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Praise for Disproven


“I did not know it at the time, but the day after the 2020 election the Trump campaign hired a serious expert, Ken Block, to assess whether the outcome was the result of voting fraud. Disproven—Block’s thorough, fact-based account of his work and conclusions—is a must-read and a great service to the country.”

—William Barr, 77th and 85th US Attorney General

“Mr. Block has dissected the data and found the facts that show an election system across America that isn’t perfect in all areas, that would certainly benefit from systemic improvements, but nonetheless accurately reflected the will of the majority of the people in 2020.”

—Brad Raffensperger, Georgia Secretary of State

“In Disproven, Ken Block, an expert in data analytics, shares a compelling account of his careful examination of voter data in the days immediately following the 2020 presidential election. Block’s clear and detailed assessment of the current state of our election infrastructure offers thought-provoking recommendations to improve the U.S. election system that will be of great interest to American politics scholars and students, election administrators and other public officials, as well as any reader who cares about the future of democracy in the United States.”

—Emily Lynch, Associate Teaching Professor, Political Science, The University of Rhode Island
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Dedication

This book is dedicated to facts

—empirical and irrefutable—

hoping they help to inform impassioned debate.






FOREWORD by Brad Raffensperger, Georgia Secretary of State


Ken Block faced a daunting challenge writing this book, one that anyone telling the story of the 2020 election would face: disproving the false allegations, conspiracy theories, and blatant lies that the 2020 election had been stolen through fraud. The reason that challenge is so great is that the human brain has been structured to use stories to understand complex issues, and the election-denying stories were exciting and far more interesting than dry data and hard facts.

Given a choice between hearing how the Chinese Communist Party forged millions of ballots and smuggled them into the country to steal an election or a serious and sober analysis of the voting data now available from the 2020 election, most people would opt for the story of the China plot. It sounds much more exciting! Who wouldn’t prefer a good heist movie over a thorough analysis of voter registration records across the country?

I heard most of those stories in 2020 and after, not because I wanted to, but because they often involved me—or were aimed at me. I was accused in many ways of being “in on” some of the many false and fantastical plots to steal the election because of my role as secretary of state for the State of Georgia. I and my family received threats—some violent and some far worse. People believed the false stories, no matter how outlandish they were, because the human brain prefers stories to data.

But to counter false stories, we have no tool more powerful than facts. During my reelection campaign in 2022, I traveled across Georgia, meeting with local chambers of commerce, Rotary clubs, garden clubs—with anyone who wanted to hear me speak. My stump speech was laden with facts and figures, and it was probably not the rousing oratory that most politicians deliver. But it was not meant to be rousing, as Georgia and much of the nation had heard plenty of rousing speeches during that time. My speech was meant to be reassuring.

I would take questions from the audiences once I had finished speaking, questions that were very specific, and demonstrated the power of the false narrative about the 2020 election. People who believed the lies about the election were scared. They were angry about “their side” losing the election, but they were also scared that the system that makes America unique among nations, our system of voting, could not be trusted. They wanted reassurances about the process because our elections are what make us America and they are what makes America great.

Slowly over the course of my campaign, the people I spoke to came around to believing the facts that could be verified over the wild stories that could not, and were, in fact, falling apart. The most frequent question I heard was simple: “How could Trump lose Georgia?” I didn’t do the kind of data analysis that Ken does in this book; my methodology and explanation were far less involved.

Publicly available data (published at the time of the elections and still available at my offices website) revealed that 33,527 voters who requested a ballot in Georgia’s 2020 primaries but didn’t participate—at all—in the 2020 general election. Also, there were 27,559 more votes for Georgia’s fourteen Republican congressional candidates than President Trump received in the general election. (In other words, across Georgia, 27,559 voters were willing to vote for a Republican for Congress… but not for President Trump.) Additionally, there were another 27,967 ballots cast in Georgia with no vote at all for president; voters simply left that contest blank.

President Trump lost Georgia by 11,779 votes.

President Trump asked me, after the election results had been audited and certified, to “… find him, 11,780 votes, which is one more than we have…” Well, there they are. I found them—but they’d never been cast. Those votes were in the 33,527 Republican primary voters who didn’t vote in the general election. They were in the 27,559 voters who marked a ballot for a Republican congressional candidate, but not for President Trump. And they were in the 27,967 who did not vote in the presidential contest at all. Ken Block calls this evidence of “bleeding support” among Republicans for President Trump, but these numbers are publicly available to anyone who wants to verify them. They don’t require any skills in data analysis. If you can understand subtraction, you can see exactly “how Trump could lose Georgia.”

I took no joy from Trump’s loss of Georgia in 2020. I have been a conservative all my life and a Republican for my entire political career. Election year 2020 was the second time I had voted for him, and I didn’t want to believe he had lost. But as we are reminded in James, 1:19, we should “be quick to hear, slow to speak and slow to anger.” As a contractor for the Trump campaign, no one could have been more motivated than Ken Block to avoid that wisdom. He was hired to find evidence of massive voter fraud, and he didn’t merely fail to find it—he found the opposite. Mr. Block has dissected the data and found the facts show an election system across America that isn’t perfect in all areas, and that would certainly benefit from systemic improvements, but nonetheless accurately reflected the will of the majority of the people in 2020.

