
The Satoshi Code: Research Unmasks 
Bitcoin's Creator as a Three-Person Team 

1. Introduction: The Mystery 
The identity of Satoshi Nakamoto, the pseudonymous creator of Bitcoin, remains one of the 
great unsolved mysteries of the digital age. In October 2008, a whitepaper authored by 
"Satoshi" appeared on a niche cryptography mailing list, outlining a revolutionary "Peer-to-Peer 
Electronic Cash System." In the years that followed, this system grew into a global 
phenomenon, yet its creator remained a ghost, communicating only through emails and forum 
posts before vanishing completely in 2011. An army of journalists, researchers, and detectives 
has tried to unmask the creator, but the forensic evidence they uncovered has always been a 
mass of contradictions—a puzzle with pieces that refuse to fit. 

The prevailing theories, which attempt to pin the creation on a single "lone genius," have all 
failed for the same reason: they are forced to ignore key pieces of evidence that don't fit their 
chosen suspect. But according to the findings of a deep-forensic intelligence assessment, 
codenamed Project Cassandra, this approach is fundamentally flawed. The contradictions are 
not errors to be discarded; they are the most important clue. 

2. The Problem with a 'Lone Genius' 
Before presenting a new hypothesis, it is crucial to first deconstruct why the prevailing 'lone 
genius' theory is fundamentally flawed. Any credible investigation must begin by examining the 
irreconcilable contradictions in the forensic evidence. When viewed as clues left at a crime 
scene, these anomalies make a single-person theory implausible, pointing instead toward a 
more complex and coordinated effort. 

The Time Zone Anomaly 

The first major contradiction is geographic. Digital files often contain hidden metadata that acts 
as a temporal fingerprint, revealing the time zone of the computer that created them. An 
analysis of two separate drafts of the Bitcoin whitepaper reveals PDF timestamps with US 
Mountain Time Zone offsets (-07'00' and -06'00'). This places the author of the project's 
foundational document squarely in the United States. 

However, a completely different picture emerges from the project's code repository. A 
comprehensive review of all 169 code commits made by Satoshi on the SourceForge platform 
shows that every single one has a timestamp consistent with British Summer Time (BST). For 



an operator as meticulous about security and anonymity as Satoshi, this glaring inconsistency is 
not a simple mistake. It is powerful evidence of two different people, working on two different 
core components of the project, from two different continents. 

The Linguistic Schism 

The second contradiction is linguistic. The complete body of Satoshi's writing—from the formal 
whitepaper to informal emails and forum posts—contains a persistent and inconsistent mix of 
American and Commonwealth English. It's as if two different people were writing through the 
same account. 

The Bitcoin whitepaper, for instance, uses the British spelling "favour" but also the American 
"characterized." Elsewhere, Satoshi’s communications are filled with Commonwealth English 
terms like "colour," "grey," "defence," and the colloquialism "bloody hard," which appeared in a 
source code comment. Yet, quantitative analysis shows that Satoshi used the American "-ize" 
suffix more often than the British "-ise." This is not the pattern of a native speaker making 
occasional errors. It is the distinct signature of a composite authorial voice, blending two dialects 
into a single, schizophrenic persona. 

These contradictions have stumped investigators for years. But a new theory, instead of trying to 
ignore them, uses them as its foundation. A theory that, once understood, perfectly explains 
how one entity could be in two places at once and speak with two voices. 

3. The 'Satoshi Team' Hypothesis 
The central thesis of the Project Cassandra investigation is that "Satoshi Nakamoto" was not 
one person, but a small, collaborative group with a clear division of labor. This "Satoshi Team" 
model proposes that the pseudonym was a construct, a project name for a clandestine team 
that brought together a unique combination of skills required to build Bitcoin. 

This three-person structure is the most logical solution that resolves all the conflicting forensic 
evidence. It accounts for the different time zones, the mixed language styles, and the distinct 
technical skill sets required to design the system, communicate its vision, and write the 
production-grade code. The intelligence analysts focused on a clear division of labor among 
three key roles: The Architect, The Communicator, and The Coder. 

