FIGHT BACK AGAINST THE LATEST POLITICAL CORRUPTION
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Don't identify with any connections to particular political parties or particular candidates. Focus on ISSUES. You must be particularly concerned about corruption and payola in public
policy. If you blindly follow one party, or another, while ignoring the fact that their bosses are engaged in financial crimes, then you are no better than the party you oppose.

These are the issues you should care about the most and these are the steps that the public must cause to be enacted to strengthen public integrity by eliminating corrupt financial
conflicts in Congress.

Congress must be ordered, by the public, to eliminate both the appearance and the potential for financial conflicts of interest. Citizens must be confident that actions taken by public
officials are intended to serve the public, and not those officials.

You have, personally, seen the following things take place and these are the actions needed to resolve the key corruption issues:

— Fully ban individual stock ownership by Members of Congress, Cabinet Secretaries, senior congressional staff, federal judges, White House staff and other senior agency officials while
in office. Prohibit all government officials from holding or trading stock where its value might be influenced by their agency, department, or actions.

— Apply conflict of interest laws to the President and Vice President through the Presidential Conflicts of Interest Act, which would require the President and the Vice President to place
conflicted assets, including businesses, into a blind trust to be sold off

— Require senior Department of Energy government officials, employees, contractors and White House staff to divest from privately-owned assets that could present conflicts, including
large companies like Tesla, Google, Facebook, Sony, Nefflix, etc., and commercial real estate.

— Make it a felony to not respond to a filing by a citizen within 48 hours. Former White House and Energy Department staff use ‘stone-walling’ to intentionally delay responses for a
decade, or more.

— Apply ethics rules to all government employees, including unpaid White House staff and advisors.
— Require most executive branch employees to recuse from all issues that might financially benefit themselves or a previous employer or client from the preceding 4 years

— Create conflict-free investment opportunities for federal officials with new investment accounts managed by the Federal Retirement Thrift Investment Board and conflict-free mutual
funds.

— Close and lock the Revolving Door between industry and government and stop tech companies from buying influence in the government or profiting off of the public service of any
official.

— Lifetime ban on lobbying by Presidents, Vice Presidents, Members of Congress, federal judges, and Cabinet Secretaries; and, multi-year bans on all other federal employees from
lobbying their former office, department, House of Congress, or agency after they leave government service until the end of the Administration, but at least for 2 years ( and at least 6 years
for corporate lobbyists)

— Limit the ability of companies to buy influence through former government officials

— Require income disclosures from former senior officials 4 years after federal employment.

— Prohibit companies from immediately hiring or paying any senior government official from an agency, department, or Congressional office recently lobbied by that company

— Prohibit the world’s largest companies, banks, and monopolies (measured by annual revenue or market capitalization) from hiring or paying any former senior government official for 4
years after they leave government service.

— Limit the ability of companies to buy influence through current government employees

— Prohibit current lobbyists from taking government jobs for 2 years after lobbying; 6 years for corporate lobbyists. Public, written waivers where such hiring is in the national interest are
allowed for non-corporate lobbyists only.

— Prohibit corporate outlaws like Google, Tesla, Facebook, Linkedin, Netflix, Sony, etc., from working in government by banning the hiring of top corporate leaders whose companies

were caught breaking federal law in the last 6
years

— Prohibit contractor corruption by blocking federal contractor and licensee employees from working at the agency awarding the contract or license for 4 years
— Ban “Golden Parachutes” that provide corporate bonuses to executives for federal service.

— Publicly expose all influence-peddling in Washington.

— Strengthen and expand the federal definition of a “lobbyist” to include all individuals paid to influence government.

— Create a new “corporate lobbyist” definition to identify individuals paid to influence government on behalf of for-profit entities and their front-groups.

— Radically expand disclosure of lobbyist activities and influence campaigns by requiring all lobbyists to disclose any
specific bills, policies, and government actions they attempt to influence; any meetings with public officials; and any documents they provide to those officials

— End Influence-Peddling by Foreign Actors such as that which occurred in the ENER1, Severstal, Solyndra and related scandals
— Combat foreign influence in Washington by banning all foreign lobbying.

— End foreign lobbying by Americans by banning American lobbyists from accepting money from foreign governments, foreign individuals, and foreign companies to influence United
States public policy.

— Prohibit current lobbyists from taking government jobs for 2 years after lobbying; 6 years for corporate lobbyists. Public, written waivers where such hiring is in the national interest are
allowed for non-corporate lobbyists only.

— End Legalized Lobbyist Bribery and stop lobbyists from trading money for government favors.
— Ban direct political donations from lobbyists to candidates or Members of Congress.

— End lobbyist contingency fees that allow lobbyists to be paid for a guaranteed policy outcome.
— End lobbyist gifts to the executive and legislative branch officials they lobby

— Strengthen Congressional independence from lobbyists and end Washington’s dependence on
lobbyists for “expertise” and information.

— Make congressional service sustainable by transitioning Congressional staff to competitive salaries that track other
federal employees

— Reinstate the nonpartisan Congressional Office of Technology Assessment to provide critical scientific and technological support to Members of Congress.

— Level the playing field between corporate lobbyists and government by taxing excessive lobbying beginning at $500,000 in annual lobbying expenditures, and use the proceeds to help



finance Congressional mandated rule-making, fund the National Public Advocate, and finance Congressional support agencies
— De-politicize the rulemaking process and increase transparency of industry efforts to influence federal agencies.
— Require individuals and corporations to disclose funding or editorial conflicts of interest in research submitted to agencies that is not publicly available in peer-reviewed publications.

— Prevent McKinsey-type sham research from undermining the public interest by requiring that studies that present conflicts of interest to undergo independent peer review to be
considered in the rule-making process

— Require agencies to justify withdrawn public interest rules via public, written explanations.

— Close loopholes exploited by powerful corporations like Google, Facebook, Tesla, Netflix, Sony, etc., to block public interest actions.

— Eliminate loopholes that allow corporations, like Tesla and Google, to tilt the rules in their favor and against the public interest.

— Restrict negotiated rule-making to stop industry from delaying or dominating the rule-making process by ending the practice of inviting industry to negotiate rules they have to follow.

— Restrict inter-agency review as a tool for corporate abuse by banning informal review, establishing a maximum 45-
day review period, and blocking closed -door industry lobbying at the White House’s Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs

— Limit abusive injunctions from rogue judges, like Jackson, et al, by ensuring that only Appeals Courts, not individual District Court judges , can temporarily block agencies from
implementing final rules.

— Prevent hostile agencies from sham delays of implementation and enforcement by using the presence of litigation to postpone the implementation of final rules.
— Empower the public to police agencies for corporate capture.

— Increase the ability of the public to make sure their interests are considered when agencies act

— Create a new Office of the Public Advocate empowered to assist the public in meaningfully engaging in the rule-making process across the federal government

— Encourage enforcement by allowing private lawsuits from members of the public to hold agencies accountable for failing to complete rules or enforce the law, and to hold corporations
accountable for breaking the rules

— Inoculate government agencies against corporate capture such as Google undertook against the White House
— Provide agencies with the tools and resources to implement strong rules that reflect the will of Congress and protect the public.

— Boost agency resources to level the playing field between corporate lobbyists and federal agencies by using the proceeds of the tax on excessive lobbying and the anti-corruption
penalty fees to help finance Congress-mandated rule-making and facilitate decisions by agencies that are buried in an avalanche of lobbyist activity

— Reform judicial review to prevent corporations from gaming the courts by requiring courts to presumptively defer to agency interpretations of laws and prohibiting courts from
considering sham McKinsey studies and research excluded by agencies from the rule-making process

— Reverse the Congressional Review Act provision banning related rules that prevent agencies from implementing the will of Congress based on Congress’ prior disapproval of a
different, narrow rule on a similar topic

— Improve judicial integrity and defend access to justice for all Americans.

