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1. References in this Re-Amended Defence to paragraph numbers are to the

Amended Particulars of Claim unless otherwise stated.
Parties
2. As to paragraph 1:

2.1 It is admitted that the Claimant is "active" within the cryptocurrency
"sphere" in the sense that he has an interest in, and has a public profile
as someone involved in, that sector. It is admitted that he has experience
in information technology security. It is not admitted that the Claimant is
a computer scientist. It is admitted and averred that in December 2015

he claimed publicly to have a PhD in computer science from Charles Sturt



University (CSU), Bathurst, Australia. Hawe

2.2 It is not admitted that the Claimant "runs" a number of cryptocurrency or
blockchain businesses (that term being undefined and no particulars of

those businesses having been provided).

23 No admissions are made as to whether the Claimant is a businessman
"based in" England and Wales (a term which is not defined) or as to any
connections he claims to have to this jurisdiction. The Claimant is an

Australian citizen and also has close connections to Antigua.

2.4 He resided in Australia until early December 2015 when his home and
office in Sydney were raided by the Australian Tax Office as part of an

investigation into his tax affairs.
2.5  The Claimant will be put to proof of his connection to this jurisdiction.
26 Save as aforesaid, paragraph 1 is denied.

3. The Claimant is supported in these proceedings by Calvin Ayre, a Canadian
businessman domiciled in Antigua. Mr Ayre carries on in business in online
gambling. In November 2018 the Claimant and Mr Ayre established a new
cryptocurrency "hard fork chain" called "Bitcoin SV" (short for "Bitcoin Satoshi
Vision"), which had Mr Ayre’s financial backing. Bitcein-S\-is-prometed-by-rChain

3A.




Paragraph 2 is admitted and averred. The Defendant’s podcast, on his website

www.whatbitcoindid.com, is one of the leading online global publications about

the bitcoin and cryptocurrency sector and is listened to by many around the world
with an interest in that subject including expert commentators on bitcoin and

cryptocurrency.

Paragraph 3 is admitted and averred, save that the final sentence is not admitted.

In addition to using his Twitter account to tweet about news and other
developments in the bitcoin and cryptocurrency sector, at all material times the
Defendant used it to participate in online discussions and debates on those
subjects. As with the listeners of the Defendant’s podcast, the followers of his
Twitter account were at all material times located all over the world. |t is assumed

that the reference to “the Claimant” in the final sentence is intended to be a

reference to “the Defendant”.

The publications-Tweets complained of

As to the publications complained of in paragraphs 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16, 19, 21,
and 23-24A; [24C, 24E, 24G and 2411:

6.1 It is admitted that the Defendant wrote and published the words
complained of in the case of each of the [ten]-fifteenfourteen] Tweets
referred to in those paragraphs on the dates pleaded (although the times

are not admitted).

6.2  The words complained of have been selectively chosen by the Claimant.
The Defendant will rely on the whole of each Tweet complained of and the
surrounding context — including the preceding and following Tweets by the



6.3

6.4
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Defendant and others — to put each Twes 2 Jits proper

context.

It is admitted that the words complained of referred o the Claimant. It is
denied that they were defamatory of the Claimant in the sense that they
caused or were likely to cause serious harm to his reputation (see

paragraphs 18 and 19 below).

The [first ten] eleven-Tweets complained of are no longer online and

accessible via the Defendant’'s Twitter page (as is admitted by the

Claimant at paragraph 25.5). They were automatically deleted in or about

mid-June and July 2019 by software installed on the Defendant’s account.

[It is admitted-denied that the other Tweets complained of remain online
and accessible to the public. They were removed by the Defendant
pursuant to an undertaking the Defendant offered the Court by solicitor's
letter dated 22 November 2020.]

Meaning

The First Publication

It is denied that the words complained of in paragraph 4 bore or were understood

to bear the innuendo meaning pleaded in paragraph 5. As to the innuendo

particulars in paragraphs 5.1 and 5.2:

Paragraph 5.1

7.1

7.2

7.3

It is admitted and averred that the pseudonymous "Satoshi Nakamoto" is
generally believed within the worldwide bitcoin and cryptocurrency
community to be the individual or group of persons who originally created

the bitcoin cryptocurrency.

However, whether or not it is generally believed or accepted that Satoshi
Nakamoto is or may be one individual or a group of individuals is

immaterial for the purposes of this claim.

This is for two reasons. First, the Claimant and others on his behalf have

made repeated public statements, since at least 2015, that it is the
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Claimant himself who is Satoshi Nakamote, y R ERR BEN Sl o . To this
end, in April and May 2016 the Claimant '€ ed publicl in private
\s

that he would prove that he was Satoshi 4 ot carrying out
exercises using Satoshi’s private cryptographic keys. Those exercises
very publicly failed, leading to the widely held and expressed view in the
bitcoin and cryptocurrency community that the Claimant’s continuing
claim to be Satoshi Nakamoto was a sham-{as-seteutinparagraphs22.20
02229 below). Second, if Satoshi Nakamoto is a group of individuals,
the Claimant’s claim to be Satoshi is a claim that he is an individual within
the group who has control of the private cryptographic keys associated

with the critical earliest blocks in the blockchain.

The facts in paragraph 7.3 above were, at the time of the publications
complained of, generally known in the worldwide bitcoin and
cryptocurrency community, including by all or at least a very large majority

of those who read the [ten] Tweets|, and/or viewed the video,] complained

of or any of them, readers of the Defendant’s Tweets[, and viewers of the

video,] being persons with a special interest in and knowledge of bitcoin

and cryptocurrency.

