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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the matter of: Obama for America
Martin H. Nesbitt as its Treasurer
Obama Victory Fund
Andrew Tobias as its Treasurer
Obama Victory Fund 2012
Ann Marie Habershaw as its Treasurer
Robert Roche
Wicked Global
Derek Dorr
Unknown Person(s)

COMPLAINT
1. Government Accountability Institute (“GAI”) and its President, Peter Schweizer,
bring this complaint before the Federal Election Commission ("FEC") seeking an
immediate investigation and enforcement action against Obama for America, Martin H
Nesbitt, Obama Victory Fund, Andrew Tobias, Obama Victory Fund 2012, Ann Marie
Habershaw, Robert Roche, Wicked Global, Derek Dorr, and Unknown Person(s) for

direct and serious violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act. (See Exhibit A)

COMPLAINANTS

2. Complainant, GAI, is a nonprofit, nonpartisan organization that uses
investigative, journalistic and communications tools to investigate and expose crony
capitalism, misuse of taxpayer monies, and other government corruption or malfeasance.
GAI endea\'/ors to educate the public through fair and fact-based journalism and
reporting.

3. Campaign contributions are a necessary feature of political life and without
private contributions to political committees, civic discourse would be impeded. The
objective of campaign finance laws is to regulate the influence of money on politics. See

McConnell v. FEC, 540 U.S. 93, 115 (2003). When federal campaign finance turns from a
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private civic act to public corruption, however, federal enforcement of criminal and civil
sanctions is necessary. See, e.g., McCormick v. United States, 500 U.S. 257 (1991); Evans
v. United States, 504 U.S. 255 (1992). It is precisely the nexus between campaign
contributions and inﬂuenée that GAI evaluates. Such improper influence may come from
domesti_c or foreign sources.

4. Inorder to assess whether there has been improper influence either in the
amount or the source of campaign contributions, GAI depends upon the FEC to make
appropriate inquiry as to the nature and extent of donations when there is reasonable
cause to do so. In this matter there is a clear and notorious pattern of foreign
solicitations, coupled with a lack of security that creates an immediate risk for illegal
and substantial campaign donations from both foreign and domestic interests by
methods which make a significant portion of the donations impenetrable to the public
eye or any investigative journalist desiring to trace the nature and extent of campaign
contributions. GAI is hindered in its programmatic activity when a substantial and
significant amount of contributions are undisclosed and unavailable to the public. The
Supreme Court emphasizes the importance of exposing the nature and extent of
campaign contributions when it states, “This exposure may discourage those who would
use money for improper purposes either before or after the election. A public armed with
information about a candidate's most generous supporters is better able to detect any post-
election special favors that may be given in return. And, as we recognized in Burroughs
v. United States, 290 U.S. at 548, Congress could reasonably conclude that full disclosure
during an election campaign tends ‘to prevent the corrupt use of money to affect
elections.’ In enacting these requirements it may have been mi.ndful of Mr. Justice

Brandeis' advice:
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‘Publicity is justly commended as a remedy for social and industrial diseases. Sunlight is said to
be the best of disinfectants; electric light the most efficient policeman.’" Buckley v. Valeo, 424 U.S.

1,46 L. Ed. 2d 659, 96 S. Ct.612 (1976) (footnotes omitted).

Without the FEC’s proper investigation into the matters alleged, GAI will be substa;ntially
hindered in its programmatic activity which rest significantly on tracing contributions to those
who would attempt to wield an untoward interest (foreign nationals and governments) or an
excessive interest in the campaign by skirting campaign limits through use of a robotic donor
device as described herein.

5. Complainant Peter Schweizer is the President of GAI, a citizen of the United
States and a registered voter and resident of Florida. As a registered votc;.r, Mr. Schweizer
is harmed when a candidate, political committee, or other regulated entity, is able to
actively solicit campaign donations throughout the world from foreign nationals and
disable fraud security tools in a manner that skirts the requirements of federal law thereby
making it impossible for the citizen to understand the source of funding and the interest
served by a particular candidate when he accepts such funding. See FEC v. Akins, 524
US. 11, 19 (1998), quoting Buckley v. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1,66-67 (1976) (holding that
political committees must disclose contributors and disbursements to help voters
understand who provides which caﬁdidates with financial support). Mr. Schweizer, as a
journalist, is further harmed when the FEC fails to properly investigate what amounts to
an attempt to skirt reporting requirements that are deéigned to obtain the transparency
envisioned by election law, thereby, limiting Mr. Schweizer’s ability to review campaign
finance information, and by a thorough investigation, expose crony capitalism, misuse of

taxpayer monies, government corruption and government malfeasance.



6. It can be said that the constitutional guarantee of free speech and the right of
association is of absolute necessity to our system of government and free elections. As
the United States Supreme Court stated in Buckley v. Valeo, “Discussion of public issues
and debate on the qualifications of candidates are integral to the operation of the system
of government established by our Constitution. The First Amendment affords the broadest
protection to such political expression in order ‘to assure [the] unfettered interchange of
ideas for the bringing ;about of political and social changes desired by the people.” Roth v.
United States, 354 U.S. 476, 48-4 (1957). Although First Amendment protections are not
confined to ‘the exposition of ideas,” Winters v. New York, 333 U.S. 507, 510 (1948),
‘there is practically universal agreement that a major purpose of that Amendment was to
protect the free discussion of gov.emmental affairs,... of course includ[ing] discussions of
candidates....” Mills v. Alabama, 384 U.S. 21 4,.21 8 (1966). This no more than reflects our
‘profound national commitment to the principle that debate on public issues should be
uninhibited, robust, and wide-open,” New York Times Co. v. Sullivan, 376 U.S. 254, 270
(1964). In a republic where the people are sovereign, the ability of the citizenry to make
informed choices among candidates for office is essential, for the identities of those who
are elected will inevitably shape the course that we follow as a nation. As the Court
observed in Monitor Patriot Co. v. Roy, 401 U.S. 265, 272 (1971), ‘it can hardly be
doubted that the constitutional guarantee has its fullest and most urgent application
precisely to the conduct of campaigns for political office.’"

It is an irrefutable proposition that money is the lifeblood of any campaign and as
such is necessary to augment the effective exercise of constitutional rights and

guarantees. In Buckley v. Valeo the Court recognizes the important role of carhpaign
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expenditures when it states, “A restriction on the amount of money a person or group can
spend on political communication during a éampaign necessarily reduces the quantity of
expression by restricting the number of issues discussed, the depth of their exploration,
and the size of the audience reached. This is because virtually every means of
communicating ideas in today's mass society requires the expenditure of money. The
distribution of the humblest handbill or leaflet entails p’rinting, paper, and circulation
costs. Speeches and rallies generally necessitate hiring a hall and publicizing the event.
The electorate's increasing dependence on television, radio, and other mass media for
news and information has made these expensive modes of communication indispensable
instruments of effective pol?tical speech.” (footnotes omitted) 1t must necessarily follow
that a candidate’s ability to raise large sums of money will enhance his or her ability to
conduct a successful campaign. |

The respondents raised substantial monies that fell under the $200 threshold for
disclosure and were thus, undisclosed. The use of worldwide solicitations without
standard industry antifraud protocols which would allow use of robotic donors by those
éttempting to wield influence with large donations in incremental amounts outside the
eye of the citizenry has provided the Obama Campaign a significant opportunity to gather
financial resources that were unavailable to competing campaigns, thereby diluting the
ability of Peter Schweizer to “vote” with his financial contributions on an even playing
field. Arguably every dollar he could give legally to influence the election is
counterbalanced by the illegal dollar obtained through the methods described herein.

RESPONDENTS

Obama for America
Martin H. Nesbitt as its Treasurer




Obama Victory Fund

Andrew Tobias as its Treasurer
Obama Victory Fund 2012

Ann Marie Habershaw as its Treasurer
Robert Roche

Wicked Global

Derek Dorr

Unknown Person(s)

FACTS

Nature of Allegations

7. All allegations made herein by Peter Schweizer individually and as President of
GALI are made on information and belief that the facts so alleged are true and accurate.
The attached exhibits support each fact alleged.

Solicitations by Campaign

8. There is substantial evidence that Obama for America, Obama Victory Fund, and
Obama Victory Fund 2012 collectively referred to as the “Obama Campaign™ made
worldwide solicitations directly to foreign nationals in violation of federal election law.
On sites throughout the Internet probable foreign nationals report being solicited for
donations by the Obama Campaign. (See Exhibit B)

9. Campaigns are not required to disclose donations from individuals who gave less
than $200 in a campaign cycle unless the campaign is audited. Campaigns are not
required to keep records of those who gave less than $50. The 2008 Obama Campaign
raised approximately $500 million on-line with each contribution averaging $126. During
the 2008 election the campaign raised over $300 million in individual contributions that
were under the $200 threshold triggering full disclosure. (See Exhibit C) Of that total,

$100 million came in the month of September alone. (See Exhibit C) During the 2012



election cycle the Obama Campaign raised at least $690 million online averaging $156
per contributor (see Exhibit D). For the election cycle as a whole, the Obama Campaign
raised approximately $234 million in contributions that were under the $200 threshold,
which amounted to approximately forty two percent of total individual contributions
received. Meanwhile the Obama Victory Fund raised approximately $95 million in
contributions, which fell under the $200 threshold, which amounted to twenty-one
percent of total contributions. (See Exhibit D)

10. The Obama Campaign created the most complex and innovative system for voter
and donor identification ever devised in the history of presidential campaigns. (See
Exhibit E) According to the MIT Technology Review, by the spring of 2012 the Obama
Campaign was confident of a positive identification of all 69 million Americans who had
voted for the President in the 2008 election. (See Exhibit E) Th_is system was used to
identify and solicit previous and potential new donors using highly targeted messages. A
similarly thorough capability was devised to ide.ntify potential or likely donors using
pervasive social media outreach and pioneering data mining techniques. (See Exhibits E
and F) Despite this advanced technology, and an unprecedented amount of identifying
information on potential donors, the Obama Campaign made multiple solicitations of
foreign nationals.

11. Moreover, the Obama Campaign assembled the most talented team of data and
technology specialists ever employed by a presidential campaign. The Obama Campaign
staff was populated with the best and the brightest from industry leaders (Google,
Facebook, etc.). (See Exhibit G) This team of specialists produced and used extensive

data gathering software and multiple databases and cross-referencing systems to ensure
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the Obama Campaign knew as much about every potential voter or donor as possible
including substantial information about the potential voter’s network of friends, relatives,
and co-workers. (See Exhib-its E and F) Using tools developed by the specialists, the
campaign gathered enough data on most potential voters to be able to predict which of
their next-door neighbors would vote, and for whom. (See Exhibits E and F) When a
person signed up for the mailing list at the Obama Campaign’s website, the data
collection technology would cross reference all of the directly collected data from the
website with indirectly collected data fhrough other sources such as Facebook and
Google to determine more precisely the identity of each visitor, the nature of any political
bias, the city and county in which they lived, and what issues were likely to be considered
to be of the greatest importance to that specific individual. (See Exhibits E and F) In
spite of the great lengths taken to know the precise location and temperament of each
potential voter or donor, solicitations were still made directly to probable foreign
nationals who had signed up for the mailing list from foreign soil, using a foreign IP
address and whose related data from other sources would have confirmed the individual
as a likely foreign national. (See Exhibits E and F) Furthermore, there is no indication
that any effort was made to determine whether the individuals solicited were qualified to
make legal contributions to the Obama Campaign. At the very least there -might have
been a “check-off box” where the individual being solicited could make some averment

to their status as an American citizen or Permanent Resident.
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Obama.com - An Unreported and Excessive In-Kind Contribution

12. As of June 18, 2012 Obama for America owned 392 domain names related to the
President, his campaign or his political opponents. (See Exhibit H) Significantly, Obama
for America did not purchase or own the domain “obama.com.” Rather, a third party,
friendly to the campaign, with significant business interest entirely dependent on the
good favor of two Chinese government agencies and licenses held by two Chinese
nationals acquired ownership of the domain. (See Exhibits H, I and JJ, KK, and LL)

13. That third party is Robert Roche (“Roche”). Roche is an American citizen
(originally from Chicago) who has spent a substantial amount of his time since the late
1990s developing business interests in Shanghai. (See Exhibit J) By 2004 his interesfs in
China had grown such that Roche found it necessary to relocate to Shanghai from
Nagoya, Japan. Roche was a bundler for both the 2008 and 2012 Obama Campaigns. He
was also a member of the Obama for America National Finance Committee in 2008 and a
co-chair of the Technology for Obama initiative in 2012.(See Exhibit K)

14. On September 19, 2008, Roche was first publicly listed as the new
ownet/registrant for “Obama.com.” (See Exhibit I) The previous owner/registrant had
been “Obama, Satoru.” Roche appears to have purchased the domain name from an
“Obama Satoru”. Roche’s ownership of the site was public until October 1, 2010 at
which time the ownership was made anonymous. (See Exhibit I) According to e-mail
communications between Roche and Newsweek correspondent Peter Boyer in fall of
2012, Roche still owned the site during the 2012 campaign. (See Exhibit L) While no
records of the sale are extant, the value of obama.com to the campaign is undeniable. The

site had a clear and ongoing value to the Campaign in 2008 during the last six-weeks of
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the election as an uncompensated marketing tool. While the actual value of a website is
hard to determine, a review of several online appraisal and valuation sites for the domain
name (obama.com) indicates a value ranging from twenty-seven thousand dollars to over
one million dollars. (See Exhibit M) The campaign enjoyed the benefits of the redirected
traffic from obama.com during the entirety of the 2012 election (See Exhibits L and V).

15. Each Internet domain is registered with a service that holds records on that
domain for registration with the Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers
(ICANN). Such a service is known as the Registrar on a domain record. Since September
19, 2008, the registrar for obama.com has changed at least twice. (See ExhibitI) On
October 4, 2010, Obama.com’s site registration was changed from “Roche, Robert” to an
anonymous registration. (See Exhibit I) The registration remains anonymous to the
present day and is provided by Domains By Proxy, a company owned by GoDaddy. (See
Exhibit I)

16. “Hosting” is the physical and logical location of any sites associated with the
domain. In the case of obama.com the site name and the domain name are identical. The
hosting service provides the physical server, the IP address, and any assigned name
servers (or DNS servers), which control traffic to the site. Japan Global Media Online
hosted obama.com at the time the domain was purchased by Roche. (See Exhibit N) _
Thereafter the domain hosting was transferred to Bluehost/Hostmonster, a Utah based
company. (See Exhibit N)

17. From September 19, 2008 through October 27, 2008 the administrative e-mail for

obama.com was teruhiko_ishida@oaklanwn.co jp. (See Exhibit O) Oaklawn Marketing
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is the company Roche started in Nagbya, Japan. From October 27, 2008 through October
1, 2010 the administrative e-mail was Robert@oaklawn.co.jp. (See Exhibit Q)

18. Even though the domain’s administrative email was made anonymous through the
domain’s registrar, the website contained a non-public administrative email for Wicked
Global, a small web development cbmpany in Waterville, Maine (see Exhibits P and R).
The e—mgil address’s existence was not immediately apparent to the public, nor was this it
listed for the site’s publicly registered administrative contact (see Exhibit O). The
available evidence indicates Wicked Global was involved with obama.com during the
2012 campaign from at least April 21*, 2011 through at least June 2012, (See Exhibits O,
P,Q,R,S, &T).

19. The non-public administrative e-mail was discovered via a forced error on
obama.com which prompted the user to contact Wicked Global. Wicked Global was
providing administration of the page as of at least June 2012. (See Exhibit P).
Obama.com was moved to its Bluehost/Hostmonster location on April 21%, 2011 to the
same IP address as gregdorr.com, a site named for a Wicked Global officer and registered
to Derek Dorr, its president. (See Exhibits N, Q, and R) Additionally, a variety of other

sites registered to Derek Dorr.with Bluehost/Hostmonster were hosted within two weeks
of obama.com with sites sharing a common group of IP addresses, and the same Google
Analytics account. (See Exhibits N, Q, and S) Wicked Global’s website is registered to a
25-year-old former Harvard student named Derek Dorr. (See Exhibit T) Gregory Dorr is
listed on the site as “Lead Marketing” for Wicked Global. (See Exhibit R) The Google
Analytics account registered to obama.com is registered to Wicked Global as well. (See

Exhibit S)
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20. The sole purpose of obarma.com was to redirect web traffic to the donate page on
the official barackobama.com campaign website from at lea;t December 3, 2011 until the
end of the 2012 election (see Exhibit V).

21.'Roche’s arrangement with Derek Dorr and Wicked Global for the purpose of
maintaining the website and redirect link to the donate page on the official
barackobama.com website is best explained by Roche’s relationship with another Obama
Campaign bundler and political/business associate, Peter l_?.merson (“Emerson”)(See
Exhibits T and U). The president of Wicked Global, Derek Dorr, who provided
administration for the obama.com website, worked for at least three years as an executive
assistant for, Emerson. (See Exhibit T)

22. Roche and Emerson visited the White House together on at least three occasions.
On Se-pt.ember 20, 2011, the two visited privately with Pete Rouse, “Counselor to the
President.” (See Exhibit U) Prior to this significant role, Rouse had been the Interim
Chief of Staff. Rouse was previously the President’s chief of staff during t.he time the
Presidént served in the Senate. (See Exhibit U) On May 16, 2012, Emerson and Roche
also met with Jon Carson, the head of the Qfﬁce of Public Engagement. Carson had been
national field director for the 2008 campaign. (Exhibit U) On November 13, 2012,
Emerson and Roche met with Tina Tchen, the Chief of Staff for the First Lady. (See
Exhibit U)

23. Peter Emerson now sits on the Board of Directors at RVUE, Inc., a company for
which Roche joined the board a year earlier. Roche chairs RVUE’s compensation

committee and Emerson chairs its corporate governance committee. (See Exhibit T)
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Evidence of Foreign Solicitations in a Context of Vulnerability to Fraud

24. As stated above the Obama Campaign was not required to disclose the identity of
donors who gave less than $200 in a campaign cycle; nor was it required to keep records
of those who gave less than $50. Circumstantial evidence that points to a flow of foreign
donations through the redirect, obama.com, to the donate page for the official campaign
website, barackobama.com, and directly to barackobama.com is of probative value and
provides a sufficient basis for examination.

25. Starting in December 2011, the obama.com site redirected all traffic to a specific
donation page on the official barackobama.com campaign website for ten months. The |
donation page on the official barackobama.com campaign website automatically loaded a
tracking number, 634930, into a space on the website labeled “who encouraged you to
make this donation.” (See Exhibits V & W) That tracking number was embedded in the
source code for obama.com and was a readily available and effective method by which
the Obama Campaign could identify or segregate donations coming from obama.com.
(See Exhibit W)

26. According to an industry leading web analytics sites Markosweb and Site
Speedlabs, obama.com received approximately 68% of its traffic from foreign countries
during the 2012 presidential campaign. (See Exhibit X) The main campaign website
BarackObama.com received approximately 43% of its traffic from foreign IP

addresses, according to Markosweb.com. (See Exhibit X)
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27. An industry standard tool to prevent any fraudulent transactions, foreign or
domestic, is the use of the Card Verification Value (CVV), the CVV, also known as the
Card Security Code (CSC), CVV2, or Card Verification Number (CVN), is a three or
four digit number generally imprinted on the back of the; card. Its purpose is to verify that
thé person executing the purchase physically possesses the card. CVV is an automated
system. If the automated system detects possible fraud, the VCi’ldOl”S system is notified of
the anomaly, and the transactions are generally declined. (See Exhibits Y & AA)
Numerous industry authorities recommend the use of CVV as a standard anti-fraud tool,
not the least of which is Cybersource, the vendor for the Obama Campaign's Visa
transactions. The Obama Campaign did not use the CVV. (See Exhibit BB) The

consequences of a campaign choosing not to use these industry-standard anti-fraud tools

-are considerable, especially when weighed against the relative ease with which they are

installed and maintained. (See Exhibits Y, Z, & AA) The CVV is used not only by
business, but also by governmental entities and non-profits for the precise purpose of
reducing and substantially limiting fraudulent transactions. (See Exhibit CC) The CVV
would have served as a strong deterrent against foreign and fraudulent donations and in
fact was installed on the Obama Campaign’s on-line store. (See Exhibit DD)

28. It has been demonstrated that large amounts of cash may be moved from a bank
or credit card account in a very short period of time in less than $50 increments using
“robo-donor”_ technology. A “robo-donor,” or robot donor, is a piece of software that
will “attack” a point of purchase (in this case a donation page) with a list or database of
credit card or account numbers that are either stolen, randomly produced using a random

number generator, or obtained legitimately. Millions of dollars could conceivably be
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moved in short periods of time using such technology. (See Exhibit EE) Robo donors
were suspected in several instances of fraudulent donations to the Obama campaign in
2008. (Exhibit EE) Use of the CVV on the Obama Campaign’s donate page would in
large part prevent this sort of fraudulent transaction. Installing the CVV on the donate
page is a one-click solution requiring little or no expense.

29. In 2012, the Obama Campaign responded to criticisms related to its apparent

failure to use standard fraud prevention tools to weed out fraudulent transactions made

using credit cards (see Exhibit FF). The Obama Campaign’s response was as follows:

“Credit card contributions 1o Obama for America are, in fact, processed usmg AVS
(Address Verification System).

If a billing address is verified via AVS, then the credit card contribution is processed
without delay. Some transactions caught by AVS may initially appear to a donor to have
been accepted even though this is not the case. Obama for America employs a manual

process lo review any transaction flagged by AVS, also taking into account other fraud
risk factors, and using fraud detection services provided by our credit card processor.”

The Address Verification S.ystem (AVS) compares the numerical data in the address
provided by the cardholder against the information held by the processor. This allows the
vendor (or a campaign) to ask for a billing address (street number, apartment number, PO
Box number, and zip code) associated with the card information, and check any
numerical data in the address against the numerical information on file with the card
issuer (Exhibit GG). Unlike the CVV, a website can be set to accept multiple degrees of
error in the AVS. While AVS can be an extremely effective mechanism to detect
discrepancies in reported addresses, it can be bypassed and rendered much less effective
if the vendor utilizes a setting, which allows a broad degree of error to be tolerated (see
Exhibit GG). Some card processors have up to 15 different settings, each of which allows

varying degrees of error (see Exhibit GG). While all major U.S. credit card issuers are
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AVS compliant, many foreign card issuers are not. To render AVS powerless to protect
against donations from foreign nationals, a campaign could set it to accept all transactions
generated by those whose credit cards are not AVS compliant. In other words, if the card
being used is not AVS compliant and there is simply no information in the system to
compare a potential address against, this setting will overlook that anomaly and the
system will simply accept the transaction without question. Thus, it is apparent that mere
use of the AVS is insufficient to block foreign donations that the Obama Campaign
actively solicited.

