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Abstract—Smart contract platforms based on the UTXO
model face an efficiency bottleneck, in that any transaction
sent to a contract must specify the entire updated contract
state. This requirement becomes particularly burdensome
when the contract state contains dynamic data structures, as
needed in many use cases to track interactions between users
and the contract. The problem is twofold: on the one hand,
a large state in transactions implies a large transaction fee;
on the other hand, a large centralized state is detrimental to
the parallelization of transactions — a feature that is often
cited as a key advantage of UTXO-based blockchains over
account-based ones. We propose a technique to efficiently
execute smart contracts on an extended UTXO blockchain,
which allows the contract state to be distributed across
multiple UTXOs. In this way, transactions only need to
specify the part of the state they need to access, reducing
their size (and fees). We show how to exploit our model to
parallelize the validation of transactions on multi-core CPUs.
We implement our technique and provide an empirical
validation of its effectiveness.

1. Introduction

Current smart contract platforms can be roughly parti-
tioned in two main classes: account-based (e.g., Ethereum)
and UTXO-based (e.g., Cardano). Besides the well-known
differences in the programming style of their smart con-
tracts [1], these two paradigms have fundamental differ-
ences that affect the performance (e.g., the transaction
throughput), costs and scalability of smart contracts. A
well-known weakness of the account-based model is that
it hinders the parallelization of validator nodes: indeed,
detecting when two transactions are parallelizable is an
hard problem, and approaches that try to improve the
node performance require complex techniques based on
optimistic execution [2], [3] or static analysis [4], [5]. Not
being able to efficiently use the computational resources of
validators is a problem, since validators perform the vast
majority of work in contract executions. Parallel valida-
tion is instead a significant selling point of UTXO-based
blockchains: there, detecting when two transactions are
parallelizable is trivial: just check that their inputs satisfy
the Bernstein conditions [4]. However, in smart contract
platforms based on the UTXO model, like Cardano, smart
contracts are typically implemented as a single transaction
output, encoding both the contract logic and the current
contract state. In this way, actions on the same contract are

never parallelizable, since they attempt to spend the same
output. Another problem is that any transactions acting on
a contract must include the whole updated contract state.
When this gets large (e.g., for contracts storing user data
in maps), it becomes a performance bottleneck. Besides
that, transaction size is usually capped (e.g., Cardano has a
16KB hard cap [6]), so one can easily reach a point when
further contract updates are forbidden (this could also be
exploited by DoS attacks). Although the blockchain size
could be reduced by storing on-chain only the hash of the
contract state [7], validators still need access to the entire
state corresponding to such hashes, which still requires a
significant amount of network communications. Summing
up, current UTXO models of smart contracts scale poorly
when the contract state grows large.

Distributing the contract state. In this paper we pro-
pose a framework to improve the performance and scala-
bility of contracts in the UTXO model. The key idea it so
distribute the contract state over multiple UTXOs. As a
basic example, if the contract state contains two variables,
we store their values in distinct UTXOs: in this way,
contract actions accessing different variables can be par-
allelized. More in general, we distribute arbitrary contract
states, including those comprising unbounded data struc-
tures. This is done in a fine-grained way: e.g., key-value
maps are distributed point-wise w.r.t. their finite support.
While distributing the contract state has a clear advantage
in parallelization, maintaining the contract balance in such
distributed approach is problematic. Of course, even if
the state is distributed, we still could store the contract
balance in a single UTXO, but this would introduce a
single point of synchronization, hindering parallelization.
Alternatively, we could split the balance across multiple
UTXOs, but that would not completely solve the problem.
For instance, consider a contract with a balance of 2
tokens, split in two distinct UTXOs. If we want to perform
two actions, each withdrawing 1 token from the contract,
it may happen that both of them attempt to spend the same
UTXO, hence causing a conflict, hindering parallelization
again. This problem can manifest itself more frequently
when a withdrawal requires spending several UTXOs of
lesser value; indeed, a conflict arises when two actions
attempt to spend the same output, and this becomes more
likely when the actions need to consume many UTXOs. To
address this problem, we introduce a new UTXO design,
which separates the contract state (stored in UTXOs) from
the contract balance (which is stored in an account-based
fashion). In this way, withdrawing from the contract (i.e.
from its account) never causes conflicts, provided the
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balance is sufficient. We dub our model hybrid UTXO
(hUTXO), since it combines features of both models.

Securing distributed contracts. While distributing the
contract state and isolating the balance enables the parallel
validation of transactions, this additional complexity can
expose contracts to new kinds of attacks. Recall that
in UTXO-based models, an adversary can always create
a new UTXO with arbitrary fields (including the token
amount, as long as the adversary spends the needed to-
kens). This poses no issue to centralized contracts in-
volving a single UTXO carrying both the data and the
contract balance: indeed, the behaviour of that UTXO is
unaffected by the presence of other UTXOs the avdersary
could create. By contrast, in distributed contracts, where
the contract state is encoded in multiple UTXOs with
a small monetary value, an adversary can cheaply forge
UTXOs so to corrupt the contract state (see Section 2).

To thwart forgery attacks, our hUTXO model uses a
combination of techniques:

• We introduce contract IDs: the same ID is shared by
all the UTXOs contributing to the contract state and
by the associated balance account.

• hUTXO validators ensure that new transactions can
spawn new UTXOs with pre-existing contract IDs
only when they are vetted by a script of a previous
UTXO that is already linked to that contract ID. This
way, only descendants of a contract-related UTXO
can claim to represent a part of the contract state.

• Finally, we use scripts to ensure that the new UTXOs
encode a new state as mandated by the contract logic.

A secure compiler to hUTXO. The last item above
highlights a possible issue: since programming con-
tract scripts of UTXO transactions is notoriously error-
prone [8], developers must be extremely careful not to
introduce vulnerabilities in the transaction scripts. To ad-
dress with issue, we propose a high-level contract lan-
guage, dubbed hURF (for hUTXO Rule Format), and a
compiler from hURF to hUTXO transactions. hURF ab-
stracts from the hUTXO transaction structure, modelling
contracts as sets of rules reading and updating the contract
state. A contract rule can verify a precondition on the
contract state, update the state by performing a list of
variable/map assignments, and transfer currency from/to
users. The hURF compiler guarantees that the scripts
in the hUTXO transactions resulting from compilation
enable exactly the state/balance updates specified by the
hURF rules. Overall, hURF relieves developers from wor-
rying about hUTXO-level attacks, so that they can instead
focus on the (high-level) contract logic.

Contributions. Our main contributions are:
• A new hybrid blockchain model, hUTXO, which

extends the UTXO model with Cardano-like contract
states, contract IDs, and contract balance accounts.
The transaction validation conditions of hUTXO sup-
port the secure distribution of contract states (Sec-
tion 3).

• A high-level contract language, hURF, with a secure
compiler to hUTXO transactions (Sections 4 and 5).

• A parallel algorithm for validating blocks of transac-
tions in the hUTXO model (Section 6).

• A prototype implementation of a hUTXO validator,
featuring both sequential and parallel validation, and
an evaluation on a benchmark of smart contracts
inspired by real use cases like crowdfunding, registry
and multisig wallet (Section 7). Our results show
that the parallel validator almost always achieves a
speedup close to the number of available threads.
Furthermore, the distribution of the contract state
results in a time and space speedup that grows lin-
early with the size of the state. This is coherent
with our expectations, since in the centralized-state
contract, the larger the state, the more time it takes to
duplicate it in the redeeming transaction. Notably, the
size of transactions in the distributed-state contract is
constant, making it possible to execute contracts with
a huge dynamic state even in blockchains where the
transaction size is strictly capped.

2. Overview

In this section we describe our technique, leveraging
on examples to illustrate its main ideas.

Background: the eUTXO model. In the UTXO model,
transaction outputs include an amount of assets and a
script that specifies the spending condition for these as-
sets, i.e. the condition stating how they can be redeemed
by another transaction. Transaction inputs, in turn, refer
to unspent outputs of previous transactions, and provide
the needed data (the redeemer) to unlock the spending
conditions of the referenced output. Each unspent output
(UTXO) can only be consumed once, as a whole, by
exactly one input. The blockchain state is given by the set
of UTXOs. While in the basic UTXO model à la Bitcoin
spending conditions are quite limited [9], in the extended
UTXO model (eUTXO [10]) they can be arbitrary scripts
(in a validator field). Additionally, transactions outputs
can carry arbitrary data (in a datum field), and transac-
tions include a list of their signers .

For example, the transaction T1 has a single unspent
output holding one token, noted 1: T. Its script requires
the redeeming transaction (rtx) to carry A’s signature:

T1

· · ·
out [0] :
validator = A in rtx.signers
value = 1:T

To spend T1’s single output (noted T1.out [0]), a re-
deeming transaction must refer to T1 from its inputs and
validate the script by having A as (one of) its signers. This
is accomplished by the transaction T2 below:

T2

in[0] :
outRef = T1.out [0]

signers = [A]

out [0] :

validator =
owner in rtx.signers and
rtx.out[0].validator == validator and
rtx.out [0].value == value

datum = {owner:A}
value = 1:T

T2 is signed by A and its script checks that (i) the
redeeming transaction is signed by the user stored in
the datum field of the current transaction; (ii) the script
and the value in the redeeming transaction are the same
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as in T2. Note that, although any transaction redeeming
T2 must preserve its script and value, it can change the
owner. In a sense, the script implements a non-fungible
token (NFT): to change the ownership of the NFT, the cur-
rent owner must spend the output with a new transaction
(signed by herself) that specifies the new owner.

A crowdfund contract in eUTXO. To illustrate our
technique, we consider a crowdfund contract with the
following workflow. First, donors can deposit any amount
of tokens in the contract. Then, after a first deadline, the
contract owner can withdraw all the deposited tokens,
provided that the total amount is greater than a thresh-
old. After a second deadline, the donors can take their
donations back, if they are still within the contract.

This contract can be implemented in the eUTXO
model by storing the whole map of donations in the datum
field of a single transaction output o. In this way, making
a donation amounts to spending the output o and creating
a new one o′ whose datum has the same map as o except
for the donor entry, which is increased by the donation
amount. After the first deadline, the owner of the contract
has a chance to withdraw the funds, if there are enough,
by spending the last output. After the second deadline,
if the funds are still in the contract, each donor can take
their part back, according to the value stored in the map.
Doing so requires spending the last output o and creating
a new one o′ that has the same datum map except that
the entry for the donor has been removed.

This contract implementation is, in fact, centralized:
the whole contract state is stored in a single output. This
design choice has three main consequences:

• Each donation transaction contains a copy of the
old contract state with small changes. If N distinct
donors contribute, the state map becomes larger and
larger, requiring O(N2) cumulative space on the
blockchain. This is clearly inefficient.

• When multiple donors attempt to deposit at the same
time, they all have to spend the same output o —
an effect known as UTXO congestion [11]. Since the
eUTXO model prevents double spending, all these
operations are in conflict and race against each other.
Consequently, only one donation will succeed, forc-
ing the other donors to retry with a new transaction.

• This makes state updates inherently sequential, in the
sense that they are driven by a chain of transactions
redeeming each others’ outputs. This hinders the
parallel validation of transactions.

Distributing the contract state. The key idea to over-
come these issues is to distribute the contract state across
multiple UTXOs. For example, in our crowdfund contract,
the state is a map associating participant addresses pi to
their donated amount ai ̸= 0. We represent it as follows:

[p1 7→ a1, . . . , pn 7→ an]

The participants not occurring in the above map repre-
sentation are associated with the default value zero. To
distribute the map, we exploit the standard total ordering
of addresses. For simplicity, assume that pmin < p1 <
· · · < pn < pmax, where pmin and pmax correspond
to the minimum and maximum addresses, respectively.