As of this writing, despite the ongoing debunking of those entertaining and compelling and fantastical and phony stories about the 2020 election, many Americans remain dubious about our election system. This book will provide both relevant criticism of the system, and hopefully, reassurance to the disillusioned.






INTRODUCTION

There may be no better-qualified person to discuss whether voter fraud impacted the 2020 presidential election than the person hired by the Trump campaign to find it.

I am that person.

I am an expert in database technologies and data analytics. My specialty is digging into a large data set, figuring out what questions can be answered by that data, and then letting it take me wherever it leads.

Admittedly, I was an odd choice for a campaign looking for voter fraud. I am not a hard partisan. While I am currently a registered Republican, I founded a centrist political party in Rhode Island—the Moderate Party—in 2009 because I could not stand what partisan politics was doing to our country. Today I look back at the political dysfunction of 2009 as the good old days. My motivation for writing this book is to attempt to inject hard data into the national conversation regarding voter fraud and how we conduct our elections.

I earned a bachelor of arts in computer science from Dartmouth College, where I also enjoyed government and political science classes, but my expertise in voting data has been acquired over the last decade. In that time, I have processed and analyzed data from every state that allows the public to view it. My analysis has been used in multiple lawsuits regarding the conduct of elections, but never to contest the results of an election. I have helped defend states from lawsuits and have supported organizations suing states over the conduct of their elections. In addition, my analysis has helped willing states address data issues within their election infrastructure.

It is also worth mentioning that I am a two-time candidate for governor in Rhode Island. I achieved my goal in my first-ever political race, winning 6.5 percent of the vote representing my newly formed, centrist political party. This was a high-stakes race for me, the party’s founder; Rhode Island would not have recognized the party if I had received less than 5 percent of the vote. My second run for governor was as a Republican. I lost my statewide primary by about three thousand votes. Voter fraud was not to blame.

Being a candidate takes loads of time and enormous effort. My second campaign lasted a year and a half. It was costly financially, and it was grueling for myself, my family, my employees, and my businesses. I often got home after 9:00 p.m., and weekends provided no break. Between the two campaigns combined, I participated in more than fifty debates and forums.

For some candidates, the experience inevitably becomes emotional. It was tough to lose a statewide election by just a few thousand votes—easily one of the worst experiences in my life—but on election night, I conceded the race to someone I would rather have punched in the nose. I lost with as much grace as possible. I knew that life would go on.

Former President Trump has turned losing with grace into losing with disgrace. He has spawned a group of losing candidates who would rather howl about voter fraud—without justification— than display the leadership qualities demanded by the positions for which they ran. Some of these failed candidates who make meritless accusations of voter fraud don’t seem to understand their own claims. Others spurn factual accuracy. For these folks, the end goal has nothing to do with winning an election. It is about raising money or profile—or worse, about undermining our republic.

Claiming voter fraud has become a big business. Lawyers make millions of dollars filing lawsuits claiming voter fraud. Likewise, pseudo-technologists make huge amounts of money by providing false “analysis” that yields the results requested by those who paid for the work.

Analysis conducted to reach a predetermined outcome cannot be trusted. The bonkers claims of voter fraud made in the aftermath of the 2020 general election were wrong across the board. When those claims had data at their foundation, it was easy to identify where the analysis was faulty. True fraud is detectable, quantifiable, and verifiable—especially fraud sufficient to alter the outcome of an election in which thousands of votes measure the margin of victory.

Voter fraud has not swung any election outcome I am familiar with on a national level. A primary for a congressional seat in North Carolina was nullified in 2018 and ordered by the courts to be redone due to the uncovering of a ballot-harvesting operation (which was illegal in North Carolina but is not in some other states). The same operation also apparently created false ballots.1

Millions of dollars have been spent looking for massive voter fraud, and dozens of court cases have been filed claiming massive voter fraud—all to no avail. As of the writing of this book, no evidence of organized, massive voter fraud has been discovered or documented anywhere in the United States.

That said, the infrastructure with which we conduct our elections can be described, at best, as disjointed and, at worst, as seriously lacking. I say this with the certainty of a technologist with over thirty years of experience designing and building complex computer systems with mission-critical purposes. One of these systems delivered billions of dollars of SNAP (Supplemental Food Nutrition Program, or food stamp) benefits. Another was a lottery system in which a winning billion-dollar ticket could not be lost as it traveled electronically from the point-of-sale device to the main computer.

It is hard to imagine anyone claiming that the voting infrastructure that implements our elections is not mission-critical.

Many of you will assume that our country has fifty different election jurisdictions and systems, one for each state. That assumption, while logical, would be very wrong. Just a few states have a single statewide system. Many states push the responsibility of conducting elections to county governments, including the technical infrastructure with which to do it. I have seen estimates that number our country’s election jurisdictions at over five thousand. Some estimates claim ten thousand.

When you dig into the data, you begin to see that these jurisdictions do things differently from one another. County-to-county differences exist within the same state, and differences in how election issues are handled between states constantly crop up.

It is difficult to find any aspect of voting that does not yield politically polarized disagreements, which is not surprising. What hasn’t become politically polarized? Vaccinations have left the scientific realm and become ideological fodder. Education. Voting. Activities fundamental to our personal and national well-being are now fought about through a prism of ideology rather than pragmatism. But ideology has never fixed anything.

The red and blue sides spend enormous sums of money duking it out in court about removing dead voters from the rolls, whether mail ballots should exist, and on and on. These fights are fought in every state.