— Strengthen Judicial Ethics Requirements.

— Enhance the integrity of the judicial branch by strengthening rules that prevent conflicts of interest.

— Ban individual stock ownership by federal judges.

— Expand rules prohibiting judges from accepting gifts or payments to attend private seminars from private individuals and corporations

— Require ethical behavior by the Supreme Court by directing the Court to follow the Code of Conduct that binds all other federal judges

— Boost the transparency of Federal Courts

— Enhance public insight into the judicial process by increasing information about the process and reducing barriers to accessing information.

— Increase disclosure of non-judicial activity by federal judges by requiring the Judicial Conference to publicly post judges’ financial reports, recusal decisions, and speeches.

— Enhance public access to court activity by mandating that federal appellate courts live-stream, on the web, audio of their proceedings, making case information easily-accessible to the
public free of charge, and requiring federal courts to share case assignment data in bulk.

— Eliminate barriers that restrict access to justice to all but the wealthiest individuals and companies.

— Reduce barriers that prevent individuals from having their case heard in court by restoring pleading standards that make it easier for individuals and businesses that have been harmed
to make their case before a judge.

— Encourage diversity on the Federal Bench

— Strengthen the integrity of the judicial branch by increasing the focus on personal and professional diversity of the federal bench.
— Create a single, new, and independent agency dedicated to enforcing federal ethics and anti-corruption laws

— Support stronger ethics and public integrity laws with stronger enforcement.

— Establish the new, independent U.S. Office of Public Integrity, which will strengthen federal ethics enforcement
with new investigative and disciplinary powers

— Investigate potential violations by any individual or entity, including individuals and companies with new subpoena authority

— Enforce the nation’s ethics laws by ordering corrective action, levying civil and administrative penalties, and referring egregious violations to the Justice Department for criminal arrest
and enforcement.

— Receive and investigate ethics complaints from members of the public.
— Absorb the U.S. Office of Government Ethics as a new Government Ethics Division tasked with providing confidential advice to federal employees seeking ethics guidance.

— Consolidate anti-corruption and public integrity oversight over federal officials, including oversight of all agency Inspectors General, all ethics matters for White House staff and agency
heads, and all waivers and recusals by senior government officials.

— Remain independent and protected from partisan politics through a single Director operating under strict selection, appointment, and removal criteria.

— Provide easy online access to key government ethics and transparency documents, including financial disclosures; lobbyist registrations; lobbyist disclosures of meetings and
materials; and all ethics records, recusals, and waivers.



— Maintain a new government-wide Office of the Public Advocate, which would advocate for the public interest in executive branch rule-making.

— Enforce federal open records and FOIA requirements by maintaining the central FOIA website and working with the National Archives to require agencies to comply with FOIA.
— Strengthen legislative branch enforcement.

— Expand an independent and empowered ethics office insulated from congressional politics.

— Expand and empower the U.S. Office of Congressional Ethics, which will enforce the nation’s ethics laws in the Congress
and the entire Legislative Branch, including the U.S. Senate.

— Conduct investigations of potential violations of ethics laws and rules by Members of Congress and staff with new subpoena power

— Refer criminal and civil violations to the Justice Department, the Office of Public Integrity, or other relevant state or federal law enforcement.

— Recommend disciplinary and corrective action to the House and Senate Ethics Committees.

— Boost transparency in government and fix Federal Open Records laws, public official and candidate tax disclosure.

— Disclose basic tax return information for candidates for federal elected office and current elected officials.

— Require the IRS to release tax returns for Presidential and Vice-Presidential candidates from the previous 8 years and during each year in federal elected office.
— Require the IRS to release t ax returns for Congressional candidates from the previous 2 years and during each year in federal elected office.

— Require the IRS to release tax returns and other financial information of businesses owned by senior federal officials and
candidates for federal office

— Require the IRS to release tax filings for nonprofit organizations run by candidates for federal office
— Disclose the Cash behind Washington Advocacy and Lobbying.

— Prevent special interests from using secret donations from corporations and billionaires to influence public policy
without disclosure

— Require nonprofit organizations to list donors who bankrolled the production of any specific rule-making comment, congressional testimony, or lobbying material, and to reveal whether
the donors reviewed or edited the document.

— Require individuals and corporations to disclose funding or editorial conflicts of interest in research submitted to agencies that is not publicly available in peer-reviewed publications.

— Prevent sham research from undermining the public interest by requiring that studies that present conflicts of interest to independent peer review to be considered in the rule-making
process.

— Improve the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA)
— Close the loopholes in our open records laws that allow federal officials to hide tech industry and Silicon Valley oligarch industry influence

— Codify the default presumption of disclosure and affirmatively disclose records of public interest, including meeting agendas; government contracts; salaries; staff diversity; and reports
to Congress.

— Require all agencies to use a central FOIA website that is searchable and has downloadable open records databases with
all open FOIA requests and all records disclosed through FOIA.

— Strengthen FOIA enforcement by limiting FOIA exemptions and loopholes, and by giving the National Archives the authority to overrule agency FOIA decisions and to compel disclosure.

— Extend FOIA to private-sector federal contractors, including private federal prisons and immigration detention centers, and require large federal contractors to disclose political
spending

— Make Congress more transparent by ending the corporate lobbyists leg up in the legislative process. The
public deserves to know what Congress is up to and how lobbyists influence legislation.

— Require all congressional committees to immediately post online more information, including hearings and markup schedules, bill or amendments text, testimonies, documents entered
into the hearing record, hearing transcripts, written witness answers, and hearing audio and video recordings.

— Require Members of Congress to post a link to their searchable voting record on their official websites

— Require lobbyists to disclose when they lobby a specific congressional office; specific topics of visit; the official action being requested; and all documents provided to the office during
the visit.

Do these seem like common-sense rules that should have already been in place? They are!

These anti-corruption rules have been blocked by our own elected officials because they work for themselves and not you!

U.S. Senators, Agency Heads and Congress are currently bribed with:

— Billions of dollars of Google, Twitter, Facebook, Tesla, Netflix and Sony Pictures stock and stock warrants which is never reported to the FEC

— Billions of dollars of Google, Twitter, Facebook, Tesla, Netflix and Sony Pictures search engine rigging including shadow-banning, de-boosting, DNS re-routing, directed search
suggestion, subliminal messaging bias, and hundreds of other psychological manipulation tricks; the value of which is never reported to the FEC but proven by invoices and bank
payments between Google and Gawker, Gizmodo, DNC, Fusion GPS, Black Cube, etc.

— Free rent

— Prostitutes and Rent Boys

—Cars

— Dinners

— Party Financing

— Sports Event Tickets

— Campaign Services “Donations”

— Secret PAC Financing



— Jobs in Corporations in Silicon Valley For The Family Members of Those Who Take Bribes And Those Who Take Bribes, Themselves
— “Consulting” contracts from McKinsey as fronted pay-off gigs

— Overpriced “Speaking Engagements” which are really just pay-offs conduited for donors

— Private jet rides and use of Government fuel depots (ie: Google handed out NASA jet fuel to staff)

— Real Estate

— The use of Cayman, Boca Des Tores, Swiss and related laundering accounts

— The use of HSBC, Wells Fargo and Deustche Bank money laundering accounts

— Free spam and bulk mailing services owned by corporations

— Use of high tech law firms such as Perkins Coie, Wilson Sonsini, MoFo, Covington & Burling, etc. to conduit bribes to officials

Our peers were able to get a law produced that made insider trading less attractive for Congress, but nothing has been done to stop stock warrant bribes and revolving door payola.
Additionally, even with the new law, 60% of the U.S. Congress (including their associates and families) STILL engage in insider trading because law enforcement has not prosecuted
many of them.

