and Japan gateway 

development 

Build partnerships around regulated rails, legal 

frameworks, settlement, and jurisdiction-aware 

access 

Latin America 
Country-specific virtual-asset and AML updates; 

settlement corridors remain dependent on local 

banking arrangements 

Evaluate fiat conversion, local rules, wallet 

reporting, and bank/payment partner coverage 

Middle East & Africa 
Active rulebook maintenance in some financial 

centres and draft cross-border policy work in 

South Africa 

Use selective local entry, verify the applicable 

authority and license perimeter, and design 

country-level controls 

 

9. Competitive Landscape 

9.1 Competitive structure and basis of comparison 

The competitive environment spans protocol developers, foundations, governance communities, 

infrastructure suppliers, custody firms, security specialists, liquidity providers, and regulated financial 

institutions. These participants do not compete on identical terms. A decentralized exchange competes for 

liquidity and execution activity; a lending protocol competes for suppliers, borrowers, collateral assets, and 

governance confidence; a custody provider competes on controls and institutional service; an oracle 

provider competes on data quality and resilience; and a systems integrator competes on the ability to 

connect multiple services into a controlled workflow. A meaningful competitive assessment must therefore 

identify the relevant layer and customer purchase decision. 

The Next Move Strategy Consulting page lists Lido, Aave Protocol/Aave, Uniswap Labs, 

MakerDAO/Maker (Sky), Yearn Finance, Synthetix, Frax, Rocket Pool, GMX, 1inch, Balancer, JustLend 

DAO, Alchemix Labs, Liquity AG, and Bancor as key players. The list is a report-defined set of 

companies and protocols, not a ranked league table. Inclusion does not establish that each participant has 

the same legal structure, business model, revenue quality, institutional reach, or level of decentralization. 

The companies and protocol names are used here as a coverage frame, with the business relevance of each 

tied to its functional category rather than an unsupported market-share ranking. 

9.2 Protocol and company coverage 

Lido and Rocket Pool are associated with liquid staking and validator-related infrastructure. Their 

relevance to institutional buyers concerns the representation of staked positions, validator exposure, 

withdrawal mechanics, governance control, and secondary liquidity. Institutional diligence should examine 

how staking rewards are calculated, how commissions and fees are set, how validator performance and 



 

 

slashing risks are monitored, and whether liquid staking tokens can be redeemed or sold at an acceptable 

price under stress. The presence of a liquid token does not remove the underlying operational and market 

risks of staking. 

Aave Protocol/Aave and JustLend DAO fall within the lending and borrowing cluster of the report's 

competitive coverage. Their business relevance lies in collateralized liquidity, asset supply, borrowing, and 

automated risk parameters. Institutional review should focus on accepted collateral, oracle design, reserve 

settings, liquidation incentives, governance changes, and the legal characterization of participation. A 

lender should understand whether its position is a protocol claim, a tokenized receipt, or an enforceable 

contractual debt. A borrower should test whether collateral can be withdrawn or refinanced under stressed 

market conditions. 

Uniswap Labs, 1inch, Balancer, Bancor, and GMX represent different forms of exchange, routing, 

liquidity, or derivatives functionality within the supplied player set. Their relevance is in execution and 

liquidity infrastructure. Institutional users should compare routing transparency, price impact, market 

depth, fee mechanisms, pool design, governance, and transaction controls. A venue or router that is 

suitable for one asset pair may not be suitable for another. Market makers should also account for capital 

efficiency, inventory exposure, and adverse selection when deciding where to commit liquidity. 

9.3 Strategic moves, alliances, and competitive positioning 

The clearest 2026 institutional partnership example in the selected company evidence is the Uniswap Labs 

announcement that SMBC Nikko and Nethermind are building a DeFi Gateway for Japan on Uniswap v4. 

The announced design includes custom liquidity pools aligned to Japanese regulatory requirements and 

hooks intended to perform AML/CFT checks and investor protections. Uniswap Labs, Base, and Nyx 

Foundation were described as supporting development, with completion targeted for mid-2027. The 

initiative is important because it links a securities firm and technical development partners with a 

programmable exchange environment. It remains a project under development, so its future functionality 

and commercial adoption should not be presumed (Uniswap Labs, 2026c). 