30. There is significant evidence that obama.com has been used frequently in foreign
online discussions and has been embedded in numerous foreign sites throughout the
worldwide Internet. Between April, 2012 and November, 2012 a search for extant li.nks to
obama.com, using a technique commonly referred to as web spidering, found hundreds of
links to Obama.com embedded on websites, the majority of which were sites with
predominantly foreign traffic (see Exhibit HH).

31. On a Chinese language website hosted on Chinese servers, one of the users listed
“obama.com” as his “home page” for his account. As a result, each post that he made on
the discussion forum added another link to the website. While most of the users of the
site may not have seen the link, every major search engine, foreign and domestic would
see the links. In total 866,such links were created and visible to search engines during the
2012 presidential campaign (See Exhibit II).

32. A similar situation occurred on a South African website, where a commenter
using the name Phillipa Lipinsky rﬁade numerous comments on a news weBsite’s

comment section. In each of those comments, her name acted as a hyperlink directly to
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obama.com. A commenter going by the same name, and using the same link, left a total
of over 50 active links to obama.com on websites for South Af_rican newspapers. None of
the websites where the comments appear cater to a predominantly US audience (see
exhibit II).

33. A blog written in Pakistan, and dealing with generally Pakistani interests had a
commenter who used the screen name “Obama” and whose name hyperlinked to
obama.com on all of his comments (see Exhibit II).

34. A Romanian language website, hosted in eastern Europe that consists mostly of
discussions of issues relating to the Romanian military, also has a commenter creating a
dozen links to obama.com (See Exhibit II).

35. A Sri-Lankan hosted news website also contained in it’s message board numerous

comments with links to obama.com (See Exhibit II).

Value of Services and Foreign Donations Evidenced by Influence “Purchased”

36. Roche’s business is Acorn International (“Acon™). Roche co-founded Acorn (see
Exhibit J). It is a corporation consisting of two other companies operating out of the
Cayman Islands and the Virgin Islands respectively; each controlling numerous
subsidiaries. Acorn labels this arrangement as “the Group.” (See Exhibits JJ, KK, and
MM) Acorn began trading on the New York Stock Exchange in 2007 (see Exhibit JJ).
However, it conducts its business in China. Based in Shanghai, it primarily deals in
infomercials, producing commercials selling cell phones, cosmetics, fitness equipment

such as abdominal exercisers, language learning software, and other items on Chinese
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State television. (See Exhibit JJ) According to Acorn’s original prospectus, issued when
the company made its public offering of securi.ties in May of 2007, the company had
become “the largest TV direct sales oper:ator in China,” where it aired infomercials on
“four nationwide China Central Television or CCTV, cha;lnels, 28 national [state
controlled] TV channels, four international satellite channels operating in China and eight
local channels.;’ (See Exhibit JJ) By mid-2013 it had had acquired “other direct sales
platforms and a nationwide d-istribution network. ..outbound telemarketing centers, e-
commerce websites, and catalogs.”(Sée Exhibit JJ). The “direct sales” are the heart of
Acorn’s business comprising between 66 % and 80 % of its business between fiscal
2010-2012. (see Exhibits JJ and KK)

37. Acorn’s operations in China come under intense government scrutiny resulting in
ongoing and severe business risk. From Acorn’s SEC filings: “the PRC government
extensively regulates the industries in which we operate our business. We operate our
direct sales and advertising business under a legal regime consisting of thg State Council,
which is the highest authority of the executive branch of the PRC central government,
and several ministries and agencies under its authority... We could not assure you that the
PRC regulatory authorities would find that our corporate structure and our business
operations comply with PRC laws and regulations. If th\e PRC government finds us to be
in violation of PRC laws and regulations we may be required to pay fines and penalties,
obtain certain licenses, approvals, or permits and change, suspend, or discontinue our
business operations until we comply with applicable laws.” (See Exhibit LL)
Furthermore, legal relief in such an instance is uncertain and arbitrary. Penalties may

even be retroactive. (See Exhibit LL) Finally, this uncertainty extends to Acorn’s tax
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liabilities. Should the PRC change the legal status of Acorn’s Cayman Islands holding
company it’s tax liability will jump 25 % to cite only one instance (See Exhibit LL). In
short the company has a distinct interest in the good favor of the Chinese government.

38. These constraints require Acorn to operate in China through two Chinese
companies that hold necessary licenses for its direct sales operations. (See Exhibit MM)
Acorn controls the two firms, which it calls “Vertically Integrated Enterprises” or VIEs
through a serﬁes of contractual agreements. (See Exhibit MM) Two Chinese nationals
who are also senior Acorn Executives jointly own the two corhpanies. Acorn maintains a
no-interest, autqmatically renewing loan agreement with these two individuals valued at
$30.7 million. (See Exhibit MM) This entire arrangement is in turn at the regulatory
mercy of the PRC. “If the current agreements that establish the structure for conducting
the Group’s [Acorn’s] direct sales business were found to be in violation of existing or
future PRC laws or regulétions, the Group may be required to restructure its ownership
structure and direct sales operations...which may affect the Group’s financial position
and cash flows related to these VIE structures.” (See Exhib_it MM) Finally, despite the
fact that the VIE owners are Acorn executives, there is no guarantee that “when conflicts
of interest arise, the two shareholders will act in the best interests of the Group...If the
Group cannot resolve any conflicts of interest...the Group would have to rely on legal
proceedings, which could result in the disruption of its business, and there is substantiall
uncertainty as to the outcome of any such legal proceedings” (See Exhibit MM)

39. Despite the'se extensive uncertainties and risks, Roche’s confidence in Acom and
its relationship to the PRC government is such that he has chosen to nearly triple his

interest in it. When the company issued its 2007 prospectus he owned approximately 16
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% of the beneficially held stock. Today he owns over 46 % of the beneficially held stock.
(See Exhibit NN)

40. Roche was a co-chair of the Technology Initiative for the Obama Campaign, a
group designed to raise money from and with the assistance of the Techn-ology and
Information industry. (See Exhibit K) He is a past president of the U.S. Chamber of
Commerce in Shanghai. (See Exhibit O0) From 2007 to May 2012, Roche bundled a
combined total of at least $846,050 for the two campaigns. (See Exhibit K)

41. Roche has gained high-level access to the executive branch and visits the White
House regularly. According to White House Visitors Log, Roche made nineteen visits
since 2009, although he lives in China. (See Exhibit U) His visits have included:

* 12/21/2009: Private visit with President Obama in the Oval Office.

* 7/1/2009: Meeting with Catherine M Whitney, Executive Assistant to the Council of
the President, in the West Wing.

e 7/27/2010: Meeting with Kristen J Sheehey, Deputy Chief of Staff, in the West Wing

* 9/27/2010: Meeting with John Holdren, Assistant to the President for Science, in the
New Executive Office Building.

e 9/20/2011: Meeting with Pete Rouse, Assistant to the President, in the West Wing.

e 2/17/201 l,. 6/24/2011: Meetings with then White House Chief of Staff William

Daley, in the West Wing. (See Exhibit U)

42. Roche’s influence in both Beijing and Washington was clearly demonstrated from
the seating arréngements at the 2011 State Dinner for Chinese President Hu Jintao at the
White House. (See Exhibit U) In addition to President Obama and the First Lady, the

head table where Roche was seated also included Secretary of State Hillary Clinton,
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former President Bill Clinton, Senate Foreign Relations Committee Chairman Senator
John Kerry and his wife Teresa Heinz Kerry, former President Jimmy Carter and former
First Lady Rosalynn Carter, and then White House Chief of Staff William Daley. (See
Exhibit U)

43. Acorn’s board includes persons from some of the largest, most lucrative
companies in China. Of special relevance are Baidu, which owns and operates an Internet
search engine, and AliBaba Taobao, which owns and operates an e-commerce portal
similar to E-Bay. (See Exhibit PP) Both of these companies were identified and
designated by the United States Trade Representative’s (USTR) Office as “notorious
markets” actors for their violations of copyri;ght and counterfeiting. Baidu was added to
the list in 2006 and AliBaba Taobao was added to the “Notorious Markets” list in 2008.
They remained on these lists as in the 2010 USTR report. (See Exhibit PP) The net result
of such a designation is it damages business opportunities and relationships in the United
States by increasing liability for existing and potential business partners in the United
States because there is “notice” of a high potential for intellectual p.roperty theft due to
the “notorious markets” designation. (See Exhibit PP)

44. On September 15, 2010 Roche was appointed to the Advisory Committee on
Trade Policy and Negotiations (ACTPN) at USTR, a body directly involved in providing
the information necessary to determine which foreign companies shall be designated as
part of a “notorious market.” (See Exhibit QQ) On April 7, 2011 the Vice President of
Engineering at Baidu joined the Acom’s board. By December 2011, Baidu was removed
from the infringing entity list. (See Exhibit RR) Subsequently a group vice president

from AliBaba Taobao became president of Acorn’s board in March of 2012. In
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December of 2012, Alibaba Taobao was likewise removed from the infringing entity list.
(See Exhibit RR)

45. Roche’s access to power and influence, which he has artfully turned to the benefit
of his Chinese business associates, demonstrates the apparent value to the current

administration of his fundraising efforts and more specifically the obama.com redirect.

Count I
46. Robert Roche violated 2 U.S.C. § 441 a (a) (1) (A) by knowingly and willfully
providing an excessive in-kind contribution in the form of the purchase of obama.com

and provided a redirect link to the donate page for the Obama Campaign.

Count I1
47. Obama for America a-nd Martin H. Nesbitt as its Treasurer; the Obama Victory
Fund and Andrew Tobias as its Treasurer; and the Obama Victory Fund 2012 and Ann
Marie Habershaw as its Treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 434 (b) and 441 a (a) (1) (A) by
knowingly and willfully accepted and failed to disclose an excessive in-kind contribution
from Robert Roche who purchased and maintained obama.com providing a redirect link

to the donate page for the Obama Campaign.

Count 111
48. Robert Roche, Wicked Global, Derek Dorr, and/or unknown persons knowingly
and willfully created and maintained obama.com as an instrument of solicitation in

knowing disregard of the prohibition on solicitation from foreign nationals in violation of
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2 U.S.C. § 441 e (a) (2) by providing a redirect connection to the donate page for the
Obama Campaign effectively driving what was known to be primarily foreign traffic to

the donate page.

Count 1V
49. Robert Roche, Wicked Global, Derek Dorr, and/or unknown persons knowingly
and willfully provided “substantial assistance in the solicitation, making, acceptance or
receipt of”’ contributions from foreign nationals in violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441 e (a) (2)

and Title 11 Code of Federal Regulations (C.F.R.), §101.20.

Count V
50. Obama for America and Martin H. Nesbitt as its Treasurer; the Obama Victory
fund and Andrew Tobias as its Treasurer; and the Obama Victory Fund 2012 and Ann
Marie Habershaw as its Treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. § 441 e (a) (2) and Title 11 Code of
Federal Regulations (C.F.R.), §101.20 by knowingly and willfully accepted and received
prohibited contributions from foreign nationals through the obama.com redirect site.
Count V1
51. The Obama for America and Martin H Nesbitt as its Treasurer; the Obama
Victory Fund and Andrew Tobias.as its Treasurer; and the Obama Victory Fund 2012 and
Ann .Marie Habershaw as its Treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. § 441 ¢ (a) (2) and Title 11
Code of Federal Regulations (C.F.R.), §101.20 by knowingly and willfully solicited,
accepted, and received prohibited contributions from foreign nationals directly through

the Obama Campaign donate page.
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CONCLUSION

WHEREFORE, Complainants request the FEC conduct a thorough investigation
into these allegations, declare the respondents to have violated the Federal Election
Campaign Act and applicable FEC regulations, impose sanctions, and take such further
action as may be appropriate, including, but not limited to referring any respondent who
is determined to have actec'i knowingly and willfully, to the Department of Justice for
criminal prosecution.

While no person can be held accountable under the law for violations he or she is
powerless to prevent, or for violations of which a person had no knowledge, the law
recognizes that to permit meaningful enforcement a person can not escape responsibility
for -a crime by deliberately ignoring facts and circumstances that would lead a reasonable
person to conclude that a crime is most likely being committed. See 11 CFR
110.20(a)(4)(ii). The FEC regulations make it clear that a campaign official cannot avoid
criminal culpability by ign(.>rir.1g facts that would lead a reasonable person to inquire
whether foreign nationals are contributing funds to the campaign. See 11 CFR
110.20(a)(5). FEC regulations specifically state the following:

“(4) Knowingly means that a person must:

(i) Have actual knowledge that the source of the funds solicited, accepted or
received is a foreign national; ' '

(ii) Be aware of facts that would lead a reasonable person to conclude that there is
a substantial probability that the source of the funds solicited, accepted or
received is a foreign national; or

(iii) Be aware of facts that would lead a reasonable person to inquire whether the
source of the funds solicited, accepted or received is a foreign national, but the
person failed to conduct a reasonable inquiry.

24



S-S DO D P TR~

(5) For purposes of paragraph (a)(4) of this section, pertinent facts include, but are
not limited to:

(i) The contributor or donor uses a foreign passport or passport number for
identification purposes;

(i1) The contributor or donor provides a foreign address;

(1i1) The contributor or donor makes a contribution or donation by means of a
check or other written instrument drawn on a foreign bank or by a wire transfer
from a foreign bank; or

(iv) The contributor or donor resides abroad.

No political candidate in American history can match the technological sophistication,
reach, or capability of the Obama Campaign. Because knowledge and intent are states of
mind, such are almost never susceptible of direct proof, and invariably must be shown by
circumstantial evidence. For this reason, the courts have long recognized that one may
prove knowledge and intent by showing that under all the circumstances a reasonable
person would be on notice that a cfime is being committed. Moreover, persons whose
greater expertise and sophistication make them better able to discern the likely outcome
of their actions or omissions are less able to convincingly disclaim such knowledge. It
strains credulity to believe that so many probable foreign nationals received direct
solicitation from the Obama Campaign without its knowledge when the system had been
so successful in identifying detailed characteristics of eligible voters and contributors.
Nor does it seem plausible that with the advanced systems and talent employed by the
OBama Campaign that it could not have distinguished and avoided the flood of direct
solicitations of probable foreign nationals.

Furthermore, the pervasive presence of embedded links to obama.com throughout

the world is of concern. The majority of the Internet discussions that include links to
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obama.com, rather than the pfﬁcial website, have originated on foreign_soil. While these
links can be seen as innocuous, the presence of such links on foreign servers, and the
resultant predominantly non-US traffic suggest that a reasonable person would question
the eligibility of the foreign traffic redirected through the site for the sole purpose of
making donations to a United States of America presidential campaign.

Finally, if the FEC is to operate with the same degree of diligence, as it requires
of those it regulates, it is compelled by the evidence to conduct a thorough investigation
of these matters. The Obama Campaign chose not to use industry-standard anti-fraud
tools. There is no discernable or intellectually honest purpose for rejecting the use of
these tools other than to allow fraudulent donations. There is evidence that Robert Roche
purchased and provided for the creation, development, hosting, maintenance and
administration of a domain and website which existed for the sole purpose of providing a
redirect to the donate page for the Obama Campaign. There is evidence that Roche, his
Chinese business associates and his unknown constituents obtained significant access to
the Whitehouse and favorable treatment for business interests in China.

Certainly these are “... facts that would lead a reasonable person to inquire
whether the source of the funds solicited, accepted or received is a foreign national...” At
the very lelast the FEC should “conduct a reasonable inquiry” and investigation into these

matters.

Arguably the integrity of our elections is at substantial risk for interference from those not
sharing the interest of the citizens of this country. The Court in Buckley v. Valeo, emphasizes the
need to protect the integrity of our election process when it states, “Under a system of private

financing of elections, a candidate lacking immense personal or family wealth must depend on
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financial contributions from others to provide the resources necessary to conduct a successful
campaign. The increasing importance of the communications media and sophisticated mass-mailing
and polling operations to effective campaigning make the raising of large sums of money an ever
more essential ingredient of an effective candidacy. To the extent that large contributions are given
to secure political quid pro quo's from current and potential office holders, the integrity of our
system of representative democracy is undermined. Although the scope of such pernicious
practices can never be reliably ascertained, the deeply disturbing examples s-urfacing after the 1972
election demonstrate that the problem is not an illusory one. Of almost equal concern as the danger
of actual quid pro quo arrangements is the impact of the appearance of corruption stemming from
publié awareness of the opportunities for abuse inherent in a regime of large individual financial
contributions. ...Here, as there, Congress could legitimately conclude that the avoidance of the
appearance of improper influence ‘is also critical... if confidence in the system of representative
Government is not to be eroded to a disastrous extent.”" (citations and footnotes omitted)

While donations under $200.00 do not meet regular reporting requirements such
donations cannot be from foreign nationals whether reported or not reported. The proper
investigation of these matters requires that the FEC review all donations less than
$200.00 received by the Obama Campaign. With the advanced technology at its disposal .
the Obama Campaign should have little or no difficulty in providing this information
necessary for a proper investigation. The Complainant’s have been significantly impacted
by the worldwide solicitation of foreign nationals and what appears to have been an

influx of foreign money.
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‘Peter Schweizgel _
Governmeny/Atcountability Institute
P.0 Box 1f5

Therefore, Complainant’s hereby requést that an investigation is commenced

immediately apdgppropriate action is taken to prevent the spoliation of evidénce related

Peter Schweizep/As Predident
Governmgitt ACcountability Institute
. 94

Tallahassee, Florida, 32317

STATE OF FLORIDA
GOUNTY OF LEON

Sworn to (or affirmed) and subscribed before me
Peter Schweizer in his iridividual capaCity-

his _ %-):ig;' of JAN, 20\_-47_‘by

Accountability Institute. ‘..n.v:. %, STEVENE.SEILERS
Raf « MY COMMISSIONIEE 104455'
/ rd PRy iy EXPIRES October-17, 2015
(NOTARY SEAL) \/ T (7 et Budget Notary Senvies:
Personally Known OR Produced Identification
Type of Identification
Produced
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LIST OF EXHIBITS
Exhibit A - Documentation of campaign treasurers named in Complaint
2, Exhibit B - Examples/Screenshots of Foreign Solicitations by the Official
Campaign
3. Exhibit C - Documentation of donations less than $200 for 2008 Obama
Campaign
Exhibit D - Documentation of donations less than $200 for 2012 Obama
Campaign
Exhibit E - 2012 Obama Digital Campaign Expertise Overview
“Exhibit F - Specificity of the 2012 Campaign’s Targeting System
Exhibit G - 2012 Campaign Digital/Technology Roster
Exhibit H - List of 392 OFA owned Domains
. Exhibit I -~ Obama.com registration/ownership history
0. Exhibit ] ~ Roche’s business history in Shanghai _
1. Exhibit K - Roche’s Bundling/FR for Obama campaign; Emerson’s
Bundling/FR for Obama campaign.
12. Exhibit L - Daily Beast article documenting Roche’s claim of obama.com
ownership in 2012 election.
13. Exhibit M - Documentation of obama.com valuation estimations
14. Exhibit N - Obama.com hosting history (DNS servers, IP addresses)
15. Exhibit O - Obama.com administrative e-mail history
16. Exhibit P - Documentation of Wicked Global administrative e-mail for
~ obama.com
17. Exhibit Q - Comparative Hosting/IP address records for obama.com and
other Wicked Global sites.
18. Exhibit R - Wicked Global officers, incorporation, etc.
19. Exhibit S - Shared Google Analytics account between obama.com and other
Wicked Global Sites
20. Exhibit T - Documentation of common background between Peter Emerson
of Harvard, and Derek Dorr, president of Wicked Global. Also documents
Emerson’s connection to Roche via RVUE Holdings.
21. Exhibit U - Roche’s White House meetings & prominent attendance at China
State Dinner. Joint Roche/Emerson White House Meetings.

=

=

- 22. Exhibit V - Screenshot History for obama.com (where it was redirecting to at

relevant points in time)

23. Exhibit W - Documentation of Source Code on obama.com with attention to
the 634930 tracking number

24. Exhibit X - Web Traffic History for obama.com (including foreign traffic
ratios from SiteSpeed Labs and Markosweb). Includes OFA main site traffic
numbers for comparison.

25. Exhibit Y - Concerning CVV usage: using information from Cybersource’s
2012 Fraud Report

26. Exhibit Z - Concerning CVV usage: using information from Visa promotional
document

27. Exhibit AA - Concerning CVV usage: using information from a Visa fraud
prevention handbook



28. Exhibit BB - Documentation 2012 campaign didn't use CVV

29. Exhibit CC - Documentation of CVV usage by Federal/State Governments and
major non-profits.

30. Exhibit DD - Documentation of OFA 2012 CVV usage for merchandise

31. Exhibit EE - Documentation of potential “Robo-Donor” problems with online
campaign donations.

32. Exhibit FF - Documentation of AVS issue using material from Powerline Blog
and Rick Hazen’s Election Law Blog .

33. Exhibit GG - Documentation of technical aspects of AVS issue, primarily using
Visa fraud handbook.

34, Exhibit HH - Documentation of Backlink Searches related to obama.com

35. Exhibit I - obama.com foreign links screenshots

36. Exhibit J] - Exhibit on Acorn’s business model and market (location in
Shanghai, advertising, infomercials etc.)

37. Exhibit KK - Documentation of Acorn’s complex business structure
(Caymans, Virgin Islands, etc). Also documents the $30.7M “loan agreements
with the two Chinese nationals

38. Exhibit LL - Acorn’s extensive regulatory and tax scrutiny

39. Exhibit MM - Acorn’s dependence (and vulnerability concerning) the
“Vertically Integrated Entities” (VIEs) owned by the two Chinese persons the
company granted the “loan agreements.”

40, Exhibit NN - Documentation of Roche’s increasing interest (in beneficial
stock) in Acorn from the company's 2007 public offering to 2012.

41. Exhibit 00 - Roche’s role as President of American Chamber of Commerce,
Shanghai

42, Exhibit PP - Baidu and Taboao on infringing entities list maintained by USTR

43, Exhibit QQ - Roche’s appointment to and work with the USTR's Advisory
Committee on Trade Partnership and Negotiation (ACTPN].