7.4A The Defendant will contend that, to the readers referred to in paragraph
7.4 above, by way of that innuendo plea, the words complained of meant and
were understood to mean that the Claimant’s claim to be Satoshi Nakamoto (the

seudonymous person or one of the group of people who created bitcoin) was
fraudulent, in that it was a lie, as demonstrated by his own failed promises to
provide cryptographic proof of that claim.

Paragraph 5.2

7.5

Accordingly, paragraph 5.2 is denied.

The Second Publication

It is denied that the words complained of in paragraph 6 bore or were understood

to bear the innuendo meaning pleaded in paragraph 7. As to the innuendo

particulars in paragraphs 7.1 to 7.4:



8.1

8.2

8.3

8.4

8.5

is supporting the Claimant in this claim (as to which paragraphs 3 and-3A

above are- is repeated), had made it publicly known that the Claimant was

intending to bring libel proceedings against individuals who had stated
online that they did not believe the Claimant’s claims to be Satoshi
Nakamoto and considered his attempts to prove it a scam or fraudulent.

Save as aforesaid paragraph 7.2 is denied.

As to paragraph 7.3, it is admitted that the photograph which featured in
Mr Ayre’s Tweet was of the Claimant, Mr Ayre and their solicitors and
counsel engaged in these proceedings. It is admitted that the reference
to "troll hunting”, alongside the posed photograph of "legal muscle", must
have been intended by the Claimant (and Mr Ayre) to convey the
impression to readers of it that the Claimant was embarking on legal
proceedings against those who had made the said statements about the
Claimant. It is not admitted that readers would have understood it to bear

that meaning.

The facts in paragraph 8.2 above were at the time of the publications
complained of generally known in the worldwide bitcoin and
cryptocurrency community, including by all or at least a very large majority

of those who read the Second Publication (as well as the other Tweets,

[and the video], complained of), readers of the Defendant’s Tweets [and

viewers of the video] being persons with a special interest in and

knowledge of bitcoin and cryptocurrency.

Accordingly, in light of paragraphs 7.4 and 8.4 above, paragraph 7.4 is

denied.

The Third Publication

It is denied that the words complained of in paragraph 8 bore or were understood

to bear the innuendo meaning pleaded in paragraph 9. As to the innuendo

particulars in paragraphs 9.1 and 9.2:

9.1

As to paragraph 9.1, paragraphs 7.1 to 7.3 and 8.2 above are repeated.



10.

11.

12.

13.

9.2 Accordingly, in light of paragraphs 7.4 apd-£

denied.

The Fourth Publication

It is denied that the words complained of in paragraph 10 bore or were understood
to bear the innuendo meaning pleaded in paragraph 11. As to the innuendo

particulars in paragraphs 11.1 and 11.2:
10.1  As to paragraph 11.1, paragraphs 7.1 to 7.3 and 8.2 above are repeated.

10.2  Accordingly, in light of paragraphs 7.4 and 8.4 above, paragraph 11.2 is

denied.
The Fifth Publication

Itis denied that the words complained of in paragraph 12 bore or were understood
to bear the innuendo meaning pleaded in paragraph 13. As to the innuendo

particulars in paragraphs 13.1 and 13.2:
11.1  As to paragraph 13.1, paragraphs 7.1 to 7.3 and 8.2 above are repeated.

11.2  Accordingly, in light of paragraphs 7.4 and 8.4 above, paragraph 13.2 is

denied.
The Sixth Publication

Itis denied that the words complained of in paragraph 14 bore or were understood
to bear the innuendo meaning pleaded in paragraph 15. As to the innuendo

particulars in paragraphs 15.1 and 15.2:

12.1 As to paragraph 15.1, paragraphs 7.1 to 7.3 above are repeated.

12.2  Accordingly, in light of paragraph 7.4 above, paragraph 15.2 is denied.
The Seventh Publication

Itis denied that the words complained of in paragraph 16 bore or were understood
to bear the meaning pleaded in paragraph 17.



14.

15.

16.

17.

Itis denied that the words complained of in paragrar derstood

to bear the innuendo meaning pleaded in parag ¢ innuendo

particulars in paragraphs 18.1 and 18.2:
14.1 As to paragraph 18.1, paragraphs 7.1 to 7.3 above are repeated.

14.2  Accordingly, in light of paragraph 7.4 above, paragraph 18.2 is denied.
The Eighth Publication

Itis denied that the words complained of in paragraph 19 bore or were understood
to bear the innuendo meaning pleaded in paragraph 20. As to the innuendo

particulars in paragraphs 20.1 and 20.2:
15.1 As to paragraph 20.1, paragraphs 7.1 to 7.3 and 8.2 above are repeated.

15.2  Accordingly, in light of paragraphs 7.4 and 8.4 above, paragraph 20.2 is

denied.
15.3 Paragraph 20.3 is denied: paragraph 14 above is repeated.
The Ninth Publication

It is denied that the words complained of in paragraph 21 bore or were understood
to bear the innuendo meaning pleaded in paragraph 22. As to the innuendo

particulars in paragraphs 22.1 and 22.2:

16.1 As to paragraph 22.1, paragraphs 7.1 to 7.3 above are repeated.

16.2  Accordingly, in light of paragraph 7.4 above, paragraph 22.2 is denied.
16.3 Paragraph 22.3 is denied: paragraph 14 above is repeated.