Consequently, we can now denote the state map using
the following alternative representation:

(pmin, p1)[p1 7→ a1](p1, p2)[p2 7→ a2](p2, p3) . . .

. . . (pn−1, pn)[pn 7→ an](pn, pmax)

In the new representation, we use two kinds of items. An
item [pi 7→ ai] denotes that participant pi is associated
with ai ̸= 0. Instead, an item (pj , pk) denotes that all
the participants in that open interval are associated to the
default value zero.

To distribute the state, we store each item in its own
output. For instance, item [p2 7→ a2] is stored in the
datum field of an output op2 , while item (p2, p3) is stored
in the datum field of another output op2,p3 .

Distributing the state in this way makes operating on
the contract more complex. If participant pi has already
donated ai tokens and wants to donate additional bi
tokens, this can be performed by consuming output opi

(representing [pi 7→ ai]) and creating a new output o′pi

(representing [pi 7→ ai+bi]). If, instead, pi has not donated
yet, they can donate bi tokens by splitting an open interval.
This is done by finding the open interval (pj , pk) ∋ pi
which is represented by output opj ,pk

, consuming it, and
creating three new outputs o′pj ,pi

o′pi
o′pi,pk

to represent
the items (pj , pi)[pi 7→ bi](pi, pk).

Similarly, to take their donation back after the sec-
ond deadline, participant pi must merge three items into
a single interval item. More precisely, pi must find
the three outputs opj ,pi

opi
opi,pk

representing the items
(pj , pi)[pi 7→ ai](pi, pk), spend them, and create a new
output opj ,pk

for the new open interval (pj , pk). This
effectively updates the map so that pi is now associated
to the default value zero.

This distributed implementation of the contract solves
the issues of the centralized one discussed before, in that:

• The datum fields now contain a bounded amount of
data (one item, O(1)), and each operation consumes
and creates at most three outputs. Hence, performing
N donations only requires O(N) space instead of
O(N2) as in the centralized implementation.

• When multiple participants attempt to donate at the
same time, only those operations falling in the same
interval cause conflicts. After a few donations, the
state becomes fragmented in several intervals, grad-
ually reducing the conflict probability.

• Since there are fewer conflicts, and therefore more
transactions spending disjoint outputs, there are more
opportunities for parallelizing the validation of trans-
actions.

Handling tokens. In the above discussion of the dis-
tributed approach we did not mention how to store the
contract balance. While in the centralized approach there
is only a natural choice, namely storing all the tokens in
the single contract output, in the distributed contract there
is no straightforward solution.

One option is to continue storing the whole balance
in a single “balance output”, even in the distributed case.
This, however, would re-introduce conflicts between any
pair of operations affecting the contract balance, since
they would need to spend the same balance output. Since
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this would negate many of the benefits of the distributed
approach, we must look for other options.

Another option is to use multiple “balance outputs”,
spreading the balance over multiple UTXOs. This would
reduce conflicts since operations spending disjoint outputs
can now be executed in parallel. Still, this solution is not
ideal. For instance, when transferring 100 tokens from
a contract, one has to consume one or more balance
outputs to reach such amount. Depending on the actual
fragmentation of the tokens over balance outputs, it might
be impossible to reach the exact amount of 100 tokens,
forcing the operation to consume more and then put the
exceeding tokens back in the contract by creating a new
balance output. This can increase conflicts, since more to-
kens have to be consumed than those actually required by
the operation. Another drawback is that one must consume
a variable amount of balance outputs, making the con-
tract logic more complex. Finally, since each transaction
attempts to consume many balance outputs, it becomes
more unlikely for different transactions in the mempool to
have disjoint sets of inputs, so increasing the probability
of conflicts. We stress that a single shared input would be
enough to cause a conflict between two transactions.

Our hybrid accounting model hUTXO avoids these
issues by distributing the contract data across several
UTXOs, while keeping the contract balance into a contract
account, outside of the UTXOs. By storing the contract
balance in a separate account, we effectively make the
contract tokens indistinguishable from each other: when
transferring 100 tokens from the contract we no longer
have to specify which 100 tokens (or more) to consume
like we have to in the regular UTXO model. Rather, using
an account we never have to consume more than 100 to-
kens, and we can always run this operation in parallel with
other token transfers, provided there is enough balance in
the contract.

Crucially, hUTXO contract accounts only contain
tokens, unlike stateful account-based blockchains à la
Ethereum, where contract accounts also store the contract
state and code. We remark that in hUTXO, tokens can be
kept both in contract accounts and in UTXOs, while con-
tract data is only stored in the datum fields of UTXOs, as
in the eUTXO model. When a UTXO contains distributed
contract data, we will not store tokens inside it, preferring
to deposit them in the contract account instead.

Transaction validity in hUTXO. As discussed in Sec-
tion 1, the distributed approach has several benefits over
the centralized one, but there is a drawback: in UTXO-
based models, the adversary can freely create outputs
with arbitrary datum fields, and this makes distributed
contracts potentially vulnerable to attacks that are not
present in the centralized approach.

To illustrate the issue, consider the crowdfund contract
in a state where the adversary pA has donated a token. This
is described by items · · · (pj , pA)[pA 7→ 1](pA, pk) · · ·
and outputs . . . opj ,pA

opA
opA,pk

. . .. Now, the adversary
might forge an output ôpA

whose datum field denotes the
item [pA 7→ 100]. Note that ôpA

(like opA
) does not hold

tokens but only data, so the forgery costs the adversary
nothing (other than transaction fees). After that forgery,
assuming that the deadlines have passed, the adversary can
perform a refund operation by spending two contract out-

puts and their own forged output, as in opj ,pA
ôpA

opA,pk
,

and withdraw in this way 100 tokens from the contract
balance. This is a clear attack, as it allows the adversary
to receive more tokens than they donated.

In the eUTXO model it is hard to protect the dis-
tributed crowdfund contract from this attack, since trans-
action scripts can not distinguish the forged outputs from
the legit ones. Our hUTXO model protects contracts from
this vulnerability by exploiting contract IDs: we assign to
the distributed crowdfund contract a unique ID, which is
then used to mark legit UTXOs, i.e. those storing valid
data for that contract. When considering a transaction for
inclusion in the blockchain, hUTXO validators enforce
conditions that prevent the adversary from forging UTXOs
with the same ID. Intuitively, validators only accept a
transaction T is it falls in one of the following cases:

• T deploys a new contract, creating outputs with
a fresh contract ID. In this way, the adversary is
still allowed to create an output ôpA

with a forged
datum field, but only with a distinct contract ID.
This prevents the attack, since when redeeming
opj ,pA

ôpA
opA,pk

the scripts of the two legit outputs
can detect that ôpA

does not belong to the same
contract, and reject the transaction.

• T performs an operation on an existing contract,
spawning new outputs with that contract ID, but only
when some input of T refers to a pre-existing UTXO
with the same contract ID. In this way, the adversary
is allowed to create an output ôpA

having the same
contract ID of the distributed crowdfund contract.
However, its datum field must be vetted by the script
of the pre-existing contract UTXO. Such contract
script can be designed so to accept those datum
that respect the contract logic. Doing so thwarts the
attack, since the adversary can increase the amount
of donated tokens in the donations map only if they
are actually paying them.

• T performs an operation not involving contract IDs in
any way (e.g., simple token transfers). In this way, the
adversary is allowed to create an output ôpA

with any
datum field, but only with no associated contract ID.
As in the first case, such ôpA

output can not interfere
with the contract, preventing the attack.

The actual validation rules are detailed in Section 3.

hURF: a language for distributed hUTXO contracts.
Distributed contracts have multiple outputs, whose scripts
have to precisely interact so to make the intended contract
behaviour emerge. Manually developing these scripts is
overwhelmingly error-prone: indeed, distributing the state
adds a significant degree of complexity on top of the
centralized logic, which is already rather complex to
implement in eUTXO [8].

Our rule-based language hURF simplifies contract de-
velopment in the distributed approach. hURF rules define
the behaviour of the whole contract, abstracting from how
the contract logic and state are scattered across multiple
outputs at the blockchain level. The hURF compiler reli-
ably generates the (multiple) underlying scripts.

Here we illustrate hURF for our crowdfund contract,
deferring the technical discussion of the language and of
its compiler to Section 4 and Section 5, respectively. The
hURF code for the contract is shown in Figure 1. The
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contract starts by listing all its state variables and maps.
Map m is used to track the amount of tokens m[a] that have
been donated so far by each donor a. Variable owner is
used to store the public key of the owner that will receive
the funds if the threshold is reached. Variable threshold
contains such value. Instead, variable t_withdraw repre-
sents the deadline after which the owner can withdraw
the funds, while variable t_refund represents the deadline
after which the donors can take their donations back, if
not already claimed by the owner.

The rules donate, withdraw, and refund specify which
operations can be performed on the contract. Rule donate
can be invoked by choosing its two parameters x and a,
representing the donated amount and the donor address,
respectively. The receive(x:T) line is a rule precondi-
tion, checking that x tokens have been indeed transferred
to the contract upon invoking the rule. The last line
m[a] = m[a]+x is the rule effect: it updates the contract
state tracking the donated amount in map m. (Note that in
the initial state hURF maps are initialized so that m[a] is
zero for all a.)

Rule withdraw takes as a parameter the amount of
tokens x that the owner wants to withdraw from the
contract. The rule precondition require(...) performs
several checks. First, we ensure that the owner has autho-
rized this operation with their signature. Then, we check
that we are within the time window in which the owner
can withdraw: after t_withdraw but before t_refund.
Then, we check x >= threshold, disallowing the owner
to withdraw too few tokens: this effectively prevents the
owner from withdrawing any funds when the threshold has
not been reached. Finally, the rule effect owner.send(x:T)
transfers x tokens to the owner, provided that there are
indeed at least x tokens inside the contract.

The last rule refund takes an address a as parameter,
and refunds to a its donation if not already claimed. The
rule precondition ensures that the t_refund deadline has
been passed. The rule effect transfers m[a] tokens back to
a while resetting the value of m[a] to zero.

More in general, hURF rule preconditions can
(i) check boolean conditions on the parameters and the
current contract state, (ii) require signatures by partici-
pants, (iii) enforce temporal constraints, and (iv) ensure
that funds are transferred to the contract balance. Contract
effects can modify the contract state through assignments
y = ... and m[...] = ..., and they can also transfer
tokens out of the contract recipient.send(...). Note that
a send effect can fail if there are not enough funds in the
contract balance, so it implicitly adds such a precondition.
hURF effects are executed simultaneously, not in sequence
(this is why we separate them using the symbol | instead
of a semicolon). For instance, consider rule refund: there,
in the effect a.send(m[a]:T) the value of m[a] is the one
relative to the contract state in which the rule was invoked,
and not the one affected by the other effect m[a] = 0. Note
that executing m[a] = 0 and a.send(m[a]:T) in sequence
would have caused zero tokens to be sent.

The hURF compiler. Our compiler translates hURF
contracts into a set of hUTXO outputs, split in logic
outputs and state outputs. For each hURF rule, it gen-
erates a logic output, whose script ensures that the rule
precondition holds and that the effect is correctly applied.

contract Crowdfund {
map m;
var owner = " pub_key_owner ";
var threshold = 1000;
var t_withdraw = 10;
var t_refund = 20;

donate (x,a) {
receive (x:T);
m[a]=m[a]+x;

}
withdraw (x) {

require ( signedBy ( owner )
and validFrom >= t_withdraw
and validTo < t_refund
and x >= threshold );

owner .send(x:T);
}
refund (a) {

require (validFrom >= t_refund );
m[a]=0 | a.send(m[a]:T);

}
}

Figure 1: hURF specification of the crowdfund contract.