The biggest problem is U.S. Senators, Silicon Valley Oligarchs, Crooked Law Firms and Lobbyists who commit crimes in order to manipulate over a trillion tax dollars (YOUR tax dollars)
into their, and their friends pockets.

They use media monopoly tricks to try to shut out any other viewpoints. They push pretend issues that they believe will get more tax money allocated to fake news “issue solutions” that
they, and their friends, happen to already own the monopolies for.

They are felons yet they control some of the offices of the agencies who are supposed to arrest them. Silicon Valley bought K Street lobby firms and U.S. Senators, gave them more Dark
Money than history has ever seen and then had giant tech-law firms bribe, hit-job and blockade any attempts to arrest them.

They use Big Tech media to harm the process of Democracy. Dr. ROBERT EPSTEIN describes, below, how political financier Google — Alphabet (In-Q-Tel's business partner) rigs
elections to try to maintain Google’s monopoly.

At the same time, authorities in the UK have finally figured out that fake news stories and Russian-placed ads are not the real problem. The UK Parliament is about to impose stiff
penalties—not on the people who place the ads or write the stories, but on the Big Tech platforms that determine which ads and stories people actually see.

Parliament’s plans will almost surely be energized by the latest leak of damning material from inside Google’s fortress of secrecy: The Wall Street Journal recently reported on emails
exchanged among Google employees in January 2017 in which they strategized about how to alter Google search results and other “ephemeral experiences” to counter President Donald
Trump’s newly imposed travel ban. The company claims that none of these plans was ever implemented, but who knows?

While U.S. authorities have merely held hearings, EU authorities have taken dramatic steps in recent years to limit the powers of Big Tech, most recently with a comprehensive law that

protects user privacy—the General Data Protection Regulation—and a whopping $5.1 billion fine against Google for monopolistic practices in the mobile device market. Last year, the

European Union also levied a $2.7 billion fine against Google for filtering and ordering search results in a way that favored their own products and services. That filtering and ordering, it
turns out, is of crucial importance.

As years of research I've been conducting on online influence has shown, content per se is not the real threat these days; what really matters is (a) which content is selected for users to
see, and (b) the way that content is ordered in search results, search suggestions, news feeds, message feeds, comment lists, and so on. That's where the power lies to shift opinions,
purchases, and votes, and that power is held by a disturbingly small group of people.

The explosive growth of a handful of massive platforms on the internet—the largest, by far, being Google and the next largest being Facebook—has changed everything. Millions of
people and organizations are constantly trying to get their content in front of our eyes, but for more than 2.5 billion people around the world—soon to be more than 4 billion—the
responsibility for what algorithms do should always lie with the people who wrote the algorithms and the companies that deployed them.

In randomized, controlled, peer-reviewed research I've conducted with thousands of people, I've shown repeatedly that when people are undecided, | can shift their opinions on just about
any topic just by changing how I filter and order the information | show them. I've also shown that when, in multiple searches, | show people more and more information that favors one
candidate, | can shift opinions even farther. Even more disturbing, | can do these things in ways that are completely invisible to people and in ways that don't leave paper trails for
authorities to trace.

Worse still, these new forms of influence often rely on ephemeral content—information that is generated on the fly by an algorithm and then disappears forever, which means that it would
be difficult, if not impossible, for authorities to reconstruct. If, on Election Day this coming November, Mark Zuckerberg decides to broadcast go-out-and-vote reminders mainly to
members of one political party, how would we be able to detect such a manipulation? If we can't detect it, how would we be able to reduce its impact? And how, days or weeks later,
would we be able to turn back the clock to see what happened?

Of course, companies like Google and Facebook emphatically reject the idea that their search and newsfeed algorithms are being tweaked in ways that could meddle in elections. Doing
so would undermine the public’s trust in their companies, spokespeople have said. They insist that their algorithms are complicated, constantly changing, and subject to the “organic”
activity of users.

This is, of course, sheer nonsense. Google can adjust its algorithms to favor any candidate it chooses no matter what the activity of users might be, just as easily as | do in my
experiments. As legal scholar Frank Pasquale noted in his recent book “The Black Box Society,” blaming algorithms just doesn't cut it; the responsibility for what an algorithm does should
always lie with the people who wrote the algorithm and the companies that deployed the algorithm. Alan Murray, president of Fortune, recently framed the issue this way: “Rule one in the
Age of Al: Humans remain accountable for decisions, even when made by machines.”

Given that 95 percent of donations from Silicon Valley generally go to one party, it's hard to imagine that the algorithms of companies like Facebook and Google don't favor their favorite
candidates. A newly leaked video of a 2016 meeting at Google shows without doubt that high-ranking Google executives share a strong political preference, which could easily be
expressed in algorithms. The favoritism might be deliberately programmed or occur simply because of unconscious bias. Either way, votes and opinions shift.

It's also hard to imagine how, in any election in the world, with or without intention on the part of company employees, Google search results would fail to tilt toward one candidate.
Google’s search algorithm certainly has no equal-time rule built into it; we wouldn’t want it to! We want it to tell us what's best, and the algorithm will indeed always favor one dog food over
another, one music service over another, and one political candidate over another. When the latter happens ... votes and opinions shift.

Per Dr. Epstein:

“Here are 10 ways that Big Tech companies use to shift millions of votes with no one the wiser.”

Generally there is no limit to what people will do when money and power are on the line.

1. Search Engine Manipulation Effect (SEME)

Ongoing research | began in January 2013 has shown repeatedly that when one candidate is favored over another in search results, voting preferences among undecided voters shift
dramatically—by 20 percent or more overall, and by up to 80 percent in some demographic groups. This is partly because people place inordinate trust in algorithmically generated
output, thinking, mistakenly, that algorithms are inherently objective and impartial.

But my research also suggests that we are conditioned to believe in high-ranking search results in much the same way that rats are conditioned to press levers in Skinner boxes.
Because most searches are for simple facts (“When was Donald Trump bom?’), and because correct answers to simple questions inevitably tum up in the first position, we are taught,
day after day, that the higher a search result appears in the list, the more true it must be. When we finally search for information to help us make a tough decision (“Who's better for the
economy, Trump or Clinton?’), e tend to believe the information on the web pages to which high-ranking search results link.

As The Washington Post reported last year, in 2016, | led a team that developed a system for monitoring the election-related search results Google, Bing, and Yahoo were showing



users in the months leading up to the presidential election, and | found pro-Clinton bias in all 10 search positions on the first page of Google's search results. Google responded, as
usual, that it has ‘never re-ranked search results on any topic (including elections) to manipulate political sentiment—but | never claimed it did. | found what | found, namely that
Google’s search results favored Hillary Clinton; ‘re-ranking™an obtuse term Google seems to have invented to confuse people—is irrelevant.

Because (a) many elections are very close, (b) 90 percent of online searches in most countries are conducted on just one search engine (Google), and (c) intemet penetration is high
in most countries these days—higher in many countries than it is in the United States—it is possible that the outcomes ofupwards of 25 percent of the world's national elections are
nowbeing determined by Google’s search algorithm, even without deliberate manipulation on the part of company employees. Because, as | noted earlier, Google’s search algorithm
is not constrained by equal-time rules, it almost certainly ends up favoring one candidate over another in most political races, and that shifts opinions and votes.