44, Exhibit RR - Documentation of Jing Wang (Baidu) and Peng Lu (Taobao)
joining Acorn’s board and subsequent Baidu and Taobao “de-listing” of those
companies from the USTR's “notorious markets” list.
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EXHIBIT A

Through documentation on file with FEC, Establishes Andrew Tobias...et al as
Treasurers of Obama for America, the Obama Victory Fund, and the Obama Victory
Fund 2012, respectively:
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Image# 13330020339

MS-K

-| FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

January 16, 2013

ANDREW TOBIAS, TREASURER
OBAMA VICTORY FUND
430 SOUTH CAPITOL STREET SE
WASHINGTON, DC 20003

IDENTIFICATION NUMBER: C00451393
REFERENCE: TERMINATION REPORT (11/14/2009 - 11/30/2009)

Dear Treasurer:

Your committee's filing has been accepted as a valid termination as it meets the
conditions set forth in 2 U.S.C. §433(d) and Section 102.3 of the Commission's
Regulations. Your committee is no longer required to file reports on a periodic basis.
However, 2U.S.C. §432(d) and Sections 102.9(c) and 104.14(b)(3) of the
Commission's Regulations require that you maintain your records and copies of reports
for inspection for at least three (3) years. In addition, you may be required to respond
to Commission requests for information regarding your committee's federal election
activity and previously filed reports.

If your committee again becomes active in federal elections, it will be required to
re-register with the Commission in accordance with the Federal Election Campaign
Act and applicable Regulations. Your committee will be treated as a new entity by the
Commission and should register as a new committee on FEC FORM 1, pursuant to 2
U.S.C. §§432(g) and 433(a).

If you have any questions concerning your status and requirements, please contact the
Reports Analysis Division on the toll-free number, (800) 424-9530 (at the prompt press
5 to reach the Reports Analysis Division). My local number is (202) 694-1164. -

Sincerely,
Nicole Miller

Senior Campaign Finance Analyst

317 Reports Analysis Division
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EXHIBIT C

Documentation showing donations under $200 received by Obama For America in
2008
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As reported in the Washington Post, the Obama Campaign raised some $500 million
online in 2008: http://voices.washingtonpost.com/44/2008/11/obama-raised-half-
a-billion-on.html.
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RECENT P05TS

Obama Raised Half a Billion Online

By Jose Anlonio Vargas

Barack Obama raised half a billion dollars online in his 21-month
campaign for the White House, dramatically ushering in a new digital era
in presidential fundraising.

In an exclusive interview with The Post, members of the vaunted Triple
O, Obama's online operation, broke down the numbers: 3 million donors
made a total of 6.5 million donations onfine adding up to more-than $500

‘million. Of those 6.5 million donations, 6 million were in increments of

$100 or less. The average online donation was $80, and the average
Obama donor gave more than once.

“You looked at the money being raisad onfine in the same way that you
looked at the crowds who came 10 the rallies,” Joe Rospars, the
27-year-old director of Obama's new-media department, told The Post.
“You were constantly surprised at the number of peoplé who were
coming oul to see him" and, when it came (o onliné donations, “people
exceeded our expectations as to what they were willing to do.”

Obama also raised millions from traditional campaign bundlers - rich,
wall-connected fundraisers -- but the bulk of the more than $600 million
that Obama raised throughout the campaign was through the internet,
aides said. (Some of those bundlers, of course, also arranged for
donations to be made online, so there is some overlap.)

In September, his single biggést month of fundraising, Obama amassed’
more than 65 percent of his record-shattering haul - $100 milion of the
$150 million -- from onling donations, aides said. After Alaska Gov. Sarah
Palin dismissed the value of community organizing in her acceplance
speech at the Republican National Convention on Sept. 3 -- "l guess a
small-town mayor is sort of like a communily organizer, excepl thal you
have actual responsibilities.” she said to applause -- Obama raised $10
million within 24 hours,

Linnie Frank Bailey, 8 52-year-old mother of two in Riverside, Calif., is
such a donor. In the past two years, she gave a total of $120.40, mostly
in $10 increments. She made her last $10 online donation two days
before the election.

The campaign's use of e-mail, text messages and social networking
sites, elso called "socnets,” has been closely watched by technocrats,
stralegists and OPQs - the online political operatives who stand lo
benefit from Obama’s unprecedented online success. Here are some
more specific figures from the campaign:

Obama's e-mall list contains upwards of 13 milion addresses. Over the course of the

campaign, aides sent mora than 7.000 ditterent messages, many of them targeted lo spedific
donation Ieve!s (people who gave toss than $200, for example, or those v ho-pave more than
$1,000]. In total, more than { bilion e-mails landed bn inboxes. (Four years ago, Sen. John F.
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Kemry had 3 million e-addresses onhis list: former Vermont govemor Howard Dean had
600,000.)

A million people signed up for Obama's {exd-mgssaging program. On Ihe night Obama
accapted the D ° ingtion at || Fleld in Denver, more than 30,000 phones
among the crowd of 75,000 were used 1o texi in 10 join the program. On Eiection Day, every
voterwhod signed up for alerts in baweground stales got at least three text mossages

on ived five to 20 texs messages per month, depending on where
they lived ~ the program was divided by states, reglons, zip codes and colleges ~ and what
kind of mossages they had opted 0 recéive.

On MyBarackObama,com. or MyBO, Obama's own socnet. 2 miflion profiles were created. In
addition, 200,000 offline events were planned. aboul 400,000 blog posts were writton and
more than 35,000 volunieer groups were created - at least 1,000 of them on Feb. 10, 2007,
the day Obama announced s candidacy. Some 3 million calls ware mada in the final four
days of the campaign using MyBO's virual phone-banking platform. On thelr own MyBO
fundraising pages, 70,000 people raised $30 milfion. The campaign' even sel up a grassroots
finance committes that was inspired by the national linance committee's high-dotlar bundiers,
inthe g ' itiee, ihough, itors ware trained 1o callect small-doltar donations
froi their Iends, relatives and co-workers.

Obama has 5 milion supporters in other socnets. He maintained a profile in more than 15
ontine communities. including BlackPianet, a 3ace for African i and Eons, a
F for baby OnF whore about 3.2 million signed'up as his
supporiers, a group called Students for Barack Obama was created in July 2007. lt was so
elleohve al enengizing college-age volers that senior aldes made it an officlal part of the

the following spring. And F users did vota: On Facebook’s Elgclion 2008
page, which listed an 800 number to call for voling problems, mora than 5 4 million users
clicked on an *1 Voted™ button to let their Facebook triends know that they made it to the polls,
(Tatk aboul gnling paQC pOSYUIA.)

No other major campaign this cycle put technology and the internét at
the heart of its oparation at this scale. Inevitably, the scope of the
operation was the envy, if not outright obsession, of other campaigns. "It
doesn't matter if you're a Republican or a Democrat, if you care about

how technology has changed campaigning. you watched what they were

doing,” said Mindy Finn, who worked on President Bush's eCampaign
team in 2004 and supervised Mitt Romney's online strategy. Rospars
reported directly to David Plouffe, the campaign manager ~ most Internel
directors did not have that kind of relationship -- and his work was
promoted by Julius Genachowski. a longtime friend of Obama who
served as the campaign'’s chief technology advisor.

Genachowski now sits on Obama's transition team and is rumored to be
the top candidate for the post of riational chief-techndlogy officer, a
forthcoming Cabinet-level pasition’in the Obama White House. While
other campaigns employed Internet teams - including Sens. Hillary
Clinton and John McCaln — none had the resources of Rospars, who had
a staff of at least 13 during the early months of the primaries. That
number consistently grew during the general campaign, though exaclly
by how many - some specula\e upwards of 30 -- he continues to decline
to say.

What is Known is that Rospars had a design leam that developed-content”

for BarackObama.com, as well as staffers who scoured the Web, then
peppered it with ads to drive people to the site. (For Obama supporters
on Facebook, it was nearly impossible to be on the sile at any given
moment and not see an Obama ad.) A critical grcup known as the
“analytics team” measured everylhing that went in and out.of the site —
tracking which ad al what time drew the most traffic and what kinds of
e-mails from the campaign got opened and read most.

(!f the site was the car, the analytics team served as its mechanic, uning
and iweaking as needed in a 24-hour online cycle. Usually, campaigns
hire outside vendors to do all this work. Not Obama, whose campaign
mirrored a Silicon Valley start-up.).

Genachowski, whom Triple O staffers such as Scott Goodstein, 34, refer
to as "the gadfather.” set up the multifaceted.digital operalion. In early
2007, Genachowski brought in Rospars, who co-founded his own online
consulting firm and worked on'Dean’s onfine-fueled campaign. to be the
campaign’s new media director, and Kevin Malover, a veteran of online
travel agency Orbitz, to be chief technology officer. In an inlerview in May
2007, Genachowski told us: “We miay be the only campaign with a
full-time chief technalogy officer.” While Rospars was in charge of the
entire political operation, Malover helped build software and took care of
integrating data and voter files.

hup://voices.washingtonpost.com/d4/2008/ 1 | /obama-raised-half...
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44 - Obama Raised Half a Billion Online

"The technology now has made it a lot easier for-everyday people to
participate. it's made it easier for campaigns. too. The technology allows
us to build a platform.and-see if people come," said Genachowski:

And come they did.

“The big question now is, how will ali this:online energy translate in the

Obama White House? Change.gov, his transition site, weni up two days
after he was elected, though with a bit of a gliich. Last Friday; his team
announced that his radio address will aiso be videotaped and archived
oil YouTube. Yesterday, Plouffe sent an e-mail with thié Subject line that
read: “Where we go from here.” With the inauguration just 61 days away,
the iransition team sent a detailed, four-page survey.asking supporters
for-their input into how ihe Obama administration should move forward.

It's volunteer-centric: After filling out their demographic.and contact
information, supporters are asked whether they'd like to volunteer in their

‘communities-{and How many hours they're willing to put ir_l)_argd'

instructed to.check off the issues that they are most'ir'ner_esl_ed in.

Chris Hughes, 24, one of the youngest mermbers.of Triple O, told The
Post: "What we've learmed from this campaign is that there's huge
potential for people that haven't been involved in politics 1o discover that,
yes, this is something that impacts me. Even before | joined the
campaign, the fundamental premise was 10 help put the political process
into paople’s own hands. That was the value from the start of the
campaign, that was the value at the end of ihe campaign; and if's not
going away.”

This is one in a series of online columns on our growing “clickocracy.” in
which we are one nation under Google, with e-mail-and.vidéo for all.
Please-send suggestions, comments and tips to vargasj@washposi.com.

By.Web Politics Editor | Novomber 20, 2008; 8:00 PM ET
Categorfes: B_Blog, Barack Obama , Yhe Clickocracy , Tho Greon Zono .
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Obama08 campaign conducled one of the besi Internet markeling campaigns that
rivals Apple and other lop brands.

Small businesses and marketers can learn a lot from Obama’s Web 2.0 and internet
markeling sirategy.

hitp://obama2@markeling blogspol.com/2008/11/how-ohama-08-campaian-

_embr, i it

Posled by: SavvyGrind | Novembor 25, 2008 2:35 PM | Report ahuse

He raised illegal ibulions. You don't believe me? Go here: hitp://blog.jetuo.com
Rp=1233

This Is a Kenyan blog wilh requests for donations. If you search the Keayan press
you can find many more examples of lhese illegal requests. The man needs. to be
“invesligated by the FEC.

hutp://voices.washingtonpost.com/-4/2008/ 1 | /obama-raised-half...
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Engage DC, a consulting firm run by noted Republican strategist Patrick Ruffini
produced this report: http://www.engagedc.com/inside-the-cave/ . It details
fundraising numbers and much else.
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During the entirety of that election cycle the campaign raised over $300 million in
contributions under the $200 mark, or approximately half its total contributions:
http://articles.washingtonpost.com/2008-11-13/opinions/36779099 1 small-
donors-presidential-race-campaign-finance-institute
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The $200 Campaign Finance Fix
By Fred Wentheimer, November 13, 2008

The presidential public financing system, ereated in 1974 in the wake of the Watergate scandal,
has served the country well for most of its existence. The system became outdated and
outmoded, however, as Congress failed for more than threc decades to modernize it: Today it is
no longer viable.

Luckily, the pathway to the {uture, and to.a reyitalized public financing system, has been
provided by President-eleet Barack Obama. First, therc is Obama’s astonishing breakthrough in
raising small contributions on the Internet. He has also recognized the need for a-new
-presidential public financing system, stating in June that he was “firmly committed to reforming
the system as president.” His campaign reiterated this commitment on Oct. 31.

A recent USA Today-Gallup Poll found "wide support for public financing of presidential
campaigns,” noting that more than 70 percent of respondents supported public financing for
presidential clections and that only one in five said the system should be climinated.

Ads by Google

Pass Imimigration Reform )
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While the number of people using the tax-form
check-off to fund the public financing system.
itwith your 105 devl e ! has shrunk over the years, the check-off results
FORPE R INTRTES : are not a poll. They do not indicate whether
citizens believe the country nceds.the
presideitial public financing system. The.
answer to that quéstion lies in real polls such as
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During his campaign, Obama raised more than
$300 million in contributions of $200 or less
4 through mid-October, according to the
il : Campaign Finance [nstitute, with most of thése
A Pre'order for $1 8.95 donations coming in online. (This total includes
multiple small contributions made by a donor
that aggregated to more than $200.)

His remarkable success, however, was the exception‘in the presideéntial race; for othérmajor
candidates, bundlérs and the larger contributions they raised were the rule.

Obama himself raised more than $200-million in contributions of $1,000 and.more, with

bundlers playing the principal role in soliciting these funds. Nevertheless, Obama's

breakthrongh in small-donor Internet fundraising provides the path to a future in which small

donors become the main source of private contributions for presidential candidates. Ads by Google

Internet fundraising promotes democracy. It allows candidates fo raise large amounts of small,
broacd-based contributions -- not those that are tied to influence-seeking -- at almost no expense
and with little or no time required from the candidates. It increases citizen involvement in the
political process.

Ads by Google
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We should build on this opening hy implementing four measures to create a new public
financing system that presidential candidates would again sce as advantageous.

. Move the small donor to center stage for all cundidates. Presidential primary candidates
should receive a match of 84 in public funds for cach dollar raised, up to a maximum of S200
per donor, with no matching funds provided for contributions from a single donor that aggregate
to more than $200. This would create powerful incentives for donors to give and candidates to
raisc small donations online. A $200 contribution, matched 4 to 1, would become just as
valuable as a $1,000 contribution, and the importance of bundlers would significantly diminish.

. Provide realistic spending limits. Presidential candidates stopped using the public financing
system when the spending limits failed to reflect the costs of a modern campaign. Realistic
spending limits remain important, however, to prevent arms-race fundraising and to constrain
the role of bundlers and influence-money in presidential clections.

The spending limits in the current system should be increased for the primary and general
elections.from current levels -- S50 million and $84 million, respectively - to $250 million per
election. This should be.accompanied by an exemption from the spending limits for aggregate
contributions of $200 or less per donor to further increase the importance of small donors and
to provide candidates with greater flexibility to meet the costs of their campaigns.

. Reduce the individual contribution limnit. A presidential candidate who participates in the
primary system should have lo abide by alower contribution limit than the existing maximum,
$2,300 per individual, to take cffect once the candidate has raised a threshold amount of seed.
money to get starteil. Under this approach, the rclative importance of $200 contributions would
he further increased, and the importance of bundlers further reduced.

- Close the loophole for joint fundraising committees. This year, both major-party presidential
nominees used candidate and party joint fundraising committecs to skirt the limits on
contributions to candidates. John McCain solicited contributions of as much as $70,000 per
individnal and Obama of as much.as $30,800 per individual for these committees; they raised
$177 million and S172 million, respectively, according to Public Citizen.

"'o donors, limited by law to giving $2,300 per candidate per election, contributions to joint
committces are equivalent to making the much larger contribution directly to candidates. To end
this circumvention, candidates should be prohibited from setting up joint candidate-party
fundraising commiltees.

Public financing is an optional system, and onc we nced to improve. Presidential candidates
ought to have the choice of running competitive campaigns based on small contributions and
public funds rather than having to rely on bundlers, special interests and larger contributions.

The wriler is president of Demovracy 21, a nonpartisan public policy organization. This
column is the second in an accasional series on policy issues facing the Obama administration.
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EXHIBIT D

Documentation from FEC record of donations under $200 received by Obama For
America during the 2012 election cycle
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The Obama campaign and its affiliated committees raised $690 million online in
2012.

http://swampland.time.com/2012/11/15/exclusive-obamas-2012-digital-
fundraising-outperformed-2008/
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Exclusive: Obama’s 2012 Digital Fundraising
Outperformed 2008

By Michael Scherer @michaelscherer Nov. 15, 2012 27 Comments

Nearly a year ago, Barack Obama’s campaign manager Jim
Messina took to YouTube with an expletive-laden pest-holiday
message for supporters. “People have speculated that this is a
billion dollar campaign,” Messina said. “That’s bull—-.” And he
meant it, at the time.

But when the final numbers are counted, Obama’s aides now
expect more than $1 billion dollars to have been raised by the
2012 campaign and its affiliated party committees, breaking
the 10-figure milestone for the first time in history. The reason
is simple: the campéign brought in more small-dollar
fundrai.éing through email, social media, mobile and its
website during the final months of the race than initially

Brendan Smialowski / Gelly Images

projected.
Twitter co-founder and Executive Chairman Jack Dorsey listens while President

Barack Obama speaks during an online Twitter town hall meeting from the East

In total, according to new campaign calculations acquired
Room ol the White House July 6, 2011 in Washington, DC.

exclusively by TIME, the Obama team raised about $690

million digitally in 2012, up from about $500 million in 2008,

according to a senior campaign adviser. That number includes all contributions that were given
electronically, including some donations that were generated by high-dollar fundraisers but

logged through the website.
(MORE: The 2012 Money Race: Romney Relies on Big Donors, While Obama Taps the Grassroots)

When counting only fundraising that was initially generated by digital efforts, including email, social media, mobile and the website, the
2012 campaign raised $504 million, up from $403 million in 2008. Much of that digital campaign cash came in the final months of the
campaign. September 2012, for instance, was a better month than September 2008 online. And in October 2012, when there was
significant voter excitement and anxiety generated by the presidential debates, digital fundraising increased on a month-over-month
basis, instead of decreasing as it did in 2008. The total number of donors to the campaign also increased in 2012, the adviser said. In all,
4.4 million individuals gave to the Obama re-election bid, up from 3.95 million in 2008.

This success runs counter Lo the conventional wisdom, which held that Obama’s re-election campaign would struggle mightily to
approach the enormous grassroots enthusiasm of his first presidential run. It is also a testament to the campaign’s leadership, including

Messina, who invested heavily in digital efforts early, and the campaign’s digital team, run by Teddy Goff, Marie Ewald and Blue State
Digital's Joe Rospars, who were able to fine-tune their tactics and techniques for raising money electronically. It may also suggest that

lof2 : 8/29/13 4.08 PM
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Exclusive: Obama'’s 2012 Digital Fundraising Outperformed 200...
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American voters over the last four years have become more comfortable with the idea of giving small amounts of money to a presidential
campaign online.

Here are some other digital milestones that the 2012 campaign has been celebrating, according to the senior adviser who spoke with
TIME:

~The number of likes on Facebook pages for the campaign, including everyone from the President to Michelle Obama to Joe Biden,
increased from 19 million to 45 million over the course of the race. The number of Twitler followers increased from 7 million to 23
million. Partly as a result, an image of President Obama embracing his wife, which was tweeted and shared over Facebook on Election
Night, became the most shared pieces of content in both social networks’ histories. As of today, the Facebook photo has more than 4.4
million likes, and has been shared more than 582,000 times. President Obama’s interview on the social site Reddit gave the aggregator
the biggest traffic spike in its history. o

—The campaign’s new social network for supporters, Dashboard, organized more than 358,000 offline evénts over the course of the
campaign. There were 1.1 million RSVPs for those cvents.

—~More than 1 million people downloaded the campaign's Facebook App, which allowed the campaign to overlay its own voter files with
the friend networks of its supporters. In the {inal weeks of the camnpaign, the campaign used this information to ask its supporters to
diréctly contact their fricnds who were targeted voters in key swing states via Facebook, with specific requests for everything from voting
early to watching a specific persuasion video. In all, more than 600,000 supporters shared items with an estimated 5 million individual
targets through this system. The exact number of people reached, however, is not known; traffic on the system was so high on Election
Day that logs of voter activity were taken offline to free up server space. ) '

LIST: Six Things We Learned from Obama’s Facebook Timeline

8/29/13 4:08 PM
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Engage DC, a consulting firm run by .noted Republican strategist Patrick Ruffini

produced this report: http://www.engagedc.com/inside-the-cave/ . It details
fundraising numbers and much else.
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The Results: 2008 vs. 2012

Total Raised Online

Donors

Average Per Donor

“sried by JISHISEICY sesearzh

LIS CH GRS

2008

$500M

3.95M

$126

2012

$690M

4.4M
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Of the campaign’s receipts registered with the FEC some $234 million were un-
itemized contributions out of total receipts totaling $738 million.
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The Obama Victory Fund 2012 raised 94,970,020 in un-itemized contributions
during the 2012 election cycle.
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EXHIBIT E

Documentation from the Public Record of the Historic Nature of the Obama for
America’s 2012 Campaign’s focusing on the depth and breadth of its technical

prowess
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This exhibit comprises five articles from public record demonstrating the breadth
and specificity of the Obama 2012 campaign’s ability to identify and influence its
constituency at an unprecedented level for a political campaign. The information

contained herein amply documents the relevant factual recitals in our complaint.
The five articles are:
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“The Definitive Story of How President Obama Mined Voter Data to Win A
Second Term” by Sasha Issenberg, MIT Technology Review, December 18,
2012. Accessed at

http://www.technologyreview.com/featuredstory/ 509026 /how-obamas-

team-used-big-data-to-rally-voters/ on August 18, 2013
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The Definitive Story of How Presndent Obama
Mined Voter Data to Win A Second Term

Featured Story

How President Obama's campaign used big data to rally individual voters.

Two years after Barack Obama’s election as president, Democrats suffered their worst defeat in
decades. The congressional majorities that had given Obama his legislative successes, reforming
the health-insurance and financial markets, were swept away in the midterm elections; control of
the House flipped and the Democrats’ lead in the Senate shrank to an ungovernably slim margin.
Pundits struggled to explain the rise of the Tea Party. Voters' disappointment with the Obama
agenda was evident as independents broke right and Democrats stayed home. In 2010, the
Democratic National Committee failed its first test of the Obama era: it had not kept the Obama
coalition together

But for Democrats, there was bleak consolation in all this: Dan Wagner had seen it coming. When
Wagner was hired as the DNC's targeting director, in January of 2009, he became responsible for
collecting voter information and analyzing it to help the committee approach individual voters by
direct mail and phone. But he appreciated that the raw material he was feeding into his statistical
models amounted to a series of surveys on voters’ attitudes and preferences. He asked the DNC's
technology department to develop software that could turn that information into tables, and he
called the result Survey Manager. - '

That fall, when a special election was held to fill an open congressional seat in upstate New York,
Wagner successfully predicted the final margin within 150 votes—well before Election Day. Months
later, polisters projected that Martha Coakley was certain to win another special election, to fill the
Massachusetts Senate seat left empty by the death of Ted Kennedy. But Wagner’s Survey
Manager correctly predicted that the Republican Scott Brown was likely to prevail in the strongly
Democratic state. "It's one thing to be right when you're going to win,” says Jeremy Bird, who
served as national-deputy director of Organizing for America, the Obama campaign in abéyance,
housed at the DNC. “It's another thing to be right when you're going to lose.”

