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1. Introduction
2. Identifying the Key Issues

(a) Solana Wallet Integration Issues

(b) Ethereum Performance Issues
3. Paycryp’s Blockchain Solution

(a) Bringing the Best of Both Worlds
(b) Unified Wallet Integration
(¢) Attracting Developers

4. Technical Details and Mathematical Proof

(a) Mathematical Comparison of Consensus Mechanisms
(b) Wallet Integration Proof

5. Comparative Analysis
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(a) Solana vs Ethereum vs Paycryp
6. Future Prospects and Scalability

(a) Scalability of the Paycryp Blockchain

(b) Ecosystem Expansion

Abstract

This document presents a comprehensive overview of Paycryp’s ap-
proach to integrating the strengths of Solana and Ethereum blockchains,
addressing their respective limitations. Paycryp’s solution leverages Solana’s
performance advantages, particularly higher transactions per second (TPS)
and improved consensus mechanisms, while integrating Ethereum’s developer-
friendly API and wallet structure to enhance usability. By providing uni-
fied wallet integration and attracting developers proficient in both Solidity
and Rust, Paycryp offers a balanced solution for blockchain scalability, de-
veloper adoption, and decentralized applications (dApps). Additionally,
the mathematical proofs included highlight the improvements in transac-
tion throughput, performance consistency, and cross-chain wallet compat-
ibility.



2 Blockchain Integration

2.1 Introduction

Overview of Paycryp’s Blockchain Vision: Introduction to how Paycryp inte-
grates the strengths of Solana and Ethereum while addressing the key limitations
of both ecosystems.

2.2 Identifying the Key Issues
2.2.1 Solana Wallet Integration Issues
e Lack of support for Web3 wallets with Ethereum-like APIs.
e Different wallet structure that adds complexity for developers and users.

e Shortage of Rust developers compared to Solidity developers, making de-
veloper adoption challenging.

2.2.2 Ethereum Performance Issues

e Ethereum’s consensus mechanism limits its performance and transaction
throughput (TPS).

e A comparison of Ethereum’s consensus and scalability limitations with
Solana’s higher TPS and consensus efficiency.

2.3 Paycryp’s Blockchain Solution
2.3.1 Bringing the Best of Both Worlds

Solana’s Transaction Speed and Efficiency: Explanation of how Paycryp
inherits Solana’s performance advantages, including higher TPS and improved
consensus mechanisms.

Ethereum’s Developer Ecosystem: Integration of an Ethereum-like API
and wallet structure to improve developer experience and user accessibility.

Unified Wallet Integration: Paycryp’s solution to provide wallet integra-
tion compatible with both Solana’s structure and Ethereum’s Web3 API to
ensure a smoother developer and user experience.

Attracting Developers: Steps Paycryp will take to attract both Solidity and
Rust developers by simplifying integration and providing extensive developer
resources.



2.4 Technical Details and Mathematical Proof
2.4.1 Mathematical Comparison of Consensus Mechanisms

In-depth technical explanation of Ethereum’s Proof-of-Stake consensus and its
limitations, compared with Solana’s Proof-of-History and how Paycryp’s hybrid
approach bridges these gaps.

Mathematical proof showing how Paycryp can improve TPS and maintain
performance consistency without sacrificing decentralization.

2.4.2 Wallet Integration Proof

Explanation of how Paycryp integrates Ethereum-like Web3 APIs with Solana’s
wallet structure, ensuring smooth cross-chain interaction while maintaining se-
curity and speed.

Mathematical validation of the proposed integration, with references to both
Solana’s and Ethereum’s whitepapers.

2.5 Comparative Analysis
2.5.1 Solana vs Ethereum vs Paycryp

Side-by-side analysis demonstrating how Paycryp brings together the best fea-
tures from both Solana (performance) and Ethereum (developer support and
ecosystem), while solving their weaknesses.

References to Solana and Ethereum Whitepapers: Cite relevant sec-
tions of both whitepapers to support the analysis and demonstrate how Paycryp
improves upon existing technologies.

2.6 Future Prospects and Scalability
2.6.1 Scalability of the Paycryp Blockchain

A look into how the blockchain architecture scales with increasing user demand,
while maintaining speed and developer-friendly integration.

2.6.2 Ecosystem Expansion

Plans for expanding the ecosystem, integrating further with Ethereum-compatible
dApps, and improving wallet compatibility.

To analyze why Solana has higher TPS (Transactions Per Second) compared
to Ethereum, we need to break down the core differences between their design
and architecture. The main factors contributing to Solana’s higher TPS include
consensus mechanisms, network architecture, block production, and execution
model. Here’s a detailed breakdown of these reasons:



3 Consensus Mechanisms

3.1 Consensus Mechanism
3.1.1 Ethereum (Proof of Stake - PoS)

Sequential Consensus: Ethereum’s PoS mechanism is slower because it re-
quires each validator to confirm the transaction order and validate transactions,
requiring network-wide communication.

Mathematical Representation:
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where m is the number of validators involved in consensus, and each validator
i requires time ¢; to verify and validate the transactions.

Drawback: Slower throughput due to the sequential nature of consensus, lim-
iting Ethereum’s TPS (around 15-30 TPS).

3.1.2 Solana (Proof of History + Tower BFT)

Asynchronous Consensus: Solana’s PoH timestamps transactions, reduc-
ing the need for validators to agree on transaction order, which speeds up con-
sensus. Tower BFT builds on this for faster finalization.

Mathematical Representation:

T30 = f(Tpon,Voteprr)

consensus

where Tp,p is the time to generate transaction timestamps, and Votegpr is
the validator voting process using Tower BFT, which is much faster due to PoH.

Result: High throughput, achieving up to 65,000 TPS.

3.1.3 Paycryp (Hybrid Consensus with Parallel PoH Chains)

Optimized Consensus: Paycryp integrates multiple PoH chains and cross-
chain Tower BFT to increase consensus speed.

Mathematical Representation:

Paycry
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Each Tp,p, represents a parallel PoH chain, allowing multiple chains to times-
tamp transactions concurrently. This reduces the time to finality as cross-chain
validation speeds up voting.

Result: Faster consensus across multiple chains, providing higher TPS than
both Ethereum and Solana.