The Tenth Publication

Itis denied that the words complained of in paragraph 23 bore or were understood
to bear the innuendo meaning pleaded in paragraph 24. As to the innuendo
particulars in paragraphs 24.1 and 24.2:

17.1 As to paragraph 24.1, paragraphs 7.1 to 7.3 and 8.2 above are repeated.



17.2 Accordingly, in light of paragraphs 7.4 and 84 -3bove 2graph 24.2 is

denied.

[NOTE: Paragraphs 17B -to 171 below are dependent on the outcome of the
Claimant's Third Amendment Application dated 23 November 2020 succeeding
in adding publications 12 to 16 to the claim. Corresponding amendments would

also need be made to paragraph 18 below as well as elsewhere in the draft Re-
Amended Defence dependant on the outcome of that application].

[The Twelfth Publication

17B. The final paragraph of the quotation in paragraph 24C relates to a Tweet posted

by another Twitter user (“SeekingSatoshi”), not the Defendant. It is denied the

Twelfth Publication remains online _and accessible. It was removed by the
Defendant pursuant to an undertaking the Defendant offered the Court by letter

dated 22 November 2020. It is denied that the words complained of in paragraph
24C which were posted by the Defendant referred to the Claimant and/or bore or

were understood to bear the meaning pleaded in paragraph 24D.

The Thirteenth Publication

17C. It is denied the Thirteenth Publication remains online and accessible. It was

removed by the Defendant pursuant to an undertaking the Defendant offered the

Court by letter dated 22 November 2020. It is denied that the words complained
of in paragraph 24E bore or were understood to bear the innuendo meaning

pleaded in paragraph 24F. As to the innuendo particulars in paragraphs 24F.1
to 24F.3:
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17C.1. As to paragraph 24F.1, paragraphs 7.1 tol7.3 SWEBNS #bdiidlare Pepeated.

17C.2. Paragraph 24F.2 is admitted.

17C.3. Accordingly, in light of paragraphs 7.4 and 8.4 above, paragraph 24F.3 is

denied.

The Fourteenth Publication

It is denied the Fourteenth Publication remains online and accessible. It was

removed by the Defendant pursuant to an undertaking the Defendant offered the

Court by letter dated 22 November 2020. It is denied that the words complained
of in paragraph 24G bore or were understood to bear the innuendo meaning

pleaded in paragraph 24H. As to the innuendo particulars in paragraphs 24H.1
and 24H.2:

17D.1. As to paragraph 24H.1, paragraphs 7.1 to 7.3 and 8.2 above are repeated.

17D.2. Accordingly, in light of paragraphs 7.4 and 8.4 above, paragraph 24H.2 is

denied.

The Fifteenth Publication

It is denied the Fifteenth Publication remains online and accessible. It was

removed by the Defendant pursuant to an undertaking the Defendant offered the

Court by letter dated 22 November 2020. It is denied that the words complained
of in paragraph 24| bore or were understood to bear the innuendo meaning

pleaded in paragraph 24J. As to the innuendo particulars in paragraphs 24J.1
and 24J.2:

17E.1. As to paragraph 24J.1, paragraphs 7.1 to 7.3 and 8.2 above are repeated.

17E.2. Accordingly, in light of paragraphs 7.4 and 8.4 above, paragraph 24J.2 is

denied.

The Sixteenth Publication

Paragraph 24K is admitted.
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It is admitted that the Defendant spoke the worJ ph 24L —

17H.

which have been selectively chosen - and that the\/we\lfds referred to,/u;]e[CIaimant.
It is denied that they were defamatory of the CIW%e that they
caused or were likely to cause serious harm to his repm paragraphs 18
and 19 below).

As to paragraph 24M it is admitted that the Defendant knew that the words

171.

referred to were to be made available via a live stream video but it is denied that

he knew (or intended) that they would made available in any permanent form.

The second sentence is accordingly denied.

It is denied that the words complained of in paragraph 24L bore or were

18.

understood to bear the innuendo meaning pleaded in paragraph 24N. The

Defendant will rely on the whole of the video complained of and the surrounding

context to put it into its proper context. As to the innuendo particulars in
paragraphs 24N.1 and 24N.2:

171.1. As to paragraph 24N.1, paragraphs 7.1 to 7.3 and 8.2 above are repeated.

171.2. As to paragraph 24N.2 it is denied that there were any “readers” of the

Sixteenth Publication. In light of paragraphs 7.4 and 8.4 above, paragraph
24N.2 is denied.]

Serious harm

It is denied that the publications complained of or any of them have caused or are
likely to cause the Claimant serious harm to his reputation whether as alleged in
paragraph 25 or at all. The Defendant reserves the right to apply for summary

judgment or trial of a preliminary issue in relation to this issue.

18.1  As to paragraph 25.1, this is an entirely generic plea and is denied save
that it is admitted that no retraction or apology has been published. See
further paragraph 19 below.

18.2 As to paragraph 25.2, no admissions are made as to the numbers of
readers of the publications complained of-because-the Fweets-have -been

is denied that a very substantial number of readers within this jurisdiction
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viewed the publications. The largest pro tion e Tibelda ’s Twitter

followers (33%) are located in the United e s, where g y 10% are
located in the United Kingdom. The Defenda 4 M uByBthaf this was also

the approximate breakdown at the material times, although not all Twitter

followers are active at any given time. In_addition the number of the

Defendant’s Twitter followers and “likes” and retweets associated with a

Tweet do not necessarily enable accurate assessment of the number of

publishees of the Tweet. This is because (among other things) ordinarily

the accounts of many followers are created, controlled and used not by

humans but by automated Twitter “bots”, which can perform actions such

as re-tweeting and liking Tweets without human intervention. As regards

the Sixteenth Publication, the online material produced by “Hotep Jesus”

is primarily directed at users within the United States and it is properly to

be inferred that the overwhelming maijority of viewers of the Sixteenth

Publication were located in the United States and outside this jurisdiction.