An uneven hash of laws mandate that most (but not all) states follow specific rules regarding how elections are conducted. Our federal elections rely upon these laws. The only way to ensure that everyone’s vote is treated the same no matter where they live is to apply all our election laws evenly to every state and, by extension, to every voting jurisdiction in the United States. For our national elections to have the highest possible integrity, ensuring that all states administer those elections the same way cannot be aspirational—it must be foundational. Inconsistency is the enemy of integrity.

I will describe data in many of the pages that follow with a good dose of law on the side because, unfortunately, this is the only way to discuss the intersection of our current election laws and what is happening within our election infrastructure.

The first part of the book discusses the work I did for the Trump campaign, the results found and not found, the personalities I encountered who pushed different claims of voter fraud, and what was done with the results of my findings. (Spoiler alert: I found no fraud sufficient to impact the election in any state whose data I was asked to analyze.) I document how hard the Trump administration and individuals from around the country tried to find analysis to support the claim of massive voter fraud. Most importantly, I discuss an analysis I performed in March 2023 that disproves former president Trump’s claim that the 2020 election was stolen.

If you have ever wondered what it is like to receive a subpoena as part of a federal lawsuit, I’ll tell you about that too.

The book’s second part discusses how our fifty states manage to bring chaos to our federal elections. The mess is brought about by different states performing the same job differently—some well and some poorly. The uneven performance of our state-based election infrastructure means that our federal elections rely upon data that is outstanding in some cases but is, in too many others, terrible. States implement their elections differently, which means that voters in our national elections can have vastly different voting experiences depending on where they live, which is unfair.

The book’s third section offers my suggestions for legislation that Congress can enact to address technical and integrity issues embedded in our current election infrastructure. I know that many of you have no confidence that Congress can agree on what to order for lunch, but I am an optimist.

I hope that you find the discussions interesting and compelling—but, of equal importance, I hope that state legislatures, members of Congress, and election officials throughout the country give some thought to the picture I paint of what we are doing and how we can improve things.

It was challenging to keep up with current events as I wrote this book, and ultimately futile as I had to stop writing so the pages you are reading could be printed. Significant events that shed light on issues I discuss will undoubtedly have occurred once I stopped writing and before you started reading.

I was paid by the Trump campaign to look for evidence of massive voter fraud. I did so to the best of my ability. I left no stone unturned. No evidence—at all—of massive voter fraud was discovered. My findings were communicated to the highest levels of our federal government. And yet, to this day, former president Trump, failed politicians such as Kari Lake, and hangers-on such as Mike Lindell (CEO of My Pillow) talk about massive voter fraud as if it has been proven many times over.

It is critical to set the record straight regarding voter fraud and the results of the 2020 election: it has never been proven, and most certainly had no role in impacting the results of the 2020 presidential election.

The claim that voter fraud was the cause of former president Trump’s 2020 election loss has been disproven. Enough already.


	
1 Michael Graff and Nick Ochsner, “ ‘This Smacks of Something Gone Awry’: A True Tale of Absentee Vote Fraud,” Politico, November 29, 2021, https://www.politico.com/news/magazine/2021/11/29/true-tale-absentee-voter-fraud-north-carolina-523238.
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Chapter 1 RECRUITED


The call came late in the afternoon the day after the 2020 election. I did not recognize the number. The caller introduced himself as Alex Cannon, a lawyer for the Trump campaign. After some brief introductions, he asked if I would look for voter fraud.

There was a wide range of reactions as I discussed the phone call with my family.

“Why would you do it?” my daughter asked.

I told her that somebody was going to do this work. That person should do the work honestly, thoroughly, and most importantly, impartially. I knew I could do this job that way, but I did not know how many others could. Also, if there was indeed massive voter fraud, I felt it was critical to find it, publicize it, and get it addressed. Our country would be at dire risk if our elections were fraudulently decided. It would be a matter of pride to be the person who found the fraud.

This project represented a unique opportunity—the chance to perform a nationwide audit of election data with a large budget and the data-gathering resources of the Republican National Committee. The job, done well, would be about something more than the candidate. It would be about the process.

I knew that it would be contentious. Any work done on behalf of President Trump would immediately be seen as hugely positive by about half of the country and tremendously negative by the other half. Any results produced would similarly generate a harsh partisan response. Half of the country would be upset no matter what I found or did not find.

What made it possible for me to say yes was that the data, and the data alone, would drive my findings. I would have the data to back up a finding of massive fraud; and if the data indicated no fraud, I would have the proof.



The next day, after sleeping on it and having more conversations with my family and close friends, I called Cannon back and told him I would do the job.

One of my most significant concerns was getting paid. I was well aware of the stories of contractors who struggled to get paid after working for Trump, and I did not want to be one of them. The job I had to do would involve expensive work performed by other data vendors, and I did not want to be stuck paying those bills. When I broached the subject with Cannon, he assured me that money wouldn’t be a problem and that all payments would be wired to me before any work commenced. Problem solved.

Another issue that concerned me was setting expectations. I did not want anybody to believe that I had promised a result that could overturn an election. In fact, I wanted to make sure it was known that in my seven years of experience researching voting data, I did not think it likely that I would find voter fraud sufficient to alter the outcome, but that I would do everything in my power to find it if it was there.