2. Search Suggestion Effect (SSE)
When Google first introduced autocomplete search suggestions—those short lists you see when you start to type an item into the Google search bar—it was supposedly meant to
save you some time. Whatever the original rationale, those suggestions soon turmed into a poverful means of manipulation that Google appears to use aggressively.

My recent research suggests that (a) Google starts to manipulate your opinions from the very first character you type, and (b) by fiddling with the suggestions it shows you, Google can
tum a 50-50 split among undecided voters into a 90—10 split with no one knowing. | call this manipulation the Search Suggestion Effect (SSE), and it is one of the most powerful
behavioral manipulations | have ever seen in my nearly 40 years as a behavioral scientist.

Hownwill you knowwhether Google is messing with your election-related search suggestions in the weeks leading up to the election? You wont.

3. The Targeted Messaging Effect (TME)
If, on Nov. 8, 2016, Mr. Zuckerberg had sent go-out-and-vote reminders just to supporters of Mrs. Clinton, that would likely have given her an additional 450,000 votes. Ive
extrapolated that number from Facebook’s own published data.

Because Zuckerberg was overconfident in 2016, | dont believe he sent those messages, but he is surely not overconfident this time around. In fact, it's possible that, at this very
moment, Facebook and other companies are sending out targeted register-to-vote reminders, as vell as targeted go-out-and-vote reminders in primary races. Targeted go-out-and-
vote reminders might also favor one party on Election Day in November.

My associates and | are building systems to monitor such things, but because no systems are currently in place, there is no sure way to tell whether Twitter, Google, and Facebook (or
Facebook’s influential offshoot, Instagram) are currently tilting their messaging. No lawor regulation specifically forbids the practice, and it would be an easy and economical way to
serve company needs. Campaign donations cost money, after all, but tilting your messaging to favor one candidate is free.

4. Opinion Matching Effect (OME)

In March 2016, and continuing for more than seven months until Election Day, Tinder’s tens of millions of users could not only swipe to find sex partners, they could also swipe to find
out whether they should vote for Trump or Clinton. The website iSideWith.com—founded and run by “two friends” with no obvious qualifications—claims to have helped more than 49
million people match their opinions to the right candidate. Both CNN and USA Today have run similar services, currently inactive.

| am still studying and quantifying this type of, um, helpful service, but so far it looks like (a) opinion matching services tend to attract undecided voters—precisely the kinds of voters
who are most vulnerable to manipulation, and (b) they can easily produce opinion shifts of 30 percent or more without people’s anareness.

At this witing, iSideWith is already helping people decide who they should vote for in the 2018 New York U.S. Senate race, the 2018 New York gubemnatorial race, the 2018 race for
New York District 10 of the U.S. House of Representatives, and, believe it or not, the 2020 presidential race. Keep your eyes open for other matching services as they tum up, and
ask yourself this: Who wrote those algorithms, and howcan we knowwhether they are biased toward one candidate or party?

5. Answer Bot Effect (ABE)

More and more these days, people dont want lists of thousands of search results, they just want the ansver, which is being supplied by personal assistants like Google Home
devices, the Google Assistant on Android devices, Amazon's Alexa, Apple’s Siri, and Google’s featured snippets—those answer boxesat the top of Google search results. | call the
opinion shift produced by such mechanisms the Answer Bot Effect (ABE).

My research on Google’s ansver boxes shows three things so far: First, they reduce the time people spend searching for more information. Second, they reduce the number of times
people click on search results. And third, they appear to shift opinions 10 to 30 percent more than search results alone do. | dont yet knowexactly howmany votes can be shifted by
answver bots, but in a national election in the United States, the number might be in the lowmillions.

6. Shadowbanning

Recently, Trump complained that Twitter was preventing conservatives from reaching many of their follovers on that platform through shadowbanning, the practice of quietly hiding a
user’s posts without the user knowing. The validity of Trump’s specific accusation is arguable, but the fact remains that any platform on which people have follovers or friends can be
rigged in a way to suppress the views and influence of certain individuals without people knowing the suppression is taking place. Unfortunately, without aggressive monitoring
systems in place, it's hard to knowfor sure when or even whether shadowbanning is occurring.

7. Programmed Virality and the Digital Bandwagon Effect
Big Tech companies would like us to believe that virality on platforms like YouTube or Instagram is a profoundly mysterious phenomenon, even while acknowedging that their
platforms are populated by tens of millions of fake accounts that might affect virality.

In fact, there is an obvious situation in which virality is not mysterious at all, and that is when the tech companies themselves decide to shift high volumes of traffic in ways that suit
their needs. And arent they always doing this? Because Facebook’s algorithms are secret, if an executive decided to bestowinstant Instagram stardom on a pro-Elizabeth Warren
college student, we would have no way of knowing that this was a deliberate act and no way of countering it.

The same can be said of the virality of YouTube videos and Twitter campaigns; they are inherently competitive—except when company employees or executives decide otherwise.
Google has an especially poverful and subtle way of creating instant virality using a technique Ive dubbed the Digital Bandwagon Effect. Because the popularity of websites drives
them higher in search results, and because high-ranking search results increase the popularity of websites (SEME), Google has the ability to engineer a sudden explosion of interest
in a candidate or cause with no one—perhaps even people at the companies themselves—having the slightest idea theyve done so. In 2015, | published a mathematical model
showing howneatly this can vork.

8. The Facebook Effect
Because Facebook's ineptness and dishonesty have squeezed it into a digital doghouse from which it might never emerge, it gets its own precinct on my list.

In 2016, | published an article detailing five ways that Facebook could shift millions of votes without people knowing: biasing its trending box, biasing its center newsfeed, encouraging
people to look for election-related material in its search bar (which it did that year!), sending out targeted register-to-vote reminders, and sending out targeted go-out-and-vote
reminders.

I wrote that article before the news stories broke about Facebook’s improper sharing of user data with multiple researchers and companies, not to mention the stories about howthe
company permitted fake news stories to proliferate on its platform during the critical days just before the November election—problems the company is nowtrying hard to mitigate.
With the revelations mounting, on July 26, 2018, Facebook suffered the largest one-day drop in stock value of any company in history, and nowit’s facing a shareholder lawsuit and
multiple fines and investigations in both the United States and the EU.

Facebook desperately needs newdirection, which is why | recently called for Zuckerberg's resignation. The company, in my view, could benefit from the newperspectives that often
come with newleadership.

9. Censorship
| am cheating here by labeling one category “censorship,” because censorship—the selective and biased suppression of information—can be perpetrated in so many different vays.

Shadowbanning could be considered a type of censorship, for example, and in 2016, a Facebook whistleblover claimed he had been on a company team that was systematically
removing conservative news stories from Facebook’s newsfeed. Now, because of Facebook's carelessness with user data, the company is openly taking pride in rapidly shutting down
accounts that appear to be Russia-connected—even though company representatives sometimes acknowedge that they “dont have all the facts.”

Meanwhile, Zuckerberg has crowed about his magnanimity in preserving the accounts of people who deny the Holocaust, never mentioning the fact that provocative content propels
traffic that might make him richer. Howwould you knowwhether Facebook was selectively suppressing material that favored one candidate or political party? You wouldnt. (For a
detailed look at nine ways Google censors content, see my essay “The New Censorship,” published in 2016.)



10. The Digital Customization Effect (DCE)

Any marketer can tell you howimportant it is to knowyour customer. Now, think about that simple idea in a world in which Google has likely collected the equivalent of millions of
Word pages of information about you. If you randomly display a banner ad on a web page, out of 10,000 people, only five are likely to click on it; that's the CTR—the “clickthrough
rate” (0.05 percent). But if you target your ad, displaying it only to people whose interests it matches, you can boost your CTR a hundredfold.