It is yet another thing to be right five months before you're going to lose. As the 2010 midterms
approached, Wagner built statistical models for selected Senate races and 74 congressional
districts. Starting in June, he began predicting the elections’ outcomes, forecasting the margins of
victory with what turned out to be improbable accuracy. But he hadn't gotten there with traditional
polls. He had counted votes one by one. His first clue that the party was in trouble came from
thousands of individual survey calls matched to rich statistical profiles in the DNC's databases.
Core Democratic voters were telling the DNC's callers that they were much less likely to vote than
statistical probability suggested. Wagner could also calculate how much the Democrats’
mobilization programs would do to increase turnout among supporters, and in most races he knew
it wouldn't be enough to cover the gap revealing itself in Survey Manager's tables.

His congressional predictions were off by an average of only 2.5 percent. “That was a proof point

for a lot of people who don’t understand the math behind it but understand the value of what that
math produces,” says Mitch Stewart, Organizing for America’s director. “Once that first special
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[election] happened, his word was the gold standard at the DNC."

The significance of Wagner's achievement went far beyond his ability to declare winners months
before Election Day. His approach amounted to a decisive break with 20th-century tools for
tracking public opinion, which revolved around quarantining small samples that could be treated as
representative of the whole. Wagner had emerged from a cadre of analysts who thought of voters
as individuals and worked to aggregate projections about their opinions and behavior until they
revealed a composite picture of everyone. His techniques marked the fulfillment of a new way of
thinking, a decade in the making, in which voters were no longer trapped in old political
geographies or tethered to traditional demographic categories, such as age or gender, depending
on which attributes polisters asked about or how consumer marketers classified them for ,
commercial purposes. Instead, the electorate could be seen as a collection of individual citizens
who could each be measured and assessed on their own terms. Now it was up to a candidate who
wanted to lead those people to build a campaign that would interact with them the same way.

o
!

7]

Dan Wagner, the chief analytics officer for Obama 2012, led the campaign'’s “Cave” of data
scientists. '

After the voters returned Obama to office for a second term, his campaign became celebrated for
its use of technology—much of it developed by an unusual team of coders and engineers—that
redefined how individuals could use the Web, social media, and smartphones to participate in the
political process. A mobile app allowed a canvasser to download and return walk sheets without

83



LT T tenton Lo BXE S Scn by g

ever entering a campaign office; a Web platform éalled Dashboard gamified volunteer activity by
ranking the most active supporters; and “targeted sharing” protocols mined an Obama backer's
Facebook network in search of friends the campaign wanted to register, mobilize, or persuade. -

But underneath all that were scores describing particular voters: a new political currency that
predicted the behavior of individual humans. The campaign didn't just know who you were; it knew
exactly how it could turn you into the type of person it wanted you to be.

The Scores

Four years earlier, Dan Wagner had been working at a Chicago economic consultancy, using
forecasting skills developed studying econometrics ‘at the, University of Chicago, when he fell for
Barack Obama and decided he wanted to work on his home-state senator's 2008 presidential
campaign. Wagner, then 24, was soon in Des Moines, handling data entry for the state voter file
that guided Obama to his crucial victory in the lowa caucuses. He bounced from state to state
through the long primary calendar, growing familiar with voter data and the ways of using statistical
models to intelligently sort the electorate. For the general election, he was named lead targeter for
the Great Lakes/Ohio River Valley region, the most intense battleground in the country.

After Obama's victory, many of his top advisors decamped to Washington to make preparations for
governing. Wagner was told to stay behind and serve on a post-election task force that would
review a campaign that had looked, to the outside world, technically flawless.

In the 2008 presidential election, Obama’s targeters had assigned every voter in the country a pair
of scores based on the probability that the individual would perform two distinct actions that
mattered to the campaign: casting a ballot and supporting Obama. These scores were derived
from an unprecedented volume of ongoing survey work. For each battleground state every week,
the campaign’s call centers conducted 5,000 to 10,000 so-called short-form interviews that quickly
gauged a voter’s preferences, and 1,000 interviews in a long-form version that was more like a
traditional poll. To derive individual-level predictions, algorithms trawled for patterns between these
opinions and the data points the campaign had assembled for every voter—as many as one
thousand variables each, drawn from voter registration records, consumer data warehouses, and
past campaign contacts.
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This innovation was most valued in the field. There, an almost perfect cycle of microtargeting '
models directed volunteers to scripted conversations with specific voters at the door or over the
phone. Each of those interactions produced data that streamed back into Obama's servers to
refine the models pointing volunteers toward the next door worth a knock. The efficiency and scale
of that process put the Democrats well ahead when it came to profiling voters, John McCain's
campaign had, in most states, run its statistical mode! just once, assigning each voter to one of its
microtargeting segments in the summer. McCain’s advisors were unable to recalculate the
probability that those voters would support their candidate as the dynamics of the race changed.
Obama'’s scores, on the other hand, adjusted weekly, responding to new events like Sarah Palin's
vice-presidential nomination or the collapse of Lehman Brothers.

Within the campaign, however, the Obama data operations were understood to have
shortcomings. As was typical in political information infrastructure, knowledge about people was
stored separately from data about the campaign's interactions with them, mostly because the
databases built for those purposes had been developed by different consultants who had no
interest in making their systems work together.

But the task force knew the next campaign wasn't stuck with that situation. Obama would run his
final race not as an insurgent against a party establishment, but as the establishment itself. For
four years, the task force members knew, their team would control the Democratic Party’'s
apparatus. Their demands, not the offerings of consultants and vendors, would shape the
marketplace. Their report recommended developing a “constituent relationship management
system” that would allow staff across the campaign to look up individuals not just as voters or
volunteers or donors or website users but as citizens in full. “We realized there was a problem with
how our data and infrastructure interacted with the rest of the campaign, and we ought to be able
to offer it to all parts of the campaign,” says Chris Wegrzyn, a database applications developer
who served on the task force.
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Wegrzyn became the DNC's lead targeting developer and oversaw a series of costly acquisitions,
all intended to free the party from the traditional dependence on outside vendors. The committee
installed a Siemens Enterprise System phone-dialing unit that could put out 1.2 million calls a day
to survey voters’ opinions. Later, party leaders signed off on a $280,000 license to use Vertica
software from Hewlett-Packard that allowed their servers to access not only the party's 180-million-
person voter file but all the data about volunteers, donors, and those who had interacted with
Obama online.

Many of those who went to Washington after the 2008 election in order to further the president's
political agenda returned to Chicago in the spring of 2011 to work on his reélection. The
chastening losses they had experienced in Washington separated them from those who had
known only the ecstasies of 2008. “People who did ‘08, but didn't do '10, and came back in ‘11 or
‘12—they had the hardest culture clash,” says Jeremy Bird, who became national field director on
the reélection campaign. But those who went to Washington and returned to Chicago developed a
particular appreciation for Wagner's methods of working with the electorate at an atomic level. It
was a way of thinking that perfectly aligned with their simple theory of what it would take to win the
president reélection: get everyone who had voted for him in 2008 to do it again. At the same time,
they knew they would need to succeed at registering and mobilizing new voters, especially in some
of the fastest-growing demographic categories, to make up for any 2008 voters who did defect.

Obama’s campaign began the election year confident it knew the name of every one of the
69,456,897 Americans whose votes had put him in the White House. They may have cast those
votes by secret ballot, but Obama’s analysts could.look at the Democrats’ vote totals in each
precinct and identify the people most likely to have backed him. Pundits talked in the abstract
about reassembling Obama’s 2008 coalition. But within the campaign, the goal was literal. They
would reassemble the coalition, one by one, through personal contacts.

The Experiments

When Jim Messina arrived in Chicago as Obama’s newly minted campaign manager in January of

" 2011, he imposed a mandate on his recruits: they were to make decisions based on measurable

data. But that didn't mean quite what.it had four years before. The 2008 campaign had been "data-
driven,” as people liked to say. This reflected a principled imperative to challenge the political
establishment with an empirical approach to electioneering, and it was greatly influenced by David
Plouffe, the 2008 campaign manager, who loved.metrics, spreadsheets, and performance reports.
Plouffe wanted to know: How many of a field office’s volunteer shifts had been filled last weekend?
How much money did that ad campaign bring in?

But for all its reliance on data, the 2008 Obama campaign had remained insulated from the most
important methodological innovation in 21st-century politics. In 1998, Yale professors Don Green
and Alan Gerber conducted the first randomized controlled trial in modern political science,
assigning New Haven voters to receive nonpartisan election reminders by mail, phone, or in-
person visit from a canvasser and measuring which group saw the greatest increase in turnout.
The subsequent wave of field experiments by Green, Gerber, and their followers focused on
mobilization, testing competing modes of contact and get-out-the-vote language to see which were
most successful.

The first Obama campaign used the findings of such tests to tweak call scripts and canvassing
protocols, but it never fully embraced the experimental revolution itself. After Dan Wagner moved
to the DNC, the party decided it would start conducting its own experiments. He hoped the
committee could become “a driver of research for the Democratic Party.”
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To that end, he hired the Analyst Institute, a Washington-based consortium founded under the
AFL-CIO’s leadership in 2006 to codrdinate field research projects across the electiorieering left
and distribute the findings among allies. Much of the experimental world’s research had focused on
voter registration, because that was easy to measure. The breakthrough was that registration no
longer had to be approached passively; organizers did not have to simply wait for the unenrolled to
emerge from anonymity, sign a form, and, they hoped, vote. New techniques made it possible to -

. intelligently profile nonvoters: commercial data warehouses sold lists of all voting-age adults, and

comparing those lists with registration rolls revealed eligible candidates, each attached to a home
address to which an application could be mailed. Applying microtargeting models identified which
nonregistrants were most likely to be Democrats and which ones Republicans.

The Obama campaign embedded social scientists from the Analyst Institute among its staff. Party
officials knew that adding new Democratic voters to the registration rolls was a crucial element in
their strategy for 2012. But already the campaign had ambitions beyond merely modifying
nonparticipating citizens' behavior through registration and mobilization. It wanted to take on the
most vexing problem in politics: changing voters’ minds.

The expansion of individual-level data had made possible the kind of testing that could help do -
that. Experimenters had typically calculated the average effect of their interventions across the
entire population. But as campaigns developed deep portraits of the voters in their databases, it
became possible to measure the attributes of the people who were actually moved by an
experiment’s impact. A series of tests in 2006 by the women’s group Emily’s List had illustrated the
potential of conducting controlled trials with microtargeting databases. When the group sent direct
mail in favor of Democratic gubernatorial candidates, it barely budged those whose scores placed
them in the middle of the partisan spectrum; it had a far greater impact upon those who had been
profiled as soft (or nonideological) Republicans.

That test, and others that followed, demonstrated the limitations of traditional targeting. Such
techniques rested on a series of long-standing assumptions—for instance, that middle-of-the-
roaders were the most persuadable and that infrequent voters were the likeliest to be captured in a
get-out-the-vote drive. But the experiments introduced new uncertainty. People who were identified
as having a 50 percent likelihood of voting for a Democrat might in fact be torn between the two
parties, or they might look like centrists only because no data attached to their records pushed a
partisan prediction in one direction or another. “The scores in the middle are the people we know
less about,” says Chris Wyant, a 2008 field organizer who became the campaign’s general election
director in Ohio four years later. “The extent to which we were guessing about persuasion was not
lost on any of us."
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" One way the campaign sought to identify the ripest targets was through a series of what the

Analyst Institute called “experiment-informed programs,” or EIPs, designed to measure how
effective different types of messages were at moving public opinion.

The traditional way of doing this had been to audition themes and language in focus groups and
then test the winning material in polls to see which categories of voters responded positively to
each approach. Any insights were distorted by the artificial settings and by the tiny samples of
demographic subgroups in traditional polls. “You're making significant resource decisions based on
160 people?” asks Mitch Stewart, director of the Democratic campaign group Organizing for
America. “Isn’t that nuts? And people have been doing that for decades!”

An experimental program would use those steps to develop a range of prospective messages that
could be subjected to empirical testing in the real world. Experimenters would randomly assign
voters to receive varied sequences of direct mail—four pieces on the same policy theme, each
making a slightly different case for Obama—and then use ongoing survey calls to isolate the
attributes of those whose opinions changed as a result.

In March, the campaign used this technique to test various ways of promoting the administration’s
health-care policies. One series of mailers described Obama’s regulatory reforms; another advised
voters that they were now entitled to free regular check-ups and ought to schedule one. The
experiment revealed how much voter response differed by age, especially among women. Older
women thought more highly of the policies when they received reminders about preventive care;
younger women liked them more when they were told about contraceptive coverage and new rules
that prohibited insurance companies from charging women more.

When Paul Ryan was named to the Republican ticket in August, Obama's advisors rushed-out an
EIP that compared different lines of attack about Medicare. The results were surprising. “The
electorate [had seemed] very inelastic,” says Terry Walsh, who cotrdinated the campaign’s polling
and paid-media spending. “In fact, when we did the Medicare EIPs, we got positive movement that
was very heartening, because it was at a time when we were not seeing a lot of movement in the
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electorate.” But that movement came from quarters where a traditional campaign would never
have gone hunting for minds it could change. The Obama team found that voters between 45 and
65 were more likely to change their views about the candidates after hearing Obama’s Medicare
arguments than those over 65, who were currently eligible for the program.

A similar strategy of targeting an unexpected population emerged from a July EIP testing Obama's
messages aimed at women. The voters most responsive to the campaign’s arguments about
equal-pay measures and women’s health, it found, were those whose likelihood of supporting the
president was scored at merely 20 and 40 percent. Those scores suggested that they probably
shared Republican attitudes; but here was one thing that could pull them to Obama. As a result,
when Obama unveiled a direct-mail track addressing only women’s issues, it wasn't to shore up
interest among core parts of the Democratic coalition, but to reach over for conservatives who
were at odds with their party on gender concerns. “The whole goal of the women's track was to
pick off votes for Romney,” says Walsh. “We were able to persuade people who fell low on
candidate support scores if we gave them a specific message.”

At the same time, Obama’s campaign was pursuing a second, even more audacious adventure in
persuasion: one-on-one interaction. Traditionally, campaigns have restricted their persuasion
efforts to channels like mass media or direct mail, where they can control presentation, language,
and targeting. Sending volunteers to persuade voters would mean forcing them to interact with

~opponents, or with voters who were undecided because they were alienated from politics on

delicate issues like abortion. Campaigns have typically resisted relinquishing control of ground-
level interactions with voters to risk such potentially combustible situations; they felt they didn’t
know enough about their supporters or volunteers. “You can have a negative impact,” says Jeremy
Bird, who served as national deputy director of Organizing for America. "You can hurt your
candidate.”

In February, however, Obama volunteers attempted 500,000 conversations with the goal of
winning new supporters. Voters who'd been randomly selected from a group identified as
persuadable were polled after a phone conversation that began with a volunteer reading from a
script. “We definitely find certain people moved more than other people,” says Bird. Analysts
identified their attributes and made them the core of a persuasion model that predicted, on a scale

- of 0 to 10, the likelihood that a voter could be pulled in Obama’s direction after a single volunteer

interaction. The experiment also taught Obama’s field department about its volunteers. Those in
California, which had always had an exceptionally mature volunteer organization for a non--
battleground state, turned out to be especially persuasive: voters called by Californians, no matter
what state they were in themselves, were more likely to become Obama supporters.
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Alex Lundry created Mitt Romney's data science unit. It was less then one-tenth the size of
Obama'’s analytics team.

With these ﬁndings in hand, Obama's strategists grew confident tha they were no longer restricted
to advertising as a channel for persuasion. They began sending trained volunteers to knock on
doors or make phone calls with the objective of changing minds.

That dramatic shift in the culture of electioneering was felt on the streets, but it was possible only
because of advances in analytics. Chris Wegrzyn, a database applications developer, daveloped a
program code-named Airwolf that matched county and state lists of people who had requested
mail ballots with the campaign’s list of e-mail addresses. Likely Obama supporters would get
regular reminders from their local field organizers, asking them to return their ballots, and, once
they had, a message thanking them and proposing other ways to be involved in the campaign. The
local organizer would receive daily lists of the voters on his or her terf who had outstanding ballots
so0 that the campaign could follow up with personal contact by phone or at the doorstep. “It is a
fundamental way of tying together the online and offline worlds,” saws Wagner.

Wagner, however, was turning his attention beyond the field. By June of 2011, he was chief
analytics officer for the campaign and had begun making the rounds of the other units at
headquarters, from fund-raising to communications, offering to help “solve their problems with
data.” He imagined the analytics department—now a 54-person sta¥, housed in a windowless
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office known as the Cave—as an “in-house consultancy” with other parts of the campaign as its
clients. “There’s a process of helping people learn about the tools so they can be a participant in
the process,” he says. “We essentially built products for each of those various departments that
were paired up with a massive database we had."

The Flow

As job notices seeking specialists in text analytics, computational advenrtising, and online
experiments came out of the incumbent's campaign, Mitt Romney’s advisors at the Republicans’
headquarters in Boston's North End watched with a combination of awe and perplexity.
Throughout the primaries, Romney had appeared to be the only Republican running a 21st-century
campaign, methodically banking early votes in states like Florida and Ohio before his disorganized
opponents could establish operations there.

But the Republican winner's relative sophistication in the primaries belied a poverty of expertise
compared with the Obama campaign. Since his first campaign for governor of Massachusetts, in
2002, Romney had relied upon TargetPoint Consulting, a Virginia firm that was then a pioneer in
linking information from consumer data warehouses to voter registration records and using it to
develop individual-level predictive models. It was TargetPoint's CEO, Alexander Gage, who had
coined the term “microtargeting"” to describe the process, which he modeled on the corporate
world's approach to customer relationship management.

Such techniques had offered George W. Bush's reélection campaign a significant edge in
targeting, but Republicans had done little to institutionalize that advantage in the years since. By
2006, Democrats had not only matched Republicans in adopting commercial marketing
technigues; they had moved ahead by integrating methods developed in the social sciences.

Romney's advisors knew that Obama was building innovative internal data analytics departments,
but they didn't feel a need to match those activities. “I don't think we thought, relative to the
marketplace, we could be the best at data in-house all the time,” Romney's digital director, Zac
Moffatt, said in July. “Our idea is to find the best firms to work with us.” As a resuit, Romney
remained dependent on TargetPoint to develop voter segments, often just once, and then deliver
them to the campaign’s databases. That was the structure Obama had abandoned after winning
the nomination in 2008.

In May a TargetPoint vice president, Alex Lundry, took leave from his post at the firm to assemble
a data science unit within Romney’s headquarters. To round out his team, Lundry brought in Tom
Wood, a University of Chicago postdoctoral student in political science, and Brent McGoldrick, a
veteran of Bush’s 2004 campaign who had left politics for the consulting firm Financial Dynamics
(later FT1 Consulting), where he helped financial-services, health-care, and energy companies
communicate better. But Romney’s data science team was less than one-tenth the size of
Obama’s analytics department. Without a large in-house staff to handle the massive national data
sets that made it possible to test and track citizens, Romney'’s data scientists never tried to deepen
their understanding of individual behavior. instead, they fixated on trying to unlock one big,
persistent mystery, which Lundry framed this way: "How can we get a sense of whether this
advertising is working?”

“You usually get GRPs and tracking polls,” he says, referring to the gross ratings points that are
the basic unit of measuring television buys. “There's a very large causal leap you have to make
from one to the other.” '

Lundry decided to focus on more manageable ways of measuring what he called the information
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flow. His team converted topics of political communication into discrete units they called "entities.”
They initially classified 200 of them, including issues like the auto industry bailout, controversies
like the one surrounding federal funding for the solar-power company Solyndra, and catchphrases
like “the war on women.” When a new concept.(such as Obama'’s offhand remark, during a speech
about our common dependence on infrastructure, that “you didn't build that”) emerged as part of
the election-year lexicon, the analysts added it to the list. They tracked each entity on the National
Dialogue Monitor, TargetPoint's system for measuring the frequency and tone with which-certain
topics are mentioned across all media. TargetPoint also integrated content collected from
newspaper websites and closed-caption transcripts of broadcast programs. Lundry's team aimed
to examine how every entity fared over time in each of two categories: the infermal sphere of social
media, especially Twitter, and the journalistic product that campaigns call earned press coverage.

Ultimately, Lundry wanted to assess the impact that each type of public attention had on what
mattered most to them: Romney's position in the horse race. He turned to vector autoregression

- models, which equities traders use to isolate the influence of single variables on market

movements. In this case, Lundry's team looked for patterns in the relationship between the
National Dialogue Monitor's data and Romney’'s numbers in Gallup's daily tracking polls. By the
end of July, they thought they had identified a three-step process they called “Wood's Triangle.”

Within three or four days of a new entity’s entry into the conversation, either through paid ads or
through the news cycle, it was possible to make a well-informed hypothesis about whether the
topic was likely to win media attention by tracking whether it generated Twitter chatter. That

- _informal_ conversation among political-class elites typically led to traditional print or broadcast press

coverage one to two days later, and that, in turn, might have an impact on the horse race. “We saw
this process over and over again,” says Lundry.

They began to think of ads as a “shock to the system"—a way to either introduce a new topic or
restore focus on an area in which elite interest had faded. If an entity didn’t gain its own energy—
as when the Republicans charged over the summer that the White House had waived the work
requirements in the federal welfare rules—Lundry would propose a “re-shock to the system” with
another ad on the subject five to seven days later. After 12 to 14 days, Lundry found, an entity had
passed through the system and exhausted its ability to alter public opinion—so he would
recommend to the campaign's communications staff that they move on to something new.

Those insights offered campaign officials a theory of information flows, but they provided no
guidance in how to allocate campaign resources in order to win the Electoral Collegé. Assuming
that Obama had superior ground-leve! data and analytics, Romney's campaign tried to leverage its
rivals' strategy to shape its own; if Democrats thought a state or media market was competitive,
maybe that was evidence that Republicans should think so too. “We were necessarily reactive,
because we were putting together the plane as it took off,” Lundry says. “They had an enormous
head start on us.”