Uniswap Labs also announced Permissioned Pools for Uniswap v4 in July 2026 and published an 

explanatory article in August. These announcements indicate a product direction in which pool developers 

can use hooks to set access or participation rules. The business implication is that decentralized exchange 

infrastructure can be adapted for more controlled use cases. However, permissioning does not 

automatically establish compliance with securities, payments, AML, investor-protection, or custody law. 

Each deployment needs a legal analysis and technical testing of whether the pool-level restrictions match 

the relevant obligation (Uniswap Labs, 2026a; Uniswap Labs, 2026b). 

Table 5. Report-Listed Companies and Their B2B Relevance 

Company or Protocol Primary Focus Cluster Key Business Relevance 

Lido Liquid staking Staking exposure, validator controls, withdrawal 

and liquid-token risk assessment 

Aave Protocol / Aave Lending and borrowing Collateralized liquidity, oracle and liquidation 

governance, institutional risk review 

Uniswap Labs Decentralized exchange infrastructure Liquidity access, pool configuration, and 

permission-aware execution developments 

MakerDAO / Maker 

(Sky) Stable-value assets and collateral governance Stablecoin design, reserve and collateral 

parameters, governance monitoring 



 

 

Company or Protocol Primary Focus Cluster Key Business Relevance 

Yearn Finance Yield strategies and vaults Strategy composition, protocol dependency 

mapping, and return decomposition 

Synthetix Derivatives and synthetic assets Synthetic exposure, collateral, oracle and 

settlement risk review 

Frax Stablecoin and collateral-related services Asset design, liquidity and reserve governance 

assessment 

Rocket Pool Liquid staking and validator services Validator concentration, staking rewards, and 

redemption considerations 

GMX Decentralized trading and derivatives Execution, liquidity, collateral, and liquidation 

analysis 

1inch DEX aggregation and routing Execution path transparency, price impact, and 

venue integration 

Balancer Automated market making and liquidity pools Pool structure, asset concentration, fee design, 

and market-maker controls 

JustLend DAO Lending and borrowing Collateral eligibility, reserve settings, and 

governance diligence 

Alchemix Labs Yield-linked financial strategies Strategy dependencies, collateral logic, and 

withdrawal conditions 

Liquity AG Collateralized borrowing protocol Collateral and liquidation design, liquidity and 

governance review 

Bancor Decentralized liquidity and exchange mechanisms Pool exposure, liquidity protection design, and 

integration assessment 

 

10. Recent Industry Developments 

10.1 International financial-crime guidance 

On July 21, 2026, FATF published a targeted report on regulatory challenges from DeFi. It reported that 

132 of 143 responding jurisdictions had not implemented FATF standards in relation to qualifying DeFi 

arrangements and that only two of 142 jurisdictions had licensed or registered such an arrangement in 

practice. FATF highlighted permissionless access, automated smart-contract execution, cross-border reach, 

pseudonymous transactions, and the persistence of centralized control points such as governance 

concentration, administrative privileges, upgrade powers, and influence over infrastructure. The report is a 

key 2026 reference for protocol operators and institutions assessing AML/CFT responsibilities (FATF, 

2026). 

The immediate business consequence is the need to identify who exercises control or sufficient influence 

over an arrangement and whether that person may fall within relevant obligations. Protocol teams should 

document governance and administrative powers, assess their role in access and transaction flows, and 

maintain a defensible escalation model. Institutional counterparties should request evidence of control 

mapping and risk procedures rather than accept a decentralization label. FATF's analysis does not mean 

every protocol is automatically a regulated entity; it means the relevant facts and roles must be examined. 

10.2 European policy review and transition implementation 

On September 30, 2026, ESMA submitted recommendations in the European Commission's MiCA review 

process addressing emerging business models including DeFi, staking, lending, and borrowing. Its 



 

 

proposed areas included proportionate disclosure around costs, risks, collateral, rewards, and potential 

losses, as well as stronger supervisory tools for unauthorised services and non-compliant stablecoins. 

These are recommendations to refine the framework, not final legislative amendments. Institutions should 

monitor the legislative and supervisory process and avoid treating the consultation response as an 

immediately operative rule (ESMA, 2026a). 