Cannon said he appreciated my candor and that my approach to the work was good. In addition, he said that my involvement in the project would be closely guarded to keep political pressures away from me. The importance of that decision can only be fully appreciated in hindsight.

I communicated to Cannon that I assumed I would have to sign a nondisclosure agreement and that I had no problem with that. Surprisingly, he responded that a nondisclosure agreement would not be necessary. Hence, this book.

The signed contract retained me to look for voter fraud in the swing states whose names were continuously in the news: Georgia, Pennsylvania, Arizona, Nevada, Michigan, and Wisconsin. I would data mine for voter fraud, looking for deceased voters and people who voted in multiple states. I stated that my results would be of sufficient quality to stand up in a court of law.

I was perfectly happy to keep this endeavor strictly confidential. Not even my in-laws knew of the work I did. The illusion of secrecy would be pretty much shot to hell when my company was identified to the January 6 Committee in April of 2022.

To this day, I do not for sure know how my previous work in election data analysis found its way to the Trump campaign. I did not seek out this gig. I did not apply for it. I even told the campaign that I would be surprised if we found what they were looking for.

The contract was signed on November 5, 2020. I had no idea then how finding so little would lead to so much.






Chapter 2 SEEKING VALIDATION


Within days of beginning my work, I started getting requests from Cannon to validate some wild voter fraud claims. The number of claims snowballed, and I was frequently given very short time frames, on the order of twenty-four hours, to verify or disprove them. The intention was to use the claims I was asked to validate as the basis of lawsuits challenging election results. At first, the requests were worded “Please try to verify this claim.” By the end, the requests were phrased “Tell me why this claim is wrong.”

States have different time frames for making legal challenges to election results. In the case of the states I was working on, less than three weeks were allotted from Election Day to the deadlines for filing lawsuits. As a result, I had little time to access the election data (if it was even available), process it, analyze it, and produce a report. Wisconsin had a deadline of November 17. Georgia provides a two-day window after vote certification to contest the result; they certified their vote on November 20.

The job was much larger and more difficult than I had expected, mainly because the data available in the days immediately after an election are sometimes deficient and incomplete compared to the data states release to the public months afterward. I was not told whence these individual fraud claims originated, although I was told that some of them had found their way to the White House, then to Cannon, then to me. Otherwise, I was walled off from everything else that was swirling around the campaign. I did not need to know sources, where my findings went, or what was done with them.

COVID-19 had shut Rhode Island down. My car was one of the few on the road when I went to the office. In fact, I had been going to the office daily since the beginning of the pandemic—I was not equipped at that time to work from home at 100 percent capacity.

The depositions taken by the Select Committee to Investigate the January 6th Attack on the United States Capitol (the January 6 Committee) have helped me understand how my work made its way to the highest reaches of our government. Those depositions also provide a road map for where some of the fraud claims I disproved originated and how different participants in former president Trump’s orbit reacted to my findings.

The January 6 Committee deposition taken from Timothy Murtaugh on May 19, 2022,2 provides the names of those who initiated my project. Murtaugh was employed by the Trump campaign from 2019 through January 2021, working on the communications team. On page 27, the questioner states that Alex Cannon sent an email to Murtaugh that said: “Good morning, Tim. I’m running a post-election fraud detection program as directed by Eric and Jared. Can we sit down at some point this morning to connect on the comms side?”

The same email is discussed in Alex Cannon’s April 3, 2022,3 deposition. The committee questioner asks Cannon on page 20 to clarify that the Eric and Jared referred to in the email are Eric Trump and Jared Kushner, which Cannon confirms. Neither Kushner nor Eric Trump knew I was doing the fraud investigation work while the project was ongoing—Cannon had assured me that no one up the chain of command would know that I was doing the work.

Alex Cannon’s deposition sums up the final results of my work: no evidence of voter fraud sufficient to overturn the election in any state. Cannon’s recorded testimony that the campaign found no evidence of massive voter fraud is one of the only pieces of his deposition that made it to the televised hearings. Cannon is shown quoting former president Trump’s chief of staff, Mark Meadows, who stated, in the context of Cannon telling him massive voter fraud was not found, “There is no there, there.”4 Cannon and Meadows had been discussing the results of my work.

Cannon’s testimony identifies my company as doing the fraud analytics work, although he does not quite get my company name correct. On page 28,5 he says that “Simpatico System” was doing his fraud detection work. My company’s name is “Simpatico Software Systems”… close enough, I guess.

On page 63,6 Cannon states: “I trusted Simpatico to be very diligent, and that’s why I wanted to work with them.” Cannon does not mention me by name, for which I am thankful. While I appreciate the work the January 6 Committee performed, I had zero interest in receiving a subpoena from the committee and incurring the costs of appearing before them. More importantly, I did not want someone else framing my work and story.

On February 3, 2022, while questioning Jason Miller, a senior adviser to the Trump 2020 campaign, the committee appeared to be probing to determine who had performed the fraud work for the campaign. On page 115 of Miller’s deposition,7 he is asked if someone named Matt Braynard is “the expert”—a reference to me. Miller responds, “[No]. I thought that the person who actually did the database work was more of a database professional as opposed to a, say, political consultant.” Yup.

Matt Braynard, on the other hand, was responsible for some terrible data analytics. He was also, for a time, a Trump campaign employee. We will meet him again later.