Romney’s political department began holding regular meetings to look at where in the country the
Obama campaign was focusing resources like ad dollars and the president’s time. The goal was to
try to divine the calculations behind those decisions. It was, in essence, the way Microsoft's Bing
approached Google: trying to reverse-engineer the market leader’s code by studying the visible
output. “We watch where the president goes,” Dan Centinello, the Romney deputy political director
who oversaw the meetings, said over the summer.

Obama's media-buying strategy proved particularly hard to decipher. In early September, as part
of his standard review, Lundry noticed that the week after the Democratic.convention, Obama had
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aired 68 ads in Dothan, Alabama, a town near the Florida border. Dothan was one of the country’s
smallest media markets, and Alabama one of the safest Republican states. Even though the area
was known to savvy ad buyers as one of the places where a media market crosses state lines,
Dothan TV stations reached only about 9,000 Florida voters, and around 7,000 of them had voted
for John McCain in 2008. “This is a hard-core Republican media market,” Lundry says: “It's -
incredibly tiny. But they were advertising there.”

Romney's advisors might have formed a theory about the broader media environment, but
whatever was sending Obama hunting for a small pocket of votes was beyond their measurement.
“We could teII " says McGoldrick, “that there was somethmg in the algorithms that was telling them
what to run.”

The March

In the summer of 2011, Carol Davidsen received a message from Dan Wagner. Already the_
Obama campaign was known for its relentless e-mails beseeching supporters to give their money
or time, but this one offered something that intrigued Davidsen: a job. Wagner had sorted the
campaign’s list of donors, stretching back to 2008, to find those who described their occupation
with terms like “data” and “analytics” and sent them all invitations to apply for work in his new - .
analytics department.

Davidsen was working at Navic Networks, a Microsoft-owned company that wrote code for set-top
cable boxes to create a record of a user's DVR or tuner history, when she heeded Wagner's call.
One year before Election Day, she started work in the campaign'’s technology department to serve
as product manager for Narwhal. That was the code name, borrowed from a tusked whale, for an
ambitious effort to match records from previously unconnected databases so that a user’s online
interactions with the campaign could be synchronized. With Narwhal, e-mail blasts asking people

. to volunteer could take their past donation history into consideration, and the algorithms

determining how much a supporter would be asked to contribute could be shaped by knowledge
about his or her reaction to previous solicitations. This integration enriched a technique, common
in website development, that Obama's online fund-raising efforts had used to good effect in 2008:
the A/B test, in which users are randomly directed to different versions of a thing and their
responses are compared. Now analysts could leverage personal data to identify the attributes of
those who responded, and use that knowledge to refine subsequent appeals. “You can cite
people’s other types of engagement,” says Amelia Showalter, Obama’s director of digital analytics.
“We discovered that there were a lot of things that built goodwill, like signing the president’s
birthday card or getting a free bumper sticker, that led them to become more engaged with the
campaign in other ways.” :

If online communication had been the aspect of the 2008 campaign subjected to the most rigorous
empirical examination—it's easy to randomly assign e-mails in an A/B test and compare click-
through rates or donation levels—mass-media strategy was among those that received the least.
Television and radio ads had to be purchased by geographic zone, and the available data on who
watches which channels or shows, collected by research firms like Nielsen and Scarborough, often
included little more than viewer age and gender. That might be good enough to guide buys for
Schick or Foot Locker, but it's of limited value for advertisers looking to define audiences in political
terms.
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As campaign manager Jim Messina prepared to spend as much as half a billion dollars on mass
media for Obama's reélection, he set out to reinvent the process for allocating resources across
broadcast, cable, satellite, and online channels. “If you-think about the universe of possible places
for an advertiser, it's almost infinite,” says Amy Gershkoff, who was hired as the campaign’s
media-planning director on the strength of her successful negotiations, while at her firm Changing
Targets in 2009, to link the information from cable systems to individual microtargeting profiles.
“There are tens of millions of opportunities where a campaign can put its next dollar. You have all
this great, robust voter data that doesn't fit together with the media data. How you knit that together

is a challenge.”

By the start of 2012, Wagner had deftly wrested command of media planning into his own
department. As he expanded the scope of analytics, he defined his purview as “the study and
practice of resource optimization for the purpose of improving programs and earning votes more
efficiently.” That usually meant calculating, for any campaign activity, the number of votes gained
through a given amount of contact at a given cost.

But when it came to buying media, such calculations had been simply impossible, because
campaigns were unable to link what they knew about voters to what cable providers knew about
their customers. Obama'’s advisors decided that the data made available in the private sector had
long led political advertisers to ask the wrong questions. Walsh says of the effort to reimagine the
media-targeting process: “It was not to get a better understanding of what 35-plus women watch
on TV. It was to find out how many of our persuadable voters were watching those dayparts.”

Davidsen, whose previous work had left her intimately familiar with the rich data sets held in set-
top boxes, understood that a lot of that data was available in the form of tuner and DVR histories
collected by cable providers and then aggregated by research firms. For privacy reasons, however,
the information was not available at the individual level. “The hardest thing in media buying right
now is the lack of information,” she says.
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Davidsen began negotiating to have research firms repackage their data in a form that would
permit the campaign to access the individual histories without violating the cable providers' privacy
standards. Under a $350,000 deal she worked out with one company, Rentrak, the campaign
provided a list of persuadable voters and their addresses, derived from its microtargeting models,
and the company looked for them in the cable providers’ billing files. When a record matched, -
Rentrak would issue it a unique household ID that identified viewing data from a single set-top box
but masked any personally identifiable information.

The Obama campaign had created its own television ratings system, a kind of Nielsen in which the
only viewers who mattered were those not yet fully committed to a presidential candidate. But
Davidsen had to get the information into a practical form by early May, when Obama strategists
planned to start running their anti-Romney ads. She oversaw the development of a software
platform the Obama staff called the Optimizer, which broke the day into 96 quarter-hour segments
and assessed which time slots across 60 channels offered the greatest number of persuadable
targets per dollar. (By September, she had unlocked an even richer trove of data: a cable system
in Toledo, Ohio, that tracked viewers’ tuner histories by the second.) “The revolution of media
buying in this campaign,” says Walsh, “was to turn what was a broadcast medium into something
that looks a lot more like a narrowcast medium.”

When the Obama campaign did use television as a mass medium, it was because the Optimizer
had concluded it would be a more efficient way of reaching persuadable targets. Sometimes a
national cable ad was a better bargain than a large number of local buys in the 66 media markets
reaching battleground states. But the occasional national buy also had other benefits. It could
boost fund-raising and motivate volunteers in states that weren’t essential to Obama'’s Electoral

_College arithmetic. And, says Davidsen, “it helps hide some of the strategy of your buying.”

Even without that tactic, Obama'’s buys perplexed the Romney analysts in Boston. They had
invested in their own media-intelligence platform, called Centraforce. It used some of the same
aggregated data sources that were feeding into the Optimizer, and at times both seemed to send
the campaigns to the same unlikely ad blocks—for example, in reruns on TV Land. But there was a
lot more to what Lundry called Obama's “highly variable” media strategy. Many of the Democrats’
ads were placed in fringe markets, on marginal stations, and at odd times where few political
candidates had ever seen value. Romney’s data scientists simply could not decode those
decisions without the voter models or persuasion experiments that helped Obama pick out
individual targets. "We were never able to figure out the level of advertising and what they were
trying to do,” says McGoldrick. “It wasn't worth reverse-engineering, because what are you going
to do?”

The Community

Although the voter opinion tables that emerged from the Cave looked a lot like polls, the analysts
who produced them were disinclined to call them polls. The campaign had plenty of those,
generated by a public-opinion team of eight outside firms, and new arrivals at the Chicago
headquarters were shocked by the variegated breadth of the research that arrived on their desks
daily. “We believed in combining the qual, which we did more than any campaign ever, with the
quant, which we [also] did more than any other campaign, to make sure all communication for
every level of the campaign was informed by what they found,” says David Simas, the director of
opinion research.

Simas considered himself the “air-traffic controller” for such research, which was guided by a
series of voter diaries that Obama's team commissioned as it prepared for the reélection
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campaign. “We needed to do something almost divorced from politics and get to the way they're
seeing their lives,” he says. The lead polister, Joel Benenson, had respondents write about their
experiences. The entries frequently used the word “disappointment,” which helped explain
attitudes toward Obama’s administration but also spoke to a broader dissatisfaction with economic
conditions. “That became the foundation for our entire research program,” says Simas.
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Carol Davidsen matched Obama 2012's lists of persuadable voters with cable providers’ billing
information.

Obama’s advisors used those diaries to develop messages that contrasted Obama with Romney
as a fighter for the middie class. Benenson's national polls tested language to see which affected
voters’ responses in survey experiments and direct questioning. A quartet of polling firms were
assigned specific states and asked to figure out which national themes fit best with local concerns.
Eventually, Obama’s media advisors created more than 500 ads and tested them before an online
sample of viewers selected by focus-group director David Binder.

But the campaign had to play defense, too. When something potentially damaging popped up in
the news, like Democratic consultant Hilary Rosen's declaration that Ann Romney had “never
worked a day in her life,” Simas checked in with the Community, a private online bulletin board
populated by 100 undecided voters Binder had recruited. Simas would monitor Community
conversations to see which news events penetrated voter consciousness. Sometimes he had
Binder show its members controversial material—like a video clip of Obama'’s “You didn’t build
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that® comment—and ask if it changed their views of the candidate. “For me, it was a very quick
way to draw back and determine whether something was a problem or not a problem,” says Simas.

When Wagner started packaging his department’s research into something that campaign
leadership could read like a poll, a pattern became apparent. Obama's numbers in key
battleground states were low in the analytic tables, but Romney's were too. There were simply
more undecided voters in such states—sometimes nearly twice as many as the traditional polisters
found. A basic methodological distinction explained this discrepancy: microtargeting models
required interviewing a lot of unlikely voters to give shape to a profile of what a nonvoter looked
like, while pollsters tracking the horse race wanted to screen more rigorously for those likely to cast
a ballot. The rivalry between the two units trying to measure public opinion grew intense: the
analytic polls were a threat to the polisters’ primacy and, potentially, to their business model. “I
spent a lot of time within the campaign explaining to people that the numbers we get from analytics
and the numbers we get from external polisters did not need strictly to be reconciled,” says Walsh.
“They were different.” :

The scope of the analytic research enabled it to pick up movements too small for traditional polis to
perceive. As Simas reviewed Wagner's analytic tables in mid-October, he was alarmed to see that
what had been a Romney lead of one to two points in Green Bay, Wisconsin, had grown into an
advantage of between six and nine. Green Bay was the only media market in the state to
experience such a shift, and there was no obvious explanation. But it was hard to discount.
Whereas a standard 800-person statewide poll might have reached 100 respondents in the Green
Bay area, analytics was placing 5,000 calls in Wisconsin in each five-day cycle—and benefiting
from tens of thousands of other field contacts—to produce microtargeting scores. Analytics was
talking to as many people in the Green Bay media market as traditional pollsters were talking to
across Wisconsin every week. “We could have the confidence level to say, ‘This isn’t noise,” says
Simas. So the campaign's media buyers aired an ad attacking Romney on outsourcing and
beseeched Messina to send former president Bill Clinton and Obama himself to rallies there. (In
the end, Romney took the county 50.3 to 48.5 percent.)

For the most part, however, the analytic tables demonstrated how stable the electorate was, and

- how predictable individual voters could be. Polls from the media and academic institutions may

have fluctuated by the hour, but drawing on hundreds of data points to judge whether someone
was a likely voter proved more reliable than using a seven-question battery like Gallup’s to do the
same. “When you see this Pogo stick happening with the public data—the electorate is just not that
volatile,” says Mitch Stewart, director of the Democratic campaign group Organizing for America.
The analytic data offered a source of calm.

Romney's advisors were similarly sanguine, but they were losing. They, too, believed it possible to
project the composition of the electorate, relying on a method similar to Gallup’s: polister Neil
Newhouse asked respondents how likely they were to cast a ballot. Those who answered that
question with a seven or below on a 10-point scale were disregarded as not inclined to vote. But
that ignored the experimental methods that made it possible to measure individual behavior and
the impact that a campaign itself could have on a citizen’s motivation. As a result, the Republicans
failed to account for voters that the Obama campaign could be mobilizing even if they looked to
Election Day without enthusiasm or intensity.

On the last day of the race, Wagner and his analytics staff left the Cave and rode the elevator up
one floor in the campaign's Chicago skyscraper to join.members of other departments in a boiler
room established to help track votes as they came in. Already, for over a month, Obama’s analysts
had been counting ballots from states that allowed citizens to vote early. Each day, the campaign
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overlaid the lists of early voters released by election authorities with its modeling scores to project
how many votes they could claim as their own. .

By Election Day, Wagner’s analytic tables turned into predictions. Before the polls opened in Ohio,
authorities in Hamilton County, the state’s third-largest and home to Cincinnati, released the
names of 103,508 voters who had cast early ballots over the previous month, Wagner sorted them
by microtargeting projections and found that 58,379 had individual support scores over 50.1—that
is, the campaign’s models predicted that they were more likely than not to have voted for Obama.
That amounted to 56.4 percent of the county’s votes, or a raw lead of 13,249 votes over Romney.
Early ballots were the first to be counted after Ohio’s polls closed, and Obama’s senior staff
gathered around screens in the boiler room to see the initial tally. The numbers settled almost
exactly where Wagner had said they would: Obama got 56.6 percent of the votes in Hamilton
County. In Florida, he was as close to the mark; Obama’s margin was onIy two-tenths of a percent
off. “After those first two numbers, we knew,” says Bird. “It was dead-on.” i

When Obama was reélected, and by a far Iarger Electoral College margin than most outsiders had
anticipated, his staff was exhilarated but not surprised. The next morning, Mitch Stewart sat in the
boiler room, alone, monitoring the lagging votes as they came into Obama's servers from election
authorities in Florida, the last state to name a winner. The presidency was no longer at stake; the
only thing that still hung in the balance was the.accuracy of the analytics department's predictions.

The Legacy

A few days after the election, as Florida authorities continued to count provisional ballots, a few
staff members were directed, as four years before, to remain in Chicago. Their instructions were to
produce another post-mortem report summing up the lessons of the past year and a half, The
undertaking was called the Legacy Project, a grandiose title inspired by the idea that the
innovations of Obama 2012 should be translated not only to the campaign of the next Democratic
candidate for president but also to governance. Obama had succeeded in convincing some -
citizens that a modest adjustment to their behavior would affect, however marginally, the result of
an election. Could he make them feel the same way about Congress?

Simas, who had served in the White House before joining the team, marveled at the intimacy of the
campaign. Perhaps more than anyone else at headquarters, he appreciated the human aspect of
politics. This had been his first presidential election, but before he became a political operative,
Simas had been a politician himself, serving on the city council and school board in his hometown
of Taunton, Massachusetts. He ran for office by knocking on doors.and interacting individually with
constituents (or those he hoped would become constituents), trying to track their moods and
expectations.

In many respects, analytics had made it possible for the Obama campaign to recapture that style
of politics. Though the old guard may have viewed such techniques as a disruptive force in
campaigns, they enabled a presidential candidate to view the electorate the way local candidates
do: as a collection of people who make up a more perfect union, each of them approachable on his
or her terms, their changing levels of support and enthusiasm open to measurement and, thus, to
respect. “What that gave us was the ability to run a national presidential campaign the way you'd
do a local ward campaign,” Simas says. “You know the people on your block. People have
relationships with one another, and you leverage them so you know the way they talk about issues,
what they're discussing at the coffee shop.”

Few events in American life other than a presidential election touch 126 million adults, or even a
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significant fraction that many, on a single day. Certainly no corporation, no civic institution, and
very few government agencies ever do. Obama did so by reducing every American to a series of
numbers. Yet those numbers somehow captured the individuality of each voter, and they were not
demographic classifications. The scores measured the ability of people to change politics—and to
be changed by it. '
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“How Obama's Tech Team Helped Win the Election” by Alexis Madrigal,
National Journal, November 16, 2012. Cross published and available online
here: http://www.theatlantic.com/technology/archive/2012/11 /when-the-
nerds-go-marching-in/265325/.

100



P SCIDOU A S P Ut

When the Nerds Go -Marching In

. By Alexis C. Madrigal

inShare 635 Nov 16 2012, 7:00 AM ET 445

How a dream team of engineers from Facebook, Twitter, and Google built the software that drove
Barack Obama's reelection -

Three members of Obama's tech team;, from-left to right: Harper Reed, Dylan Richard, and Mark
Trammell (Photo by Daniel X. O'Neil ). '

The Obama campaign's technologists were tense and tired. It was game day and everything was
going wrong. )

Josh Thayer, the lead engineer of Narwhal, had just been informed that they'd lost another one of
the services powering their software. That was bad: Narwhal was the code name for the data
platform that underpinned the campaign and let it track voters and volunteers. If it broke, so would
everything else.

They were talking with people at Amazon Web Services, but all they knew was that they had
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packet loss. Earlier that day, they lost their databases, their East Coast servers, and their
memcache clusters. Thayer was ready to kill Nick Hatch, a DevOps engineer who was the official
bearer of bad news. Another of their vendors, PalominoDB, was fixing databases, but needed to
rebuild the replicas. It was going to take time, Hatch said. They didn't have time.

They'd been working 14-hour days, six or seven days a week, trying to reelect the president, and
now everything had been broken at just the wrong time. It was like someone had written a
Murphy's Law algorithm and deployed it at scale.

They'd been working 14-hour days, six or seveﬁ days a week, trying to reelect the
president, and now everything had been broken at just the wrong time.

And that was the point. "Game day” was October 21. The election was still 17 days away, and this
was a live action role playing (LARPing!) exercise that the campaign's chief technology officer,
Harper Reed, was inflicting on his team. "We worked through every possible disaster situation,"
Reed said. "We did three actual all-day sessions of destroying everything we had built."

Hatch was playing the role of dungeon master, calling out devilishly complex scenarios that were
designed to test each and every piece of their system as they entered the exponential traffic-
growth phase of the election. Mark Trammell, an engineer who Reed hired after he left Twitter, saw
a couple game days. He said they reminded him of his time in the Navy "You ran firefighting drills
over and over and over, to make sure that you not just know what you're doing," he sald "but
you're calm because you know you can handle your shit."

The team had elite and, for tech, senior talent -- by which | mean that most of them were in their
30s -- from Twitter, Google, Facebook, Craigslist, Quora, and some of Chicago's own software
companies such as Orbitz and Threadless, where Reed had been CTO. But even these people,
maybe *especially* these people, knew enough about technolegy not to trust it. "l think the
Republicans fucked up in the hubris department,” Reed told me. "| know we had the best
technology team I've ever worked with, but we-didn't know if it would work. | was incredibly
confident it would work. | was betting a lot on it. We had time. We had resources. We had done
what we thought would work, and it still could have broken. Something could have happened."

In fact, the day after the October 21 game day, Amazon services -- on which the whole campaign's
tech presence was built -- went down. "We didn't have any downtime because we had done that
scenario already," Reed said. Hurricane Sandy hit on another garme day, October 29, threatening
the campaign's whole East Coast infrastructure. "We created a hot backup of all our applications to
US-west in preparation for US-east to go down hard," Reed said.

"We knew what to do," Reed maintained, no matter what the scenario was. "We had a runbook
that said if this happens, you do this, this, and this. They did not do that with Orca."

THE NEW CHICAGO MACHINE vs. THE GRAND OLD PARTY

Orca was supposed to be the Republican answer to Obama's perceived tech advantage. In the
days leading up to the election, the Romney campaign pushed its (not-so) secret weapon as the
answer to the Democrats’ vaunted ground game. Orca was going to allow volunteers at polling
places to update the Romney camp's database of voters in real time as people cast their ballots.
That would supposedly allow them to deploy resources more efficiently and wring every last vote
out of Florida, Ohio, and the other battleground states. The product got its name, 2 Romney
spokesperson told NPR PBS , because orcas are the only known predator of the one-tusked
narwhal.
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Orca was not even in the same category as Narwhal. It was like the Republicans
were touting the iPad as a Facebook killer.

The billing the Republicans gave the tool confused almost everyone inside the Obama campaign.
Narwhal wasn't an app for a smartphone. It was the architecture of the company's sophisticated
data operation. Narwhal unified what Obama for America knew about voters, canvassers, event-
goers, and phone-bankers, and it did it in real time. From the descriptions of the Romney camp's
software that were available then and now, Orca was not even in the same category as Narwhal. It
was like touting the iPad as a Facebook killer, or comparing a GPS device to an engine. And
besides, in the scheme of a campaign, a digitized strike list is cool, but |t's not, like, a
gamechanger. It's just a nice thing to have. .

So, it was with more than a hint of schadenfreude that Reed's team hear that Orca crashed early

on election day. Later reports posted by rank-and-file volunteers describe chaos descending on the
polling locations as-only a fraction of the tens of thousands of volunteers organized for the effort

were able to use it properly to turn out the vote.

Of course, they couldn't snicker too loudly. Obama's campaign had created asirilar app in 2008

" called Houdini. As detailed in Sasha Issenberg's groundbreaking book, The Victory Lab , Houdini's

rollout went great until about 9:30am Eastern on the day of the election. Then it crashed in much
the same way Orca did.

In 2012, Democrats had a new version, built by the vendor, NGP VAN. It was called Gordon, after
the man who killed- Houdini. But the 2008 failure, among other needs, drove the 2012 Obama team

to bring technologists in-house.

With election day bearing down on them, they knew they could not go down. And yet they had to
accommodate much more strain on the systems as interest in the election picked up toward the
end, as it always does. Mark Trammell, who'worked for Twitter during its period ‘of exponential
growth, thought it would have been easy for the Obama team to fall into many of the pitfalls that
the social network did back then. But while the problems of scaling both technology and culture
quickly might have been similar, the stakes were much higher. A fail whale (cough) in the days
leading up to or on November 6 would have been neither charming nor funny. In a race that at
least some people thought might be very close, it could have cost the President the election.

And of course, the team's only real goal was to elect the President. "We have to elect the
President. We don't need to 'sell our software to Oracle," Reed told his team. But the secondary
impact of their success or failure would be to prove that campaigns could effectively hire and
deploy top-level programming talent. If they failed, it would be evidence that this stuff might be best
left to outside-political technology consultants, by whom the arena had long been handled. If
Reed's team succeeded, engineers might become as enshrined in the mechanics of campaigns as
social-media teams already are.

We now know what happened. The grand technology experiment worked. So little went wrong that
Trammell and Reed even had time to cook up a little pin to celebrate. It said, "YOLO," short for
"You Only Live Once," with the Obama Os.

When Obama campaign chief Jim Messina signed off on hiring Reed, he told him, "Welcome to the
team. Don't fuck it up." As Election Day ended and the dust settled it was clear: Reed had not

fucked it up.