Figure 2: Structure of a transaction that invokes a hURF
rule. The inputs and outputs marked with the contract ID
are depicted as orange squares.

To do that, the script checks the following conditions on
any transaction T having the logic output in its inputs,
requiring that T has the form depicted in Figure 2:

• T’s inputs must include all the state outputs related
to those parts of the state that are read or written by
the hURF rule. This allows the script to evaluate all
the hURF expressions occurring in the rule, hence to
check the require preconditions.

• T must include suitable inputs providing the funds
to satisfy the receive preconditions.

• In order to perform the effect, T must spend the
state outputs representing the state values which are
being overwritten, while generating (in the outputs
of T) new state outputs for the new state values. As
discussed before, this might involve splitting and/or
merging open intervals as needed.

• T must include in its outputs the “standard deposits”
needed to transfer tokens to participants as specified
by send effects.

• T must include an additional input for the transac-
tions fees; further inputs/outputs in T are forbidden.

Finally, the compiler generates the state outputs for the
initial state, following the distributed approach discussed
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TxId
def
= Hash

CtrId
def
= Hash

Wallet
def
= TokenId → N

OutputRef
def
= (txId :TxId, index :N)

TimeInterval
def
= (from:N, to:N)

Output
def
= (value:Value, validator : Script,

datum:Data, inContract :Bool)

Input
def
= (outRef :OutputRef, redeemer :Data, spent :Bool)

Tx
def
= (in: List[Input], out : List[Output], signers: List[PubK],

validityTime:TimeInterval, fee:N, ctrId :CtrId)

Accounts
def
= CtrId → Value

Ledger
def
= (txs: List[Tx], accounts:Accounts, time:N)

Figure 3: Types for the hUTXO model.

earlier. Their script requires that any transaction T having
the state output among its inputs must also include in its
inputs one logic output. In this way, state outputs can only
be consumed according to the rules logic. Effectively, any
valid transaction T that, in its inputs, refers to a logic or
state output must have the structure shown in Figure 2.

3. The hUTXO blockchain model

In this section we present hUTXO (standing for hybrid
UTXO), a UTXO-based blockchain model extended with
contract state and contract balance accounts. This model
is similar to Cardano’s eUTXO model [10], [12], [13], in
that a transaction output contains a datum field which
can be used to store contract data. As in the eUTXO
model, covenants [14]–[16] are used to ensure that that
the datum is updated according to the smart contract
behaviour. We further extend the eUTXO model by adding
a ctrId field to the transactions, which represents the ID
of the contract which is being affected by the transaction.
If no contract is being involved, ctrId is set to zero. Our
transaction outputs are then augmented with a boolean
inContract field, marking which outputs belong to the
contract specified by ctrId .

Finally, we model the balance of contracts as a map
form contract IDs to currency. This map is not stored
inside the UTXOs nor inside the transactions. Instead, it
is a part of the implicit blockchain state, as it happens in
the account-based model followed by e.g. Ethereum. This
makes our blockchain model a hybrid UTXO-account one.

In our model, we will use data of the following
primitive types:

Bool,N,PubK,Hash,TokenId,Script,Data

The meaning of most of these data types is straightfor-
ward. We only mention that Script is the type of the
redeeming scripts, while Data is a generic type that can
hold arbitrary data (concretely represented as a bitstring).

Our model is formalized in Figure 3. There, we de-
scribe the format of Inputs, Outputs, and transactions
(Tx). Below, we provide some intuition about the fields
of a transaction T:Tx.

• Outputs store tokens (denoted by field value:Value)
and data (denoted by field datum:Data). Each output
has a validator script, i.e. a program that allows
it to specify the condition under which it can be
either spent or checked by another transaction. The
inContract flag determines whether the output and
its data are part of a contract or not.

• Every input references a previous unspent output.
The spent flag determines whether the output is spent
(i.e., T grabs its tokens) or to checked (i.e., T just
reads its fields, including the datum , leaving it un-
spent1). The output script must be satisfied regardless
of the spent flag. An input also contains a redeemer :
a piece of data that can be checked by the referred
output script.

• The validityTime field specifies time constraints for
the validation of the transaction.

• The fee field specifies the amount of native cryp-
tocurrency that the transaction pays to validators.

• The ctrId field uniquely identifies a contract in
the blockchain. More specifically, an output o with
o.inContract = true in T is considered part of the
contract specified by T.ctrId . Indeed, the current
contract state is collectively represented by all such
unspent outputs, distributed across all the transactions
with that ctrId .

The Ledger state comprises the list of the transactions
that have been appended so far (txs), the contract balances
(accounts), and the time, abstractly represented as a natu-
ral. The accounts field is a mapping that associates to each
contract ID the amount of tokens it owns. Since contracts
have their balance represented in the accounts map, there
is no need to also store their tokens in the UTXOs. For
this reason, the outputs having inContract = true usually
carry a value of zero tokens. Note that such value-less
outputs can still be useful, since they can hold a part of
the contract state in their datum , as well as a validator
script to implement the contract behaviour.

Validity of hUTXO transactions. Below we list the
conditions needed for the validity of a transaction T:Tx
in a given (B,A, t): Ledger. As an auxiliary notion, we say
that an output is unspent in B if there is no transaction
T in B that has an input referring to that output with
spent = true. Then, we say that a transaction T is valid
when:

1) All inputs of T refer to unspent outputs in B.
2) The inputs of T with spent = true refer to distinct

outputs in B. Note instead that the inputs of T with
spent = false may refer to the same output of any
other input.

3) At least one input of T has spent = true.
4) The current time t falls within the validityTime

interval of T.
5) For each input of T (including those with spent =

false), if it refers to the output o then evaluating
o.validator yields true.

6) For each input of T, if it refers to some output o in T′

with o.inContract = true, then T′.ctrId = T.ctrId .

1. The ability of reading output data without spending the output is
similar to Cardano’s checked inputs [17].
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7) If all inputs of T refer to outputs with inContract =
false, then:

a) If all outputs of T have inContract = false, then
T.ctrId = 0.

b) Otherwise, if some output of T has inContract =
true, then T.ctrId is equal to the hash of the
outRef of the first input of T with spent = true.

8) If T.ctrId = 0, let vin be the sum of all the o.value
where o is referred by an input of T with spent =
true. Moreover, let vout be equal to the sum of all
the o′.value of outputs o′ of T, and vfee be a value of
T.fee units of the native cryptocurrency. We require
that vin ≥ vout + vfee .

9) If T.ctrId ̸= 0, then let bal = A(T.ctrId) be the
current contract balance, and let vin , vout , vfee as in
Item 8. We require that vin + bal ≥ vout + vfee .

We now discuss the above validity conditions. Item 1
requires that the inputs have not already been spent by
a previous transaction. Item 2 prevents T from double
spending the same output. Item 3 requires T to spend at
least one previous output. In this way, T can be appended
at most once to the ledger. Item 4 ensures that the time
constraints are respected. Item 5 requires that T satisfies
each script o.validator of each output o referred to in
the inputs of T. Items 6 and 7 control the creation of
new contract outputs, so that they can not be forged.
More specifically, Item 6 restricts the outputs that can
be created inside an existing contract ctrId , by requiring
that some input refers to a previous output o in the same
contract. This makes it possible for o.validator to impose
its own requirements on the new outputs, rejecting output
forgeries by allowing only those allowed by the contract
logic. By contrast, Item 7 handles the case where a fresh
contract is deployed: this happens when there are no
contract inputs but some contract outputs. Here T.ctrId
is mandated to be a fresh contract ID, so that one can not
maliciously reuse a previous ID and forge outputs inside
such contract. Items 8 and 9 ensure that the currency
provided by the inputs is enough to cover for all the
outputs and the fees. If some contract is involved by the
transaction, then the contract balance can also contribute
to pay outputs and fees.

Updating the ledger. Appending a valid transaction T
makes the ledger state (B,A, t) evolve into a new state
(BT,A′, t′). The accounts map is unchanged if T is not
a contract action (i.e., T.ctrId = 0), while it is updated
at point γ = T.ctrId otherwise:

A′(γ) = (1){
A(γ) + vin − vout − vfee if γ = T.ctrId ̸= 0

A(γ) otherwise

where vin , vout , vfee are defined as in Item 8 of the
previous paragraph. The time update is non-deterministic,
with the only constraint that t′ ≥ t. We do not specify
further how time is handled in the model: it could be either
tied to real time or to the block height of the ledger. Our
model is independent from this choice.

Scripts. For our purposes the actual script language is
immaterial, so hereafter we do not explicitly provide its

syntax and semantics. Given a transaction T referring to
an output o in its inputs, we just assume that the script
o.validator can read:
(a) all the fields of T;
(b) all the fields of the sibling outputs, i.e. those referred

to by the inputs of T (including o itself).
In particular, by item (a) it follows that the script can
access the redeemer field in the input of T referring
to o. This is analogous to the way witnesses are used
in Bitcoin. Moreover, the script can access both o (by
item (b)) and each output o′ of T (by item (a)). This
makes it possible, for instance, to enforce a covenant
by checking that o′.validator = o.validator and that
o′.datum is related to o.datum according to the specific
covenant logic one wants to implement. Furthermore, by
item (b), o.validator can allow T to spend o only if T
simultaneously spends a sibling o′′ of a wanted form.
More specifically, o′′ can be required to be a contract
output by checking o′′.inContract .

4. Contract model

Although the transactions validation mechanism out-
lined in Section 3 allows one to define programmatic
exchanges of tokens, it does not provide a sharp notion
of smart contract. This is because the above-mentioned
programmatic exchanges can result from the interaction
of multiple different scripts distributed among several
transactions: in this sense, the smart contract could be
seen as an emerging high-level behaviour of the low-level
behaviour of these transactions.

In this section we provide a higher-level model of
smart contracts, hURF (hUTXO Rule Format), where the
programmatic exchange of tokens is specified by a set
of rules. We will show in Section 5 how to compile and
execute hURF contracts on hUTXO blockchains. In this
way, hURF provides a lower bound to the expressiveness
of hUTXO contracts, as any hURF contract can be effec-
tively implemented in hUTXO.

Contracts as rules. Syntactically, a hURF contract
comprises:

• a declaration of the variables and maps that contribute
to its state (σ), possibly including their initial values;

• a set of rules (R) that specify how the contract state
σ and balance w can be updated.

Figure 4 shows a simple example of contract. Users exe-
cute contracts by repeatedly choosing and firing contract
rules. Each rule R consists of three parts:

• a signature providing the rule name and the sequence
of formal parameters to be instantiated by users upon
firing the rule;

• a set of preconditions that must be met in order for
the rule to be fired;

• an effect that can modify the contract state σ and
transfer tokens to users, affecting the contract balance
w accordingly.

To formalize the contract state, we first define the base
values BVal as

BVal
def
= Bool | Z | String
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Then, we make state σ associate each variable x to a base
value σ(x):BVal, and each each map m to a function from
tuples of base values to a single base value, i.e.:

σ(m):BVal∗ → BVal

To denote the function σ(m) we will write

σ(m) = [(l11, · · · , l1n) 7→ v1] · · · [(lk1 , · · · , lkn) 7→ vk]

for the function that takes the value vi at the point
(li1, · · · , lin), and the default value 0 at any other point.

Accessing the state of a map requires one to specify
the map name m and the point (l1, . . . , ln) where it is
accessed. We will refer to the pair (m, (l1 . . . , ln)) as a
map location.

The contract balance w is a Wallet (i.e., a map from
token types to non-negative integers) that represents the
amount of tokens owned by the contract.