	
2 Select Committee to Investigate the January 6th Attack on the US Capitol, US House of Representatives, Interview of Timothy Murtaugh, May 19, 2022, Washington, DC, https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GPO-J6-TRANSCRIPT-CTRL0000083780/pdf/GPO-J6-TRANSCRIPT-CTRL0000083780.pdf.

	
3 Select Committee to Investigate the January 6th Attack on the US Capitol, US House of Representatives, Interview of Alex Cannon, April 13, 2022, Washington, DC, https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GPO-J6-TRANSCRIPT-CTRL0000062449/pdf/GPO-J6-TRANSCRIPT-CTRL0000062449.pdf.

	
4 Ibid., 34.

	
5 Ibid., 28.

	
6 Ibid., 63.

	
7 Select Committee to Investigate the January 6th Attack on the US Capitol, US House of Representatives, Interview of Jason Miller, February 3, 2022, Washington, DC, https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GPO-J6-TRANSCRIPT-CTRL0000041286/pdf/GPO-J6-TRANSCRIPT-CTRL0000041286.pdf.








Chapter 3 BAD BLOOD, BAD ANALYTICS, AND BIG MONEY


If it seems odd to you that the Trump campaign contracted me to look for voter fraud when I told them it was unlikely to be found, you are probably unaware that there were (at least) two legal camps when it came to litigating the election. One camp consisted of the lawyers employed by the Trump campaign in early November. Those I interacted with were young professionals who had most of their careers ahead of them. As a result, they were unwilling to risk their reputations and careers on false claims and lawsuits. The other group consisted of more reckless lawyers, including Rudy Giuliani, John Eastman, and Sidney Powell, who legally pursued wildly false and unsubstantiated claims of voter fraud. I should add that Giuliani’s legal team took over all aspects of election litigation on November 19, 2020, a fact that I was unaware of as my project wound down.

The chasm between these lawyers and other individuals involved with the campaign was vast. Some January 6 Committee depositions expose outright hostility between the groups.

In Cannon’s deposition, he is asked about Cleta Mitchell. In November of 2020, Mitchell was infamously on the phone with President Trump when Trump insisted that Georgia election officials find him enough votes to overturn the election results in that state.8

“I just want to find 11,780 votes, which is one more than we have,” Trump said.

On page 40 of Cannon’s deposition,9 he says this about Mitchell in response to a question regarding his communications with her: “My email exchanges with—my contact and email exchanges with Cleta Mitchell were not directly about any claims of election fraud. So, you know, I don’t believe that—Cleta was—Cleta—it was my understanding Cleta was going in and trashing a lot of my colleagues and people that I respected, and I wanted to keep my distance from her.”

Many people made, and are still making, piles of money off the voter-fraud/election-denial industry. Although the money that drives that industry is not the main focus of this book, I need to discuss it here because money must be motivating some who push election lies.

Attorney Sidney Powell, whose overhyped “Kraken” lawsuits were tossed out of court for having no merit, raised over $16 million in the year immediately after the 2020 election.10 Why donors have thrown so much money at her preposterous, doomed-to-failure legal gambits is puzzling. Powell’s nonprofit, Defending the Republic, saw mass resignations in the spring of 2021 due to a lack of financial transparency, according to the Washington Post. Among those who resigned was the group’s chief financial officer.11

Was Powell taking advantage of donors whose desperation to see Trump in office for another four years blinded them to the emptiness of her claims? It is hard not to come to this conclusion considering the financial chaos that occurred within her nonprofit corporation.

Former Trump campaign staffer, data analyst, and January 6 apologist Matt Braynard claimed to have found evidence of more voter fraud in Georgia than the 2020 margin of victory. He then had his findings destroyed by former Georgia state legislator Bee Nguyen.12 Nonetheless, Braynard is reported to have raised close to half a million dollars to support his hunt for voter fraud.13

As the Texas saying goes, Mike Lindell is all hat and no cattle. As far as I can determine, he has yet to be right about any of the voter fraud he yells about or his wild predictions of when the 2020 election will be overturned and former president Trump “reinstated” to the presidency. Lindell is raising money into a “legal offense fund,”14 but purports to have spent tens of millions of dollars of his own money pushing election claims he cannot prove are true.15 I find it hard to believe that Lindell has liquidated colossal sums of money in a charitable effort to somehow put Trump back into office by any means possible.

One of the primary motivations for me to break my silence and discuss my work for the Trump campaign is the parade of failed candidates who join the likes of Lindell and Powell in echoing Trump’s false claims of voter fraud. While working for the campaign in November of 2020, I watched as Rhode Island candidates I knew began repeating the false claim that voter fraud had caused their own losses in the 2020 election cycle.

One of these candidates was a retired military chaplain who held a seat in the Rhode Island legislature and ran for Congress in 2020 as a Republican. Bob Lancia’s race was an extreme long shot in a state such as Rhode Island, which is among the bluest states. It had been decades since Rhode Island sent a Republican to Congress, and Lancia’s efforts were likely doomed to failure due to his party affiliation and low name recognition. On election night, the counting of votes cast in person on Election Day showed Lancia with an improbable lead over the multiterm incumbent, Jim Langevin. Mail ballot totals were not released until well after midnight. Once counted, the mail ballots yielded a decisive win for Langevin, which was the anticipated outcome for most political observers.