The campaign had turned out more volunteers and.gotten more donors than in 2008. Sure, the
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field organization was more entrenched and experienced, but the difference stemmed in large part
from better technology. The tech team's key products -- Dashboard, the Call Tool, the Facebook
Blaster, the PeopleMatcher, and Narwhal -- made it simpler and- easier for anyone to engage with .
the President's reelection effort.

The nerds shook up an ossifying Democratic tech structure and the politicos taught
the nerds a thing or two about stress, small-p politics, and the meaning of life.

But it wasn't easy. Reed's team came in as outsiders to the campaign and by most accounts,
remained that way. The divisions among the tech, digital, and analytics team never quite got
resolved, even if the end product has salved the sore spots that developed over the stressful
months. At their worst, in early 2012, the cultural differences between tech and everybody else
threatened to derail the whole grand experiment.

By the end, the campaign produced exactly what it should have: a hybrid of the desires of
everyone on Obama's team. They raised hundreds of millions of dollars online, made
unprecedented progress in voter targeting, and built everything atop the most stable technical
infrastructure of any presidential campaign. To go a step further, I'd even say that this clash of
cultures was a good thing: The nerds.shook up an ossifying Democratic tech structure and the
politicos taught the nerds a thing or two about stress, small-p politics, and the significance of
elections.

YOLO: MEET THE OBAMA CAMPAIGN'S CHIEF TECHNOLOGY OFFICER
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The President hugging Harper Reed as shown on his Instagram feed.

If you're a nerd, Harper Reed is an easy guy to like. He's brash and funny and smart. He gets you
and where you came from. He, too, played with computers when they weren't cool, and learned to
code because he just could not help himself. You could call out nouns, phenomena, and he'd be
right there with you: BBS, warez, self-organizing systems, Rails, the quantified self, Singularity. He
wrote his first programs at age seven, games that his mom typed into their Apple IIC. He, too, has
a memory that all nerds share: Late at night, light from a chunky momtor illuminating h|s face,
fingers flying across a keyboard, he figured something out.

TV news segments about cybersecurity might look lifted straight from his memories, but the b-roll
they shot of darkened rooms and typing hands could not convey the sense of exhilaration he felt
when he built something that works. Harper Reed got the city of Chicago to create an open and
real-time feed of its transit data by reverse engineering how they served bus location information.
Why? Because it made his wife Hiromi's commute a little easier. Because it was fun to extract the
data from the bureaucracy and make it available to anyone who wanted it. Because he is a nerd.

Yet Reed has friends like the manager of the hip-hop club Empire who, when we walk into the
place early on the Friday after the election, says, "Let me grab you a shot.” Surprisingly, Harper
Reed is a chilled vodka kind of guy. Unsurprisingly, Harper Reed read Steven Levy's Hackers as a
kid. Surprisingly, the manager, who is tall and handsome with rock-and-roll hair flowing from
beneath a red beanie, returns to show Harper photographs of his kids. They've known each other
for a long while. They are really growing up.

As the night rolls on, and the club starts to fill up, another friend approached us: DJ Hiroki, who
was spinning that night. Harper Reed knows the DJ. Of course. And Hiroki grabs us another shot.
(At this point I'm thinking, "By the end of the night; either | pass out or Reed tells me something
good.") Hiroki's been DJing at Empire for years, since Harper Reed was the crazy guy you can see
on his public Facebook photos . In one shot from 2006, a skinny Reed sits in a bathtub with a beer
in his hand, two thick band tattoos running across his chest and shoulders. He is not wearing any
clothes. The caption reads, "Stop staring, it's not there i swear!" What makes Harper Reed different
isn't just that the photo exists, but that he kept it public during the election.

He may be like you, but he also juggles better than you, and is wilder than you, more
fun than you, cooler than you.

Yet if you've spent a lot of time around tech people, around Burning Man devotees, around
startups, around San Francisco, around BBSs, around Reddit, Harper Reed probably makes sense
to you. He's a cool hacker. He gets profiled by Mother Jones even though he couldn't talk with Tim
Murphy, their reporter. He supports open source. He likes Japan. He says fuck a lot. He goes to
hipster bars that serve vegan Mexican food, and where a quarter of the staff and clientele have

mustaches.

He may be like you, but he also juggles better than you, and is wilder than you, more fun than you,
cooler than you. He's what a king of the nerds really looks like. Sure, he might grow a beard and

- put on a little potbelly, but he wouldn't tuck in his t-shirt. He is not that kind of nerd. Instead, he's

got plugs in his ears and a shock of gloriously product-mussed hair and hipster glasses and he
doesn't own a long-sleeve dress shirt, in case you were wondering.

"Harper is an easy guy to underestimate because he looks funny. That might be part of his brand,"
said Chris Sacca, a well-known Silicon Valley venture capitalist and major Obama bundler who
brought a team of more than-a dozen technologists out for an Obama campaign hack day.
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Reed, for his part, has the kind of self-awareness that faces outward. His self-announced flaws -
bristle like quills. "l always look like a fucking ldlot " Reed told me. "And if you ook like an asshole,

you have to be really good."

It was a lesson he learned early out in Greeley, Colorado, where he grew up. "l had this
experience where my dad hired someone to help him out because his network was messed up and
he wanted me to watch. And this was at a very unfortunate time in my life where | was wearing
very baggy pants and | had a Marilyn Manson shirt on and | looked like an asshole. And my father
took me aside and was like, ‘Why do you look like an asshole?’ And | was like, 'l don't know. | don't
have an answer.' But | realized | was just as good as the guys fixing it," Reed recalled. "And they
didn't look like me and | didn't look like them. And if I'm going to do this, and look like an idiot, |
have to step up. Like if we're all at zero, | have to be at 10 because | have this stupid mustache."

And in fact, he may actually be at 10. Sacca said that with technical people, it's one thing to look at
their resumes and another to see how they are viewed among their peers. "And it was amazing
how many incredibly well regarded hackers that | follow on Twitter rejoiced and celebrated [when
Reed was hired]," Sacca said. "Lots of guys who know how to spit out code, they really bought

that."

" By the time Sacca brought his Silicon Valley contingent out to Chicago, he called the technical

team "top notch." After all, we're talking about a group of people who had Eric Schmidt sitting in
with them on Election Day. You had to be good. The tech world was watching.

Terry Howerton, the head of the lllinois Technology Association and a frank observer of Chicago's
tech scene, had only glowing things to say about Reed. "Harper Reed? | think he's wicked smart,"
Howerton said. "He knows how to pull people together. | think that was probably what attracted the
rest of the people there. Harper is responsible for a huge percentage of the people who went over

there "

Reed's own team found their co-workers particularly impressive. One testament to that is several
startups might spin out of the connections people made at the OFA headquarters, such as
Optimizely , a tool for website A/B testing, which spun out of Obama's 2008 bid. (Sacca's actually
an investor in that one, t00.)

"A CTO role is a weird thing," said Carol Davidsen, who left Microsoft to become the product
manager for Narwhal. "The primary responsibility is getting good engineers. And there really was
no one else like him that could have assembled these people that quickly and get them to take a
pay cut and move to Chicago.”

And yet, the very things that make Reed an interesting and beloved person aré the same things
that make him an unlikely pick to become the chief technology officer of the reelection campaign of
the President of the United States. Political people wear khakis. They only own long-sleeve dress
shirts. Their old photos on Facebook show them canvassing for local politicians and winning cross-

country meets.

| asked Michael Slaby, Obama's 2008 chief technology officer, and the guy who hired Harper Reed
this time around, if it wasn't risky to hire this wild guy into a presidential campaign. "it's funny to
hear you call it risky, it seems obvious to me," Slaby said. "It seems crazy to hire someone like me

as CTO when you could have someone like Harper as CTO."
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THE NERDS ARE INSIDE THE BUILDING

The strange truth is that campaigns have long been low-technologist, if not low-technology, affairs.
Think of them as a weird kind of niche startup and you can see why. You have very little time,
maybe a year, really. You can't afford to pay very much. The job security, by design, is
nonexistent. And even though you need to build a massive "customer” base and develop the
infrastructure to get money and votes from them, no one gets to exit and make a bunch of money.
So, campaign tech has been dominated by people who care about the politics of the thing, not the
technology of the thing. The websites might have looked like solid consumer web appiications, but
they were not under the hood.

For ali the hoopla surrounding the digital savvy of President Obama's 2008 campaign, and as
much as everyone | spoke with loved it, it was not as heavily digital or technological as it is now
remembered. "Facebook was about one-tenth of the size that it is now. Twitter was a nothing
burger for the campaign. It wasn't a core or even peripheral part of our strategy,” said Teddy Goff,
Digital Director of Obama for America and a veteran of both campaigns. Think about the killer tool
of that campaign, my.barackobama.com; It borrowed the my from MySpace.

- Sure, the '08 campaign had Facebook co-founder Chris Hughes, but Hughes was the

spokesperson for the company, not its technical guy. The '08 campaigners, Slaby told me, had

been "opportunistic users of technology" who "brute forced and baling wired" different pieces of
software together. Things worked (most of the time), but everyone, Slaby especially, knew that

they needed a more stable platform for 2012.

In 2008, Facebook was about one-tenth of the size that it is now. Twitter was a
nothing burger for the campaign. it wasn't a core or even peripheral part of the
strategy. .

Campaigns, however, even Howard Dean's famous 2004 Internet-enabled run at the Democratic
nomination, did not hire a bunch of technologists. Though they hired a couple, like Clay Johnson,
they bought technology from outside consultants. For 2012, Slaby wanted to change all that. He
wanted dozens of engineers in-house, and he got them.

"The real innovation in 2012 is that we had world-class technologists inside a campaign,” Slaby
told me. "The traditional technology stuff inside campaigns had not been at the same level." And
yet the technologists, no matter how good they were, brought a different worIdvnew set of

personalmes and expectations.

Campaigns are not just another Fortune 500 company or top-50 website. They have their own
culture and demands, strange rigors and schedules. The deadlines are hard and the pressure
would be enough to press the t-shirt of even the most battle-tested startup veteran.

To really understand what happened behind the scenes at the Obama campaign, you need to

know-a little bit about its organizational structure. Tech was Harper Reed's domain. "Digital" was

Joe Rospars' kingdom; his team was composed of the people who sent you all those emails,
designed some of the consumer-facing pieces of BarackObama.com, and ran the campaigns'
most-excelient accounts on Facebook, Twitter, Tumblr, video, and the like. Analytics was run by

Dan Wagner, and those guys were responsible for coming up with ways of finding and targeting

voters they could persuade or.turn out. Jeremy Bird ran Field, the on-the-ground operations of

organizing voters at the community level that many consider Obama's secret sauce . The tech for

the campaign was supposed to help the Field, Analytics, and Digital teams do their jobs better.

Tech, in a campaign or at least this campaign or perhaps any successful campaign, has to play a
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supporting role. The goal was not to build a product. The goal was to reelect the President. As
Reed put it, if the campaign were Moneyball, he wouldn't be Billy Beane, he'd be "Google Boy."

There's one other interesting component to the campaign's structure. And that's the presence of
two big tech vendors interfacing with the various teams -- Blue State Digital and NGP Van. The
most obvious is the firm that Rospars, Jascha Franklin-Hodge, and Clay Johnson co-founded, Blue
State Digital. They're the preeminent progressive digital agency, and a decent chunk -- maybe 30
percent - of their business comes from providing technology. to'campaigns. Of course, BSD's
biggest client was the Obama campaign and has been for some time. BSD and Obama for
America were and are so.deeply enmeshed, it would be difficult to say where one ended and the
other began. After all, both Goff and Rospars, the company's principals, were paid staffers of the
Obama campaign. And yet between 2008 and 2012, BSD was purchased by WPP, one of the
largest ad agencies in the world. What had been an obviously progressive organization was now
owned by a huge conglomerate and had clients that weren't other Democratic politicians.

One other thing to know about Raspars, specifically: "He's the Karl Rove of the
Internet.”

One other thing to know about Rospars, specifically: "He's the Karl Rove of the Internet,” someone

‘who knows him very well told me. What Rove was to direct mail — the undisputed king of the

medium -- Rospars is to email. He and Goff are the brains behind Obama's unprecedented online
fundraising efforts. They know what they were doing and had proven that time and again.

The complex relationship between BSD and the Obama campaign adds another dimension to the
introduction of an inside team of technologists. If all campaigns started bringing their technology in
house, perhaps BSD's tech business would begin to seem less attractive, particularly if many of
the tools that such an inside team created were developed as open source-products.

So, perhaps the tech team was bound to butt heads with Rospars' digital squad. Slaby would note,
too, that the organizational styles of the two operations were very different. "Campaigns aren't
traditionally that collaborative," he said. "Departments tend to be freestanding. They are organized
kind of like disaster response -- siloed and super hierarchical so that things can move very

quickly." '

Looking at it all from the outside, both the digital and tech teams had really good, mission-oriented
reasons for wanting their way to carry the day. The tech team could say, "Hey, we've done this
kind of tech before at larger scale and with more stability than you've ever had. Let us do this." And
the digital team could say, "Yeah, well, we elected the president and we know how to win,
regardless of the technology stack. Just make what we ask for."

The way that the conflict played out was over things like the user experience on the website. Jason
Kunesh was the director of UX for the tech team. He had many years of consulting under his beit
for big and small companies like Microsoft and LeapFrog. He, too, from an industry perspective
knew what he was doing. So, he ran some user interrupt tests on the website to determine how
people were experiencing www.barackobama.com . What he found was that the website wasn't
even trying to make a go at persuading voters. Rather, everyone got funneled into the fundraising
“"trap." When he raised that issue with Goff and Rospars, he got a response that | imagine was
something like, "Duh. Now STFU," but perhaps in more words. And from the Goff/Rospars
perspective, think about it; the system they'd developed could raise $3 million *from a single
email.* The sorts of moves they had learned how to make had made a difference of tens, if not
hundreds of millions of dollars. Why was this Kunesh guy coming around trying to tell them how to
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TUN a campaign?

- From Kunesh's perspective, though, there was no reason to think that you had to run this

campaign the same as you did the last one. The outsider status that the team both adopted and

‘had applied to them gave them the right to question previous practices.

Tech sometimes had difficulty building what the Field team, a hallowed group within the
campaign's world, wanted. Most of that related to the way that they launched Dashboard, the
online outreach tool. If you look at Dashboard at the end of the campaign, you see a beautifully

- polished product that let you volunteer any way you wanted. It's secure and intuitive and had

tremendously good uptime as the campaign drew to a close.
But that wasn't how the first version of Dashboard looked.

The tech team's plan was to roll out version 1 with a limited feature set, iterate, roll out version 2,
iterate, and so on and so forth until the software was complete and bulletproof. Per Kunesh's
telling, the Field people were used to software that looked complete but that was unreliable under
the hood. It looked as if you could do the things you needed to do, but the software would keep
falling down and getting patched, falling down and getting patched, all the way through a
campaign. The tech team did not want that. They might be slower, but they were going to buiid

solid products.

In the movie version of the campaign, there's probably a meéting where I'm about to
get fired and | throw myself on the table .

Reed's team began to trickle into Chicago beginning in May of 2011. They promised, over-
optimistically, that they'd release a version of Dashboard just a few months after the team arrived.
The first version was not impressive. "August 29, 2011, my birthday, we were supposed to have a
prototype out of Dashboard, that was going to be the public launch," Kunesh told me. "It was
freaking horrible, you couldn't show it to anyone. But I'd only been there 13 weeks and most of the

team had been there half that time."

As the tech team struggled to translate what people wanted into-usable software, trust in the tech
team -- already shaky -- kept eroding. By Februrary of 2012, Kunesh started to get word that
people on both the digital and field teams had agitated to pull the plug on Dashboard and replace
the tech team with somebody, anybody, else.

"A lot of the software is kind of late. It's looking ugly and | go. out on this Field call," Kunesh
remembered. "And people are like, 'Man, we should fire your bosses man... We gotta get the guys
from the DNC. They don't know what the hell you're doing.' I'm sitting there going, 'I'm gonna get

another margarita.™

While the responsibility for their early struggles certainly falls to the tech team, there were

-mitigating factors. For one, no one had ever done what they were attempting to do. Narwhal had to

connect to a bunch of different vendors' software, some of which turned out to be surprisingly
arcane and difficult. Not only that, but there were differences in the way field offices in some states
did things and how campaign HQ thought they did things. Tech wasted time building thlngs that it
turned out people didn't need or want.

"In the movie version of the campaign, there's probably a meeting where I'm about to get fired and
| throw myself on the table,” Slaby told me. But in reality, what actually happened was Obama's
campaign chief Jim Messina would come by Slaby's desk and tell him, "Dude, this has to work."
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And Siaby would respond, "I know. It will," and then go back to work.

In fact, some shakeups were necessary.'Reed and Slaby sent some product managers packing
and brought in more traditional ones like former Microsoft PM Carol Davidsen. "You very much
have to understand the campaign's hiring strategy: 'We'll hire these product managers who have
campaign experience, then hire engineers who have technical experience -- and these two worlds
will magically come together.' That failed," Davidsen said. "Those two groups of people couldn't
talk to each other."

Then, in the late spring, all the products that the tech team had been promising started to show up.
Dashboard got solid. You didn't have to log in a bunch of times if you wanted to do different things
on the website. Other smaller products rolled out. "The stuff we told you about for a year is actually
happening,” Kunesh recalled telling the Field team. "You're going to have one login and have all
these tools and it's all just gonna work." '

Perhaps most importantly, Narwhal really got on track, thanks no doubt to Davidsen's efforts as
well as Josh Thayer's, the lead engineer who arrived in April. What Narwhal fixed was a probiem
that's long plagued campaigns. You have all this data coming in from all these places -- the voter
file, various field offices, the analytics people, the website, mobile stuff. In 2008, and all previous
races, the numbers changed once a day. It wasn't real-time. And the people looking to hit their

‘'numbers in various ways out in the field offices -- number of volunteers and dollars raised and

voters persuaded -- were used to seeing that update happen like that.

But from an infrastructure level, how much better would it be if you could sync that data in real time
across the entire campaign? That's what Narwhal was supposed to do. Davidsen, in true product-
manager form, broke down precisely how it all worked. First, she said, Narwhal wasn't really one

. thing, but several. Narwhal was just an initially helpful brand for the bundle of software.

In reality, it had three components. "One is vendor integration: BSD, NGP, VAN [the latter two
companies merged in 2010]. Just getting all of that data into the system and getting it in real time
as soon as it goes in one system to another," she said. "The second part is an API portion. You
don't want a million consumers getting data via SQL." The API allowed people to access parts of
the data without letting them get at the SQL database on the backend. it provided a safe way for
Dashboard, the Call Tool (which helped people make calls), and the Twitter Blaster to pull data.
And the last part was the presentation of the data that was in the system. While the dream had
been for all applications to run through Narwhal in real time, it turned out that couldn't work. So,
they split things into real-time applications like the Call Tool or things on the web. And then they
provided a separate way for the Analytics people, who had very specific needs, to get the datain a
different form. Then, whatever they came up with was fed back into Narwhal.

It's just change management. It's not complicated:; it's just hard.

By the end, Davidsen thought all the teams' relationships had improved, even before Obama's big
win. She credited a weekly Wednesday drinking and hanging out session that brought together all
the various people working on the campaign's technology. By the very end, some front-end

designers who were technically on the digital team had embedded with the tech squad to get work
done faster. Tech might not have been fully integrated, but it was fully operational. High fives were

in the air. .

Slaby, with typical pragmatism, put it like this. "Our supporters don't give a shit about our org chart.
They just want to have a meaningful experience. We promise them they can play a meaningful role
in politics and they don't care about the departments in the campaign. So we have to do the work
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on our side o look integrated and have our shit together," he said. "That took some time. You have
to develop new trust with people.It's just change management. it's nct complicated; it's just hard."”

WHAT THEY ACTUALLY BUILT
Fos ‘vf"'“- ST o8 ) 3 ' -_,- EERE SN ’“0‘3‘_3:32:@2; -

Of course, the tech didn't exist for its own sake. It was meant to be used by' the organizers in the
field and the analysts in the lab. Let's just run through some of the things that actually got
accomplished by the tech, digital, and analytics teams beyond of Narwhal and Dashboard.

They created the most sophisticated email fundraising program ever. The digital team, under
Rospars leadership, took their data-driven strategy to a new level. Any time you received an email
from the Obama campaign, it had been tested on 18 smaller groups and the response rates had
been gauged. The campaign thought all the letters had a good chance of succeeding, but the
worst-performing letters did only 15 to 20 percent of what the best-performing emails could deliver.
So, if a good performer could do $2.5 million, a poor performer might only net $500,000. The
genius of the campaign was that it learned to stop sending poor performers.

Obama became the first presidential candidate to appear on Reddit, ihe massive popular social
networking site. And yes, he really did type in his own answers with Goff at his side. One
fascinating outcome of the AMA is that 30,000 Redditors registered to vote after President dropped
in a link to the Obama voter registration page. Oh, and the campaign also officially has the most
tweeted tweet and the most popular Facebook post. Not bad. | would also note that Laura Olin, a
former strategist at Blue State Digital who moved to the Obama campaign, ran the best campaign
Tumblr the world will probably ever see.
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With Davidsen's help, the Analytics team built a tool they called The Optimizer, which allowed the
campaign to buy eyeballs on television more cheaply. They took set-top box (that is to say, your
cable or satellite box or DVR) data from Davidsen's old startup, Navik Networks, and correlated it
with the campaign's own data. This occurred through a third party called Epsilon: the campaign
sent its voter file and the television provider sent their billing file and boom, a list came back of
people who had done certain things like, for example, watched the first presidential debate. Having
that data allowed the campaign to buy ads that they knew would get in front of the most of their
people at the least cost. They didn't have to buy the traditional stuff like the local news, either.
Instead, they could run ads targeted to specific types of voters during reruns or off-peak hours.

According to CMAG/Kantar, the Obama'’s campaign's cost per ad was lower ($594) than the

Romney campaign ($666) or any other major buyer in the campaign cycle. That difference may not
.sound impressive, but the Obama campaign itself aired more than 550 thousand ads. And it wasn't
just about cost, either. They could see that some households were only watching a couple hours of

. TV a day and might be willing to spend more to get in front of those harder-to-reach people.

Goff-described the Facebook tool as "the most significant new addition to the voter
contact arsenal that's come around in years, since the phone call."

The digital, tech, and analytics teams worked to build Twitter and Facebook Blasters. They ran on
a service that generated microtargeting data that was built by Will St. Clair. It was code named
Faargus Taargus for some reason . With Twitter, one of the company's former employees, Mark
Trammell, helped build a tool that could specifically send individual users direct messages. "We

. built an influence score for the people following the [Obama for America] acecounts and then cross-

referenced those for specific things we were trying to target, battleground states, that sort of stuff.”
Meanwhile, the teamis also built an opt-in Facebook outreach program that sent people messages
saying, essentially, "Your friend, Dave in Ohio, hasn't voted yet. Go tell him to vote." Goff
described the Facebook tool as "the most significant new addition to the voter contact arsenal
that's come around in years, since the phone call."