ESMA's April 2026 statement addressed the end of MiCA transitional periods, which expired on July 1, 

2026. It stated that covered crypto-asset service providers without the required authorisation must cease 

relevant services or conduct an orderly wind-down. EBA's September 2026 priority announcement also 

identified crypto-asset lending, including DeFi, as an area relevant to the MiCA review. Taken together, 

these developments heighten the need to verify the authorization of intermediaries and to distinguish 

regulated services from protocol code or other activities outside a provider's perimeter (ESMA, 2026b; 

EBA, 2026). 

10.3 United Kingdom authorisation gateway 

The FCA announced on September 30, 2026 that the gateway for cryptoasset firms to apply for 

authorization had opened. Firms intending to continue operating in the UK were directed to apply by 

February 28, 2027, ahead of the regime's scheduled commencement on October 25, 2027. The FCA 

described the upcoming framework as covering areas including consumer protection, safeguarding, market 

integrity, and financial resilience. For B2B suppliers, this creates a defined planning horizon for licensing, 

governance, outsourcing, capital, and product design. Firms must establish whether their activities fall 

within scope and should not assume that a protocol's global accessibility replaces a required local 

authorization (FCA, 2026). 

10.4 U.S. bank capital clarification and stablecoin implementation 

On March 5, 2026, the OCC transmitted interagency FAQs from the OCC, Federal Reserve, and FDIC on 

the regulatory capital treatment of tokenized securities. The agencies clarified that the technology used to 

issue or transact in a security does not generally change its capital treatment, and that the capital rule does 

not distinguish between permissioned and permissionless blockchain technology. An eligible tokenized 

security with legal rights identical to its non-tokenized form should be treated in the same manner for 

regulatory capital purposes, subject to the other requirements of the capital rule. This is a significant 

clarification for bank technology planning, but not a blanket DeFi authorization (OCC, 2026). 

The U.S. Treasury published an August 2026 proposed rulemaking related to implementation of the 

GENIUS Act for payment stablecoins. Proposed requirements can affect issuer arrangements, reserve 

disclosures, supervision, and how payment tokens are connected to regulated institutions. Businesses 

should track the final rulemaking and distinguish proposed requirements from effective obligations. 

Treasury, banking, payment, and protocol partners should assess whether the stablecoin used in a DeFi 

workflow can be issued, held, redeemed, and transferred in a manner consistent with the applicable 

framework (U.S. Treasury, 2026). 

10.5 Institutional product and infrastructure announcements 

Uniswap Labs announced Permissioned Pools for Uniswap v4 on July 23, 2026 and published a further 

explanation on August 24, 2026. The development allows pool-specific hooks to support tailored 

participation rules. It is a product-level development that may help financial institutions and asset issuers 

explore restricted liquidity environments. Its business relevance depends on the implementation of identity, 



 

 

eligibility, monitoring, governance, and legal obligations around each pool (Uniswap Labs, 2026a; 

Uniswap Labs, 2026b). 

On October 2, 2026, Uniswap Labs announced that SMBC Nikko and Nethermind were building a DeFi 

Gateway for Japan using Uniswap v4, with support from Uniswap Labs, Base, and Nyx Foundation. The 

planned gateway combines custom pools designed around Japanese regulatory requirements with controls 

intended to support AML/CFT and investor protection. The announcement stated a target completion of 

mid-2027. This is evidence of a development partnership and not evidence that the gateway is already live 

or has achieved institutional scale (Uniswap Labs, 2026c). 

Hong Kong's Monetary Authority announced on November 2, 2026 that Project Ensemble's pilot phase 

was advancing to round-the-clock settlement in tokenized central bank money. The announcement 

described an infrastructure direction for interbank settlement of tokenized deposits and tokenized assets. Its 

importance to DeFi is indirect: it strengthens the institutional settlement environment in which tokenized 

assets may operate, but it does not make the central-bank money rail a public DeFi protocol. Banks and 

infrastructure providers should assess the access conditions and permitted use cases as the pilot develops 

(HKMA, 2026). 

Singapore's Monetary Authority used its October 9, 2026 address to set out a framework for trusted digital 

finance built on legal and regulatory foundations, standards, and infrastructure. The speech emphasized the 

movement from technical feasibility to commercial scaling. For vendors, this reinforces the need to 

demonstrate operational reliability and a clear institutional use case. For investors, it suggests that the 

credibility of partners and settlement arrangements may be decisive in turning pilots into revenue-

producing services (MAS, 2026). 