Lancia claimed that the mail ballot counting amounted to a theft of his race, a dastardly deed conducted in the dark of night—never mind that voting by mail is legal in Rhode Island, that local election rules mandated that mail ballots be tallied only after the polls closed, or that the odds of an upset in this race were minuscule.

There are meaningful discussions to be had about mail ballots. But of the likely issues to come up in those discussions (among them security and ballot harvesting), none are direct or even oblique proof that voter fraud occurred. More on this later.

The 2022 election did not provide a break from baseless claims of voter fraud. Failed candidate Kari Lake cried fraud after losing the Arizona governor’s race.16 Mike Lindell went so far as to claim that incumbent Florida governor Ron DeSantis’s landslide victory in 2022 was only possible due to massive, unsubstantiated voter fraud.17 Lindell vowed to go to Florida and prove his claim. I have seen nothing to indicate that Lindell went to Florida or delivered a shred of evidence to back up his claims.

As of this writing, I have not had a chance to look at Arizona’s election data to attempt to validate Lake’s fraud claims. But I don’t have to see how individuals voted to determine that Lake’s claims ring hollow. The top statewide vote-getter in Arizona in 2022, from any party, out of every candidate for US Senate, governor, secretary of state, attorney general, and treasurer, was a Republican. Kimberly Yee—a Republican—garnered 1,390,135 votes in her winning race for treasurer. Lake lost her race for governor by more than 17,000 after netting 1,270,774 votes.18 Lake is trying to claim that a bizarre fraud that cost her the governor’s race somehow spared Yee in her race for treasurer, which can only be classified as nonsense. Yee earned over 119,000 more votes than Lake in 2022. Notably, every statewide Republican candidate in Arizona but Yee embraced election conspiracy theories—and lost. Not all candidates are capable of introspection, but, come on! Republicans can clearly win statewide elections in Arizona, but not by embracing far-out conspiracy theories.

Of course, neither Lake, Lindell, nor any of those who shouted about voter fraud before them has provided a shred of verifiable proof to back up those fraud claims. And when their claims of voter fraud were disproved, they only screamed more loudly.


	
8 Jaclyn Diaz, “Attorney on Call with Trump and Georgia Officials Resigns from Law Firm,” NPR.org, January 6, 2021, https://www.npr.org/2021/01/06/953823383/attorney-on-call-with-trump-and-georgia-officials-resigns-from-law-firm.

	
9 Select Committee to Investigate the January 6th Attack on the US Capitol, US House of Representatives, Interview of Alex Cannon, April 13, 2022, Washington, DC, https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GPO-J6-TRANSCRIPT-CTRL0000062449/pdf/GPO-J6-TRANSCRIPT-CTRL0000062449.pdf.
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Chapter 4 THE BIRTHDAY PROBLEM


I received an urgent request from Alex Cannon on November 11. A lawsuit was soon to be filed claiming that 16,097 voters had cast ballots in Nevada as well as in some other state.

John Eastman was one of the key legal players on Trump’s team of attorneys who pushed boundaries. Before he became infamous for proposing that Vice President Pence had the constitutional authority to ignore the certified results of our election and name Donald Trump as the winner, Eastman participated in the barrage of lawsuits contesting election results. He was keenly interested in the doozy that was handed to me. Someone had performed a data analysis looking for people who voted twice in the 2020 general election. I’ll refer to this as a double vote. The analysis looked for ballots cast by voters in two states who shared the same last and first names, along with a middle initial “when available,” and who shared the same birth year and birth month. The text describing the analysis included this critical caveat: “Please note that this file is a prospect file, so will contain false positives. All these records should be independently verified.”

Even with this warning, a lawsuit was being prepared using the data to support a claim of massive voter fraud in Nevada. This was outrageous. How could a lawyer be so reckless as to go to court with a set of data that is admittedly only a partial step toward definitively identifying voter fraud?

People sometimes take two bites of the electoral apple by double voting in two states. Some people occasionally double vote in the same state. There is no national infrastructure to identify instances of double voting, but voting twice in a federal election is a felony under federal law, with severe consequences; a conviction can lead to up to five years of jail time and a fine of up to $10,000.19 Beyond that, there is little desire on anyone’s part to do anything about it.

Until the last few years, no one was trying to identify double voters. Before 2008, there was no way to perform this kind of analysis because many states did not have modern voter registration systems and could not provide the data needed to do the work.

Whoever did this analysis made a critical mistake in their assumptions about how to confidently match two people based on names and dates of birth—an error that meant that most of the findings were wrong. I knew this analysis was off the rails when I read one line in the email containing the claim: “not all Nevada registered voters have a day of birth, just month and year.” It meant the analysis was not being performed against an official Nevada voter registration file, which in 2020 provided full dates of birth.

In all likelihood, the analysis was performed against a marketing database sold as a reliable voter data resource. Few states provide only birth year and birth month in their voter data. Most either provide a full date of birth or a birth year only. A few do not give any birth date information, an issue to which we will return.

Remember that this analysis was to be used as the foundation of a lawsuit asking the court to declare the Nevada election result… well, I guess I don’t know what the campaign was going to ask. Even if 16,000 duplicate votes could have been confirmed with a high degree of confidence, no one has any way of knowing for which candidate those duplicate votes were cast. There would have been no way to claim harm had been delivered to a specific candidate!