Last but certainly not least, you have the digital team's Quick Donate. It essentially brought the
ease of Amazon's one-click purchases to political donations. "It's the absolute epitome of how you
can make it easy for people to give money online," Goff said. "In terms of fundraising, that's as
innovative as we needed to be."” Storing people's payment information also let the campaign
receive donations via text messages long before the Federal Elections Commission approved an
official way of doing so. They could simply text people who'd opted in a simple message like, "Text
back with how much money you'd like to donate." Sometimes people texted much larger dollar
amounts back than the $10 increments that mobile carriers allow.

It's an impressive array of accomplishments. What you can do with data and code just keeps
advancing. "After the last campaign, | got introduced as the CTO of the most technically advanced
campaign ever," Slaby said. "But that's true of every CTO of every campaign every time." Or,
rather, it's true of one campaign CTO ‘every time.

EXIT MUSIC
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Harper Reed after the election (Photo by Danjel X. O'Neil ).

That next most technically advanced CTO, in 2016, will not be Harper Reed. A few days after the
election, sitting with his wife at Wicker Park's Handiebar, eating fish tacos, and drinking a Daisy
Cutter pale ale, Reed looks happy. He'd told me earlier in the day that he'd never experienced
stress until the Obama campaign, and | believe him.

He regaled us with stories about his old performance troupe, Jugglers Against Homophobia, wild
clubbing and DJs. "It was this whole world of having fun and living in the moment," Reed said.
“And there was a lot of doing that on the internet.”

" spent a lot of time'hacking doing all this stuff, building websites, building communities, working
all the time, " Reed said, "and then a lot of time drinking, partying, and hanging out. And | had to
choose when to do which."

We left Handlebar and made a quick pitstop at the coffee shop, Wormhole, where he first met

Slaby. Reed cracks that it's like Reddit come to life. Both of them remember the meeting the same
way: Slaby playing the role of square, Reed playing the role of hipster. And two minutes later, they
were ready to work together. What began 18 months ago in that very spot was finally coming to an
end. Reed could stop being Obama for America's CTO and return to being "Harper Reed. probably

one of the coolest guys ever " as his personal webpage is titled.

But of course, he and his whole team of nerds were changed by the experience. They learned
what it was like to have -- and work with people who had -- a higher purpose than building cool
stuff. "Teddy [Goff] would tear up talking about the President. | would be like, 'Yeah, that guy's
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cool," Reed said. "It was only towards the end, the middle of 2012, when we realized the gravity of
what we were doing."

Part of that process was Reed, a technologist's technologist, learning the limits of his own power. "l -
remember at one point basically breaking down during the campaign because | was losing control.
The success of it was out of my hands," he told me. "| felt like the people | hired were right, the
resources we argued for were right. And because of a stupid mistake, or people were scared and
they didn't adopt the technology or whatever, something could go awry. We could lose."

And losing, they felt more and more deeply as the campaign went on, would mean horrible things
for the country. They started to worry about the next Supreme Court Justices while they coded.

"There is the egoism .of technologists. We do it because we can create. | can handle all of the
parameters going into the machine and | know what is going to come out of it," Reed said. "In this,
the control we all enjoyed about technology was gone."

We finished our drinks, ready for what was almost certainly going to bea long night, and headed to
_our first club. The last thing my recorder picked up over the bass was me saying to Harper, "| just
saw someone buy Hennessy. I've never seen someone buy Hennessy." Then, all | can hear is that

music.
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“How the Obama Campaign Won the Race for Voter Data” by Dan Balz,
Washington Post, July 28, 2013. Accessed online at

http://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/how-the-obama-campaign-won-

the-race-for-voter-data/2013/07/28/ad32c7b4-eed4e-11e2-alf9-
eaB873b7e0424 story.html on August 18, 2013.
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How the Obama campaign won
the race for voter data

By Dan Balz, Published: July 28
. Joel Kowsky |

BLOOMBERG

Engineers and developers work at President Obama's campaign
headquarters in Chicago in December 2011.

From the moment Barack Obama took: the oath of offi¢e on Jan. 20, 2009,
and every day thereafter, his team was always preparing for the 2012.
campaign. Everyone said Obama’s 2008 operation had rewritten the book
on organizing. But that was just a beginning, a small first step toward what
the team envisioned when it began planning the reelection campaign.

In one of their first conversations about 2012, campaign manager Jim
Messina said he told the president that they could not rerun 2008. Obama
seemed puzzled. “You know we won that one,” Obama said. Messina said
too much had changed. For one thing, Obama was now an incumbent with
a record. But technology had also leapfrogged forward, with new devices,
new platforms and vastly more opportunities to exploit social media. The
whole campaign would have to be different.

The president sent the team off to Chicago, far away from the hothouse of

Washington and Beltway chatter, to use 2011 to build the foundation and

reassemble the army from 2008. As the Republican candidates were

gearing up and then battling one another through the summer and fall of
12011, the Obama team was investing enormous amounts of time, money

and creative energy in what resembled a high-tech political start-up whose main purpose was to put
more people on the streets, armed with more information about the voters they were contacting, than
any campaign had ever attempted.

The Obama team had to be better in 2012. The weak'economy made the president vulnerable to _
defeat. His political advisers knew well that turning out the vote would be far more challenging in the
reelection effort than it had been in 2008. Many of his early supporters were disappointed and some
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were outright frustrated with Obama’s performance in office. The advisers recognized that
Republicans were trying to block his agenda by questioning whether he had the leadership skills or
the tenacity to get done what his first campaign had promised. Obama advisers also knew this
campaign would have to be far more negative than the first — with few of the aspirational themes of
2008 — and they began preparing to attack Mitt Romney, the presumed challenger, long before the
Republican prlmarles and caucuses began.

One of the hall'marks of Obama’s 2012 campaign was its prodigious appetite for research. The trio at
the top — Messina, senior strategist David Axelrod and White House senior adviser David Plouffe —
were enthusiastic consumers of research. Though different in their approaches to politics — Axelrod
operated intuitively, Plouffe’s watchwords were “Prove it” and Messina wanted to be able to measure -
everything — they all pushed the campaign for more research, testing, analysis and innovation.

Message and media operated on one track. The other track focused on identifying, registering,
mobilizing and ultimately turning out Obama voters. At the Chicago headquarters, these efforts were
guided by Messina and Jen O’Malley Dillon, the deputy campaign manager, along with a sizable team

_of political organizers and tech-savvy newcomers.

“There’s always been two campaigns since the Internet was invented, the campaign online and the

‘campaign on the doors. What 1 wanted was, [ didn’t care where you organized, what time you

organized, how you organized, as long as I could track it, I can measure it, and I can encourage you to
do more of it.”

Jim Messina, President Obama’s 2012 campaign manager

The first steps toward building the reelection operation around a single target — maximizing turnout
to reach 270 electoral votes — were taken in the months after Obama’s 2008 victory. Campaign
staffers compiled a series of after-action reports. “We did a very detailed postmortem where we
looked at all kinds of numbers, looking at the general stuff like the number of door knocks we made,
phone calls we made, number of voters that we registered,” said Mitch Stewart, who would direct the
campaign’s 2012 effort in battleground states. “But then we broke it down by field organizer, we
broke it down then by volunteer. We looked at the best way or the best examples in states of what
their volunteer organization looked like.”

The project produced a three-ring binder that contained nearly SO0 pages and was filled with
recommendations on how to strengthen what was already considered a state-of-the-art field operation.
Another early step was the decision to massively expand the investment in technology, digital, cable,
new media and particularly analytics.

The Obama campaign had the usual contingent of pollsters and ad makers and opposition researchers
and, like all campaigns today, a digital director. But it also had a chief technology officer (who had
never done politics before), a chief innovation officer and a director of analytics, which would become
one of the most important additions and a likely fixture in campaigns of the future. The team hired
software engineers and data experts and number-crunchers and digital designers and video producers
by the score. They filled the back of a vast room resembling a brokerage house trading floor or tech
start-up that occupied the sixth floor of One Prudential Plaza overlooking Millennium Park in
Chicago.
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No campaign had ever invested so heavily in technology and analytics, and no campaign had ever had
such stated ambitions. “Technology was another big lesson learned from 2008, leap of faith and labor
of love and angst-ridden entity and all the other things that you can imagine, because we were
building things in-house mostly with people that had not done campaign work before,” Dillon later
told me. “The deadlines and breaking and testing — is it going to work, what do we do? ... At the
end of the day, it was certainly worth it, because you can’t customize our stuff, and so we just couldn’t
buy off the shelf for anything and you know that, and fortunately we had enough time to kind of build
the stuff. I don’t know who else will ever have the luxury of doing that again.”

Messina was as data driven as any presidential campaign manager in modern times, and Dillon had
concentrated her efforts.while at the Democratic National Committee in 2009 and 2010 on the
programs that would make Obama’s groundbreaking 2008 campaign look old-fashioned in
comparison. They wanted all the data the campaign accumulated about voters to be integrated. The
campaign had a voter list and a donor list and volunteer lists and other lists, but what it wanted was
the ability to link all the contacts each person had with the operation into one database.

“There’s always been two campaigns since the Internet was invented, the campaign online and the
campaign on the doors,” Messina told me. “What | wanted was, | didn’t care where you organized,
what time you organized, how you organized, as long as I could track it, I can measure it, and I can
encourage you to do more of it.” It took the technology team nearly a year, but it produced software
that allowed all of the campaign’s lists to talk to one another. The team named it Narwhal, after a
whale of amazing strength that lives in the Arctic but is rarely seen. Harper Reed, the chief technology
officer, described it as the software platform for everything else the campaign wanted to do and build.

Nikki Kahn
THE WASHINGTON POST

Obama speaks at a campaign event at Colorado State University in Fort Collins, Colo., on Aug. 28,
2012.

Nikki Kahn
THE WASHINGTON POST
Supporters chant "four more years" during Obama's speech in Kissimmee, Fla., on Sept. 8,2012.

The next goal was to create a program that would allow everyone — campaign staffers in Chicago,
state directors and their staff in the battlegrounds, field organizers, volunteers going door to door and
volunteers at home — to communicate simply and seamlessly. The Obama team wanted something
that allowed the field organizers in the Des Moines or Columbus or Fairfax offices to have access to
all the campaign’s information about the voters for whom they were responsible. They wanted
volunteer leaders to have online access as well. That brought about the creation of Dashboard, which
Messina later said was the hardest thing the campaign did but which became the central online
organizing vehicle. It was enormously complicated to develop, made all the more difficult because the
engineers who were building it had never worked on a campaign and did not instinctively understand
the work of field organizers. Some of them were sent out to the states briefly as organizers to better
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understand the needs of those on the front lines.

“Dashboard is what we needed to communicate,” Dillon said. “It was all about the users, so if the
users didn’t have a good experience, there was no point in it. ... That’s why it was the Holy Grail.”

Reed described it as a way to bring the field office to the Internet. “When you walk into a field office,
you have many opportunities,” he said. “We’ll hand you a call sheet. You can make calls. You can
knock on doors, and they’ll have these stacks there for you. They’ll say: ‘Harper, you’ve knocked on
50 doors. That’s great. Here’s how you compare to the rest of them.’ But it’s all very offline. It’s all
very ad hoc, and it’s not very modern. And so what we set out to do was create that offline field
experience online.”

Frank Polich
GETTY IMAGES

Jim Messina, Obama'’s campaign manager, talks with reporters durmg a tour of the re-election
headquarters in Chicago.

Reed said that near the end of the campaign they received an e-mail from a wounded Afghanistan war
veteran who was in a hospital. He was logging into Dashboard and participating in the organizing

effort the way any other volunteer walking precincts was doing. Reed was astonished by the message. -
He said, “I could have quit that day, and I would have been satisfied with my role.”

The Obama leaders not only wanted all the lists to be able to talk to one another, they also wanted
people to be able to organize their friends and family members. This was taking a concept introduced
in 2004 by George W. Bush’s reelection team — the notion that voters are more likely to listen to
people they know than to paid callers or strangers knocking on their door — and updating it to take
advantage of new technology, namely the explosion of social media.

Early-in 2011, some Obama operatives visited Facebook, where executives were encouraging them to
spend some of the campaign’s advertising money with the company. “We started saying, ‘Okay, that’s
nice if we just advertise,” ” Messina said. “But what if we could build a piece of software that tracked
all this and allowed you to match your friends on Facebook with our lists, and we said to you, ‘Okay,
so-and-so is a friend of yours, we think he’s unregistered, why don’t you go get him to register?’ Or
‘So-and-so is a friend of yours, we think he’s undecided. Why don’t you get him to be decided?’ And
we only gave you a discrete number of friends. That turned out to be millions of dollars and a year of
our lives. It was incredibly complex to do.”

But this third piece of the puzzle provided the campaign with another treasure trove of information
and an organizing tool unlike anything available in the past. It took months and months to solve, but it
was a huge breakthrough. If a person signed on to Dashboard through his or her Facebook account,
the campaign could, with permission, gain access to that person’s Facebook friends. The Obama team
called this “targeted sharing.” It knew from other research that people who pay less attention to
politics are more likely to listen to a message from a friend than from someone in the campaign. The
team could supply people with information about their friends based on data it had independently
gathered. The campaign knew who was and who wasn’t registered to vote. It knew who had a low
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propensity to vote. It knew who was solid for Obama and who needed more persuasion — and a
gentle or not-so-gentle nudge to vote. Instead of asking someone to send a message to all of his or her
Facebook friends, the campaign could present a handpicked list of the three or four or five people it
believed would most benefit from personal encouragement.

Joel Kowsky

BLOOMBERG

Harper Reed, chief technology officer for U.S. President Barack Obama's re-election campaign,
speaks to engineers at campaign headquarters in Chicago on Dec. 13,2011.

Digital director Teddy Goff told my colleague Aaron Blake, “For people who allowed us, we were
able to say to them: ‘All right, you just watched a video about registering to vote. Don’t just share it
with all your friends on Facebook. We’ve run a match, and here are your 10 friends on Facebook who
we think may not be registered to vote and live in Ohio, Colorado, Virginia, Florida.” ” This was
especially helpful in trying to reach voters under age 30. On Obama's target lists, the voter file
contained no good contact information for half of those young voters — they didn’t have land lines,.
and no other information was available. But Goff said 85 percent of that group were on Facebook and
could be reached by a friend of a friend. Reed described another example. Someone interested in
health care might click on an ad on Facebook, and up would pop an infographic about health care. At
the end of it would be a “share” button, and if the person clicked on it, names of friends the person
could share the information with would appear. The campaign knew from its own database which of
those friends were most likely to respond to information about health care. “We went through and we
looked at all those friends and found the ones that were the best matches for that specific piece of
content,” Reed said.

Google’s Eric Schmidt, who offered advice to the campaign, said: “If you don’t know anything about
campaigns you would assume it’s national, but a successful campaign is highly, highly local, down to
the Zip code. The revolution in technology is to understand where the undecideds are in this district
and how you reach them.” That was what the integration of technology and old-fashioned organizing
was designed to do for Obama in 2012.

Joel Kowsky
BLOOMBERG

An iPhone displaying an Obama 2012 election campaign application sits at Obama's campaign
headquarters in Chicago on Dec. 13, 2011.

Dan Wagner had come to the DNC after the 2008 election to expand what was initially a tiny analytics
operation. In early 2010, others on the Obama team had an epiphany about the value of analytics. It
came just before the special election to fill the Senate seat of the late Edward M. Kennedy in
Massachusetts. Many Democrats were still in denial about the direction of the race, incredulous that a
little-known Republican state senator named Scott Brown could have enough momentum to defeat
Democratic state Attorney General Martha Coakley. Wagner, who was operating with the analytics
team out of the DNC, analyzed the numbers and surmised that Brown would win. He delivered his
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conclusions and the data to Messina. “He said, ‘We’re going to lose, and here’s why we’re going to
lose,’ and it happened almost exactly like that,” Messina said. “That’s when we first started saying this
modeling can really be something.” '

Dillon and national field director Jeremy Bird brought Wagner to the reelection campaign. Eventually
the team modeled practically everything — voters, states, volunteers, donors, anything it could think
of to improve efficiency — to give it greater confidence in its decision making. It wanted to know
who was most likely to serve as a volunteer, and it created a model to find out. The campaign
established record numbers of offices in the states, and record numbers of staging areas for volunteers,
based in part on analysis of how much more likely people were to volunteer if they were close to an-
office. “We built a model-on volunteer likelihood,” Stewart said. “We built a model on turnout, we
built a model on support, we built a model on persuasion — who’s most persuadable.”

From modeling and testing, the campaign refined voter outreach. Virtually every e-mail it sent
included a test of some sort — the subject line, the appeal, the message — designed to maximize
contributions, volunteer hours and eventually turnout on Election Day. The campaign would break out
18 smaller groups from e-mail lists, create 18 versions of an e-mail, and then watch the response rate
for an hour and go with the winner — or take a combination of subject line and message from
different e-mails and turn them into the finished product. Big corporations had used such testing for
years, but political campaigns had not.

The team’s attention to detail rivaled that of the most successful corporations. One innovation was the
recruitment of corporate trainers or coaches, who volunteered to help teach everyone how to manage.
“We recruited a whole group of pro bono executive coaches,” Bird said. “These are people that coach
Fortune 100 companies.” Obama’s team recruited them as volunteers, but instead of having them
knock on doors, they were asked to provide management training. “We had them partner up with our
state leadership,” Bird said. “They didn’t need to know anything about campaigns, because we didn’t
want their advice on how to run a campaign. We wanted their advice on how to be a manager.”

The campaign also sought advice from what the New York Times later called a “dream team” of
academics who described themselves as a “consortium of behavioral scientists.” The group included
political scientists, psychologists and behavioral economists. The campaign was operating well
outside the traditional network of political consultants.

Throughout 2011, Obama advisers were baffled by the slow start to the Republican presidential race.
They knew from their experience in 2008 how long it took to build a field operation capable of
winning a campaign. They were even more keenly aware of the lead times and money required to
assemble the technological infrastructure to support a sophisticated get-out-the-vote operation for
2012. Republicans could see that the Obama campaign was spending tens of millions of dollars in
2011. They just weren’t sure on what.

Nikki Kahn
THE WASHINGTON POST

Approximately 9,000 people gathered in the rain for rally with President Barack Obama at Cleveland
State University in Cleveland, Ohio, on October 5,2012.
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The gap between the Obama and Romney operations crystallized in the key battleground state of Ohio
in the closing weeks of the general-election campaign. Members of Obama's team had been on the
ground in Ohio for years. They knew the state intimately. Obama had at least 130 offices there, plus
500 or so staging areas for volunteers. He had almost 700 staffers on the Ohio payroll alone.
Thousands of volunteers contacted voters.

Romney had to put together an organization in a matter of months. He had about 40 offices and 157
paid staff members, although most of them were on the Republican National Committee’s payroll.
Scott Jennings, Romney’s Ohio state director, said after the election that there was no way the
Republicans could conquer Obama’s head start. “Our ground game was as good as it could have
possibly been, given the time and resources we had to work with,” he said. “There’s just no substitute
for time. Six months . . . wasn’t enough to overcome six years of a constant campaign run by the other
side. Truly it is remarkable to see what they did, in the rearview mirror.”

Aaron Pickrell, Obama’s chief Ohio strategist, told a story about himself that illustrated the disparity
between the two campaigns’ ground operations. An Obama volunteer knocked on his door during the
summer, just to check in and see if he had any questions. The volunteer did not know who Pickrell
was. He knew, based on campaign data, only that Pickrell should be a solid Obama voter, someone
who needed to be contacted once at most. '

Pickrell and his wife later ordered absentee ballots. When the ballots arrived, they set them aside on
the kitchen table, where they sat for two weeks. “I got thrown back into the database of people who
needed to be contacted,” he said. Soon an Obama volunteer knocked on their door to remind them to
turn in the ballots. Once they did, there was no more contact. That was the level of the campaign’s -
efficiency. Meanwhile, Pickrell said he received a dozen direct-mail pieces from the Romney
campaign, a waste of money and effort on the Republicans’ part. He got no direct mail from the
Obama campaign because the database said he didn’t need persuading. Rich Beeson, Romney’s
political director, eventually learned the scope and sophistication of the Obama operation. “They took
that to another level,” he said.

Through modeling, voters were rated on a scale of 1 to 100 on their likelihood to support Obama. A
similar scale was used to predict the likelihood that people would turn out. So if someone had a high
support score and a low turnout score, meaning that person was very likely to support Obama but not
so likely to vote, the campaign tried to make sure that person got registered and then cast a ballot,
preferably during the period of early voting. Banking those sporadic voters became a top priority.

The Obama team had done support and turnout estimations in 2008 but more experimentally. This
time, the campaign added a third measure, a persuasion score. This helped weed out people who said
they were independent but really were not. In the final weeks of the campaign, the team focused on
voters with persuasion scores of 40 to 60. Those with higher scores were likely to vote for Obama
without much persuasion. The others probably weren’t going to back the president no matter how
open they said they were.

“In the old days you would say, ‘Here’s a list of people we think are independents, go to those
houses,” ” Messina said. “But you waste your volunteers’ time all over the place because despite what
someone says, there are a very small amount of undecided voters.” By knowing the voters and
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modeling the electorate, the campaign wasted less time pounding the pavement.

No get-out-the-vote operation works precisely as planned — or as characterized in after-action reports
by the winning campaign. It always sounds better than it is. On the streets, it never looks as smooth as
described at headquarters. But the payoffs for Obama were real on Election Day.

View Photo Galléry: A look back at moments from Democratic President Obama’s campaign.
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Conservative observer Ben Howe recorded the level of input the campaign
had from industry leader Google in this article: “Google and Democrats deny
that Google is helping Democrats” Redstate.com, February 28, 2013.
Available online at http://www.redstate.com/2013/02/28/google-and-

democrats-claiming-google-not-helping-democrats/, and accessed August
18, 2013.
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Google and Democrats deny'that Google is

"helping Democrats

Yes, I'm doubling down.

By: Ben Howe (Diary ) | February 28th, 2013 at 04:40 PM | 23
RESIZE: AAA -

Gougﬂe l | obama loves googi_él
- google loves obama

A couple weeks ago, | warned conservatives about Google's entanglement with the Left , and the
possibility that Google could provide data intelligence to Democrats. Not the usual consumer data
that everybody uses, but a level of real-time behavioral data far beyond what Republicans could
ever achieve using available consumer data. That concemn was dismissed as a conspiracy theory
by some people.