Expressions. Expressions e appearing in preconditions
and effects have the following form:

• boolean, integer, and string constants;
• e1 op e2, where op is an arithmetic or boolean op-

erator;
• not e, to negate a boolean;
• if e0 then e1 else e2, conditional;
• m[e1,...,ek], accessing the map m at point

(e1,...,ek);
• hash(e1,...,ek), hashing a tuple of values;
• e1 @ e2, concatenating two strings;
• len(e), the length of a string;
• substr(e, e1, e2), taking the substring from char-

acter in position e1 to the one in position e2 of a
given string e;

• toStr(e1,...,ek), converting a tuple of values to a
string;

• signedBy(e), checking whether user e authorizes the
rule invocation;

• validFrom, validTo, the validity temporal bounds for
the rule invocation;

• rule parameters and state variables.
Note that the language of expressions has no operators

to iterate over maps. This ensures that the evaluation time
of expressions does not depend on the size of maps.
W.l.o.g. there are no expressions to obtain the contract
balance: if needed, the developer can record in contract
variables the balances of the different tokens stored by
the contract. However, doing so may affect the paralleliz-
ability of contracts, so these variables must be dealt with
carefully.

Preconditions. A rule precondition is a list of require-
ments of the following forms:

• zero or more receive(e:T), enabling the rule only
if some user sends exactly e tokens of type T to the
contract account.

• one require(e), enabling the rule only if e evaluates
to true.

Effects. The effect of a rule allows to simultaneously
assign values to contract variables and maps, while also
transferring assets from the contract balance to a given
user.

contract Bank {
map m;

deposit (x, a) {
receive (x:T); // precondition
m[a] = m[a]+x; // effect

}
withdraw (x, a) {

require (m[a]>=x and signedBy (a));
m[a] = m[a]-x | a.send(x:T);

}
}

Figure 4: A simple bank contract.

The effect, denoted as S1 | ... | SN, simultaneously
executes statements Si of the following forms:

• x = e, assigning a value to variable x;
• m[e1,...,ek] = e’, updating the map m at point

(e1,...,ek);
• e.send(e’:T), sending e’ tokens of type T from the

contract balance to a user (whose public key is) e.
If the contract balance is insufficient, the rule cannot
be fired.

We stress that the execution of statements is simulta-
neous: all the expressions in the effect are first evaluated
in the old state, which is then updated. To ensure that such
update is well-defined, we postulate that in each rule, each
variable and map location is assigned at most once. More
specifically, we postulate that effects satisfy the following:

• if the effect comprises x = e and x = e’, then e and
e’ must be equal;

• if the effect comprises m[e1,...,ek] = e and
m[f1,...,fk] = e’, with different expressions e and
e’, then the rule require precondition must check
that
not (e1 == f1 and ... and ek == fk)

Hereafter, for simplicity we will not explicitly include this
check in our rules.

Example: bank. We specify in Figure 4 a bare-bone
bank contract. The contract state consists of a single map
m that associates the users’ public keys to the amount of
tokens of type T they have deposited. The contract has
two rules: deposit allows users to transfer tokens to the
contract, and withdraw allows them to get their funds
back.

Contract behaviour. To describe the behaviour of a
contract, besides its state and balance we must also con-
sider the tokens held by users. These are needed to provide
inputs to the contract (to fulfill its receive conditions),
and to transfer tokens from the contract to users (through
the send statement). We denote by ⟨A, w⟩x the fact that a
user A holds a deposit w of tokens. The name x is used to
discriminate between different deposits of the same user.
For instance, in the same system configuration we can
have both ⟨A, [1: T]⟩x and ⟨A, [2: T]⟩y for two distinct
deposits of 1: T and 2: T both owned by A. Invoking a
rule spends deposits, burning their name, while executing
send creates new deposits with fresh names.

As usual, several contracts might be simultaneously
active, possibly instantiating the same set of rules multiple

8



times. To account for that, we model a contract instance
as ⟨R, σ, w⟩γ where R is the set of contract rules, and γi
is a unique identifier of the instance.

We then define the system configuration as:

Γ = ⟨R1, σ1, w1⟩γ1 | · · · | ⟨Rn, σn, wn⟩γn |
⟨A1, w

′
1⟩x1

| · · · | ⟨Ak, w
′
k⟩xk

| t

where ⟨Ri, σi, wi⟩γi
are the contract instances, ⟨Ai, w

′
i⟩xi

are the deposits, and t is the current time. In the initial
configuration there are no contract instances, and the
timestamp is zero.

Configurations advance through actions. An action can
perform one of the following:

• deploy a new contract instance, spending some value
w+ fee from users’ deposits to add ⟨R, σ, w⟩γ to the
configuration, where γ is a fresh identifier;

• fire a contract rule, affecting the state and balance of
a contract instance, while possibly consuming and/or
creating deposits;

• allow users to redistribute the tokens in their deposits;
• make the time pass.
We detail below the actions of the second kind, called

contract actions. Contract actions must specify all the data
needed to uniquely determine its behavior. In particular,
each contract action must specify:

• the unique identifier γ of the affected instance;
• the name of the rule in R that is being invoked, as

well as its actual parameters;
• the signers who authorize the action. There can be

any number of signers (possibly zero);
• the names of each deposit that is spent to satisfy each

receive precondition in the invoked rule;
• an additional deposit name, specifying a fee paid to

fire the action. Including this fee also ensures that
actions can not be replayed;

• the validity interval, constraining the time at which
the rule can be performed.

We remark a few differences between the data in-
cluded in our actions and those occurring in Ethereum
transactions. First, our actions allow multiple signers,
while in Ethereum each transaction is signed by a single
externally-owned account. Second, our actions can spend
multiple deposits and transfer tokens from different users
to the contract. In Ethereum, the tokens transferred to the
contract can only come from the sender’s account. Third,
our actions include an explicit validity interval, while
Ethereum transactions do not. This is because Ethereum
contracts can access the current block number, and then
use this information to implement the wanted time con-
straints. The above-mentioned differences between our
model and Ethereum are due to our underlying compila-
tion target, which is a hUTXO-based blockchain instead
of an account-based one.

When an action invokes a rule, if its preconditions
are satisfied, the configuration is updated accordingly.
The deposits spent by the action are removed from the
configuration, while new deposits are added to implement
the send effects. The contract balance w is updated ac-
cording to the receive preconditions and send effects. The
contract state σ is updated according to the assignments
to variables and maps specified in the effect.

5. Compiling hURF to hUTXO

In this section we show how to compile hURF con-
tracts into the hUTXO model.

Recall that a contract with rules R can be instantiated
multiple times. Each instance ⟨R, σ, w⟩γ is associated to a
unique contract identifier γ. At the hUTXO level, the rules
R and the current state σ of the contract γ are represented
by those UTXOs whose inContract flag is true and whose
enclosing transaction has ctrId = γ. We will refer to such
outputs as the contract outputs for γ.

We first show how to represent the contract state and
balance on the ledger and how to update them. Then, we
show how to compile contract rules into output scripts.

5.1. Representing the contract state and balance

We represent the state σ and balance w of the contract
γ as follows:

• The balance w is simply stored as a Wallet within
the accounts map of the Ledger. Formally, we have

accounts(γ) = w

• The state σ is instead stored across multiple unspent
contract outputs for γ. To achieve this, we proceed
in two steps: first, we flatten σ into a single map Σ
from hashes to values. Then, we distribute Σ across
multiple contract outputs.

Flattening σ to Σ. The state σ associates variables x
to values σ(x) = v, and maps m to functions σ(m) =
[(l1, · · · , ln) 7→ v] · · · . We flatten this structure, creating
a new state map Σ that associates the hash of each variable
name x and the hash of each map location (m, (l1, · · · , ln))
to their respective values. More formally, we represent
each variable association

σ(x) = v

with the association

Σ(hash("var_x")) = v (2)

Similarly, we represent each map association

σ(m) = [(l11, · · · , l1n) 7→ v1] · · · [(lk1 , · · · , lkn) 7→ vk]

with the associations

Σ(hash("map_m["@toStr(l11 · · · l1n)@"]")) = v1

. . . . . . . . . (3)

Σ(hash("map_m["@toStr(lk1 · · · lkn)@"]")) = vk

We let the map Σ associate all the other hashes to the
default value 0. This representation Σ of the state σ is
well defined, provided that there are no hash collisions.
Since such collisions are extremely unlikely we simply
assume that they will never happen. We assume that the
codomain of the hash function hash is the open interval
(minH ,maxH). We will denote such values in hexadeci-
mal format: minH = 00... and maxH = ff....

We provide an example in Table 1, showing how a
state σ is flattened to Σ.
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Encoding Σ as outputs. To represent the map Σ as
contract outputs we first notice that Σ takes the default
value 0 everywhere, except for some hashes which we
denote by h1 · · ·hn. For simplicity, let those n hashes
be ordered, so that h1 < h2 < · · · < hn. We can then
visualize Σ as follows:

Σ(h) =



0 h ∈ (minH , h1)

v1 h = h1

· · ·
0 h ∈ (hi−1, hi)

vi h = hi

0 h ∈ (hi, hi+1)

· · ·
vn h = hn

0 h ∈ (hn,maxH)

(4)

We distribute Σ on the ledger by creating an output for
each of the cases shown above, amounting to 2n + 1
outputs. This is exemplified in Figure 5.

Among the generated outputs, n are used to certify that
Σ(hi) has a specific non-default value vi. The remaining
n+1 outputs are used to certify that for any h in the open
interval (hi, hi+1), Σ(h) takes the default value 0.

We define state outputs as follows:

• oh is the output certifying that Σ takes a non-default
value v in point h. We set the datum field of oh to
["non-default", h, v].

• oh′,h′′ is the output certifying that Σ takes the default
value in the open interval (h′, h′′). We set the datum
field of oh′,h′′ to ["default", h′, h′′].

In both cases, we make these outputs have value = 0 and
inContract = true. Finally, we let script = scriptstate
as described in Section 5.3.

5.2. Reading and updating the state

To implement the contract behavior, we will use suit-
able transaction scripts to verify that the contract evolves
according to the contract rules. In order to do so, such
scripts need to read and update the contract state. This
is realized by making the redeeming transaction include
inputs referring to those state outputs that represent the
part of the state that is being accessed. More in de-
tail, reading from the state is done by inputs having
spent = false, while updating the state is done by
inputs having spent = true. In the case of updates, the
redeeming transaction must also include new state outputs
to represent the updated state.

Reading the state. In order to read the value of a
contract variable x or of a map access m[v,...], we first
compute the hash h of the relevant key as in Equations (2)
and (3), and then craft a transaction including among its
inputs the state output that certifies the value of Σ(h), i.e.
either oh or some oh0,h1 with h ∈ (h0, h1). This allows
the scripts to access the datum field, and read the value
of Σ(h). Note that this reading operation must not spend
the output, so we set spent = false in the input.

Updating Σ: intuition. To explain how the state can be
updated, we first consider the case where the update only
involves a single point Σ(h), and then generalize this to
the general case where multiple points are updated.

In order to update Σ on a point a transaction needs to
spend the old state outputs and to create new ones. This is
handled in four possible ways, depending on whether the
old value Σ(h) = v is the default or not, and on whether
the new value Σ′(h) = v′ is the default or not:

• If Σ(h) = v ̸= 0 and we want to update it to Σ′(h) =
v′ ̸= 0, then the transaction needs to consume the
output oh and create a new output o′h containing the
new value v′.

• If Σ(h) = v ̸= 0 and we want to update it to
Σ′(h) = 0, then the transaction needs to consume
three outputs oh0,h, oh, and oh,h1 and merge them
into a single range of default values, creating an
output o′h0,h1

.
• If Σ(h) = 0 and we want to update it to Σ′(h) =
v′ ̸= 0, then the transaction needs to consume the
single output oh0,h1

(where h0 < h < h1), and
produce three outputs: o′h0,h

, o′h, and o′h,h1
, splitting

the default range into two and adding a new non-
default output o′h containing the new value v′.