It is admitted that limited republication of the Defendant's-words Tweets

complained of was reasonably foreseeable, not because of the

seriousness of the allegation (which is denied), but because it is in the
nature of the ephemeral way in which Twitter works that Tweets are
readily retweeted or liked without any or much regard being paid to the
content. Fhe-As to the figures in paragraphs 25.3.1 to 25.3.3, it is averred
that, shortly before the Tweets were automatically deleted on 14 June
2019, they had been retweeted and liked as follows: (a) the Third
Publication: 1,216 retweets, 2,827 likes; (b) the Fifth Publication: 831

retweets, 3,513 likes; and (c) the Seventh Publication: 1,901 retweets;

8,670 likes.-inrelation-to-alleged-republishees-are-not-admitted-for-the

ublishees— |t is
denied that the publications have been published "extraordinarily widely"

in this jurisdiction: the last-twe third and fourth sentences of the preceding

paragraph are repeated. It is denied (if it be so alleged) that republication

of the Sixteenth Publication was reasonably foreseeable and it is not

admitted (if it be so alleged) that any such republication has taken place.

Paragraph 18.2 above is repeated.

It is not admitted that the Claimant can rely on the "grapevine effect" as

no particulars of this are given.
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As to paragraph 25.5, on 14 June 2019 tHe DEMEIMABENSEAled Automatic

Tweet deletion software called TweetDeIe\eQ\‘gnto his Twittﬁ{,pazcount. He

N
did this after a friend who tweets on bitcoin® i ad told him

that he used, and recommended using, an automatic Tweet deletion

service. The Defendant then read an article in Wired which advocated the

use of software for automatic deletion of tweets, particularly by journalists.

The Defendant therefore decided to install TweetDeleter, but before doing

so _he downloaded data from his Twitter account and uploaded it to

TweetDeleter. That data, which has been preserved by the Defendant’s

solicitors, contains information relating to the [First to Tenth] Publications,

including the numbers of retweets and likes. After this data was

downloaded, the TweetDeleter software deleted the [First to Tenth]

Publications on 14 June 2019—and-the Eleventh-Publication-{which-was

Claimwere-served. Further and in any event, in his letter of claim of 14
April 2019, the Defendant, by his solicitors, SCA Ontier LLP, stated that

the Claimant “required” the Defendant to take various steps, including

“Iylour undertaking to delete all tweets and other online or other

publications in which you alleged that [the Claimant] had fraudulently

claimed to be Satoshi Nakamoto”. Save as aforesaid paragraph 25.5 is

denied.

As to paragraph 25.6:

18.6.1 Shortly before the [First to Tenth] Publications were automatically

deleted on 14 June 2019, the numbers of retweets and likes were

as follows: (a) the First Publication: 21 retweets, 559 likes; (b) the
Second Publication: 1 retweet, 76 likes; (a) the Fourth
Publication: 26 retweets, 174 likes; (a) the Sixth Publication: 100
retweets, 1,041 likes; (a) the Eighth Publication: 9 retweets, 114

likes: (a) the Ninth Publication: O retweets, 6 likes; and (a) the

Tenth Publication: 0 retweets, 18 likes.

18.6.2 [Paragraph 25.6.9 is not admitted.
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18.6.3 As of 14 October 2019, the numbeRYEENIEBENEL and likes in
respect of the Twelfth to Fifteen’hq B\[blications wg/xe ,és follows:
ey \‘}t
(a) the Twelfth Publication: 22 redyeg Vikes; (a) the
Thirteenth Publication: 14 retweets, 126 likes; (a) the Fourteenth
Publication: 67 retweets, 887 likes; (a) the Fifteenth Publication:
80 retweets, 830 likes.]

18.6.4 Paragraph 18.2 above is repeated.

As to paragraph 25.7 it is assumed that the reference to “publishes” is

intended to be “publishees”. It is admitted that the number of readers of

the Tweets would have been more than the numbers of retweets and likes.

Paragraph 18.5 above is repeated. Save as aforesaid paragraph 25.7 is

denied.

As to paragraph 25.8 it is admitted and averred that the readers of the

[First to Fifteenth ]Publications|, and viewers of the Sixteenth Publication,]

were persons with a special interest in and knowledge of bitcoin and

cryptocurrency. All, or the vast majority, of the readers or viewers of those

publications would have learnt of the notorious allegation that the

Claimant had fraudulently claimed to be Satoshi Nakomoto, which arose

out of his failed promises to prove he was Satoshi and which formed an

intrinsic part of his reputation, from sources other than the publications

complained of, as summarised in paragraphs 7.1 to 7.4 above. For

example, the hashtags “#faketoshi” and “#CraigWrightlsAFraud” were

extensively and routinely linked to the Claimant on Twitter by numerous

users far more prominent than the Defendant. Paragraph 19 below is

repeated. The meaning of the allegation that such readers were

“influential Twitter users who were often active in the field directly related

to the Claimant’s field of employment and area of interest, namely the

cryptocurrency sphere” is excessively vague and not admitted. [As to the

sub-paragraphs to paragraph 25.8:

18.8.1 The words of the replies pleaded in paragraph 25.8.1.1, 25.8.1.3,
25.8.3.1, 25.8.3.2, 25.8.4.1, 25.8.4.2, 25.8.6.1, 25.8.6.2 and

25.8.6.3 are admitted. The Defendant will if necessary refer to

the replies at trial for their full content and context.
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It is admitted that the Twitter adcoufdEENEBENEH in aragraph

25.8.2, 25.8.5 and 25.8.7, sa&é%@r @KRyanBﬁadéhaw and

N
@rchguy, retweeted the publication 5‘%&?