The question isn't whether Google collaborates with Democrats, but how Google collaborates with
Democrats. :

We know that Obama campaign manager Jim Messina received personal mentoring on both
technology approaches and management style from Google executive chairman Eric Schmidt, his
friend since the 2008 campaign. We know that Google employees overwhelmingly contributed to
Democrats in the last cycle (and aggregate individual employee contributions outhumbered the
company's PAC contributions). We know that Google vice president and “chief Internet evangelist”
Vint Cerf received a presidential appointment to the National Science Board following last year's
election. '

Is it paranoid to believe that Google is deeply invested in helping Democrats? No.

Still, | decided to take a deeper look at the connections between Google and the Obama
campaign.

Jim Messina called on Google's Eric Schmidt, Apple’s Steve Jobs, and Hollywood's Steven
Spielberg for their advice on building an organization. Schmidt gave Messina what turned out to be

an invaluable piece of advice :

Messina said Google Chairman Eric Schmidt gave him simple advice: “You do not
want political people, you want smart people who you are going to draw what you
want and they’re going to go build it." So Messina went out and hired someone to
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head the data department who had never worked on a campaign before.

What better pool of talent to draw from than Schmidt's own company? Schmidt himself certainly -
wasn't shy about being deeply involved with the campaign. He even helped himself to the first slice

of a cake, purchased by Obama campaign Dev Ops Director Scott VanDenPlas, emblazoned with
“Don't F*ck This Up ." Schmidt later told Bloomberg Businessweek that the Obama campaign was

the “best-run campaign ever.”

Google's Schmidt also personally visited OFA's Chicago HQ , where he spent time with OFA Chief
Technology Officer Harper Reed and OF A Engineer Mark Trammell — Schmidt is the guy with the
official OFA lanyard with photo in the mom jeans sitting on the table in the photo below, Reed is in
the background by the smiley face, and Trammell is on the far right with the Santa Claus Starter

Kit™ beard:

Michael Slaby, OFA's Chief Integration and Innovation Officer, was a_panelist (PDF) at left wing
(of course) activism conferences at Google headquarters in Mountain View, CA, which should not
be surprising since he was also the chief technoloqy strategist for Eric Schmidt’'s venture capital
fund, TomorrowVentures LLC . Call me crazy, but I'm guessing their paths have crossed a time or
two, and that their conversations have probably had quite a bit to do with politics and policy.

Obama's impressive data team also boasts a farge number of high-profile.connections to Google,
starting at the top with Rayid Ghani, OFA Chief Scientist. Not only has Ghani keynoted an
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address at Google Research Labs, according to his online CV (PDF), but he also spoke this month
at his grad school alma mater Carnegie Mellon University in a lecture series sponsered by - you
guessed it — Google . Ghani's former department at Carnegie Mellon boasts seven alumni on
Google’s payroll on their website .

Ghani’s role on the Obama campalgn was to direct Project Dreamcatcher, which used “text
analytics to gauge voter sentiment ” about issues and speeches. | wonder how he came up with
that idea? Could it have been in talking with Katharina Probst, Senior Software Engineer and
Tech Lead at Google, who, according to her own site , is “working on new features for Gmail and
Gmail Ads?" (Google is currently facing some heat over how it exploits Gmail user data for
advertisers — but they would never exploit user data to help the Obama campaign, right?)

Probst and Ghani not only went to undergrad at the University of the South and grad school at
Carnegie Mellon University together, but they have also co-authored two refereed journal articles
together and presented four conference papers together. Something tells me their paths have
crossed a time or two, including while Ghani was on the campaign.

Many Google employees personally volunteered for Ghani's team - the question for conservatives
is what exactly did they do? | bet Ethan Roeder, OFA Director of Data could tell us. Before joining
the Obama campaign, Roeder was the Director of Data, Technology, and Election Administration
at the Voting Information Pioject (PDF), a “Collaboration between Google, Pew Center on the
States,” and the New Organizing Institute, according to Roeder's Linkedin profile .

Speaking of people at Google volunteering time and resources, | can't imagine Catherine Bracy,
OFA Community. Outreach Lead, Product Manager, TechdObama Program Manager, and co-
director of Obama’s San Francisco technology field office doesn’t have a direct line to some of the
key decision makers at Google who would approve employee sabbaticals to work on campaigns.
Bracy, according to her LinkedIn profile , was an administrative director at Harvard's Berkman

Center for Internet & Society, which receives millions in funding from Google .
Why does that matter?

Well, Bracy's primary responsibilities at Berkman Center “included oversight of the center's
budgets and operations, fundraising, project management and event planning.” Ostensibly, she
was involved in asking Google for the money it paid to support Berkman — what a great asset fora
presidential campaign to have, huh? It was such a great asset, in fact, that Obama received over

$719.000 in donations from Google employees , helping him on the path to an average 6:1

fundraising advantage over Romney from the Silicon Valley area.
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Where Silicon Valley political money went

Employees of Silicon Vailey's largest companies who donated to presidential campaigns
overwhelmingly went for President Barack Obama. But cmployees of the valiey’s top private
equity firms mostly donated to his Republican opponent. Mitt Romney.

Romney contributions | Obama contributions

Top Silicon Valley. Apple $25,210 $262.962
firms by revenue HP 39.475 NI 75.021

Intel 86.010 g 157425
Cisco Systems 61,70# 175,886
Google 25539 19.708
Average 15% 85%
Blackstone Group $145,000 $64,031
Kohiberg Kravis Roberts 124,750 [} 19.000
TPG Capital 35750 [} 18.250
;?I?con Valley Warburg Pincus 26,000 B 20.500
private equlity Permira 750010
firms Average 74% (&3 26%
Sources: Federnl Election Commission. Center for Responsive Politics BAY AREA NDWS GROUP

And that kind of money advantage is, in fact, the direct result of Bracy's work for the campaign, if
Mother Jones has anything to say about it :

Bracy reached out to heavyweights in the Bay Area’s digital world, from Craiglist to
Google, before helping to launch the Obama campaign’s San Francisco technology
field office last March.

And The Atlantic reported last year that Bracy and others were considered to be the “stars " of
several closed-door fundraisers targeting the technology community:

In late January , Goff, Reed, and Bracy hosted a fundraiser at San Francisco’s
Founders Den, a SoMa working space and private club. Thirty doliars got donors into
a panel reception, and $500 gave them access to a “small roundtable discussion”
starting an hour and a half earlier.

The Atlantic report also notes “The Obama campaign wasn’t interested in bommenting on this sort
of thing.” THERE's a big shocker....

Bracy also brags on her Linkedin profile that she personally was responsible for recruiting over 100

volunteers from the Silicon Valley community for the campaign, and oversaw the development of
14 products. That list of volunteers may (or may not have) included:
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e OFA Senior Software Engineer Justin Vincent, who was a software engineer at Google
from March 2008 to July 2011

o OFA Lead Engineer Angus Durocher, who was the lead web developer for
YouTube/Google from 2006 to 2010

¢ OFA Director of Voter Experience Anthea Watson Strong, who worked with OFA Director
of Data Ethan Roeder on the Voting Information Project

Or maybe OFA CTO Harper Reed, who was besties with Schmidt, hired those guys. | don't know.

it's no surprise that Bracy consulted for Google on the Google Political Innovation Summit
immediately following the 2012 election, or that she is now the International Program Manager at
Code for America that, surprise, surprise, received Google Foundation funding in 2012 .

Look, I'm not alleging that Google is buying drones , getting its policy people appointed to senior
White House positions and then collaborating on official White House policy with their former
colleagues through private email (Gmail) accounts , roiling over for the majority of subpoenas (not
warrants) the Department of Justice issues them for user data , that those Department of Justice

subpoenas and user data disclosures torpedo the aspirations of GOP 2016 presidential hopefuls ,
or that they're tracking your browsing habits and reading your Gmail to make a buck while helping

their friends in power.

All I'm saying is that, maybe when people from Google, or from Salon.com, which just happen to
be owned by Robert McKay , Chairman of the left wing donor activist group, Democracy Alliance
(along with, unsurprisingly, another former Google employee ), deny that Google collaborates with
Democrats, maybe we shouldn't just take their word for it.
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Journalist Joshua Green reported for Business Week the extent to which 2012
campaign manager Jim Messina recruited all the expert talent and advice he
could find - in the tech world, and beyond Available online at

http:

messina-has-a-president- to sell and accessed August 22, 2013.
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Obama's CEO: Jim Messina Has a President
to Sell |

The day after Jim Messina quit his job as White House deputy chief of staff last January, he caught
a plane to Los Angeles, paid a brief visit to his girifriend, and then commenced what may be the
highest-wattage crash course in executive management ever undertaken. He was about to begin a
new job as Barack Obama'’s campaign manager, and being a diligent student with access to some
very smart people, he arranged a rolling series of personal seminars with the CEOs and senior
executives of companies that included Apple (AAPL ), Facebook (EB ), Zynga (ZNGA ), Google
(GOOG ), Microsoft (MSFT ), Salesforce (CRM ), and DreamWorks (DWA ). “Il went around the
country for literally a month of my life interviewing these companies and just talking about
organizational growth, emerging technologies, marketing,” he says at Obama’s campaign
headquarters in Chicago.

in two long, private conversations, Steve Jobs tore into Messina for all the White House was doing
wrong and what it ought to be doing differently, before going on to explain how the campaign could
exploit technology in ways that hadn’t been possible before. “Last time you were programming to
only a couple of channels,” Jobs told him, meaning the Web and e-mail. “This time, you have to
program content to a much wider variety of channels—Facebook, Tumbir, Twitter, YouTube
(GOOG ), Google—because people are segmented in a very different way than they were four
years ago.” When Obama declared for president, the iPhone hadn't been released. Now, Jobs toid
him, mobile technology had to be central to the campaign’s effort. “He knew exactly where
everything was going,” Messina says. "He explained viral content and how our stuff could break
out, how it had to be interesting and clean.”

At DreamWorks Studios, Steven Spielberg spent three hours explaining how to capture an
audience’s attention and offered a number of ideas that will be rolled out before Election Day. An
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early example of Spielberg's influence is RomneyEconomics.com, a website designed by the
Obama team to tell the story—a horror story, by their reckoning—of Mitt Romney’s career at Bain
Capital. Afterward, Spielberg insisted that Messina sit down with the DreamWorks marketing team.
Hollywood movie studios are expert, as presidential campaigns also must be, at spending huge
sums over a few weeks to reach and motivate millions of Americans.

A certain awestruck tone surfaces when Messina talks about these encounters and what they
taught him. At 42, he is tall and slightly stooped, with an innocent face, a flop of blonde hair, and a -
sheepdog friendliness made somewhat surreal by the arsenal of profanity he deploys when not
speaking for the record. Messina, who's from Denver, managed his first campaign as an
undergraduate at the University of Montana and in the 20 years since has never lost a race. Before
joining Obama in 2008, he alternated between running campaigns and working on Capitol Hill. He
made-his name as chief of staff to Senator Max Baucus of Montana, becoming known as
“Baucus's muscle” for his skill as a behind-the-scenes enforcer. In 2005 he ran the Democrats'
successful pushback against George W. Bush’s plan to privatize Social Security. “He had a talent
for getting K Street to see that it was to their advantage to get on board with whatever Baucus was
doing,” says Jim Manley, a former top aide to Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid. At the White
House, Messina helped cut the deal with the pharmaceutical industry that cleared the way for the
health-care reform law.

Messina is unusual in Washington, at once a hard-bitten political fixer known for handling
unpleasant tasks—"In the White House he was given all the, pardon my French, the s-t work,”
says Baucus—and also earnestly devoted to self-improvement in a way few Washington
operatives would want révealed. A sign on his old computer in Baucus's office, hung with no
evident irony and left there by the staff as a token of fondness, reads, “Be Better Today Than You
Were Yesterday.”

Along with his conversations with CEOs, Messina's regimen for the new job included reading a
hundred years' worth of campaign histories piled on a shelf above his desk. But his obsession runs
to the future, not the past, and to business as much as politics. Messina is convinced that modern
presidential campaigns are more like fast-growing tech companies than anything found in a history
book and his own job like that of the executives who run them, “What they've done is more readily
applicable to me, because they all started very small and got big very quickly,” he says.
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EXHIBIT F

This exhibit details the Obama campaign’s pioneering techniques in cross-
referencing multiple streams of data, including data from cookies and trackers
collecting a website visitor’s location and browsing habits and history (c.f. Exhibit
E). The campaign’s data and technology team hired people with high-level,
particular skill sets to accomplish these goals (c.f. Exhibit G). It also went so far as to
create its own transaction processing service, inside the campaign, to mirror what
its vendor was doing if the vendor went down, and it needed to recreate large
numbers of individual transactions. The campaign used all its data to target highly
particular demographic sub-groups and even individuals using both the information
from the trackers and multiple other sources. The campaign had the capability to
assign each individual visitor a unique alphanumeric signifier and then personalize
both ads and e-mail communications, including solicitations.
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Below is Time Magazine’s November 7, 2012 story, “Obama Wins: How Chicago's
Data-Driven Campaign Triumphed,” (c.f. Exhibit E and Exhibit G). Time refers to the
campaign'’s goal to cross-reference all its data as the “megafile.” This enabled the
campaign to precisely target different groups of voters for both fundraising and get-
out-the-vote. For example, the campaign’s west coast fundraising strategy targeted
women between ages 40 and 49 for a dinner with actor George Clooney. Its east
coast strategy offered donors a chance to dine with actress Sarah Jessica Parker. To
get out the vote the campaign identified women in Miami under age 35 who
watched certain TV shows and targeted ads to that specific audience.
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Inside the Secret World of the Data Crunchers
Who Helped Obama Win

Data-driven decisionmaking played a huge role in creating a second term for the 44th President
and will be one of the more closely studied elements of the 2012 cycle

Daniel Shea for TIME

“The cave" at President Obama's campaign headquarters in Chicago

In late spring, the backroom number crunchers who powered Barack Obama’s campaign to victory
noticed that George Clooney had an almost gravitational tug on West Coast females ages 40 to
49. The women were far and away the single demographic group most likely to hand over cash, for
a chance to dine in Hollywood with Clooney — and Obama. .

So as they did with all the other data collected, stored and analyzed in the two-year drive for re-
election, Obama'’s top campaign aides decided to put this insight to use. They sought out an East
Coast celebrity who had similar appeal among the same demographic, aiming to replicate the
millions of dollars produced by the Clooney contest. “We were blessed with an overflowing menu
of options, but we chose Sarah Jessica Parker,” explains a senior campaign adviser. And so the
next Dinner with Barack contest was born: a chance to eat at Parker's West Village brownstone.
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(MORE: Eour More Years: Otama Wins Re-election )

CO[\/‘MEMOPATIVE ELECTION SPECIAL

\/\/e ve Got More
Work to Do’

PRESIDENT BARACK OBAMA
THCACO NOV T D02

For the general public, there was no way to know that the idea for the Parker contest had come
from a data-mining discovery about some supporters: affection for centests, small dinners and

celebrity. But from the beginning, campaign manager Jim Messina had promised a totally different,
metric-driven kind of campaign in which politics was the goal but political instincts might not be the

136



CO OO i In TR

" volunteer would do than a call from a volunteer from a non—swing state like California. As Messina

means. “We are going to measure every single thing in this campaign,” he said after taking the job.
He hired an analytics department five times as large as that of the 2008 operation, with an official
“chief scientist” for the Chicago headquarters named Rayid Ghani, who in a previous life crunched
huge data sets to, among other things, maximize the efficiency of supermarket sales promotions.

Exactly what that team of dozens of data crunchers was doing, however, was a closely held secret.
“They are our nuclear codes,” campaign spokesman Ben LaBolt would say when asked about the
efforts. Around the office, data-mining experiments were given mysterious code names such as
Narwhal and Dreamcatcher. The team even worked at a remove from the rest of the campaign
staff, setting up shop in a windowless room at the north end of the vast headquarters office. The
“scientists” created regular briefings on their work for the President and top aides in the White
House's Roosevelt Room, but public details were in short supply as the campaign guarded what it
believed to be its biggest institutional advantage over Mitt Romney's campaign: its data.

On Nov. 4, a group of senior campaign advisers agreed to describe their cutting-edge efforts with
TIME on the condition that they not be named and that the information not be published until after
the winner was declared. What they revealed as they pulled back the curtain was a massive data
effort that helped Obama raise $1 billion, remade the process of targeting TV ads and created
detailed models of swing-state voters that could be used to increase the effectiveness of
everything from phone calls and door knocks to direct mailings and social media.

(Election 2012: Photos From the Finish Line )

How to Raise $1 Billion

For all the praise Obama's team won in 2008 for its high-tech wizardry, its success masked a huge
weakness: too many databases. Back then, volunteers making phone calls through the Obama
website were working off lists that differed from the lists used by callers in the campaign office.
Get-out-the-vote lists were never reconciled with fundraising lists. It was like the FBI and the CIA
before 9/11: the two camps never shared data. “We analyzed very early that the problem in
Democratic politics was you had databases all over the place,” said one of the officials. “None of
them talked to each other.” So over the first 18 months, the campaign started over, creating a
single massive system that could merge the information collected from polisters, fundraisers, field
workers and consumer databases as well as social-media and mobile contacts with the main
Democratic voter files in the swing states.

The new megafile didn't just tell the campaign how to find voters and get their attention; it also
allowed the number crunchers to run tests predicting which types of people would be persuaded by
certain kinds of appeals. Call lists in field offices, for instance; didn't just list names and numbers;
they also ranked names in order of their persuadability, with the campaign’s most important
priorities first. About 75% of the determining factors were basics like age, sex, race, neighborhood
and voting record. Consumer data about voters helped round out the picture. “We could {predict]
people who were going to give online. We could model people who were going to give through
mail. We could model volunteers,” said one of the senior advisers about the predictive profiles built
by the data. “In the end, modelmg became somethmg way bigger for us in '12 than in '08 because
it made our time more efficient.”

Early on, for example, the campaign discovered that people who had unsubscribed from the 2008
campaign e-mail lists were top targets, among the easiest to pull back into the fold with some
personal attention. The strategists fashioned tests for specific demographic groups, trying out
message scripts that they could then apply. They tested how much better a call from a local
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had promised, assumptions were rarely left in place without numbers to back them up.
MORE: TIME Staff: Live Twitter Reactions

The new megafile also allowed the campaign to raise more money than it once thought possible.
Until August, everyone in the Obama orbit had protested loudly that the campaign would not be
able to reach the mythical $1 billion fundraising goal. “We had big fights because we wouldn’t even
accept a goal in the 900s,” said one of the senior officials who was intimately involved in the
process. “And then the Internet exploded over the summer,” said another.

A large portion of the cash raised online came through an intricate, metric-driven e-mail campaign
in which dozens of fundraising appeals went out each day. Here again, data collection and
analysis were paramount. Many of the e-mails sent to supporters were just tests, with different
subject lines, senders and messages. Inside the campaign, there were office pools on which
combination would raise the most money, and often the pools got it wrong. Michelle Obama's e-
mails performed best in the spring, and at times, campaign boss Messina performed better than
Vice President Joe Biden. In many cases, the top performers raised-10 times as much money for
the campaign as the underperformers.

.Chicago discovered that people who signed up for the cainpaign’s Quick Donate program, which

allowed repeat giving online or via text message without having to re-enter credit-card information,
gave about four times as much as other donors. So the program was expanded and incentivized.
By the end of October, Quick Donate had become a big part of the campaign's messaging to
supporters, and first-time donors were offered a free bumper sticker to sign up.

(PHOTOS: Election 2012: Photos from the Finish Line )

Predicting Turnout _ '

The magic tricks that opened wallets were then repurposed to turn out votes. The analytics team
used four streams of polling data to build a detailed picture of voters in key states. In the past
month, said one official, the analytics team had polling data from about 29,000 people in Ohio
alone — a whopping sample that composed nearly-half of 1% of all voters there — allowing for
deep dives into exactly where each demographic and regional group was trending at any given
moment. This was a huge advantage: when polls started to slip after the first debate, they could
check to see which voters were changing S|des and which were not.

It was this database that helped steady campaign aides in October's choppy waters, assuring them
that most of the Ohioans in motion were not Obama backers but likely Romney supporters whom
Romney had lost because of his September blunders. “We were much calmer than others,” said
one of the officials. The polling and voter-contact data were processed and reprocessed nightly to
account for every imaginable scenario. “We ran the election 66,000 times every night,” said a
senior official, describing the computer simulations the campaign ran to figure out Obama's odds of
winning each swing state. “And every morning we got the spit-out — here are your chances of
winning these states. And that is how we allocated resources.”

Online, the get-out-the-vote effort continued with a first-ever attempt at using Facebook on a mass
scale to replicate the door-knocking efforts of field organizers. In the final weeks of the campaign,
people who had downloaded an app were sent messages with pictures of their friends in swing
states. They were told to click a button to automatically urge those targeted voters to take certain
actions, such as registering to vote, voting early or getting to the polls. The campaign found that
roughly 1 in 5 people contacted by a Facebook pal acted on the request, in large part because the
message came from someone they knew.
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(MORE: Why the Importance of Early Voting Is Here to Stay )

Data helped drive the campaign’s ad buying too. Rather than rely on outside media consultants to
decide where ads should run, Messina based his purchases on the massive internal data sets.
“We were able to put our target voters through some really complicated modeling, to say, O.K, if
Miami-Dade women under 35 are the targets, [here is] how to reach them,” said one official. As a
result, the campaign bought ads to air during unconventional programming, like Sons of Anarchy,
The Walking Dead and Don't Trust the B— in Apt. 23, skirting the traditional route of buying ads
next to local news programming. How much more efficient was the Obama campaign of 2012 than
2008 at ad buying? Chicago has a number for that: “On TV we were able to buy 14% more
efficiently ... to make sure we were talking to our persuadablé voters,” the same official said.

The numbers also led the campaign to escort their man down réads not usually taken in the late

. stages of a presidential campaign. In August, Obama decided to answer questions on the social

news website Reddit, which many of the President’s senior aides did not know about. “Why did we
put Barack Obama on Reddit?" an official asked rhetorically. "Because a whole bunch of our
turnout targets were on Reddit.”

“That data-driven decisionmaking played a huge role in creating a second term for the 44th

President and will be one of the more closely studied elements of the 2012 cycle. it's another sign
that the role of the campaign pros in Washington who make decisions on hunches and experience
is rapidly dwindling, being replaced by the work of quants and computer coders who can crack
massive data sets for insight. As one official put it, the time of "guys sitting in a back room smoking
cigars, saying ‘We always buy 60 Minutes™ is over. In politics, the era of big data has arrived.

PHOTOS: Last Days on the Road with Qbama
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