• Finally, if Σ(h) = 0 and we want to update it to
Σ′(h) = 0 (this can happen due to the effect of a
rule), the transaction does not need to consume nor
create any output. However a non-spending input is
still needed to ensure that the old value is actually
the default: this input is oh0,h1

, where h0 < h < h1.

Problems with updating the state on multiple points.
If we need to update Σ on multiple points, we might be
tempted to handle each update independently, applying
the technique presented above on each point. However,
this does not always work.

For instance, let Σ be such that Σ(h′) = 1 and
Σ(h′′) = 2, with h′ < h′′ and Σ(h) = 0 for any
other h. If we try to update both h′ and h′′ to 0 within
a single transaction, we would need to redeem output
oh′,h′′ twice (once to update Σ(h′) and once again to
update Σ(h′′)). This is already problematic. Furthermore,
the first update would create the output ominH ,h′′ while the
second one would create the output oh′,maxH

. However,
these intervals overlap, so the new outputs would fail
to correctly represent the updated state Σ(′). Indeed, a
correct transaction should instead produce a single output
ominH ,maxH

.
This is not the only case in which these simultaneous

updates are problematic: consider the opposite case, in
which Σ is 0 everywhere, and we want a single transaction
to change both Σ(h′) and Σ(h′′) to 1. Following the
technique described above, this transaction would produce
both the triple of state outputs ominH ,h′ , oh′ , oh′,maxH

, and
another triple ominH ,h′′ , oh′′ , oh′′,maxH

. Once again, this
does not correctly represent the updated state. Indeed, the
output ominH ,h′′ would wrongly claim that Σ′(h′) = 0
(and similarly oh′,maxH

would claim Σ′(h′′) = 0).

Updating Σ in the correct way. Here we detail an
algorithm that, given a list of updates u = (h1 7→
v1) · · · (hn 7→ vn) and an initial state Σ, constructs a list
of inputs in and a list of outputs out that a transaction

10



Name Value
x 3
y 0
m [1 → 10][6 → 100]

State σ of a contract

Name Key Key hash h Σ(h)
x var x ed5ba7. . . 3
y var y bd1138. . . 0

m[1] map m[1] ea00c6. . . 10
m[6] map m[6] 9c90ac. . . 100

Hash keys and corresponding values, defining
Σ.

Default Non-default
Key from hash to hash Key hash value
— 0 9c90a. . .

map m[6] 9c90a. . . 100
— 9c90a. . . ea00c. . .

map m[1] ea00c. . . 10
— ea00c. . . ed5ba. . .

var x ed5ba. . . 3
— ed5ba. . . fffff. . .

Outputs representing the contract. Since y takes the
value 0, it is already represented in the default ranges.

TABLE 1: From contract state to the outputs.

Figure 5: Visualizing Σ.

would need to include in order to perform the updates
in u to the state. Intuitively, this algorithm suitably splits
and/or joins the intervals affected by the updates.

We assume that the list of updates u = (h1 7→
v1) · · · (hn 7→ vn) given as input to our algorithm is
sorted, so that if i < j then hi < hj . Note that, by
requiring a strict inequality, we effectively forbid multiple
updates at the same point (consistently with the fact that
we want to perform all of them simultaneously).

We start by constructing the list of inputs in affected
by the updates u. Given an initial state Σ, the algorithm
repeats the following steps to add inputs to the initially
empty list in.

1) If u is empty, terminate.
2) If u = (h 7→ v)u′, with Σ(h) ̸= 0 and v ̸= 0, then

append oh to in and remove (h 7→ v) from u.
3) If u = (h 7→ 0)u′, with Σ(h) ̸= 0, then find h′, h′′

for which there exist outputs oh′,h, oh, oh,h′′ . Append
oh′,h to in unless it already occurs in it. Then append
oh, and oh,h′′ to in. Finally, remove (h 7→ 0) from
u.

4) If u = (h 7→ v)u′, with Σ(h) = 0 then find h′, h′′

for which there exists an output oh′,h′′ with h′ <
h < h′′. Append oh,h′ to in unless it already occurs
in it. Then remove (h 7→ v) from u.

Constructing the outputs list out is done by the par-
tial function Out defined in Figure 8. When called as
Out(in,u) the function checks whether the list of inputs
in can support the state updates u, and in such case
it returns the list of outputs out to be included in the
transaction to drive the wanted state update. Intuitively,
this function iterates in parallel over the lists in and u,
finding the points where the input intervals need to be split
or merged, producing suitable outputs in the process.

For instance, let h1 < h2 < h3 < h4, and consider
the following state Σ:

Σ(h) =


1 if h = h1

3 if h = h3

4 if h = h4

0 otherwise

Let u = (h2 7→ 2)(h3 7→ 0) be the wanted state updates.
Assume that Σ is currently represented on the blockchain
by the outputs ominH ,h1

, oh1
, oh1,h3

, oh3
, oh3,h4

, oh4
,

oh4,maxH
. We generate a transaction to update the state.

Running the input generation algorithm we obtain the
list of inputs in = oh1,h3

oh3
oh3,h4

. Running the output
generation algorithm as Out(in,u) we obtain out =
o′h1,h2

o′h2
o′h2,h4

. Indeed, the algorithm splits oh1,h3
to

account for h2 being changed from the default value to 2,
and merges oh3

into the output o′h2,h4
representing a new

default interval.

Example: multiple state updates. We show in Figure 6
the effect of a transaction T1 that updates the state at
six distinct points, consuming eight state outputs while
spawning six new ones. The inputs and outputs in the fig-
ure are those computed by the input and output generation
algorithms for the updates

u = (h1 7→ 0, h2 7→ v, h3 7→ 0, h4 7→ v, h5 7→ 0, h6 7→ v)

with v ̸= 0. Taken individually, the update part (h1 7→ 0)
would require the state outputs o0,1, o1, o1,3 to be merged,
but the update part (h2 7→ v) would instead require o1,3
to be split. The net effect of (h1 7→ 0, h2 7→ v) is that
the new outputs include o′0,2, o

′
2. A similar interaction is

caused by (h3 7→ 0, h4 7→ v). By contrast, the update
part (h5 7→ 0, h6 7→ v) does not require a split, since o6
already associates h6 to a non-default value.
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Figure 6: The state can be modified drastically with a
single transaction.

Figure 7: As long as they do not consume the same part
of the state, transactions can be parallelized.

We remark that the updates u modify the state simulta-
neously, therefore we bundle them in a single transaction.
Indeed, regardless of the size of u, the inputs and outputs
generation algorithms always craft a single transaction that
performs them all.

Example: parallel updates. Figure 7 shows how two
transactions updating the state at different points can be
validated in parallel. There, T1 updates the state at points
h1, h2 while T2 updates the state at point h4. The inputs of
the two transactions do not overlap, so a parallel validation
is possible.

Note that updating the state at different points is not,
in general, sufficient to guarantee that two transactions
are parallelizable. Indeed, had T1 performed the update
(h3 7→ 0), we would still have disjoint update points (h3

vs. h4) but both transactions would attempt to consume
o3,5 (T1 to merge it with o2,3, T2 to split it). This makes
the two transaction conflict: only one of them can be
appended to the current blockchain, and their validation
can not be made in parallel. After one of them is put on

Out∗(ε, ε) = ε

Out∗(oh′,h′′ , ε) = oh′,h′′

Out∗(oh′,h′′in, (h 7→ v)u) =

=

{
oh′,h′′Out(in, (h 7→ v)u) if h > h′′

Out(oh′,h′′in, (h 7→ v)u) otherwise

Out(ε, ε) = ε

Out(oh′,h′′in, (h 7→ v)u) =

=

{
Out∗(oh′,h′′in,u) if v = 0, h ∈ (h′, h′′)

oh′,hohOut∗(oh,h′′in,u) if v ̸= 0, h ∈ (h′, h′′)

Out(ohin, (h 7→ v ̸= 0)u) = o′hOut(in,u)

Out(oh′,hohoh,h′′in, (h 7→ 0)u) = Out∗(oh′,h′′in,u)

Figure 8: Definition of the partial function Out. In those
cases not explicitly handled by the equations above, the
operation fails. The definition exploits the auxiliary func-
tion Out∗.

the blockchain, the other update can still be performed, but
using a different transaction involving the new UTXOs.

5.3. Contract logic

We now show how to implement the contracts of
Section 4 on the blockchain. In Sections 5.1 and 5.2 we
saw how to represent, read and update the state. Here,
starting from a set of rules R, we create a set of contract
outputs that constrain the state updates to follow the rules.

To deploy a contract, we append a transaction Tinit

with a fresh contract identifier, as required by item 7 of the
transaction validity conditions (see page 6). The transac-
tion Tinit contains a contract output oR for each contract
rule R, as well as a set of state outputs to represent the
initial contract state, as explained in Section 5.1.

Once the contract is deployed, one can execute a rule
R by appending a transaction T referring to the output oR
as a non-spending input. This causes the script oR.script
to be executed. We define such script so to verify that T
correctly updates the current contract state as mandated
by rule R. This is done by inspecting all the inputs and
the outputs of T. In Figure 2 we show the structure of T.

We now describe oR in more detail. We set its fields
as follows: value = 0, datum = "logic", inContract =
true. Further, oR.script verifies that:

• oR is included as the first input in the redeeming
transaction. This ensures that only one rule (i.e., R)
is executed by the redeeming transaction T.

• The first input of T specifies spent = false. Overall,
this ensures that oR can never be consumed.

• The second input of T spends a non-contract output
and its value is equal to T.fee. This allows the input
to pay transaction fees without affecting the contract
state and balance.

• If k is the cumulative number of variables and map
accesses that are read by rule R, then the script
checks that the next k inputs specify spent = false
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and refer to contract outputs with a "default" or
"non-default" datum, reading the values in the pro-
cess. The script checks that the hash-keys in the input
datums are the expected ones (so that we do not
read some other part of the state). Moreover, the rule
parameters are read from the redeemer field of the
first input of T. After this step, the script is able to
evaluate all the expressions occurring in R.

• If n is the number of receive preconditions of R,
then the script checks that the next n inputs spend
non-contract outputs contributing the exact values
specified in those receive preconditions.

• The expression in the require precondition of R
evaluates to true.

• If m is the number of send statements in R, then
the script checks that the first m outputs in T set
inContract = false and pay the intended amount of
tokens to the intended recipients, as specified by the
rule.

• Finally, the script checks that the remaining inputs
and outputs perform the state update mandated by the
rule. To this purpose, the script first computes the list
of the remaining inputs in and the list of state up-
dates u. The script checks that the inputs in in have
spent = true. Then it computes out = Out(in,u)
as per Figure 8. If that fails, then T is rejected. Oth-
erwise, the script verifies that the remaining outputs
of T are equal to out. In this way, this step ensures
that there are no extraneous inputs or outputs w.r.t.
those needed to implement the intended state update.

By construction, when the “logic” output oR is re-
ferred as an input in T, the contract state must be updated
according to rule R. We prevent the contract state to be
modified in any other way from those specified by the
rules. This is done by making the script scriptstate of
all state outputs to require the presence of some “logic”
output oR. More precisely, scriptstate checks that in the
redeeming transaction T the first input refers to a contract
output whose datum is "logic".

