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Dear Önder,

Thank you for your subm�ss�on to the TRUST 2018 workshop. We regret to �nform you that your paper, Susta�n�ng
the Trust �n B�tco�n by Incent�v�z�ng Solo M�n�ng, has not been accepted for presentat�on at the workshop. We
attach the rev�ews below for �nformat�on.

K�nd Regards,

Murat Sensoy, Rob�n Cohen and T�mothy Norman

----------------------- REVIEW 1 ---------------------
PAPER: 5
TITLE: Susta�n�ng the Trust �n B�tco�n by Incent�v�z�ng Solo M�n�ng
AUTHORS: Önder Gürcan and Mustafa Safa Ozday�

Overall evaluat�on: -1 (weak reject)

----------- Overall evaluat�on -----------
Th�s paper stud�es the �mpact of reward�ng mechan�sms on �ncent�v�z�ng solo m�ners. The paper takes ex�st�ng
B�tco�n and Fru�tcha�n protocols for the�r analys�s and def�ned two metr�cs (fa�rness and return rate) to evaluate
those protocols.

Overall the paper �s well wr�tten. However, I do not f�nd enough contr�but�ons other than def�n�ng "return rate" as a
metr�c to evaluate the two protocols. I am not conv�nced w�th the rat�onale beh�nd the def�n�t�on of th�s new metr�c.
The authors managed to �mplement both protocols �n a agent-based s�mulat�on framework to compare the B�tco�n
and Fru�tcha�n protocols. But, the authors of Fru�tcha�n protocols already proved the s�gn�f�cance of the�r protocol
over B�tco�n. Therefore, I do not see the s�gn�f�cance of th�s work and I doubt that the paper w�ll generate enough
�nterest �n th�s workshop.

Authors should pay attent�on to the B�bl�ography as many of the�r references do not prov�de deta�ls of the papers,
e.g. conference name m�ss�ng. They m�ght th�nk of putt�ng more effort �nto assess�ng the levels of trust of the
m�ners rather than just cla�m�ng "more su�table for susta�n�ng the trust".

----------------------- REVIEW 2 ---------------------
PAPER: 5
TITLE: Susta�n�ng the Trust �n B�tco�n by Incent�v�z�ng Solo M�n�ng
AUTHORS: Önder Gürcan and Mustafa Safa Ozday�

Overall evaluat�on: 0 (borderl�ne paper)

----------- Overall evaluat�on -----------
The authors present an study of the d�fferences between the two ex�st�ng reward�ng mechan�sms proposed �n two
cryptocurrenc�es, namely B�tco�n  and Fru�tcha�n. To th�s end, they def�ned two propert�es for m�ners: fa�rness and
return rate, and carry out s�mulat�ons look�ng at the results of each cryptocurrency w�th regards to these
propert�es.

I th�nk the paper d�scusses the �mportant aspect of the reward�ng mechan�sms of d�fferent cryptocurrenc�es, but I
don't see a clear l�nk to trust.

Some quest�ons that may help the authors �n the future:
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- Why B�tco�n and Fru�tcha�n? Are there other cryptocurrenc�es? The cho�ce of B�tco�n seems obv�ous, but not
Fru�tcha�n.

- To what extent the metr�cs help pred�ct the behav�our of real m�ners / users?

----------------------- REVIEW 3 ---------------------
PAPER: 5
TITLE: Susta�n�ng the Trust �n B�tco�n by Incent�v�z�ng Solo M�n�ng
AUTHORS: Önder Gürcan and Mustafa Safa Ozday�

Overall evaluat�on: -1 (weak reject)

----------- Overall evaluat�on -----------
The paper compares two blockcha�n proposals: B�tco�n and Fru�tcha�n us�ng two metr�cs: fa�rness and return rate.
The ma�n contr�but�on �s the s�mulat�on part, and the results show that B�tco�n and Fru�tcha�n have the same
fa�rness result, but the return rate of Fru�tcha�n �s better than B�tco�n. The paper cla�ms then  that trust w�ll be
susta�ned �n Fru�tcha�n because �t has a better �ncent�v�z�ng mechan�sm.

The top�c addressed �n th�s paper �s h�ghly �nterest�ng and relevant for the workshop. However, the paper has
some l�m�ts. The ma�n one �s the s�gn�f�cance of the results. The �nterest�ng and somehow new part �s supposed to
be the s�mulat�on. However, no real data has been used to back the conclus�ons. Only two m�nors are be�ng
cons�dered, wh�ch makes the results stat�st�cally �ns�gn�f�cant and cannot be general�zed. based on the def�n�t�ons
of B�tco�n and Fru�tcha�n, the results are not surpr�s�ng. It �s expected that Fru�tcha�n  prov�des better opportun�t�es
for small m�nors.

The paper also needs proofread�ng. It has many typos and some sentences are not complete, wh�ch makes the
paper hard to follow.

M�nor �ssues

Sect�on 1.3 and 1.4 should be merged.