That's why Google, Facebook, and others have become increasingly obsessed with customizing the information they showyou: They want you to be happily and mindlessly clicking
awvay on the content they showyou.

In the research | conduct, my impact is always larger when | am able to customize information to suit people’s backgrounds. Because | knowvery little about the participants in my
experiments, hovwever, | am able to do so in only feeble ways, but the tech giants knoweverything about you—even things you dont knowabout yourself. This tells me that the effect
sizes 1 find in my experiments are probably too low. The impact that companies like Google are having on our lives is quite possibly much larger than | think it is. Perhaps that doesnt
scare you, but it sure scares me.

The Same Direction

OK, you say, so much for Epstein’s list! What about those other shenanigans we Ve heard about: voter fraud (Trump’s explanation for why he lost the popular vote), gerrymandering,
rigged voting machines, targeted ads placed by Cambridge Analytica, votes cast over the intemet, or, as | mentioned earlier, those millions of bots designed to shift opinions. What
about hackers like Andrés Sepulveda, who spent nearly a decade using computer technology to rig elections in Latin America? What about all the ways newtechnologies make dirty
tricks easier in elections? And what about those dam Russians, anyvway?

To all that | say: kid stuff. Dirty tricks have been around since the first election was held millennia ago. But unlike the newmanipulative tools controlled by Google and Facebook, the
old tricks are competitive—it's your hacker versus my hacker, your bots versus my bots, your fake news stories versus my fake news stories—and sometimes illegal, which is why
Sepulveda’s efforts failed many times and why Cambridge Analytica is dust.

“Cybemar,”a newbook by political scientist Kathleen Hall Jamieson, reminds us that targeted ads and fake news stories can indeed shift votes, but the numbers are necessarily
small. It's hard to overwhelm your competitor when he or she can play the same games you are playing.

Now, take a look at my numbered list. The techniques Ive described can shift millions of votes without people’s anareness, and because they are controlled by the platforms
themselves, they are entirely noncompetitive. If Google or Facebook or Twitter wants to shift votes, there is no way to counteract their manipulations. In fact, at this witing, there is not
even a credible way of detecting those manipulations.

And what if the tech giants are all leaning in the same political direction? What if the combined weight of their subtle and untraceable manipulative power favors one political party? If
150 million people vote this November in the United States, with 20 percent still undecided at this witing (that's 30 million people), | estimate that the combined weight of Big Tech
manipulations could easily shift upwards of 12 million votes without anyone knowing. Thats enough votes to determine the outcomes of hundreds of close local, state, and
congressional races throughout the country, which makes the free-and-fair election litfle more than an illusion.

Full disclosure: | happen to think that the political party currently in favor in Silicon Valley is, by a hair (so to speak), the superior party at the moment. But | also love America and
democracy, and | believe that the free-and-fair election is the bedrock of our political system. | dont care how ‘right”these companies might be; lofty ends do not justify shady means,
especially when those means are difficult to see and not well understood by either authorities or the public.

Can newregulations or laws save us from the extraordinary powers of manipulation the Big Tech companies nowpossess? Maybe, but our leaders seem to be especially regulation-
shy these days, and | doubt, in any case, whether laws and regulations vill ever be able to keep up with the newkinds of threats that newtechnologies will almost certainly pose in
coming years.

I dont believe we are completely helpless, hovever. | think that one way to turn Facebook, Google, and the innovative technology companies that will succeed them, into responsible
citizens is to set upsophisticated monitoring systems that detect, analyze, and archive what theyre showing people—in effect, to fight technology with technology.

As I mentioned earlier, in 2016, | led a team that monitored search results on multiple search engines. That was a start, but we can do much better. These days, I'm vworking with
business associates and academic colleagues on three continents to scale up systems to monitor a wide range of information the Big Tech companies are sharing with their users—

even the spoken answers provided by personal assistants. Ultimately, a worldwide ecology of passive monitoring systems will make these companies accountable to the public, with
information bias and online manipulation detectable in real time.

With November drawing near, there is obviously some urgency here. At this witing, it's not clear whether ve will be fully operational in time to monitor the midterm elections, but ve're
determined to be ready for 2020.

— Dr. Robert Epstein is a senior research psychologist at the American Institute for Behavioral Research and Technology in California.

Citizens demanded an FTC task force and we got one launched:

The Federal Trade Commission will be launching a task force to monitor competition in the US’s technology markets, FTC commissioners announced.

The task force will include current officials working in the agency’s Bureau of Competition in order to “enhance the Bureau's focus on technology-related sectors of the economy, including
markets in which online platforms compete.” It will also include 17 staff attorneys who will be tasked with investigating anti-competitive behavior in the tech industry.

“The role of technology in the economy and in our lives grows more important every day,” FTC Chairman Joe Simons said. “As I've noted in the past, it makes sense for us to closely
examine technology markets to ensure consumers benefit from free and fair competition.”

“Technology markets ... raise distinct challenges for antitrust enforcement”

The new task force comes amid growing pressure for antitrust action against large tech companies like Facebook and Google. Earlier this month, it was reported that FTC officials have
been looking to levy a multibillion-dollar fine on Facebook for repeatedly violating a privacy agreement the two bodies came to back in 2011. A coalition of advocacy groups argued that a
fine would not be enough to incentivize Facebook to be more cautious with consumer data and asked the FTC to force the company spinoffs, Instagram and WhatsApp, back into their
own entities once again. The groups argued that Facebook was too big for it to adequately care for user data for all three major apps.

Discussion over retroactive merger reviews that may result in companies divesting previously approved assets has been heating up over the last few months. The Democratic-led House
Judiciary Committee has been reportedly beefing up its antitrust arm and hiring on big names like Lina Khan in the academic sphere.

“Technology markets, which are rapidly evolving and touch so many other sectors of the economy, raise distinct challenges for antitrust enforcement,” said Bureau Director Bruce
Hoffman. “By centralizing our expertise and attention, the new task force will be able to focus on these markets exclusively — ensuring they are operating pursuant to the antitrust laws, and
taking action where they are not.”

Hoffman confirmed that the task force would look into consummated mergers, but could not name any investigations specifically. When it comes to remedies for problematic mergers,
Hoffman said that firms could be “broken out,” or could be forced to “spin off” previous acquisitions as new competitors in order to recreate the markets pre-merger.

Hoffman said that the task force would be working closely with the FTC’s Consumer Protection Bureau as it relates to consumer privacy enforcement especially in cases in which these
issues coalesce.

“Our ongoing Hearings on Competition and Consumer Protection in the 21st Century are a crucial step to deepen our understanding of these markets and potential competitive issues.
The Technology Task Force is the next step in that effort,” Simons said in the press release.

The Justice Department, which also has antitrust jurisdiction, is aware of the FTC’s new task force, according to Hoffman, and both agencies will continue to work separately on this front.

An alliance of investigators, forensics experts, EU prosecution offices, FBI specialists, journalists, voters and public crowd-sourced volunteers have been campaigning for the arrest,
prosecution, exposure and termination of each and every company, group and individual who engaged in these crimes and reprisal attacks on those who reported them.



It has aready cost the oligarchs their power and their cash, ie: https://www.usnews.com/news/world/articles/2019-02-27 bbillionaire-list-shows-1t-hit-from-18-market-meltdown

“WINNING”, in this case, means punching the bad guys in the legal nose and teaching every other citizen how to do it too!