Example. Consider a contract with variables a,w,y,z
and map m, having the following rule:
example (x) {

receive (z:T0);
require (z >10);
w=m[x]-y | m[z]=7+m[1] | a.send (1: T1);

}

Consider the execution of the rule in the state σ where:

σ(y) = 3 σ(w) = 2 σ(z) = 15 σ(a) = "pubkey_a"

σ(m) = [14 7→ 1][27 7→ 3]

and let the contract balance be w = [100:T1].
The flattened state map Σ takes as input the hashes of

variable names and map location. These are generated as
in Equations (2) and (3). Assume that they are ordered as
follows:

minH < hy < hw < hz < ha <

< hm[1] < hm[14] < hm[15] < hm[27] < maxH

We now craft a transaction T that executes the rule
with parameter x = 27. The first input of T must refer to
the output oexample that encodes the rule logic. Moreover,

this input must have redeemer set to 27, specifying the
value of x. The second input of T must spend a previous
output contributing the fees. Inputs from the third to the
seventh access (without spending them) the state outputs
relative to the values read by the contract. More precisely,
we have: ohy

for y, ohz
for z, oha

for a, oha,hm[14]
for

m[1] (since ha < hm[1] < hm[14]), and ohm[27]
for m[x],

in that order. The values stored in the outputs referenced
from these inputs are then used throughout the script to
evaluate the expressions. The eight input must spend an
output contributing 15: T0 to satisfy the receive(z:T0)
precondition. Finally, inputs from the ninth to the twelfth
spend the outputs relative to the state updates. Note that
the updates are u = (hw 7→ 0), (hm[15] 7→ 7) since in
the state σ the expression m[x]-y evaluates to 3 − 3 =
0, while z evaluates to 15 and 7+m[1] evaluates to 7 +
0 = 7. To achieve the wanted update u, we include in T
the inputs in specified by the input generation algorithm
of Section 5.2. These include ohy,hw

, ohw
, ohw,hz

which
are needed for hw 7→ 0 and ohm[14],hm[27]

which is needed
for hm[15] 7→ 7. These inputs have spent set to true.

We also generate the outputs for the updates, ac-
cording to Out(in,u). Since hw 7→ 0 causes w to
change from a non-default value to the default one, the
inputs ohy,hw , ohw , ohw,hz are merged into a single new
output o′hy,hz

. Instead, since hm[15] 7→ 7 causes m[15]
to change from the default value to a non-default one,
the input ohm[14],hm[27]

is split into three new outputs
o′hm[14],hm[15]

, o′hm[15]
, o′hm[15],hm[27]

.

The outputs of T also include an output to implement
the send statement, transferring 1: T1 to the public key
"pubkey_a" (the result of the evaluation of a). This out-
put has inContract set to false, and the owner of the
corresponding private key can freely spend it.

After the transaction is appended to the blockchain,
the state of the contract is updated to

σ′(y) = 3 σ′(w) = 0 σ′(z) = 15 σ′(a) = "pubkey_a"

σ′(m) = [14 7→ 1][15 7→ 7][27 7→ 3]

and the contract balance is updated to:

w′ = [15:T0, 99: T1]

Contract deployment. To deploy a new contract in-
stance ⟨R, σ, w⟩γ we need to append a suitable trans-
action Tinit to the blockchain. The first input of Tinit

must spend a previous non-contract output, contributing
the fees. We set Tinit.fee to its value. As specified by
the validity conditions (item 7 at page 6), the hash of
this input also determines a fresh contract identifier γ.
Accordingly, we set Tinit.ctrId to this value. We then fill
the outputs of Tinit, adding one contract output oR for
each rule R ∈ R, as well as the sequence of state outputs
ominH ,h0

, oh0
, oh0,h1

, oh1
, . . . , ohn,maxH

according to the
initial state σ of the contract. These outputs have zero
value, and have as their scripts the ones described before.

If the required initial balance w is non-zero, we also
include in Tinit one or more (non-contract) spent input,
whose overall value amounts to w. Since all the outputs
of Tinit have zero value, the currency received from the
inputs is transferred to the contract balance. The redeemer
fields of all the inputs is set so to satisfy the scripts of
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the outputs they are spending. The spent field of all the
inputs is set to true. Finally, Tinit is signed by all the
users whose authorization is required to spend the inputs.

5.4. Discussion

We now discuss several aspects of our approach, as
well as a few possible variants.

Security of the compiler. The security of our approach
hinges on precisely controlling the form of the contract
outputs, i.e. those UTXOs having inContract = true and
the contract ctrId = γ in their transaction. Indeed, it is
crucial that such UTXOs correctly represent the current
contract state as well as the logic operations corresponding
to contract rules. More specifically, the contract outputs
must either have datum = "logic" and check the correct
application of a contract rule, or have a datum of one
the forms "default"/"non-default" and contribute to
represent the contract state as in Equation (4).

Breaking this invariant would allow a malicious user
to disrupt the execution of the contract. Adding a new
"logic" contract output allows updating the contract state
without following the contract rules. Removing a "logic"
contract output would instead prevent the execution of a
contract rule. Moreover, adding a spurious state output
("default"/"non-default") could cause confusion on the
value of a contract variable or map location: reading
the state could then use one of the two different values
on the blockchain, potentially leading to vulnerabilities.
Finally, removing a state output in an uncontrolled way
can prevent reading and updating that part of the state,
effectively preventing the execution of the rules which
attempt that.

This invariant on the contract outputs is enforced at
multiple levels. First, our blockchain model prevents users
from freely creating new UTXOs in an existing contract.
To see why, assume we have an existing contract with
ctrId = γ. The validation conditions for new transactions
(see page 6) allow new contract outputs to be created only
in two cases:

• Item 6 allows to create new contract outputs o′, but
only when at least one input refers to a previous
contract output o having the same ctrId . Hence, one
can create contract outputs o′ with ctrId = γ only
when the previous script o.script accepts it.

• Item 7 allows to create new contract outputs o′, but
only when there are no input referring to a contract
output o, and when the ctrId of o′ is generated from
a spent input. This makes ctrId a fresh contract iden-
tifier because of the no-double-spending property.
Hence, this ctrId must be different from γ, making
the contract output o′ belong to a new contract.

Consequently, the creation of new contract outputs
inside ctrId = γ can only be done with the permission
of one of the previous output scripts within the contract.
This allows to enforce our invariant at the script level, by
making the contract-related scripts verify the newly cre-
ated contract outputs. Indeed, no new "logic" outputs are
accepted, and the new "default"/"non-default" outputs
are only accepted when they are part of a state update
mandated by some contract rule.

Simplicity of the scripts. As discussed in Section 5.3
our scripts have to perform several checks on the fields of
the redeeming transaction T and the UTXOs referred to by
T. We remark that such checks do not involve any other
parts of the blockchain, so they can be performed within
the minimalistic script model described in Section 3.

We note that the mentioned checks would also be
feasible in a loop-free script language. Indeed, the most
complex check our scripts need to perform is the one on
the outputs defined in Figure 8. While that algorithm is
presented as a recursive function, the number of recursive
calls it performs is at most 2n where n is the number of the
assignments in the contract rule effect, which is statically
known. It is therefore feasible to unfold the recursion up
to that level and obtain an equivalent loop-free script.

Improving the compiler. The transactions produced by
our compiler can be optimized and made slightly more
efficient in a few scenarios. For instance, when updating
the state according to u = (h 7→ v) it is possible that
the new value v is actually the same as the old value.
Our compiler always consumes the old state output o and
creates a new one o′, even the value does not change. In
such case, it would suffice reading o using a transaction
input with spent = false and check that the old value
is indeed v. Doing so would be more efficient since it
would generate smaller transactions (one fewer output),
possibly reducing the fees. Further, it would increase the
opportunities of parallelization by avoiding conflicts with
other transactions reading o (see Section 6).

Our compiler can also generate multiple inputs for
the same part of the state, as it happens when a contract
variable is both read and updated. This could be optimized
by omitting the redundant inputs, at the cost of some
additional complexity in the scripts.

Closing contracts. Our contracts do not feature any
means of termination. Once deployed, a contract lives
forever: its logic outputs and state outputs are never fully
removed from the UTXO set. At best, the number of state
outputs can decrease when setting some part of the state to
the default value. We could extend our contract model and
compiler to allow a complete shutdown of the contract. To
achieve that, a special "logic" output could verify that
a suitable programmed precondition for the shutdown is
satisfied, and instantly consume all the "logic" outputs,
effectively forbidding any new firing of contract rules. At
the same time, a new "logic" output odel is spawned
to start the consumption of all the existing state outputs,
following the order given by the hashes stored in their
datum fields, from minH to maxH . This can be realized
by making odel keep the hash h of the next state output
to consume in odel.datum . The only way to spend odel
would then be to consume the outputs odel, oh,h′ , oh′ (for
any h′) and produce a new output o′del with a new hash h′

in its datum . In this way, the deletion process can continue
until maxH is found, at which point no new output needs
to be produced, completing the contract shutdown.

Avoiding spam transactions. Our logic and state out-
puts have their value field set to 0, so that creating a new
state output only costs the transaction fee. This might
allow contracts to generate an excessively large amount

14



of UTXOs, polluting the UTXO set that validator nodes
must handle. To incentivize a more conservative use of
state storage, fees could be increased for state outputs.
For instance, the fee could be made proportional to the
transaction size as in Cardano [6].

Alternatively, a small “collateral” value could be de-
posited in the state outputs’ value. Such collateral could
then be refunded when the state output is consumed
(including when the contract is shut down). This would be
analogous to the “rent” mechanism used by Solana [18].

6. Parallel validation of transactions

Conflicts. In order to achieve the parallel validation
of transactions, it is paramount to be able to understand
the nature of conflicts that can hinder or prevent parallel
execution. Such conflicts can be observed at the contract
(hURF) level or at the transaction (hUTXO) level.

A first kind of contract-level conflict is caused by rule
preconditions becoming false. For example, consider a
user who wants to call rule f, another users who wants to
call rule g, and the effect of f makes the precondition of
g false, and vice versa. There is no way to perform both
f and g, whether in parallel or sequentially: only one of
them can be performed. We name this a hard conflict.
This class of conflicts also includes cases where f and g
attempt to withdraw tokens from the contract balance, but
there are not enough for both operations.

A different kind of contract-level conflict is caused by
data dependencies: for example, when f modifies some
parts of the state that are then accessed by g. This is not
a problem if validation is sequential, but hinders parallel
validation, since we can not run g until f has modified
the state. We name this a soft conflict since the operations
can still be executed, just not in parallel.

Contract-level conflicts directly induce transaction-
level conflicts. However, at the transaction level there also
arise conflicts that do not have a contract-level counterpart.

The simplest case of a transaction-level conflict is a
double spending attempt, i.e. two transactions trying to
spend the same input. This is again a hard conflict, since,
due to the validation rules, only one of the two transactions
can be performed.

Note that double spending can also arise when com-
piling two rule invocations having a soft conflict at the
contract level, if the compilation is performed relatively
to the same state outputs. For instance, consider a contract
with rule f(v) { x = v; }, which is being invoked as
f(1) and f(2). Assume that in the current blockchain
state, the value for variable x is represented by output
ox. Compiling the two invocations would lead to two
transactions both spending ox and generating o′x and o′′x
for the new values 1 and 2, respectively. This causes a
double spending attempt on ox, hence a hard conflict at
the transaction level, even if it is only a soft conflict at the
contract level. To avoid the hard conflict, we must take
state updates into account when compiling the two rule
invocations. We first compile f(1) and obtain a transaction
that spends ox and produces o′x for the new value 1. Then,
we compile f(2) according to this new state, producing
a transaction that spends o′x and produces o′′x for the
new value 2. In this way, the two transactions form a
chain because of their dependency. Now we only have

a soft conflict at the transaction level, since no double
spending is attempted. Both transactions can be added to
the blockchain, even if some parallelism is lost.