Brazil's central bank published 2026 updates affecting virtual-asset service providers and AML controls, 

including measures with an October 1, 2026 effective date and certain data provisions scheduled for 

January 1, 2027. South African authorities issued a 2026 draft Crypto Assets Manual communication 

addressing cross-border activity and an activity-based approach. These two developments illustrate 

different regional regulatory pathways: a measure with stated effective dates in Brazil and a draft policy 

process in South Africa. Businesses should confirm the exact legal status and effective scope before 

changing operating procedures (Banco Central do Brasil, 2026; SARB, 2026). 

11. Future Outlook 

11.1 Institutional adoption through bounded operating models 

From the 2026 baseline, institutional adoption is more likely to proceed through bounded operating models 

than through immediate migration of entire financial functions to permissionless protocols. Banks, asset 

managers, brokers, payment providers, and corporate treasury teams will first identify workflows where 

the business value is tangible and exposure can be controlled. These may include settlement of tokenized 

assets, approved liquidity sourcing, collateral operations, or data and monitoring services. The initial 

design should specify eligible assets, permitted counterparties, transaction limits, chain selection, custody, 

service providers, exception handling, and exit conditions. 

A bounded model can include a regulated intermediary or a legal wrapper around parts of the workflow. 

This can improve accountability and make procurement more familiar, but it also creates a dependency on 

the wrapper's governance and solvency. Institutional users should ask whether the wrapper has authority 

over the relevant assets and whether it can enforce the expected restrictions. A legal entity that exists only 



 

 

to provide a name or contractual form without practical control may not solve the underlying risk. The 

operating model must align legal rights, technical authority, and service responsibilities. 

11.2 Regulation and accountability 

The regulatory outlook is likely to remain activity-based and jurisdiction-specific. FATF's 2026 report 

emphasizes functional control and influence in determining whether a qualifying arrangement falls within 

relevant standards. ESMA's MiCA review recommendations highlight the need for clarity around DeFi, 

staking, lending, and borrowing. The FCA's new authorisation gateway creates a defined UK transition 

path, while U.S. banking agencies have clarified the technology-neutral treatment of eligible tokenized 

securities for capital purposes. These developments point toward closer scrutiny of real functions, 

accountable operators, and the relationship between digital assets and established financial obligations. 

For businesses, the practical response is to maintain a regulatory change process that links legal 

developments to product and vendor changes. A rule update can affect onboarding, asset eligibility, 

financial promotions, safeguarding, recordkeeping, custody, or cross-border transfers. Product teams 

should be able to identify affected jurisdictions and customers quickly. Compliance should not be limited 

to annual policy reviews; material protocol upgrades, new asset listings, new bridges, and new distribution 

partners may require a fresh assessment. 

11.3 Technology, infrastructure, and resilience 

Technology investment is likely to concentrate on reliable connectivity, policy-aware execution, custody, 

oracle quality, interoperability, analytics, and continuous assurance. Institutions will need a consistent 

view of positions and transactions across chains and protocols. This encourages development of 

standardized data models and workflow connectors that can populate enterprise ledgers and risk systems. 

Vendors will compete on reliability, integration cost, monitoring, and the clarity of their responsibility. 

Open interfaces and portable records can help customers avoid lock-in, but they require careful design of 

identity, key control, and data permissions. 

Resilience planning should include network outages, smart-contract exploits, oracle failures, bridge 

incidents, governance attacks, key compromise, and service-provider failure. Institutions should test 

scenarios in which a position cannot be exited at the expected time or price. A business continuity plan 

should identify who can halt new exposure, how positions are valued during a disruption, how customers 

and regulators are informed, and which alternative settlement route is available. A protocol pause or 

upgrade must not be assumed to restore assets or eliminate legal claims. 

11.4 Commercialization, investment, and strategic priorities 

Commercialization will depend on the ability to translate technical capability into products with clear 

buyers, pricing, and measurable outcomes. Infrastructure vendors should identify the budget owner and 

service-level metric for each product. Protocol teams seeking institutional participation should provide 

governance documentation, security evidence, integration support, and a reliable path for communicating 

changes. Financial institutions should prefer use cases in which the asset, settlement process, and risk 

responsibilities can be clearly articulated. The most successful institutional products may combine on-

chain execution with conventional legal, custody, and payment services. 