NEW Al SOFTWARE THAT EXPOSES CROOKS IN PUBLIC OFFICE

— New open-source, and free, public software let's any citizen get any corrupt official arrested. Any voter can use the software from the comfort of their living room. The Alreplicates itself
(Like A benign digital version of Covid) across the entire web.

— You can download a copy of the software or build-your-own version of it from freely available code at Github, CERN and Linux repositories.
— We have consulted to the SEC and the GAO on this technology.
— After suffering millions of dollars of losses from public official’s Insider Trading schemes, we decided to do something about that!

llegal and corrupt Congressional insider trading tends to be something we don’t hear about until it's hit the big news networks and newspapers as the SEC goes for the throat of the
accused. By then, unfortunately, those committing it have made their gains, usually in the multi-millions of dollars, and the damage has been done to the stock, its company, investors and
the American Way. Covert stock market trades are now the #1 form of bribes in California and Washinton, DC.

Quite frankly, the jail ime assessed doesn't correct the damage done, and the fines rarely aid the investors, or the voters, in getting their money and their democracy back. Many of those
hurt are Average Joe’s and Jill's who were just trying to save their retirement nest eggs. Shame is the tool that works best on the corrupt!

These crimes involve an investment banker spouse and a Senator or other top official, using information, which was not available to the public, buying and selling a company's stock inan
underhanded manner. In many cases bribes have been paid with Google, Tesla or Facebook stock in a covert manner. It is particularly onerous when a Senators buys Tesla, Google,
Facebook or Solyndra stock, and makes laws that only benefits Tesla, Solyndra, etc, while sabotaging their competitor constituents. Because the dealings involved are pretty much done
on the sly, it's been difficult, until now, for the governing body of the SEC to prove illegal insider trading, unless one of the cohorts tattles on the others or their actions become glaringly
obvious. In some cases, a sharp mind around the action may take notice and become what's called a whistle-blower.

Previously, writes Andrew Beattie of Investopedia: “... insider trading is often difficult for the SEC to spot. Detecting it involves a lot of conjecture and consideration of probabilities.” That
was the ‘old days’, though. Today, the new Al software can bust through these scams like a hot knife through butter!

With this new open-source, free, public spy agency-class software, detecting illegal insider trading is actually less complicated than it sounds.
To the eyes of this new super-powerful Al observer server bot and peer-to-peer databases, it is easy work.

You, the citizen, just type the politician or agency employee name into a field and hit the “analyze” button. A few minutes later you receive a multi-page PDF report similar to an FBI report
on the target. You can either research the subject in more detail or send copies of the report to the FBI, GAO, OSC, SEC or other enforcement group.

The software is an automated Altemporal matching system which includes 24/7 analysis of all stock trades involving politicians to its information source, politician finances,
communications and policy participators. it uses some of the same software code used by the CERN mega-research center in Switzerland.

The technology Core Evaluation Points:

Analyst estimates — these come from what an analyst estimates that a company’s quarterly or annual earnings will be. They are important because they help approximate the fair value of
an entity, which basically establishes it price on the stock exchange.

Share volume — this reflects the quantity of shares that can be traded over a certain period of time. There are buyers and there are sellers, and the transactions that take place between
them contribute to total volume.

One Way The Al Detects Congressional Insider Trades

Metricized signs of illegal insider trading occur when trades occur that break out of the historical pattern of share volume traded compared to beneficiary participation’s of those
connected to company and political entity. Another clue of the illegal insider trading is when a lot of trading goes on right before earnings announcements. That tends to be a sign that
someone already knows what the announcement is going to indicate, and it's an obvious violation. One module of the new software hunts these trends around-the-clock in an unmanned
manner like a detective who never needs to sleep.

The software red alerts are issued when trades are linked closer to the actual earnings and politicians bills instead of what the predicted earnings were. In a corruption case, it's clear the
trades — especially made by politicians close to the company — stemmed from information that was not readily available to the general public.

In other words, at the time an insider makes a trade, the trade has a stronger relationship to earnings guidance rather than to earnings results achieved.
Part Of The Insider Trading Detection Al Uses ‘Dynamic Time Warping (DTW)’

In econometrics, which is a concept frequently used by quantitative analysts to evaluate stock market prices, dynamic time warping (DTW) is an algorithm that can be used for measuring
similarity between two data sequences by calculating an optimal match between the two. This sequence “matching” method is often used in time series classification to properly “line
things up.”

The method, coupled with Al machine learning ensemble methods, can provide a clear path between the trades made by insiders and public data used to make the trades.

This is a product of artificial intelligence that has been expanded by Indexer, Splunk, Palantir and other firms fast becoming experts in products that can be used to advance the art of
manipulating political and social trends in business and markets by using social media, financial data and news stories. The new software process has taken that sort of approach to the
next level and targeted every member of Congress, their staff, family and friends. The first emphasis is on California and Washington, DC public figures.

In a hypothetical example, a group of executives failed to trade by industry standards by leveraging material non-public information and policy manipulation. Although consensus estimates
called for higher commodity prices at the end of 2015, it appears key executives traded for their personal accounts as a result of the forecast provided by a specialist system within the
firm that was adept at predicting prices alongside lobbyist manipulations. Flash-boy trading is now dirtier and powered by Google-class server systems.

In the hypothetical scenario the software aggregates executive trades in 2014 and 2015 and finds a strong link between buys and sells of executive stock options, which line up with
material non-public estimates of commodity prices that were provided by the specialist system.

For example, in a “Exec Sell and Exec Buys” graph, a green line represents sells, while a black line represents buys. In the corresponding period, one finds a red line represents
unrevised prices provided by the specialist system, and green line represents consensus estimates.

During Q1-2014, there was $28M in purchases of executive stock options, while in Q2-2014, there was $25M in sales of executive stock options. The specialist system called for Q3-
2014 commodity prices to make a precipitous decline going into the end of 2014. Remember, under this scenario, no revisions were made to the specialist systems’ price forecast. In
this example, executives were afforded a significant advantage using price predictions from the specialist system.

In a final bullet chart, there was a dynamic time warping distance between trades and consensus estimates of 7.23, but this distance is only 2.19 when comparing specialist system
estimates and executive trades. Please note, the closer the distance score is to zero, the more similar the trades are to the estimates they are measured against.

We have applied this process to companies well-known for influence buying like, Google, Tesla and Facebook

It's obvious that the tech executives involved did not follow industry standards in their actions and make public the “insider” information they had access to prior to the trades they made.
The lobbyists they hired promoted this rigged trend and paid off Senators with perks. These are the kind of violations the SEC and other governing bodies can look to in attempting to
protect the trading public and the integrity of financial marketplaces. Artificial intelligence tools are a major factor in assisting the tracking of insider trading.

“Every facet of our everyday lives has been impacted, infiltrated and greatly influenced by artificial intelligence technologies,” says Vernon A. McKinley, a multi-jurisdictional attorney,
based in Atlanta. “In fact, the U.S. government and its multiple agencies have developed specialized intelligence units to detect, track, analyze and prosecute those unscrupulous
individuals seeking to profit from the use of such tools, specifically in the financial industry, and to protect the integrity and strength of the U.S. economy and its investors.” Now these tools



are being turned against the corrupt!

The public can now detect trading anomalies in financial situations using this artificial intelligence software on their desktop computers. No public official will ever be able to do these
kinds of corruptions, again, without getting caught.

This approach has already had an impact on how political insiders trade on Wall Street and in financial markets around the world.

This ai technology can end this corruption forever!