Finally, we remark that two operations that have no
conflicts at the contract-level may still cause a conflict at
the transaction-level due to a “implicit” data dependency.
Consider a contract with rules set_x(v){ x = v; } and
set_y(v){ y = v; }, and assume that the current state
associates to each variable and map the default value. Two
rule invocations set_x(1) and set_y(2) apparently are
not in conflict, since they affect distinct variables. How-
ever, after compiling these invocations to transactions,
both variables x and y are represented by the same state
output ominH ,maxH

, hence a double spending hard conflict
appears. Again, as remarked above, this can be turned into
a soft conflict by taking the updated state into account:
we first generate a transaction that consumes ominH ,maxH

and produces ominH ,xoxox,maxH
to perform set_x(1), and

then generate another transaction that consumes ox,maxH

and produces ox,yoyoy,maxH
to perform set_y(2). In this

way, we only cause a soft conflict.
Since hUTXO— as well as eUTXO — does not

feature contract-to-contract calls, so avoiding conflicts
between the states of different contracts. Note in passing
that, even if one opted to extend our model so to allow
contract-to-contract calls, one would still be able to de-
tect conflicts easily, since the part of the state which is
being affected must still be explicitly mentioned in the
transaction inputs.

Parallel validation. Our validator takes as input a se-
quence of transactions, constructs its longest conflict-free
prefix, and sends it to a pool of worker threads for valida-
tion. Then, it commits to the blockchain the transactions
that passed validation, so updating the blockchain state,
and restarts by processing the next prefix.

Detecting conflicts in our hUTXO model can be done
efficiently. Note that we can focus on transaction-level
conflicts, since each contract-level conflict is also a con-
flict at the level of transactions. Finding double spending
attempts is straightforward since each transaction explic-
itly mentions the outputs it is trying to consume or to read
(through inputs with spent = true or false, respectively).

Dependency conflicts (either hard or soft) can also be
detected in a similar fashion, by examining the explicit
inputs and outputs of transactions.

For balance-related conflicts, we adopt a conservative
execution approach. We first compute the tokens that
each transaction is going to consume from the contract
balance, as specified in Equation (1). Then, if such tokens
are still available in the contract balance, we make a
thread validate the transaction while temporarily marking
those tokens as frozen, making them unavailable for other
transactions. If the transaction is ultimately accepted, the
tokens are consumed, while on rejection they are thawed.
We call our approach as conservative since we only
validate transactions when we are sure there is enough
contract balance for them.

Our parallel validation algorithm is efficient. Beyond
the standard execution of scripts and verification of digital
signatures, it requires only a modest amount of additional
bookkeeping for the affected UTXOs and the contract
balances. If we use a balanced search tree to store those,
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we only pay an additional logarithmic cost for each input
and output, and each involved contract. This can be further
improved using hash tables, obtaining a constant overhead.

7. Experimental evaluation

We implement our approach as a prototype tool named
DISCO SIM, featuring:

• a blockchain node simulator for our hUTXO model,
comprising two alternative transaction validators: a
sequential one that only uses one thread, and a
parallel one that can exploit a thread pool;

• routines to generate the transactions needed to deploy
and execute hURF contracts, coherently with the
hURF compiler of Section 5;

• a benchmark of use cases, to be discussed below.
To make our experimental evaluation realistic, we

use the same cryptographic primitives as Cardano, i.e.
BLAKE2b-512 for hashing, and Ed25519 for signatures.
For simplicity, our simulator diverges from Cardano in
some aspects, which however only affect the results of the
experiments in a marginal way. First, DISCO SIM only fo-
cusses on the execution of contracts, and does not include
those functionalities of validators that are orthogonal to
that aim (e.g., the consensus protocol). Furthermore, we
simplify the generation of transactions in our experiments:

• First, we use sequential numbers instead of hashes as
transaction IDs, since it makes it easier to generate
chains of transactions that refer to each other. The
actual cryptographic hash function is still used for
all other purposes, including reading and updating
the contract state as explained in Section 5, and in
particular in Equations (2) and (3) which define the
expected hashes that occur in state outputs.

• Second, we do not actually sign the transactions:
instead, when a signature on a transaction would need
to be checked, DISCO SIM verifies a fixed signature
on a fixed message. We ensure that this step is not
optimized away when compiling our tool, so not to
invalidate the performance measurements.

Our simulator was developed in Rust, and amounts
to approximately 3500 Lines of Code and 125KB. The
experiments code instead amount to 2200 LoC and 73KB.

7.1. Benchmarks

The common goal of all our experiments is to measure
the speedup obtained by distributing the contract state and
by parallelizing the validation of transactions over multi-
ple threads. To this purpose, we consider a benchmark of
contracts with different features, which we describe below.

Crowdfund. The first use case is the crowdfund contract
of Section 2. The interest in this contract is that it includes
methods that simultaneously update maps and transfer
tokens, but still in a way that we expect to lead to an
efficient parallelization. This is because donors operate
on disjoint parts of the state, and that token transfers from
the contract are always guaranteed to be successful, so re-
ducing conflicts. The experiment compares the centralized
implementation of this contract (i.e., the one that keeps the
whole donors map in the datum field, copying it each time

contract ConflictMap {
map (int => int) m;

inc(i) { m[i] = m[i] + 1; }
}

Figure 9: The map contract in hURF.

contract MultiSig_N {
const int K = N / 2;
address owner = " owner_public_key ";
map ( address => bool) auth;

authorize (a) {
require signedBy ( owner );
auth[a] = true;

}
deposit (x) {

receive (x:T);
}
withdraw (a1 ,... ,aK ,b,x) {

require (a1 < a2 and ... and aK -1 < aK
and signedBy (a1) and ... and signedBy (

aK)
and auth[a1] and ... and auth[aK ]);

b.send(x:T);
}

}

Figure 10: The Multisig wallet contract in hURF.

a new donor is added) w.r.t. a distributed implementation
that uses the technique of Section 5 to distribute the state
across multiple outputs.

Map. This use case involves a basic contract that stores
a map (see Figure 13). The contract has a single rule,
which allows anyone to update the value of the map at any
given key. This allows us experiment with different rates
of soft conflicts: we can perform a bunch of updates on
completely distinct keys (0% soft conflicts), we can update
the map always on the same key (100% soft conflicts),
or fine-tune the conflict probability to any intermediate
level. In this way, we aim to measure how performance
is affected by the presence of soft conflicts.

Multisig wallet. This use case implements a mul-
tisig wallet involving N privileged users approved by
the owner, where token transfers must be authorized by
K = N/2 of them. The contract (see Figure 14) has three
rules. The first rule allows the contract owner to add au-
thorized users to the wallet. The second rule allows anyone
to deposit tokens within the wallet, without requiring any
authorization. The third rule allows to withdraw tokens
from the contract: this is possible only when K authorized
users approve the withdrawal by signing the corresponding
transaction.

The goal of this experiment is to measure the the
impact of signatures, one of the most computationally
expensive primitives of the blockchain.

Registry. This use case implements a registry contract,
which allows users to register the hash of a document
on the blockchain, and later to claim its ownership (Fig-
ure 15). Users start by calling a rule to record in a map
the hash of the hash of their document, and a current
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contract Registry {
const int register_accuracy = 10;
const int claim_time = 100;

map (hash => int) reserve ;
map (hash => int) priority ;
map (hash => address ) owner ;

register (hh ,t) {
require ( reserve [hh] == 0

and validFrom == t
and validTo == t+ register_accuracy );

reserve [hh] = t;
}
claim (h,a) {

require ( reserve [hash(h,a)] != 0
and ( priority [h] == 0 || priority [h] >

reserve [hash(h,a)]);
priority [h] = reserve [hash(h,a)]);

}
own(h,a) {

require ( validFrom == reserve [hash(h,a)]
+ register_accuracy + claim_time

and priority [h] == reserve [hash(h,a)]
and owner [h] != 0);

owner [h] = a;
}

}

Figure 11: The registry contract in hURF.

timestamp. This is needed to prevent frontrunning attacks
where an adversary “steals” the actual document hash,
and registers it before the legit user. After that, the user
calls another rule to reveal the actual hash, and store
it in another map. This rule allows the legit user (i.e.,
the one who was the first to register the double hash) to
overwrite any adversaries’ claims. Finally, the user who
has claimed a hash can permanently record its ownership.
The corresponding rule uses time constraints to ensure
that the legit user can reveal the hash, as per the second
rule. The interest in this contract is in the combination
of maps and hash functions; hashes are computed in the
second and third rule to obtain the double hash.

7.2. Experimental setup

For each benchmark we setup and execute a series of
experiments, each comprising the following actions:

1) We fix the number Nthreads of worker threads avail-
able for the node, beyond a main thread.

2) We generate a sequence T of transactions to be
validated, representing the interactions of the users
with the contracts considered in the experiment. This
sequence does not include hard conflicts, but does
include some soft conflicts in the form of transaction
dependencies, i.e. transactions whose inputs refer to
the outputs of previous transactions in the sequence.
This choice is coherent with simulating a validator
that is verifying proposed blocks whose transactions
have a very high chance to be free from hard con-
flicts. By contrast, we do not simulate miners that
have to build blocks selecting transaction from the
mempool, which instead contains arbitrary transac-
tions from the users, often involving hard conflicts.

3) We start a timer, and proceed to validate the transac-
tions in the sequence.

• If Nthreads = 0 we run the sequential validator,
which processes the transactions in T one by one.

• Otherwise, a pool of Nthreads worker threads is
created. The main thread repeatedly scans the
sequence T , searching for the longest prefix of
conflict-free transactions (as in Section 6), and
sends them to the worker threads for validation.
When the worker threads complete a batch of
transactions, the main thread commits the valid
transactions in the batch on the ledger.

4) Finally, after the whole sequence T has been pro-
cessed, we stop the timer and report its value.

7.3. Results

We discuss below the results of the experiments. All
the measures are the average over 10 runs on a 3GHz 64-
bit Intel Xeon Gold 6136 CPU and a GNU/Linux OS
(x86 64-linux) with 8 cores and 64 GB of RAM. We
denote by “1+n threads” the runs of the parallel validator
with 1 main thread and Nthreads = n worker threads.

Crowdfund. We craft an experiment for each version of
the contract (centralized and distributed), for each value
of Nthreads (so encompassing both sequential and parallel
validators), and for varying numbers of donors. In each
experiment, the input transaction sequence T has a prefix
where all the donors deposit some tokens in the contract,
followed by a suffix where they claim a refund after the
deadline. Table 2 displays time needed to validate the
sequence T in each experiment.

We first observe that, as the number of donors grows,
the centralized version of contract becomes less and less
efficient than the distributed one: this is because repli-
cating the full state in each transaction output requires
more time and memory. More precisely, each donation
adds an entry in the donor map, making it larger, so the
overall consumed memory is quadratic w.r.t. the number
of donors. By contrast, the distributed contract scales
linearly, so we managed to run it with a much larger
number of users. Figure 12 shows the amount of space
required to store the blockchain in the centralized and
distributed versions of the contract, for a varying number
of users. The figure confirms the expected quadratic the
behaviour (both in time and space) of the centralized
version, and the linear behaviour of the distributed one.

From Table 2 we also observe that the centralized
contract executed by the parallel validator gets slower as
the number of threads increases. This trend was expected,
since the transactions in the centralized contract form a
long chain where each one redeems the output of the
previous one, preventing parallelization because of such
a large number of soft conflicts. Increasing the number of
threads only increases the contention between them.