When we vote, the candidate we vote for is kept private—for a good reason. The last thing we need is an election worker, government official, or someone from the political world hassling us because we voted for someone they don’t like. We vote anonymously after we check in.

Without a way to know for whom a duplicate voter cast their ballots, this lawsuit, if it had correctly identified duplicate votes, would be pointing out a flaw with our election systems (which does exist), but it would likely fail to prove that those duplicate votes put the wrong candidate into a position of power.

As an aside, when I find duplicate votes, roughly 60 percent of the duplicate ballots are cast by voters registered as Republicans. This ratio, which reduces to about 50/50 in solidly blue states, throws much doubt on the oft-repeated message that voter fraud is a partisan activity on the part of just one party. Double voting appears to be a crime of privilege—those who can afford to own two homes are usually the ones who double vote.

I doubt the data source used in this analysis would have survived legal scrutiny if the case had been filed. A court case based on voting data that did not come directly from state election officials is dubious—especially when the data had clearly been modified in a meaningful way. In Nevada’s case, full dates of birth are available in the state’s voter data, but the voter fraud analysis was performed against data that only provided a year and month of birth.

The problem this analysis ran into, aside from being performed against data that likely did not come directly from Nevada election officials, is what I call “the birthday problem.” If you match two people with the same last and first names and the exact full birth dates, can you confidently state that the match is valid? For example, is John Smith, born on July 4, 1983, who lives in New York, the same person as John Smith, born on July 4, 1983, who lives in Connecticut? The answer in most cases, surprisingly to many fraud hunters, is no.

Performing a match on full first and last names and full dates of birth is wrong over 90 percent of the time. I know this empirically, having run hundreds of thousands of potential matches based on name and birth date through an expensive process involving third-party vendors, credit bureau data, and a specialized database used for fraud detection purposes. This process can confirm, with a high degree of certainty, that two individuals are the same person by looking at the same data used when they apply for a loan, among other data points. The process I follow is conservative—I err on the side of not identifying matches if there is a question about the result.

When the campaign sent me the spreadsheet with the 16,097 claimed duplicate votes, I told them my processing would yield maybe 160 confirmed duplicates.

The number of confirmed exact matches with the same voter in two different states came in at 299. I was still uncertain if this data involved actual votes cast or not. However, there was no time to explore that at the time, and it was unnecessary to go further; the number of possible fraudulent votes needed to be much larger to matter to the campaign and the prospective lawsuit.

In what amounted to the knockout punch for this analysis, only the final result was provided to me in the form of names and birth date information. I had no way of knowing what data was relied upon and no way of confirming that whoever did the analysis had correctly identified valid votes. I was concerned that this analysis was not based on actual votes cast but was instead looking at duplicate registered voters, which is not illegal. A voter can have active voter registrations in two states—a bad thing from an election integrity standpoint, but legal. A crime has been committed only if that voter casts a vote in each state.

As part of preparing this book, I made time to dive more deeply into some of those 299 confirmed matches. I wanted to look at data I knew was valid to see if those matches were actually duplicate votes cast.

I looked only at matches where I could identify two people (likely a couple) who were registered together at an address in one state and also at an address in another state. According to the original analysis I was given, six matched sets of voters might have voted together in two states, committing a shared felonious experience.

Did these couples commit voter fraud? Yes and no. I could confirm two of the six sets of votes. For the others, votes were not cast at one of the addresses, confirming the worst of what I suspected about the analysis handed to me back in 2020—the person who did the work did not understand how to identify an actual vote that was cast, only potential duplicate registrations.

Couples committing voter fraud together have always fascinated me. I have documented a couple of hundred sets of couples who cast votes together in two states over the years. Dozens of families of three and four members have also crossed my desk after voting together in multiple states.

From the Nevada analysis, the following sets of duplicate votes were confirmed by me:


A couple born in the mid-1950s voted together in Las Vegas, Nevada, and Chula Vista, California. Both are registered Republicans in both states.

A couple born around 1940 voted together in Reno, Nevada, and South Lake Tahoe, California. Both are registered Republicans in both states.





The Many Ken Blocks

There were a couple of hundred confirmed duplicate registrations and, perhaps, duplicate votes. So why was the original analysis so off? The original claim was over 16,000. The answer: we are a country of over 330 million people, and many of us share the same name.

You would think that my name is relatively unique. Ken Block. How many of us can there be? For starters, some of you might have purchased this book because you thought I was the far more famous race car driver Ken Block. For that, I am very sorry. Ken Block, the race car driver and founder of DC Shoes, tragically died in January 2023 in a snowmobile accident. My Twitter account (I guess I should call it X now), which usually gets a few new followers every week who think that I race cars, got a bunch of new followers in January 2023, eager, apparently, to follow the account of someone who had recently died—and who inexplicably talked a lot about Rhode Island and good government. Worse, people tagged me as having died, which caused some concern for those who know me.

The lead singer of the band Sister Hazel is also named Ken Block.

Tragically, another Ken Block lives in my home state of Rhode Island, about a dozen miles from me. During my campaigns for governor, he sometimes got my hate mail, and I received some bills meant for him. We are not related, but I have some high school friends on Facebook who seem to prefer him over me. The other Rhode Island Ken Block used to live in Florida in the same city as Sister Hazel’s Ken Block and received attention from Sister Hazel fans, which would undoubtedly be preferable to receiving attention from fans of Rhode Island politics.

