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On 8 April 2020, Gendall J, sitting in the High Court of New Zealand, decided Ruscoe v Cryptopia Ltd 
(in liq), providing the most recent and authoritative common law statement in the world on whether a 
cryptocurrency is property. The case provides significant guidance for any jurisdiction, common or 
civil, faced with determining whether cryptocurrencies are property. This note outlines the approach 
taken to ‘the property question’ by Gendall J, in four parts. Part I introduces the property question. 
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