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of another
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Panel:

Token Weighted Drawing



No participant (or colluding 
group) has 50% of the stake

Kleros 1.0 – Security Model 



Lots of Attackers: Limited identity tools

Paul Steiner, New Yorker, 1993



45% total 
divided 

between many 
small accounts

20% 10% 5%5%5%10%

Lots of Attackers: Limited identity tools



➔ Proof of personhood/Sybil 
resistance tool
◆ Alternative to 

Worldcoin
➔ Curated list, if dispute 

over eligibility -> Kleros 
dispute
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56% 13% 13% 6%6%6%

Jury:

Jury selection with insecure 
proof-of-personhood

< 52% overall chance 
of getting >= 2          ‘s

56% chance 
of another

44% chance 
of someone else



Jury selection with proof-of-personhood

Proof-of-personhood 
protocol secure OR

No participant 
controls more x% of 

stake* 

*x depends on number of jury spots, distribution of other stakers 

SECURITY MODEL



➔ Non-transferable

➔ Have to present
the bad with the 
good (short of 
scraping entire 
wallet - starting 
over)

SBT wallet
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“I am an 
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Subject X”
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SBT Wallet



“I am an 
expert in 

Subject X”

Deposit:

Pending 
submissions:

Deposit:

Jury



Decentralized Credit Scores



Agentic Reputation



SBT

SBT

SBT

SBT

Alice

Bob

Carl

Dave

Fred

SBT

Skills attested by SBT

PNK

PNK

PNK

PNK

PNK

Random 
Selection



Jury selection where required to have 
n of n SBTs

Weakest SBT secure OR
No participant 

controls more than 
near-majority x% of 

stake* 

SECURITY MODEL



POAP!

Weighting by SBTs



Parallels to Quadratic Funding

Suppose participants                contribute 

Then project p receives a grant of :

respectively to project p 
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Parallels to Quadratic Funding



Idea: 

➔ Put users into groups 
based on SBTs

➔ Contributions from 
users from same 
group go under 
square root together 
(sort of like if same 
from same person)

Weighting by SBTs in Quadratic Funding



Total amount of funding for project =

Weighting by SBTs in Quadratic Funding
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Funding =

Weighting by SBTs in QF
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Weighting by SBTs in Kleros
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Total (re-weighted) stake

(Re-weighted) stake % chance of getting drawn 
with SBT weighting

1.89/6.64

3.52/6.64

.47/6.64

.76/6.64

Weighting by SBTs in Kleros



Secure unless attacker has both large proportion 
of Kleros staking tokens AND the right 
combination of SBTs

Kleros with SBT weighting
 – Security Model 

If mechanism to distribute SBTs secure, generally 
harder to attack than 1.0 mechanism
If mechanism to distribute SBTs is broken, reduces 
staking attack threshold



Group using 
modern clustering 
algorithm: spectral 
clustering



Attacks on Spectral Clustering Weighting



Attacks on Spectral Clustering Weighting



● Lack of identity tools forces to weight by capital 
so not manipulable by Sybil attack 
○ Leads to hyper-financialization

● New blockchain identity tools such as 
Proof-of-Personhood and Soulbound Tokens 
offer tools to build systems with different 
security models

● Ideally want economic and social defenses to be 
complementary

Conclusions 



The Role of Identity
in Decentralized Dispute Resolution 
Protocols

kleros.io

William George
Research Lead @ Kleros @kleros_io

25 September 2026



Parallels to Quadratic Funding



Weighting by SBTs in QF



Weighting by SBTs in QF



Full square of 
stakes decomposes 
into “honest 
square” and 
“attacker square” 



Attacker has > 50% chance of being selected in 
given draw if and only if attacker’s square larger 
than honest square