A module of the software uses data from The Center for Responsive Politics, ICIJ Panama Leaks records, Swiss Leaks records and FEC files to reveal covert routes. Famous politicians
own part of Tesla Motors, Facebook, Google, Netflix, YouTube and other companies they helped get government money for. All of their competing constituents have suffered for it or been
put out of business by exclusive deals that only Tesla Motors, Facebook, Google, Netflix and YouTube got. That is a crime and charges have been filed with federal law enforcement.

A large volume of forensic research proves that Silicon Valley Cartel tech firms receive benefits from politicians and politicians,at the same time, benefit from these firms.

This evidence on the exchange of benefits between politicians and firms proves an agreement between the politicians and the companies. This agreement, however, cannot be in the
form of a written contract as writing direct fee-for-service contracts between a politician and a firm is considered bribery (Krozner and Stratmann 1998; 2000). In addition, either party to
this agreement might renege on its promise and the other party cannot resort to the courts.

Procon.org, for example, reports: “Less than two months after ascending to the United States Senate, and before becoming President, one Senator bought more than $50,000 worth of
stock in two speculative companies whose major investors included some of his biggest political donors. One of the companies was a biotech concern that was starting to develop a drug
to treat avian flu. In March 2005, two weeks after buying thousands of dollars of its shares, this Senator took the lead in a legislative push for more federal spending to battle the disease.
The most recent financial disclosure form this Senator . . . shows that he bought more than $50,000 in stock in a satellite communications businesswhose principal backers . . . had raised
more than $150,000 for his political committees.” See more examples from the Citizens for Responsibility and Ethics in Washington (CREW) report (2009).)

The literature and eye-witness experience proves that politically-connected Silicon Valley tech firms monthly obtain economic favors, such as securing favorable legislation, special tax
exemptions, having preferential access to finance, receiving government contracts, or help in dealing with regulatory agencies. The evidence proves that Google’s support, for example,
can help in winning elections. For example, firms can vary the number of people they employ, coordinate the opening and closing of plants, and increase their lending activity in election
years in order to help incumbent politicians get re-elected. (SeeRoberts 1990; Snyder 1990; Langbein and Lotwis 1990; Durden, Shorgen, and Silberman 1991; Stratmann 1991, 1995,
and 1998; Fisman 2001;Johnson and Mitton 2003; Ansolabehere, Snyder, and Ueda 2004; Sapienza 2004, Ding 2005; Khwaja and Mian 2005; Bertrand, Kramarz,Schoar, and Thesmar
2006; Faccio 2006; Faccio, Masulis, and McConnell 2006; Jayachandran 2006; Leuz and Oberholzer-Gee 2006; Claessens,Feijen, Laeven 2008; Desai and Olofsgard 2008; Ramanna
2008;Goldman, Rocholl, and So 2008, 2009; Cole 2009; Cooper, Gulen, and Ovtchinnikov 2009; Correia 2009; Ramanna and Roychowdhury 2010;Benmelech and Moskowitz 2010.)

The software can see that the share ownership of politicians serves as a mechanism to quid-pro-quo their relationships with big tech firms, is as follows: The ownership of politicians plays
multiple distinct (but not necessarily independent) roles; one that relies upon the amount of ownership and one that does not. First, as investors in firms, politicians tie their own interests to
those of the firm. Thus, harming (benefiting) the firm means harming (benefiting) the politician and vice versa. By owning a firm’s stock, politicians commit their personal wealth to the firm
and reduce a firm’s uncertainty with regard to their actions toward the firm. This will,in turn, enhance the firm’s incentive to support the politician-owner during both current and future
elections in order to prolong the incumbency period for as long as possible. Firms have their lobbyists push to be able to know the amount of ownership likely to be material to politicians.
This knowledge, in turn, enables them to judge whether the politician’s interest is aligned with the firm’s interest and optimize quid-pro-quo.

The Political Action Committee (PAC) contribution of firms (which is a direct measure of benefits flowing from firms to politicians) is a significant determinant of ownership allocations by
members of Congress. The ownership of Congress members in firms that contribute to their election campaigns is roughly 32.8% higher than their ownership in noncontributing firms even
after accounting for factors that are associated with both ownership and contribution (such as familiarity, proximity and investor recognition).

The committee assignments of politicians is a proxy for whether their relations with firms are enforced (Krozner and Stratmann 1998). Silicon Valley tech firms like Facebook, Tesla and
Google obtain private benefits out of their mutual relations with politicians. When the strength of the association between ownership and contributions at the firm level increases, the
provision of government contracts to those firms increases.

Members of Congress, candidates for federal office, senior congressional staff, nominees for executive branch positions, Cabinet members, the President and Vice President, and
Supreme Court justices are required by the Ethics in Government Act of 1978 to file annual reports disclosing their income, assets, liabilities, and other relevant details about their
personal finances.

Personal financial disclosure forms are filed annually by May 15 and cover the preceding calendar year. The Center for Responsive Politics (CRP) collected the 2004—-2007 reports for
Congress members from the Senate Office of Public Records and the Office of the Clerkof the House. The Center then scanned the reports as digital images, classified the politicians’
investments into categories including stocks, bonds, and mutual funds, and built a database accessible via a web query.

Using CRP’s data, you can use the software to collect the shares in S&P 500 firms held by members of Congress between 2004 and 2007, for example.You can collect the stock
ownership data for every firm that joined the S&P 500 Index any time between January 2004 and April 2009;regardless of when it joined the index, and the software can obtain all the
available stock ownership data for that firm between 2004 and 2007. Likewise, if a firm dropped out of the index at any time during 2004—2008, the software, nevertheless, will retain the
firm in a sample for the target period. As such, the sample would include stocks in hundreds of unique firms owned by politicians between 2004 and 2007, for example.

Politicians are required to report only those stocks whose value exceeds $1,000 at the end of the calendar year or that produce more than $200 in income. They are CURRENTLY not
required to report the exact value of the holding, but instead must simply check a box corresponding to the value range into which the asset falls. The CRP then undertakes additional
research to determine the exact values of these stocks. When the Center makes these determinations, it reports them instead of the ranges and | use these values in my study. When only
the range is available, you should use its midpoint as the holding’s value. You would, thus have data on the stock holdings of hundreds politicians for that time period.

Using the software, you can search for all Political Action Committees (PACs) associated with tech firms. It then collects data on each contribution these PACs made to candidates (both
the winners and losers) running for the Senate and House elections. Tricky corrupt Silicon Valley firms establish several PACs, each in a different location, and each of these PACs can
contribute to the same candidate. In such cases, the software would total, for each candidate, every contribution he or she received from PACs affiliated with the same firm. To parallel the
investment data sample period, for example, the software collects every contribution made from the 2003—2004 cycle up to and including the 2007—2008 cycle. Many Silicon Valley tech
firms use deeply covert Fusion GPS, Perkins Coie, BlackCube, Psyops-type service to make very hidden additional payola payments to California politicians.

For sources, for example, the software collects government contract data from Eagle Eye Publishers, Inc., one of the leading commercial providers of Federal procurement and grant
business intelligence and http://www.usaspending.org. Eagle Eye collects its contract data from Federal Procurement Data System—Next Generation (FPDS-NG), the contract data
collection and dissemination system administered by the U.S. General Services Administration (GSA). FPDS-NG provides data on procurement contracts awarded by the U.S.
Government. When these contracts are awarded to company subsidiaries, Eagle Eye searches for the names of their parent companies and assigns each subsidiary to its appropriate
parent. The software collects both the number and aggregate value of government contracts that were awarded to sample firms between 2004 and 2007 in this example time-frame..

The software reveals, for example, that one Representative is a ten-term member of Congress and a senior member of the House Financial Services Committee. They arranged a
meeting between the Department of Treasury and One United Bank, a company with close financial ties to themselves, involving both investments and contributions.