Investors should use different underwriting methods for infrastructure companies, protocol operators, 

tokenized asset issuers, and liquidity providers. Infrastructure revenue should be tested for recurring 

contract quality and customer concentration. Protocol economics should be tested for the distribution of 



 

 

fees, incentives, treasury funding, and governance control. Asset-tokenization companies should be 

evaluated for issuer relationships, servicing capacity, and enforceable rights. Liquidity businesses should 

be evaluated on risk-adjusted returns and ability to withstand stress. A headline sector CAGR cannot 

substitute for these analyses. 

11.5 Implementation priorities for B2B decision-makers 

An enterprise seeking to proceed should appoint an accountable business sponsor and a cross-functional 

control group spanning treasury, technology, risk, compliance, legal, finance, procurement, and operations. 

The group should select one use case with a specific performance or service objective. It should define the 

permitted asset set, network, counterparties, transaction thresholds, and custody structure. A dependency 

inventory should include contracts, oracles, bridges, wallet services, data vendors, interface operators, and 

any legal wrapper. The inventory should be updated when an integration or governance change adds a new 

dependency. 

The procurement process should obtain service descriptions, security evidence, governance disclosures, 

incident histories available to the supplier, business-continuity documentation, data lineage, and 

contractual remedies. Where the protocol itself cannot contract, the institution should identify a service 

provider that can accept obligations for the functions it performs. The institution should preserve its own 

ability to monitor transactions and restrict exposure. It should also define whether the vendor can 

subcontract, change critical components, or alter control logic without prior notice. 

Finally, the institution should compare the complete lifecycle cost and risk of the DeFi workflow with its 

existing process. The comparison should include capital usage, settlement time, reconciliation effort, 

technology expense, custody and compliance charges, liquidity cost, legal support, and contingency 

arrangements. A positive outcome should be defined in terms of net operating value and acceptable 

residual risk. This prevents an enterprise from treating novelty, public visibility, or headline market growth 

as a sufficient reason to proceed. 

12. Conclusion 

Decentralized finance is best understood as a configurable set of financial functions and infrastructure 

components rather than a single product category. Its business relevance comes from programmable 

execution, shared transaction records, liquidity access, tokenized assets, and the ability to connect financial 

services through modular protocols. Yet institutional value emerges only when those capabilities are 

integrated with custody, legal rights, governance, compliance, accounting, and operational resilience. The 

market's component and product breadth creates opportunities for protocol teams and specialist vendors, 

while simultaneously increasing the diligence required of enterprise buyers. 

The Next Move Strategy Consulting public page displays a forecast of USD 390.47 billion by 2030. That 

forecast is a published source estimate and should not be interpreted as a verified 2026 point valuation or 

as revenue available to every participant. The stronger investment question is which business functions can 

capture durable fees and which service providers can support them with measurable controls. Custody, 

policy-aware execution, analytics, security assurance, interoperability, tokenization administration, and 

enterprise integration are important areas for evaluation. 

The 2026 regulatory and company developments show movement toward clearer control expectations and 

more carefully designed institutional gateways. FATF has highlighted implementation gaps and practical 

control indicators. European authorities are reviewing treatment of DeFi-linked services, the UK has 



 

 

opened a route toward a new cryptoasset regime, and U.S. banking agencies have clarified a technology-

neutral capital treatment for eligible tokenized securities. In Asia, institutional projects emphasize trusted 

settlement infrastructure and controlled access. These developments create a more defined environment for 

due diligence, but do not confer blanket approval on permissionless protocols. 

For B2B decision-makers, the recommended course is selective engagement. Institutions should begin with 

a bounded workflow, verify the legal perimeter, map all technical and service dependencies, protect key 

authority, stress-test liquidity and exits, integrate transaction records into enterprise systems, and maintain 

the ability to suspend or terminate exposure. Protocol developers should make governance, upgrades, 

security, and control boundaries transparent. Infrastructure vendors should offer reliable, auditable, and 

contractually clear services. Investors should underwrite business-level revenue and risk rather than 

treating on-chain activity as a proxy for recurring earnings. 

The long-term commercial position of DeFi will depend on its ability to operate alongside regulated 

institutions without obscuring responsibility. Hybrid arrangements may preserve the speed and 

programmability of smart contracts while relying on established legal entities, custody, settlement assets, 

and compliance controls. The firms that solve this interface between open networks and accountable 

business operations are likely to be important partners in the next phase of institutional digital finance. 
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