The fru�tcha�n concept �s not well expla�ned. For �nstance, the not�on of d�ff�culty �s not well expla�ned. The var�able
D �s not �ntroduced.

In the equat�on of the block m�nor, I th�nk �t should be R_�.c_1 �nstead of (1-c_1).

Us�ng equal�ty �n Def. 1 makes the fa�rness constra�nt very hard. maybe an approx�mat�on would be better.
Also, the fa�rness �n th�s way �s b�nary, fa�r or unfa�r. We cannot quant�fy fa�rness and measure �t degree as def�ned
�n Def. 1.

"... and �gnore the f�xed reward as Fru�tcha�n only takes fees �nto account".  Th�s sentence �s not clear; both
approaches cons�der f�xed (stat�c) reward.

There �s lack of cons�stency. In Sect�on 4.1, �t was �nd�cated that p_f < 1, but �n Sect�on 4.2, p_f = 1.

If the cost �s f�xed (10% of the ga�n), there �s no need to show �t the f�gures. Only the ga�n �s �mportant.

I don't understand F�g. 5 a. The cost �s sa�d to be 10% of the ga�n, but �n th�s f�gure, �t's not the case. The cost �s
h�gher than the ga�n.

Examples of typos:

Such part�c�pat�on --> Such a part�c�pat�on

... on �n B�tco�n, and may result decreased part�c�pat�on of users [5].

... to the underly�ng blockcha�n, and may result, decreased user part�c�pat�on

Sect�on focus on the metr�cs to analyze �ncent�ves --> Sect�on 3 focuses ...

Gmail - TRUST2018 notification for paper 5 https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=6e5f3756c7&jsver=6M7...

2 sur 3 22/05/2018 à 23:17



In the organ�zat�on paragraph (Sect�on 1.5) �s poorly wr�tten. Sect�ons numbers are not g�ven �n many places and
some sentences are not complete.

Sect�on 2.1. (M�nor node) \Theta_m --> \Theta_n

The cryptograph�c puzzle �s tr�ed be solved by ...

----------------------- REVIEW 4 ---------------------
PAPER: 5
TITLE: Susta�n�ng the Trust �n B�tco�n by Incent�v�z�ng Solo M�n�ng
AUTHORS: Önder Gürcan and Mustafa Safa Ozday�

Overall evaluat�on: -2 (reject)

----------- Overall evaluat�on -----------
As a f�rst comment, although there are many w�dely-used, ma�nstream term�nolog�es, th�s manuscr�pt uses a
totally d�fferent set of terms.

Secondly, the manuscr�pt �s heav�ly bu�lt on another unpubl�shed work, �.e., reference [1]. I cannot f�nd an
ava�lable vers�on of [1] onl�ne, wh�ch means there �s no way to check the cred�b�l�ty of some of the cla�ms. In
part�cular, the two formula �n subsect�on 2.4.

Most �mportantly, the manuscr�pt �s not d�rectly related to trust at all.
Trust �n blockcha�n protocols �s a general term. It �s generally used �n decentral�zed systems, but not formally
def�ned as a metr�c �n the B�tco�n system, as far as I know. 

-- �n subsect�on 2.1, the use of memory pool Theta_n and so on �s unnecessary. They are rarely used �n the rest
of the paper. In add�t�on, the ma�nstream term�nolog�es for them are unspent transact�ons and unspent transact�on
output (UTXO), rather than unconf�rmed transact�ons and memory pool, respect�vely. A def�n�t�on of Jo�n and
Leave �s also unnecessary.

-- �n the M�ner Node paragraph, "the Co�nbase transact�on �s spec�al transact�on that collects and spends any
transact�on fees pa�d by transact�ons �ncluded �n a block" �s �naccurate. The Co�nbase transact�on �s a spec�al
transact�on w�thout �nput and the output �s the block m�ner's publ�c address. It �s a chance for the block m�ner to
collect the reward on successfully m�n�ng a block. The transact�on fees could be d�rect to the same publ�c
address, but the Co�nbase transact�on �tself does not spend any transact�on fees.

-- the last word �n subsect�on 2.2, �t should be "blockcha�n he�ght" not the "blockcha�n head."

-- subsect�on 2.4 �s �nadequately wr�tten. No matter the authors are referr�ng to the model �n an unpubl�shed
manuscr�pt [1] or the publ�shed vers�on [9], the current subm�ss�on should be self-conta�ned. However, subsect�on
2.4 �s not suff�c�ent for readers to understand the�r Fru�tcha�n protocol.

-- sect�on 3.1, the def�n�t�on of fa�rness �s noth�ng but that a m�ner's expected reward �s proport�onal to �ts
computat�onal power, aga�nst the computat�onal power of the ent�re economy. Th�s �s the m�ld understand�ng of
the B�tco�n protocol as well.

-- sect�on 3.2, I do not th�nk there �s a need for such a rat�o. It �s qu�te standard to use the var�ance of m�n�ng
rewards as a metr�c to measure the need for m�n�ng pools. Th�s �s also ment�oned �n the or�g�nal Fru�tcha�n paper
[9].
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