No admissions are made as to the number of followers of the

Twitter accounts referred to at the material time.

Several of the Twitter users referred to posted tweets, prior to the

dates of the replies or retweets pleaded, which show that their

belief that the Claimant’s claim to be Satoshi was fraudulent

predated the tweet posted by the Defendant to which they replied

or which they retweeted.

Paragraph 25.8.8.1 and 25.8.8.2 are not admitted. As to

paragraph 25.8.8.3, the words of the tweet referred to are

admitted. It is denied that the statement referred to

“demonstrate[s]’” the “impact of the video on viewers”. The

Defendant will if necessary refer to the tweet at trial for its full

content and context.

Save as aforesaid paragraph 25.8 is not admitted.]

18.9 As to paragraph 25.9:

18.9.1

The first sentence is denied:

18.9.1.1. ltis inherently unlikely that the Claimant’s reputation

within the academic community and the computer

science, cryptocurrency and financial technology

industries has been seriously harmed as a result of

the publications complained of. All, or the vast

majority, of those operating within those spheres

(and particularly those who came into contact with

the Claimant) would have learnt of the notorious

allegation that the Claimant had fraudulently claimed

to be Satoshi Nakomoto, which arose out of his failed

promises to prove he was Satoshi and which formed
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an intrinsic part of his re@UEEN, BEbiHsouljces other

than the publications\mﬁ}plained of. It/é,r)étable that

N
the Claimant has not KMWC instances

of the alleged impact on readers/viewers of the

publications complained of and the alleged harm

pleaded. Paragraphs 7.1 to 7.4 and 18.8 above and

19 below are repeated.

Further, in other proceedings for libel in this

jurisdiction, the Claimant has alleged that he has

suffered serious harm to his reputation as a result of

publications by individuals other than the Defendant

which are alleged to bear the same or substantially

meanings as those complained of in this case and

were published at around the same time. Those other

proceedings include: (a) a claim in respect of a Tweet
posted on 17 March 2019 by Marcus Granath, who,
according to the Claimant, had 8,878 Twitter

followers at the material time; (b) a claim in respect

of an article published on the “Github” platform on 9

April 2019 by Vitalik Buterin (a prominent

cryptocurrency developer who, according to the
Claimant, had 846,000 Twitter at the material time)

and by the Ethereum Foundation (a blockchain

platform co-founded by Mr Buterin); (c) a claim in

respect of a Tweet posted on 10 April 2019 by Adam

Back, the CEO of a technology company called

Blockstream, who, according to the Claimant, had

177,000 Twitter followers at the material time; and (d)

a claim in respect of a YouTube video, a Tweet and

areply to a Tweet posted between 15 April 2019 and

3 May 2019 by Roger Ver, a bitcoin investor who had
about 52,554 Twitter followers in the UK at the

material time. These claims brought by the Claimant

further demonstrate the general notoriety of the

allegation that he had fraudulently claimed to be

Satoshi Nakamoto. Further, insofar as the Claimant
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is negated by the fact and nature of the other

proceedings brought by the Claimant in respect of

other publications with the same meaning during the

same period.

18.9.1.3. Further, in a message sent on 18 December 2019

(the day before the Amended Particulars of Claim

were served), the Claimant made clear that he did not

care about his reputation in the context of allegations

that he was not Satoshi Nakamoto, stating as follows:

“Oh, you add much crap, then | have to either:

1. Slink away
2. Prove | am SN and be attacked...

| choose neither

They assume that | give a shit about reputation now

Ex)
A4

| remember having faked my qualifications... until |
didn’t’

18.9.2 As to the second sentence it is not admitted that any invitations

to speak at academic conferences were withdrawn as alleged.

Paragraph 18.9.1 above is repeated. Further, it is denied (if it be

alleged) that any such withdrawals were caused by serious harm

to the Claimant’'s reputation resulting from the publications

complained of. The Claimant is put to proof of his case on

causation. The Claimant attended numerous academic

conferences, panels and the like during the period in which the

publications complained of were published, including at least the

following:

18.9.2.1. 'The Original Satoshi Vision for Bitcoin', 30 April 2019,

the Oxford Union, at which the Claimant spoke.
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18.9.2.2. CoinGeek Conferené‘e, 2QUEENVBEROMO, Thronto, at

which the Claimant s}\qh\e\ o
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18.9.2.3. Expo-Bitcoin International ce, 19-23 June
2019, Bogota, at which the Claimant spoke.

18.9.2.4. 2nd Workshop on Blockchain and Smart Contract
Technologies, 26-28 June 2019, Seville.