The remainder of this report will introduce each member of this team, laying out the specific 
forensic evidence that points to their involvement and presents the highest-confidence solution 
to the mystery of who created Bitcoin. 

4. The 'Conspirators': The People Who Built Bitcoin 

4.1. Part 1: The Architect (Nick Szabo) 



Every revolutionary project begins with a blueprint, an architectural vision that defines its 
purpose and mechanics. In the case of Bitcoin, the evidence overwhelmingly points to one man 
as its primary architect: the brilliant but reclusive computer scientist and legal scholar Nick 
Szabo. His assigned role in the Satoshi Team was the designer of the Bitcoin system and the 
author of its foundational whitepaper. 

●​ The "Bit Gold" Connection: Bitcoin did not emerge from a vacuum; it was the direct 
evolutionary successor to Szabo's earlier concept, "Bit Gold." First proposed in 1998, Bit 
Gold was a blueprint for a decentralized digital currency that used computational puzzles 
(Proof-of-Work) to create scarce digital tokens. However, Bit Gold had a fatal flaw: it was 
vulnerable to a "Sybil attack," where an attacker could create countless fake identities to 
overwhelm the network and approve fraudulent transactions. The genius of the Bitcoin 
whitepaper was its elegant solution to this specific problem. It shifted the basis of 
consensus power from easily faked network addresses to difficult-to-fake CPU power. 
This "one-CPU-one-vote" mechanism was the critical innovation that made Szabo's Bit 
Gold architecture finally viable. 

●​ The "Uncanny" Stylometric Match: Stylometry is the forensic analysis of writing style, 
which acts as a quantifiable linguistic fingerprint. Two independent studies have 
concluded that Nick Szabo is the most likely author of the Bitcoin whitepaper. A 2014 
study at Aston University found that Szabo's writing was "by far the closest match," with 
researchers calling the similarities "uncanny." A more advanced 2017 machine learning 
analysis by Michael Chon corroborated this finding, with all models predicting Szabo as 
the author. 

●​ The "Smoking Gun" Omission: Perhaps the most compelling evidence is behavioral. 
The Bitcoin whitepaper meticulously cites its intellectual precursors, such as Wei Dai's 
"B-Money" and Adam Back's "Hashcash." Yet it deliberately and completely omits any 
mention of Bit Gold—the system to which it bears the most profound resemblance. For a 
researcher as thorough as Satoshi, this is not a plausible oversight. It is a conscious act 
of operational security by an author (Szabo) seeking to sever the most direct link 
between his real identity and his new pseudonym, Satoshi Nakamoto. 

With the blueprint for Bitcoin established, the project needed a public voice, a manager to guide 
it from a theoretical paper into a living community. This role, however, left behind a completely 
different set of linguistic clues. 

4.2. Part 2: The Communicator (Ian Grigg) 

While Szabo was the architect who penned the formal whitepaper, the "Satoshi" persona also 
required a public-facing manager to handle communications, answer technical questions, and 
build the initial community. This individual had a distinctly different, more informal linguistic 
fingerprint rooted in Commonwealth English. The evidence points to financial cryptographer Ian 
Grigg as the man who played this part. His assigned role was the public-facing "Satoshi" 
persona, responsible for emails and forum posts. 



●​ A Different Stylometric Match: The 2017 machine learning analysis by Michael Chon 
produced a crucial "split result." While the study confirmed that Nick Szabo's writing style 
was the strongest match for the formal whitepaper, it found that Ian Grigg's style was the 
strongest match for the more informal corpus of Satoshi's emails and forum posts. This 
provides powerful quantitative support for a division of labor, with Szabo authoring the 
paper and Grigg handling day-to-day communications. 

●​ Solving the Language Paradox: The Szabo/Grigg pairing perfectly resolves the 
American vs. British English paradox. A team composed of an American computer 
scientist (Szabo) and a financial cryptographer with established UK and Commonwealth 
ties (Grigg) would naturally produce a body of work with the exact mix of dialects found 
in the Satoshi corpus. This simple explanation is far more plausible than a single author 
deliberately and inconstantly mixing dialects as an obfuscation technique. 