In the forty or so states I have in my voter registration database, there are seventy-two Ken, Kenny, or Kenneth Blocks. While I am the only one in my birth year, four Ken Blocks were born in 1966.

Imagine running this same exercise for “John Smith.” Well, I did. There are 14,656 John, Johnny, Jonathan, or Johnathan Smiths in my system’s combined voter registration databases. Seven Mr. Smiths were born on May 22, 1985, six on January 22, 1986, and five on February 19, 1948. When we only look at the year of birth, 298 Mr. Smiths were born in 1963, 298 in 1947, and 295 in 1962.

I omit a discussion of middle names here because it is complicated and gets into a technical conversation that uses terms such as “fuzzy matching.” The issue with middle names is that sometimes people fill out forms and include their full middle names, or use a middle initial, or leave the middle name blank. Middle name matching does not add the information needed to ensure that an individual has been uniquely identified.

Matching on name and any piece of the date of birth cannot be relied upon to claim voter fraud. The best use for this kind of matching, where the analysis stops at names and birth dates, is to prepare a list of potential duplicates requiring far deeper research—not to go to court.

Any match based on name and birth date needs additional confirming data to prove the match. I have used online property records to connect a person to two addresses in different states. One of the earliest attempts I made at matching votes cast in two states involved two voters who appeared to vote in both Rhode Island and Florida. The voters (a couple) were matched as having voted in Newport, RI, and Palm Beach, FL. I found Palm Beach property records that reference the Newport, RI, address. In addition, both voters’ names were on the Florida property record. I brought these voters to the attention of law enforcement. Interestingly, there was never any action taken to enforce federal election law, although the voter registrations in Newport disappeared.

Based on my work over the years, the most likely explanation when two people with the same name and birth date cast a vote is that those are two different people, not one person committing a felony—more than 90 percent of the time.





Tricky Data and Shortcuts

My communication back to the campaign with my findings was: “DO NOT ALLOW THIS [analysis] TO GO OUT.” A lawsuit was about to be filed with false information.

The campaign contacted the lawyer who was going to file the challenge and told him that the data on which he intended to base the lawsuit was terrible. I did not know who the lawyer was. The lawyer initially told the campaign that they would proceed with the lawsuit anyway. Later, after some back and forth, the lawyer was convinced not to file.

In the spring of 2021, I learned that Eastman was very interested in my Nevada findings. He pulled me aside in a hallway after I had met him for the first time and demanded that I tell him why the data in the Nevada lawsuit was bad.

I explained the birthday problem to him, but I do not think he really heard or understood me. He handed me his business card, and I told him I would email a more straightforward explanation to his Claremont College email address, which I did.

Perhaps the worst example of the birthday problem yielding a flawed analysis happened publicly in Georgia on December 10, 2020. On that day, Matt Braynard testified to the Georgia legislature’s House Governmental Affairs Committee about an analysis he publicly released of all manner of claimed instances of voter fraud in Georgia.20

Former state representative Bee Nguyen questioned many of Braynard’s findings. Nguyen researched some of Braynard’s claims of fraudulent voting activities, going so far as to contact voters Braynard claimed committed crimes to provide evidence that he was wrong. Nguyen interviewed voters accused of casting duplicate votes (one in Georgia and one in Arizona). She found that while two voters with the same name who were born in the same year cast votes in the two states, the full dates of birth for those voters were different.

Nguyen effectively disproved many of Braynard’s claims of voter fraud by simply reaching out to some of the voters Braynard claimed had committed voter fraud. Braynard’s analysis stopped far short of what was needed to make a credible fraud claim. He fell into the birthday problem trap.

When confronted with this, Braynard’s deer-in-the-headlights response was to thank Nguyen for her questions; he then asked her to send him her findings so that he could do some deeper digging.

Was Braynard engaged in an unbiased investigation of voter fraud in Georgia? Almost certainly not. He was a Trump campaign staff member at one point and is listed as the leader of a group named Look Ahead America, which, among other things, organized rallies to support “J6 prisoners” (people accused of crimes associated with the mayhem at the US Capitol on January 6, 2021).21

It is important to note that Georgia and Arizona only supply birth years in their voter data. In his testimony, Braynard stated that Georgia and Arizona gave full birth dates, which was flatly wrong. My best guess and personal opinion are that Braynard was not working off voter data provided directly by Arizona and Georgia—or he was lying about the nature of his data because he had been so publicly called out.

I can understand why Braynard may have taken a shortcut when looking at the data; processing Arizona’s available election data just days after the election would be no simple task. The only Arizona voter data with election results available immediately after the election came from each Arizona county.

There are fifteen Arizona counties. Thirteen report their early election results using the same file format. However, Maricopa County and Pima County each have different file formats. This leads me to believe that Arizona has at least three different sets of voting infrastructure across the state, which includes voter registration systems.

Braynard’s probable use of data that did not come directly from election officials dramatically reduced the likelihood that his analysis would be accurate. But it did allow him latitude to reach the conclusions he wanted.


	
19 52 USC 10307: Prohibited Acts, https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=(title:52%20section:10307%20edition:prelim).

	
20 Georgia State House Governmental Affairs Committee, “Georgia State Reps Question Matt Braynard,” @11Alive, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LXvybaYCSIM.

	
21 https://lookaheadamerica.org.
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