18.9.2.5. FT Alphaville Vaudeville, 26 July 2019, London, at
which the Claimant spoke.

18.9.2.6. Intelligent Systems Conference (IntelliSys), 5-6
September 2019, London, at which the Claimant
spoke.

18.9.2.7. CoinGeek Seoul Conference, 1-2 October 2019, at
which the Claimant spoke.

18.9.2.8. CHAINSIGHTS Fintech and Blockchain Summit, 10
October 2019, New York, at which the Claimant
spoke.

18.9.2.9. CC Forum London Investment in Blockchain and Al,
14-16 October 2019 in London, at which the Claimant
spoke.

18.9.2.10. Malta Al & Blockchain Summit 2019, 7-8 November
2019, Malta, at which the Claimant spoke.

18.9.2.11. SiGMA 2019, 27-29 November 2019, Malta, at which
the Claimant spoke.

18.9.2.12. BSV China Conference, 7 December 2019, Beijing,

at which the Claimant spoke.

Paragraphs 25.9.1 is not admitted.

As to paragraph 25.9.2. none of the events referred to were

located in this jurisdiction. It is denied that the Claimant is entitled

to sue in libel in respect of any alleged damage to his reputation
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18.9.5 Paragraph 25.9.3 is denied for the reas ut at paragraphs

18.9.1 to 18.9.4 above. The Claimant is put to proof of his case

on causation.

18.9.6 Paragraphs 25.9.4 and 25.9.5 are not proper pleas in support of

the Claimant’s case on serious harm to his reputation. They do

not contain particulars of any such harm arising out of the

publications complained of. Instead they assert alleged

“considerable difficulties for the Claimant in pursuing academic

opportunities” and “detrimental impact upon the value of patents

which the Claimant files and creates” flowing from alleged

withdrawals of invitations extended to the Claimant and/or his

inability to publish papers. Without prejudice to that plea,

paragraphs 18.9.1 to 18.9.5 above are repeated. Save as

aforesaid paragraph 25.9.4 and 25.9.5 are not admitted.

18.10 Paragraph 25.10 is not a proper plea in support of the Claimant’s case on

serious harm to his reputation. Without prejudice to this, paragraph 25.10

is denied in so far as it purports to make a case on causation related to

the Defendant’'s publications. Paragraph 19 below is repeated. It is

inherently unlikely that the publication of the words complained of “has

made it more difficult for the Claimant to achieve his ambition of becoming

a_ magistrate _in _ Surrey” (that ambition not being admitted), in

circumstances where:

18.10.1 the allegation that the Claimant had fraudulently claimed to be

Satoshi Nakamoto (arising out of his failed promises to prove

himself as such) was notorious and an intrinsic part of his

reputation, as would have been readily apparent at any material

time from a Google search on the Claimant’'s name; a search

which it is reasonably assumed those involved in the recruitment

process at the Ministry of Justice would have carried out;

18.10.2 as part of any application to become a magistrate the Claimant

would in any event have had to declare his controversial

background history in answer to the question, on the application




19.

form, whether there was anything “inQEENSFIBERSE dr wdrkinq life,

past or present, which could \daf}waqe your c;édik{ilitv as a
e \”}r

magistrate if it became known to t i estion which

would also be asked at interview);

18.10.3 in answering that question the Claimant would also have to set

out the circumstances in which his home was raided by the
Australian Tax Office in December 2015—-{see—paragraphs—24
abeve-and 2214 below): and

18.10.4 even had his application been successful, as part of continuing

full and frank disclosure he would also have to have notified the

Ministry of Justice of the findings against him of dishonesty,

perverting the course of justice and forgery made by Magistrate
Judge Reinhart in the United States District Court, Southern
District of Florida on 27 August 2019 (upheld subsequently by
District Judge Bloom on 10 January 2020)—see-furtherbelow-at

The contention in paragraph 25.1 (which is denied), that the imputations
complained of are inherently serious as a matter of obvious inference, ignores
the critical overarching context in this case, as well as the requirement that the

Claimant show serious harm as a matter of actual provable fact.

19.1 All or at least a very large majority of the readers [and viewers] of the
publications complained of, being people with a particular and/or
specialist interest in the bitcoin and cryptocurrency sector, would have
known the historic context for the Defendant’s allegation that the Claimant
was variously "not Satoshi" or "a fraud" or "repeatedly and fraudulently
claimed to be Satoshi", namely that summarised in paragraphs 7.1 to 7.4
above. In other words, the allegation — and its basis in the Claimant’s
failed promises to prove he was Satoshi Nakamoto — was notorious and
had been the subject since May 2016 of continuous widespread global
publication within the bitcoin and cryptocurrency sector and in mainstream
media, and had thereby become an inherent part of the Claimant’s global
public reputation. If necessary, the Defendant will refer to the mass of
statements published worldwide, including in this jurisdiction, between
2016 and today which demonstrate this.



19.2

19.3

19.4

QFFICE Cop)

That this was the background was also apparent from the immediate
context of the publications complained of, namely that they were in direct
response to Tweets by Mr Ayre on the Claimant’s behalf which threatened
legal proceedings against persons who stated that they did not believe the
Claimant’s claims to be Satoshi Nakamoto and considered his attempts
to prove it a scam or fraudulent (as the Claimant admits in paragraph 7.2,
and as pleaded in paragraphs 8.2 to 8.4 above). The Defendant
retweeted Mr Ayre’s Tweets when he (the Defendant) responded to them
and, following receipt of the letter of claim on 12 April 2019, the Defendant
also tweeted a copy of that, as well as his reply. Readers could
accordingly see for themselves what both sides of the prospective legal

dispute were saying and put it into this context.

