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THE CLAIMANT'S INTENTION



Claimant in case 164 asked for a bigger share of the storytelling reward based, in my 

opinion, in inconsistent or even invalid arguments. First, his claim is based on 

comparing the number of people reached by his post with the number of people 

reached by award number 4, an opportunistic selection which favors his position. This 

comparison is invalid due to the several reasons: 

In this document, we will show that the intention of the claimant was, 

since the beginning, to protect the Cooperative Kleros and other 

participants of the storytelling bounty program.

Instagram post. Storrytelling number 4

pst, lovely photo Mars!

3    The claimant retired the story before the 

end of case 164. Was he aware of the 

weakness of his case and conveniently 

deleted the evidence?

In order to be valid the comparison should 

have into account only the stories in the 

whole Second part of the program, and not 

only one, “conveniently selected'' story of the 

first part.

1   Story number 4 was awarded during the 

First part of the program, valid between 

10/12/19 and 10/01/20, with 27 competing 

stories, whereas claimant's story was 

awarded during the Second part of the 

program (11/1/2020-11/02/2020), between 

370 competing posts. The criteria for scoring 

the stories between the First and Second 

part of the program probably changed 

according with the number of competing 

stories. 

2  The claimant story consist only in a Kleros 

i c o s a h e d r o n  p h o t o g r a p h  w i t h  t h e 

#Jointhejusticerevolution hashtag, i.e. not 

an explanation at all of what Kleros is. By the 

contrary, story number 4 presents a very 

complete explanation of the Kleros protocol 

basis, see figure below.

4    Claimant asked for scoring his story by 

saying that he has 1265 followers against 60 

ones of the story number 4 submitters. 

However, he  just got 3.7% likes of his 

followers. We highlight that most of his posts 

get six times more likes. Thus really his story 

was not very interesting for his followers. An 

obvious outcome, provided that he did not 

explain what the icosahedron represented. 



links to the instagram account ).https://www.instagram.com/canaslan1/

Moreover, and the most important point of the evidence, it's he is asking for a 

bigger score in the reach field, due to a bigger audience, but he DELETED 

the post even before the case 164 was ended!. So, why are you asking for a 

bigger score if you don't want to spread the Kleros project?. For us, he was 

just a scammer. You can see by your own eyes in this screenshot of his 

Instagram profile just a day ago of the end of his dispute. Going forward, he 

delete the instagram account (The submission 87 in the Spreadsheet 
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1RPWm69LkhGTqs4dDaydhYUQs1potq7nrYArHcB5bbf0/edit#gid=0

So was very unfair he asks for a bigger bounty due to a bigger people reached, 

when he is deleting the post, and the account.

Instagram post of the claimants of the case 164.



We just wanted to protect the Cooperative and found the error which prevented us 

from reaching justice and the response of they just was. “Ups, there is a bug, sorry”. 

These errors should not happen, and if they are presented, the response must be 

very professional. Again, we believe in the Kleros Project and in the team behind this 

project, that's the reason why we decided to bring this case to the Kleros court. This 

project is the revolution of the Justice, we want to make it happen, but to reach that 

objective, the errors in these early steps must be accepted and fixed so never again 

could be there, and the response to the users has to be very professional.

Here we have shown some of the evidence we had for appealing the case 164, and 

why we are very sure that we would have won the case.

In previous evidence of this case we have shown the UI bugs which prevented us 

from reaching justice in that case, and now you understand how this case number 

164 affects the Cooperative and all of us. Due to a decision of the Cooperative, the 

result of that case did not modify the bounty of other participants, but if the original 

procedure had been followed, this case would have diminished the bounty that all 

the other participants had received. And I stress that I myself was one of the 

participants, so I am not a third party in this case.

Presentening this evidence we are sure we would have won case number 164, and 

we are sure that the jurors have the same opinion about that case.

Screenshot of all the instagram post of the account @canaslan1 before the case 164 was ended