●​ Conceptual Precursor: Grigg's expertise was perfectly suited for the project. His 2005 
paper on "Triple Entry Accounting" outlined a system for creating a verifiable, multi-party 
financial ledger where a third, cryptographically secured entry validates any transaction 
between two parties. The Bitcoin blockchain itself is the ultimate realization of this 
concept on a global scale, establishing Grigg's deep and long-standing expertise in the 
specific problem domain that Bitcoin solves. 

With an American architect and a Commonwealth communicator identified, the linguistic and 
temporal contradictions are resolved. But one crucial role remains: the specialist who actually 
wrote the code. 

4.3. Part 3: The Coder (Adam Back) 

The forensic evidence points to a third, distinct role: the "Unknown Coder," who was separate 
from the public-facing "Satoshi" persona. To identify this individual, Project Cassandra analysts 
constructed a detailed forensic signature of the ghost they were hunting: a UK-based "London 
Night Owl" whose technical fingerprint pointed to a highly skilled, 1990s-era Microsoft C++ 
practitioner with exceptional operational security. The investigation then evaluated multiple 
candidates against this profile, and through a rigorous process of elimination, one man emerged 
as the highest-probability candidate: British cryptographer Adam Back. 

The investigative path to Back was not direct. The initial Rank-1 candidate was Gary Howland, a 
trusted technical collaborator of Ian Grigg, who was tragically confirmed to have died in 2002, 
years before Bitcoin's creation. Another strong candidate, Dr. Richard Clayton, matched the 
technical profile but was eliminated due to a profound behavioral mismatch—his high-tempo 
public activity from 2008-2010 was irreconcilable with the time required to code Bitcoin. This 
process of elimination focused the investigation squarely on Back. 

●​ Matching the "London Night Owl" Profile: The geographic and temporal signature of 
the coder is unambiguous. All 169 code commits possess timestamps consistent with 
British Summer time (BST), clustering heavily in the late evening and early morning. 
Adam Back, a confirmed UK resident and one of the first people "Satoshi" contacted for 
feedback in August 2008, is a perfect match for this temporal and geographic signature. 



●​ The Critical Technical Link: Bitcoin's original code was written exclusively for Windows, 
an environment that strongly suggested the use of Microsoft Visual C++. By 2008, this 
was an anachronistic choice, pointing to a developer whose formative years were in the 
1990s. The critical piece of technical evidence—a definitive finding from the 
investigation—comes from an analysis of Back's own seminal work, "Hashcash." The 
software was distributed with a "Microsoft Visual C++ project file"—a configuration file 
that acts like a recipe, telling that specific Microsoft program exactly how to build the 
software. Finding this file in Back's own work is like finding a suspect's fingerprints on a 
very specific and unusual tool left at the crime scene, directly linking him to the coder's 
specific and outdated development environment. 

With the highest-probability candidate for the coder identified, all three key roles of the Satoshi 
Team—the architect, the communicator, and the implementer—are accounted for. 

5. Conclusion: The Highest-Confidence Theory 
The theory of a lone genius creating Bitcoin has persisted for years, but it has always crumbled 
under the weight of its own contradictions. The "Satoshi Team" hypothesis, however, resolves 
every major forensic anomaly and provides the most compelling, evidence-based solution to this 
decade-old mystery. 

The investigation concludes that the highest-confidence theory is a three-person team with a 
clear division of labor: Nick Szabo as the Architect, who evolved his "Bit Gold" concept into 
Bitcoin's design and authored the whitepaper; Ian Grigg as the Communicator, who managed 
the public-facing persona and guided the project's early community; and, through a rigorous 
process of elimination, Adam Back as the highest-probability candidate for the Coder, the 
UK-based specialist who translated the architectural vision into production-grade code. This 
structure logically resolves the conflicting time zones, the mixed dialects, and the distinct skill 
sets demonstrated by the project's artifacts. 

The case for this team is powerful, but while the evidence is compelling, it is not yet a verdict. 
The enigma is best understood not by finding one man, but by acknowledging that we were 
never looking for a man in the first place. "Satoshi Nakamoto" was not a person; it was a project. 
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