Claimant’s stated objective in bringing these proceedings (according to

Mr Ayre on his behalf in a tweet on 16 April 2019, four days after the letter
of claim was sent to the Defendant and one day before these proceedings
were issued:-see-paragraph-20-4-below), namely to induce "a moron" to

"bankrupt themselves trying to prove a negative and then letting Craig

show the proof"_(that he was Satoshi Nakamoto), by itself demonstrates
that the Defendant’s publications did not and were not likely to cause

serious harm to his reputation. For, were it otherwise, the Claimant would
have "shown the proof" before now rather than allowing the allegation to
be continuously recycled in the bitcoin and cryptocurrency sector since
May 2016.




19.5

19.6

19.7

Users of Twitter understand that it is a medium in which people may be

intemperate and extreme in the language they use and that what is said
on Twitter is more akin to verbal banter than edited news copy. Readers
of the publications-Tweets complained of would therefore have regarded
them, in their proper context as described above, as trivial and/or no more
than yet further references to the Claimant’s notorious failure to prove that
he was Satoshi, notwithstanding his own promises to do so, and to

accounts of and/or commentary on that failure.

In all these circumstances, for the claim to be actionable the Claimant
would have to prove: (a) that he suffered or is likely to suffer serious harm
to his reputation in this jurisdiction as a matter of actual provable fact, (b)
that it was the actual impact of the Defendant’'sten—Tweets-Publications

complained of on those to whom the words were published in this

jurisdiction specifically which caused that effect, and (c) that it was not
caused by the Claimant’s notorious failure to prove that he was Satoshi in
May 2016, notwithstanding his own promises to do so, and/or published
accounts of and/or commentary on that failure, and/or any or a
combination of the mass of other publications as aforesaid, including

those outside this jurisdiction.

It follows from all of the above that the Defendant will contend that it is

inconceivable that the publications complained of caused or were likely to

cause the Claimant serious harm to his reputation within this jurisdiction.
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Claimed remedies

37. It is denied that the Claimant has suffered distress or embarrassment as
a consequence of the Defendant’s publications whether as alleged in paragraph
26 or at all.

37.1 As to paragraph 26.1, paragraphs 48-4-t0-48-3 18 and 19 above are

repeated.



37.3 As to Paragraph 26.4 distorts the words used by the Defendant in

the relevant discussion and is denied.- The Defendant will refer to the

video at trial for its full content and context. The Defendant’s reasons

for tweeting as he did are explained belowi
above.

(1) Paragraphs 4 and 5 above are repeated. At all material times the
Defendant was exercising his right to freedom of expression,
specifically as a journalist with a particular interest in the bitcoin and
cryptocurrency sector.

(2) At the time of the publications complained of the Defendant, and all or
a very large majority of the followers of his Twitter account and
viewers of the video complained of, knew the facts and matters
referred to in paragraph 19.1 above as to the Claimant’s notorious

failed promises in May 2016 and since to provide proof that he was,
as he claimed, Satoshi Nakamoto.

(3) In common with other such bitcoin and cryptocurrency commentators,
the Defendant and his Twitter followers used Twitter (among other
social media and online video platforms) to discuss the controversy of
the Claimant’s unproven claim to be Satoshi and the conclusion of a
great many of them, including the Defendant, that the Claimant’'s
failure to make good on his promises to provide proof, and his

spurious explanations as to why he did not, indicated that it must be
a fraudulent claim.

(4) The Defendant and all or a very large maijority of the followers of his
Twitter account, and viewers of the video complained of, also were
aware at the time of the publications complained of that the Claimant
himself and Mr Ayre had engaged in the debate from time to time
about his failure to provide the promised proof, both by denying it and



that the
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and thereby seek to promote interest in it, by repeating the claim that

the Claimant was Satoshi Nakamoto.

5) From in or about February 2019 through to April 2019 the Defendant

was also aware from court reports that the Claimant had declined to

roduce the public keys for the bitcoin which he claimed to own and

which were the subject of the legal claim by Ira Kleiman against him
in _the Florida Proceedings. He believed that this was further
confirmation that his claim to be Satoshi Nakamoto was a lie, because
he believed that the real Satoshi would undoubtedly have held those
keys.

(6) In about late March 2019 and April 2019 the Defendant and his Twitter
followers became aware of the facts and matters referred to in
paragraph 19.3 above as to the public threats on the Claimant’s behalf
to bring legal proceedings against individuals including the Defendant
and other bitcoin and cryptocurrency commentators.

(7) In these circumstances, when Calvin Ayre (on the Claimant’s behalf)
publicly announced on or about 29 March 2019 that they would be
taking legal action in England to silence the Norwegian blogger known
as "Hodlonaut", who had been accusing the Claimant of being a fraud
in claiming to be Satoshi Nakamoto, even though the Claimant was
still not offering the proof he had promised, the Defendant believed he
was justified and it was in the public interest to respond in strong terms
to defend his right and the right of bitcoin and cryptocurrency
commentators, and specifically Hodlonaut, to reiterate what they
believed and had been publishing ever since the Claimant’s failure to
provide the promised proof in May 2016, namely that, based on the
Claimant’s own conduct, he was "not Satoshi", was "a fraud" and had
"repeatedly and fraudulently claimed to be Satoshi". The Defendant
believed that this was particularly the case in circumstances where
the Claimant was seeking to obtain investment in and publicity for his




Bitcoin SV venture by relying on higp

Nakamoto.