“In September 2008, the Representative asked then-Secretary of the Treasury Henry Paulson to hold a meeting for their friends in banks that had suffered from Fannie Mae and Freddie
Mac losses.

The Treasury Department complied and held a session with approximately a dozen senior banking regulators, representatives from those banks, and their trade association. Officials of
One United Bank have close ties to the Representative and attended the meeting along with the Representative’s chief of staff. Kevin Cohee, chief executive officer of One United, used
the meeting as an opportunity to ask for bailout funds.

... Former White House officials stated they were surprised when One United Officials asked for bailout funds. . . . In December 2008, the Representative intervened again, asking
Treasury to host another meeting to ensure their banks received part of the $700 billion allocated under the Troubled Asset Relief Program. . . . Within two weeks, on December 19, 2008,
One United secured $12.1million in bailout funds. . . . This was not the first time the Representative used their position to advance the interests of the bank. the Representative’s spouse
became a shareholder in One United in 2001, when it was known as the Boston Bank of Commerce. In 2002, Boston Bank of Commerce tried to purchase Family Savings, a friend of the
Representative in Los Angeles. Instead, Family Savings turned to a bank in lllinois. The Representative tried to block the merger by contacting regulators at the FDIC. The Representative
publicly stated they did not want a major bank to acquire a bank that the Representative was friends with.

When the Representative’s efforts with the FDIC proved fruitless, the Representative began a public pressure campaign with other community leaders. Ultimately,when Family Savings
changed direction and allowed Boston Bank of Commerce to submit a winning bid, the Representative received credit for the merger. The combined banks were renamed One United. . .
. InMarch 2004, the Representative acquired One United stock worth between $250,001 and $500,000, and the Representative’s spouse purchased two sets of stock, each worth



between $250,001 and $500,000. In September 2004, the Representative sold their stock in One United and their husband sold a portion of his. That same year, the husband joined the
bank’s board. . . . One United Chief Executive Kevin Cohee and President Teri Williams Cohee have donated a total of $8,000 to the Representative’s campaign committee. . . .On
October 27, 2009, less than two months before One United received a $12 million bailout, the bank received a cease-and-desist order from the FDIC and bank regulatory officials in
Massachusetts for poor lending practices and excessive executive compensation . . . the bank provided excessive perks to its executives, including paying for Mr. Cohee’s use of a $6.4
million mansion . ..” (Ref: CREW report 2009,pp. 123-125)

Thanks to Crony quid-pro-quo revelations by an earlier version of the software, you can also see that Fisker Automotive, Inc.’s $529 Million U.S. Taxpayer Loan Approval by the
Department of Energy was dirty. Fisker Automotive’s Chief Operating Officer Bernhard Koehler pleaded with the Department of Energy in a panicked Saturday midnight hour email to
receive a $529 million loan as the company was 2 weeks from Chapter 7 liquidation, that it was laying off most of its employees, that no private sector investors would fund the company
without DOE guarantees, and that Fisker was unable to raise any further equity funding from independent private-sector investors given the company’s financial condition.These
statements were made to a Loan Officer at the DOE . No private sector Loan underwriting (approval) committee would ever grant a low interest loan to a desperate buyer that had just
confessed it was in a state of insolvency and was about to layoff most of its staff. Yet within a few weeks the DOE would approve a $529 Million Credit Facility to Fisker. Despite the DOE
Loan Officer official’'s sworn testimony at April 24th’s House Oversight Committee that the DOE used “same private sector underwriting standards when approving Fisker and other
approved Taxpayer Funded Loans” — likely perjury based in documents.

Ina ‘U.S. GOVERNMENT CONFIDENTIAL EMAIL’: FISKER AUTOMOTIVE: August 2009: Co-Founder Bernhard Koehler emails U.S. Dept. of Energy Loan Officer in Sat. midnight
Panic admitting VC Firms all declined to invest, and company is out of cash. Weeks later the U.S.Department of Energy approves $529M U.S. Taxpayer Funded Loans to FISKER. NO
PRIVATE SECTOR Lender would every authorize a Loan for even $5 Million let alone $529 Million after receiving this email stating private sector investors had examined the company
and declined equity investments, that they might loan money as more secure Debt, and the Chief Operating Officer of the company further stating that the borrower is totally insolvent.
(Weeks after this email the U.S. Federal Government Dept. of Energy Loan Committee Approves Fisker Automotive as a credit-worthy borrow for $529 Million in U.S. Taxpayer Funded
Loans). Fisker got the cash because President Obama said to “give it to them” in order to please his campaign financiers.

The same thing happened with Tesla Motors. Elon Musk and Tesla Motors were broke when DOE gave them the money.

PrivCo CEO Sam Hamadeh stated in an official statement: “The documents obtained by PrivCo paint a picture of how an insolvent,unproven automaker received $192 million in taxpayer
funding. The Department of Energy made a loan that no rational lender would have made. This loan was the equivalent of staying execution on a company that was terminally ill to begin
with.” Tesla and Fisker could not have been taxpayer funded unless bribes and criminal quid-pro-quo was underway by President Obama and the U.S. Senator insider traders.

Since its ruling in Buckley v. Valeo, the U.S. Supreme Court has expressed concern regarding corruption or the appearance of corruption stemming from political quid pro quo
arrangements and the deleterious consequences it may have on citizens’ democratic behavior. However, no standard has been set as to what constitutes “the appearance of corruption,”
as the Court was and continues to be vague in its definition. As a result, campaign finance cases after Buckley have relied on public opinion polls as evidence of perceptions of
corruption, and these polls indicate that the public generally perceives high levels of corruption in government. The present study investigates the actual impact that perceptions of
corruption have on individuals’ levels of political participation. Adapting the standard socioeconomic status model developed most fully by Verba and Nie (1972), an extended beta-
binomial regression estimated using maximum likelihood is performed, utilizing unique data from the 2009 University of Texas’ Money and Politics survey. The results of this study
indicate that individuals who perceive higher levels of quid pro quo corruption participate more in politics, on average, than those who perceive lower levels of corruption.

Quid pro quo is not a difficult concept to understand. Too bad the media doesn’t endeavor to investigate and explain it. Your politicians don’t work for you, they work for their own insider
trading stock market holdings for themselves!

SOURCE CODE RESOURCES FOR YOUR SOFTWARE DEVELOPER TO START FROM:

—Spoke: Spoke is a peer-to-peer texting platform for collaborative investigation with several forks under active development.

—Pollaris, A polling location lookup tool modified to track bad guys. You can integrate this with your website and other tools. An APl is provided.

—Caucus App: A way to quickly calculate citizen and pro member evidence sets and report results from each investigator.

-Switchboard (FE and BE): This software takes new potential volunteers, or “hot leads,” from your online channels and assigns them to state or section-based based volunteer leads for
personal follow up calls offering ways to get involved with the investigations. This is also a great tool for investiagtion team recruitment.

—Automated organizing email: Your teams can work together to scale email outreach to the widest possible audience and bypass any cover-up.

—Redhook: Investigations run on data, and redhook is a tool that makes data happen. As a system, Redhook ingests web hook data and delivers it to Redshift/Civis in near real time.
—I90: This tool makes a long file name or hard to remember legal evidence document into a short, easy-to-remember, link.

—opendata.cern.ch: The CERN Database Open Source

— https:/Igithub.com: One of the collaborative development nets

— https://citizensleuths.com: An example of over 1000 public forensic groups working on crowd-sourced crime-fighting plus:

— http://www.icij.org
— http://www.transparency.org

— https://www.bellingcat.com/
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