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Document 

2001 

BBC News Article, “Tinder accounts spammed by bots 

masquerading as singles”, 

http://www.bbc.com/news/26850761, last accessed Nov. 

29, 2016. 

2002 

Technology Review Article, “Fake Persuaders”, 

https://www.technologyreview.com/s/535901/fake-

persuaders/, last accessed Nov. 29, 2016. 

2003 

Certified copy of the file wrapper and contents of the 

application (14/678,815) leading to U.S. Patent No. 

9,300,792. 
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