8) Each of the first ten of the Defendant’'s Tweets complained of, from

the first response as aforesaid on 29 March 2019, was a response to

a goading or bullying public Tweet from Mr Ayre on the Claimant’s
behalf (the Second, Third, Fourth, Eighth and Ninth and Tenth
Publications) — and/or a response to the Defendant having on 12 April
2019 received his own letter of claim (the Fifth, Sixth, Seventh, Eighth

Ninth and Tenth Publications).

37.4 As to paragraph 26.5, paragraph 37.3 above is repeated. It is denied
that the Defendant has admitted, and/or had, dominant improper motives

for publishing the words complained of.

37.5 ltis denied that paragraphs 26.6, 26.7 and 26.8 constitute proper
pleas in support of a claim for general and/or aggravated damages. The

Defendant’'s expression of his views about BTC and BSV were a

legitimate exercise of his Article 10 rights and cannot sound in damages.

37A. As to paragraph 26A paragraphs 25t6-36and-37.2 to 37.5 above are repeated.

The Defendant denies (a) that he had the “further improper motive” alleged, and

(b) paragraph 26A.1. Further, the Defendant:

1) In—all these cirecumstances—tThe Defendant’'s words complained of both

contributed to a debate of general and worldwide interest and also defended
the right of bitcoin and cryptocurrency commentators, including the Defendant
himself, to continue participating in that debate in the face of a bullying and
apparently strategic public threat of legal proceedings for libel.

(2) At the material times, the Defendant believed that readers and viewers of the
ten—Tweets publications complained of would have known the facts and
matters in paragraphs 19.1 and 19.3 above and understood the words
complained of to convey the meaning in paragraph 247.6 above. In good
faith, Fthe Defendant intended to convey that meaning.



(3) The Defendant did not seek the Claimant’s

the Claima

on many occasions: he persisted in claiming that he was but without providin

the promised proof, including in Calvin Ayre’s recent legal threats; and (b) it

was clear to readers from the context of the Tweets complained of that the

Claimant continued to make this claim. Further the Defendant tweeted a co

of the Claimant’s letter of claim, which set out this position, once it was
received on 12 April 2019. The Defendant also believed that the Claimant
would choose not to engage with him on the question of whether he was
Satoshi because this was the stance adopted by the Claimant when the
Defendant interviewed him on the Defendant’s podcast in April 2018.

(4) In all these circumstances the Defendant believed it was in the public interest

to publish the statements complained of and will contend that it was
reasonable so to believe.

Save as aforesaid paragraph 26A is not admitted.

38A _ Further, the Defendant will rely on the following facts and matters in
rebuttal of the Claimant’s case that he is entitled to aggravated damages.
The Defendant will contend that they demonstrate that the Defendant’s
publications did not damage the Claimant or cause him to suffer hurt
feelings or embarrassment because, if they had, he would have “shown
the proof” rather than allow the allegation complained of to be published
by the Defendant and others.



anyone else pursued by them) into bankrupting himself in having to

"prove a neqgative" (that the Claimant is not Satoshi Nakamoto) so that

they can then "show the proof" and win the case. Mr Ayre has made

this statement or words to the like effect on several occasions. For
example, in a Tweet on 16 April 2019 (four days after the letter of claim
dated 12 April 2019 was sent to the Defendant and one day before

these proceedings were issued):

"...judge only needs one troll to pass judgement...no need to sue
everyone...just waiting for a volunteer to bankrupt themselves trying

to prove a negative and then letting Craig show the proof. Who will
be this moron?"

(2) To like effect, Mr Ayre also made the following statement in a Tweet
on 13 December 2019: “...Craig also says the only true proof will
happen in a court of law. Posession [sic] of the keys does not prove
he is Satoshi. He says he will move coins when it makes sense on his
master plan and not before”.

(3) Similarly, in an article posted on medium.com on 16 February 2019,

the Claimant stated as follows:

‘Can | definitively prove who | am? Yes. | actually can very simply.

But, what does it achieve... long term. Doing things too quickly leads
to trouble.

It’s not a matter of signing with keys alone. There are people who
already know I could do so and which of the early keys they saw, and
know | have access to, yet it does nothing to help with repudiation. |...]

| hold a key, a methodology, and a way to definitively prove, and over
time, | will release parts of the story bit by bit. As | do, | utterly destroy
the scammers in the industry. | will bring down the ones seeking to
make criminal industries out of Bitcoin and blockchain, and | will alter
the path of the industry, and | don'’t care if you like it—for it’s what I'm
going to do.”




39.3 The Claimant’s claims or threatened claims for damages against

others in respect of publication of words to the same effect as in this

action, pursuant to s.12 of the Defamation Act 1952.

40. As to paragraph 27, in light of the Defendant’s offer in his

solicitor’s letter dated 22 November 2020 to undertake to take

down the publications complained of and not to repeat the
allegation complained of save in the circumstances defined in
that letter, it would be unnecessary and disproportionate to
grant the injunction sought. -paragraphs18-te-36-39-above-the
i . . : ith_the_Defendant's_rial ﬁ

CATRIN EVANS QC

BEN SILVERSTONE

CATRIN EVANS QC
BEN SILVERSTONE

STATEMENT OF TRUTH

The Defendant believes that the facts set out in this Amended Defence are true
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Signed:
Name: Rupert Cowper-Coles

Position: Senior Associate, RPC

Solicitor for the Defendant

Served this 8th day of August 2019

Re-served this 18th day of March 2020