The distributed contract instead benefits from the par-
allel validator, which becomes faster with more threads.
Indeed, the experiment features many non-conflicting
transactions since the state is distributed, allowing the
parallel validator to exploit its threads. The percentage
of (soft) conflicts, which only depends on the number
of users, drops steeply from 18.23% in the experiments
with 250 users, to 1.05% in those with 50K users. These
conflicts are mostly due to the splitting and merging
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Validator C(250) D(250) C(500) D(500) C(1K) D(1K) C(10K) D(10K) C(20K) D(20K) D(50K) D(1M)

Sequential 0.040 0.047 0.092 0.094 0.244 0.191 16.172 1.943 86.758 3.908 10.827 200.446
1+1 threads 0.057 0.057 0.110 0.102 0.268 0.201 11.283 2.011 41.257 4.061 10.008 200.656
1+2 threads 0.067 0.037 0.117 0.059 0.280 0.143 11.702 1.033 45.100 2.051 5.088 101.515
1+3 threads 0.078 0.029 0.116 0.045 0.281 0.081 13.653 0.698 67.941 1.389 3.441 67.976
1+4 threads 0.087 0.026 0.147 0.038 0.281 0.064 13.236 0.539 61.785 1.063 2.609 51.101
1+5 threads 0.069 0.024 0.118 0.038 0.311 0.056 14.744 0.461 77.655 0.863 2.104 41.046
1+6 threads 0.057 0.026 0.129 0.041 0.321 0.052 15.176 0.375 77.371 0.741 1.786 34.335
1+7 threads 0.056 0.028 0.138 0.041 0.320 0.052 17.385 0.332 81.322 0.638 1.544 29.528

TABLE 2: Timings for the Crowdfund experiments (C=centralized, D=distributed).
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Figure 12: Timings and speedup for the Crowdfund experiments.

of map intervals (as per Section 5.2) that occur during
the donate and refund operations. Effectively, these soft
conflicts are caused by the implicit data dependencies as
discussed in Section 6.

Figure 12 (right) shows the space speedup of the
distributed contract over the centralized one, and the time
speedup of the distributed contract with the parallel val-
idator (with 1+7 threads) over the sequential/distributed
contracts with the sequential validator. We observe that
the speedup of the distributed over the centralized contract
grows linearly in the number of users, both in time and
space. Instead, fixing the distributed contract, the time
speedup of the parallel validator (with 1+7 threads) over
the sequential one grows with the number of users, being
only bounded by the number of available threads. For
instance, we have a 6.13 speedup for 20K users and a
7.01 speedup for 50K users. This increase in the speedup
is coherent with the reduced percentage of conflicts.

Map. The goal here is to study the performance of
the distributed Map contract under a varying conflicts
probability. Given a wanted probability p of soft conflicts,
we construct a sequence of transactions T with 50K
random calls of the rule inc, each time determining the
actual parameter based on the toss of a biased coin. With
probability p, we update m[0]; with probability 1− p, we
update m[i] where the index i is incremented each time. In
this way, we repeatedly update the same map location m[0]
with probability p, ensuring a soft conflict each time. By
contrast, the other map updates access distinct locations

m[i], which is very unlikely to cause conflicts. Indeed,
in such cases a conflict happens only because of the
implicit data dependencies discussed in Section 6, when
two accesses m[i] and m[j] need to split the same interval.
Since the number of intervals increases after each m[i]
update, the probability of such conflicts quickly becomes
very small, making the effective conflict probability be
close to the wanted parameter p.

Figure 13 displays the results of our experiment with
varying values of the conflict probability p and with
different validators. We observe that the parallel validator
is generally faster than the sequential one when using at
least 2 worker threads. The sequential validator becomes
faster when p > 54% (dotted vertical line in Figure 13),
i.e. when we have a very high conflict probability. This
corresponds to the highly unrealistic scenario where more
than half of the transactions in the blockchain update the
same map location. When p assumes more realistic values
such as p < 15%, we observe a 1.71 speedup comparing
the sequential validator to the parallel one (1+3 threads).

Multisig wallet. We craft an experiment for the dis-
tributed version of the contract, varying the number N
of privileged users (N = 2, 4, 6, 10) and the number of
threads available to the validator. In each experiment, the
sequence of transactions T starts with the owner autho-
rizing N users, and then proceeds with 100K random
operations. When the wallet holds no tokens, we perform
a deposit operation adding one token. Otherwise, we
flip an unbiased coin, and perform either a deposit or
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Figure 13: Timings and speedup for the Map experiments.

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
0

5

10

15

20

Nthreads

Ti
m

in
g

(s
)

N=2
N=4
N=6
N=10

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1

2

3

4

5

6

Nthreads

Sp
ee

du
p

ov
er

di
st

ri
bu

te
d/

se
qu

en
tia

l

Figure 14: Timings and speedup for the Multisig experiments.

a withdraw, both involving one token. Each withdraw
operation is signed by K = N/2 users, so that it al-
ways succeeds. Consequently, to be executed it requires
verifying N/2 signatures, plus an extra one to pay the
transaction fees. By contrast, authorize operations only
require verifying 2 signatures (the owner’s and the one for
the fees), while deposit operations require 2 signatures
(one for the deposited token and the one for the fees).
Overall, we measured ∼ 1.5% of soft conflicts. This is not
affected in any significant way by the number of users N ,
nor by the number of threads.

The results are displayed in Figure 14. As expected,
the average running time roughly scales with the average
number of verified signatures. Assuming that the number
of deposits is close to the number of withdraws, the
number of verified signatures for N participants can be
estimated as S(N) = 100K · (0.5 · 2+ 0.5 · (N/2+ 1)) =
25K ·N+150K. Observing the timings in Figure 14 (left)
we see that the time for each N is roughly proportional

to S(N), confirming that the cost of signature verification
is the main factor affecting performance.

Figure 14 (right) shows the speedups of the parallel
validator over the sequential one for a varying number
of threads. We observe that the speedup does not depend
on the value of N but only on the number of threads,
confirming that contracts that make heavy use of signature
verification can fully exploit parallel validation.

Registry. In each experiment, the input transaction se-
quence T starts with N distinct users invoking register
on a document of their own. The users then perform a
claim on their documents, wait for the deadlines to expire,
and finally invoke own to assert their ownership on the
document they registered.

Figure 15 displays the timings and speedup for the
distributed version of the contract. We observe that the
parallel validator is significantly faster than the sequential
one. Using 1 + 2 threads, the speedup is always greater
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Figure 15: Timings and speedup for the Registry experiments.

than 1 even for a small number of users (e.g., it 1.47 is
for N = 250). Using 1+7 threads, the speedup is always
greater than 1, and it tends asymptotically to the bound 7
as the number of users grows. This is due to a low number
of soft conflicts (less than 2%).

8. Conclusions

We have presented a technique to improve the per-
formance of smart contracts in the UTXO model, based
on distributing the contract state and parallelizing the
validation of transactions. Below, we comment on a few
possible alternatives to our approach.

When dealing with contracts involving a large state, an
alternative technique to reduce its footprint on the trans-
action is to store there only the hash of the contract state,
while storing the actual state in a separate data structure
(possibly, in a transient way). That would require only a
single output, making the approach centralized. Validating
a transaction would still require validators to access the
old and new states from the separate data structure, so
that scripts can verify that the state was updated correctly.
In order to save space, old states could, in principle, be
discarded from the data structure after several blocks are
put on top of the blockchain after the latest state. The
main disadvantage of this approach compared to ours is
that, by removing the old states, the blockchain can no
longer be fully revalidated: validators must blindly accept
that old state updates were correct because several blocks
have been appended after them.

A more sophisticated centralized approach would be to
represent the state as a Merkle tree, storing the root hash
in the transaction datum . Updating a state would then
require to include as transaction witnesses/redeemers only
those parts of the Merkle tree that are actually accessed by
scripts, similarly to Taproot [19] for Bitcoin. A downside
of this approach is that the transaction scripts are signifi-
cantly more complex than ours, since they must traverse
the state Merkle trees (which could represent dynamic
data structures) and check they are the intended ones.
By contrast, our hURF language allows us to seamlessly

operate on the contract state, automatically generating the
hUTXO scripts. Another main downside is that, since
the approach is centralized, it prevents parallel updates
to different parts of the state.

Our approach to contract state distribution uses mul-
tiple zero-valued UTXOs. Some blockchains, such as
Cardano [20], require instead a minimum amount of native
cryptocurrency in each output, in order to discourage the
spawning of a large number of “spam” outputs. While
we presented our approach using zero-value outputs for
the sake of simplicity, we remark that it is possible to
introduce in it spam-prevention mechanisms similar to
Cardano’s. Indeed, requiring a minimum value to be stored
in each state output would not break our technique, but
only require contract users to pay a little extra when
enlarging the UTXO set, and receive that amount back
when reducing it. Alternatively, preventing spam could
be integrated with the fee mechanism, by making the
transaction fees depend on the number of new UTXOs
spawned by the transaction.

Smart contracts in the UTXO model can suffer from
the so-called “UTXO congestion” problem [11]. When
multiple users want to perform an operation that affects
the same part of the state of the same contract, they
all need to sign and broadcast transactions that attempt
to spend the same UTXO. After that, only one of such
transactions will be appended to the blockchain, updating
the contract state, while all the others are invalid and
then rejected. To perform the wanted operation, users
must adapt their transactions to the new state output and
sign it again. This process must be repeated by each user
until they win the race. To mitigate this issue, we could
introduce a controlled form of transaction malleability,
allowing block proposers to adapt the inputs of the previ-
ously signed transactions to the new contract state outputs
without invalidating the signatures. This would allow users
to sign a transaction to order the execution of a contract
operation “in any state”, similarly to what happens in
account-based blockchains. Users must carefully choose
whether to sign a transaction in the regular way or in this
“malleable” way, since the latter might cause the operation
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to be executed in an unwanted state, or expose the user
to transaction-ordering attacks [21]–[23].

Acknowledgments. Work partially supported by project
SERICS (PE00000014) under the MUR National Recov-
ery and Resilience Plan funded by the European Union
– NextGenerationEU, and by PRIN 2022 PNRR project
DeLiCE (F53D23009130001).

References

[1] L. Brünjes and M. J. Gabbay, “UTxO- vs account-based smart con-
tract blockchain programming paradigms,” in ISoLA, ser. LNCS,
vol. 12478. Springer, 2020, pp. 73–88.

[2] T. D. Dickerson, P. Gazzillo, M. Herlihy, and E. Koskinen, “Adding
concurrency to smart contracts,” in ACM Symposium on Principles
of Distributed Computing (PODC). ACM, 2017, pp. 303–312.

[3] P. S. Anjana, S. Kumari, S. Peri, S. Rathor, and A. Somani, “An
efficient framework for optimistic concurrent execution of smart
contracts,” in Euromicro Int. Conf. on Parallel, Distributed, and
Network-Based Processing (PDP), 2019, pp. 83–92.

[4] M. Bartoletti, L. Galletta, and M. Murgia, “A theory of transaction
parallelism in blockchains,” Log. Methods Comput. Sci., vol. 17,
no. 4, 2021.

[5] G. Pı̂rlea, A. Kumar, and I. Sergey, “Practical smart contract
sharding with ownership and commutativity analysis,” in ACM
SIGPLAN International Conference on Programming Language
Design and Implementation (PLDI). ACM, 2021, pp. 1327–1341.

[6] K. Hammond, “Plutus fee estimator: find out the cost of transact-
ing on Cardano,” https://iohk.io/en/blog/posts/2022/01/21/plutus-
fee-estimator-find-out-the-cost-of-transacting-on-cardano/, 2022.

[7] M. P. Jones, “Inline datums,” 2021, https://cips.cardano.org/cip/
CIP-32.

[8] M. Bartoletti, L. Benetollo, M. Bugliesi, S. Crafa, G. D. Sasso,
R. Pettinau, A. Pinna, M. Piras, S. Rossi, S. Salis, A. Spanò,
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