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DEMOCRACY EVOLVES!

Soap Box v\i The best voting methods for elections and meetikgee software!
Humor Who said, "He is a barbarian and thinks the cust

of his tribe are the laws of nature." 1) GeorgernBed Shaw
2) Mark Twain 3) Newt Gingrich 4) Pat Robertson ?

Democratic Solutions

This article explains improvements for democracgmy size
from schoolroom to nation, and at all steps frommimating
candidates to allocating funds. The 3 tragedidsvbevere
caused by the most common voting systems usedtmneand
towns, co-ops and corporate boards. The nextosectiescribe
single- and multi-winner election rules. Latertgmts add:
Policies: Vote once to enact 1 policy out of mapyians..p 6
Projects: Vote once to select and budget seveo@gs....p 7
Budgets: Vote to simultaneously adjust each budget...p 9

Tragedies By Design

A In South Korea's 1987 presidential election, 2rits faced
the heir of a military dictatorship. The liberagist a majority of
the votes but split their supporters, so the cordie won un-
der aplurality vote-counting rule. These rules elect whoe
gets the most votes; 50% is not required. Thetamit party
claimed a mandate to continue its repressive gdiciDefeated
at the next election, its leaders were convictettexdson for or-
dering the tragic shooting of pro-democracy denaists.

B In North Carolina, the plurality rules deny remetation to
African-Americans. They have enough voters to Zilelection
districts. But they are a 25% minority scatteredrd districts.
So for 100 years they won no federal representatidfithout
representation, many felt invisible as voters.

C The Pacific Northwest has been ripped apart foyedrs by
repeated reversals of environmental laws. Hasggitg in
times of low regulation lays waste to resource®ridélic bans
on logging bankrupt workers and small business&solitical

pendulum swings, cutting down forests and specthes) fami-
lies and communities. Governments and businesiies mse
wealth when a legislature changes hands and chadages
These reversals are a major reason for war-likitigml

kL Why we need new rules
after George H. Hallett Jr.

Our defective voting rules come from the failurer¢alize
there are different types of election which requiiféerent meth-
ods of voting. "We try to carry over to more coiogted situa-
tions a method which is only suitable in decidihg simplest
sort of issue, that is, whether a question withyahlpossible
answers shall be answered 'yes' or 'no"." "Foh s@utissue 4
simple majority election is, of course, sufficiént.

As soon as 3 candidates presbetselvedor a single office
(or 3 answers to a single question) the situatiecones more
complicated and a simple yes-no vote is no longialsle.

When what we want is not a single officer or decisamong
alternatives, but a council fit to represent théev® something
quite different is required. What is needed is aaystem of
dividing the voters into winners and losers buystem of con-
densing them in the right proportions into theiosbn leaders.

INSIDE: Women as reps and free computer games!

ve

PMSEras, Voting Rules and Typical Councils

$$SSLAWS $$$

1800s Wwinner-Take-All Districts = Off-Center Councils... p1
Most English-speaking nations still use the ancigutality
rule. They elect only 1 rep from each electoratritit. So
only its largest group has the right to represéntat This rule
tends to produce 2 political parties; voters gdy @options,
and politics cover a narrow range of issues anevpiénts.
The council's majority party sets policies. (dar&ygabove) A
tiny change in 1 district's popular vote can spdtver, making

; policies flop from side to side. It is a war ofnmer take all.

$ SSLAWS $3 %

1900s Fair-Share Elections = One-Sided Majorities . p 2
Proportional Representation was invented in the 18800s to
end some problems caused by plurality rule. Mostatzacies
have adopted "PR". It elects several people toesemt each
large district. PR gives a party that wins, foaewle 11% of
the votes, 11% of the council seats; thus PR alwayes fair
shares of representation. It leads to broad reptason of is-
sues and viewpoints. But usually there is no e¢(®@) party
and the 2 biggest parties frequently refuse to wodether.
So the side with the most seats (dark gray andkplacms a
ruling majority which then enacts policies skewed tside.

e
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2000s Ensemble Councils = Balanced Majorities.. p 5

New ensemble councils will have PR seats plus dilats by

a central rul€C). To win by the central rule explained below
candidates must have broad appeal and views neanitidle
of the electorate, hence at the middle of a PR cibuso they
hold the council's decisive swing votes. Theirdat@onstitu-
ency demands policies balanced with the best ifteas each
side, not narrowly centrist nor mechanically averhg




A Organize Voters

A common problem in a vote-counting rule is toonmaan-
didates splitting a group of voters. To solve thedch voter
ranks the candidates, simply saying who he likest, 58 best
and so on. On the ballots below, voter 1 likesdadateB best.

7 Ballots Four ballots are a majority.
Rank| 1 2 3 45 6 7
1 | BB CDDDA Dis I choice for 3 voters.
2™ | ccCBCCAB A BorC get fewer firsts,
3" A DDB A CC soDwins by plurality rule
4™ | DA A A B B D Nobodywins a majority.

Condorcet's rule elects the 1 candidate who beats every STV

rival in a series ol against 1 testsIf most voters prefer (rank)
A overB, A passes that test. Each ballot's rank oélative toB
concerns us; the number of first-rank votes isimgortant.

Each number below tells how many ballots rankrtame in
the row heading over the name in the column heading

Condorcet tests A B C D
Four ballots raniB aboveA. forAl - 3 2 2
Three voters prefek overB. forB| 4 - 3 4
SoB passes that test aAdfails. forC| 5 4 - 4
C tops each rival s€ wins. for-D| 5 3 3 -

Merits of a Condorcet Chairperson

Condorcet's rule is the best for finding the nuesttral can-
didate. In a 1 on 1 test, the candidate with apisifavored by
the most central voter usually wins a majority (temtral voter
plus all voters on 1 side). But if she appealy dolcentrists, the
moderate and fringe voters on all sides can gighdrt ranks,
and the election, to someone whose appeal is witliéide ap-
peal and policy positions close to the median v®terake this
the most appropriate candidate to moderate debates.

Under Condorcet's rule all voters are obtainahtk\aluable.
For example, Gephardt out ranks Clinton on libéiaddlots, so
for a Condorcet win, Clinton would have to appeakéntrists
and conservatives — even though he cannot hope thdeft
choice for conservative voters. Clinton would h&veppeal to
liberals also in order to beat other central caatis.

Critics charge that Condorcet's rule might eleglitigians
whose meekness and indecision offends nobody. oBuibusly
those critics are exasperated by indecision, asnargy voters —
whose collective judgment must be followed.

Central leaders tend to be pragmatists whereasrothre
more doctrinaire and intolerant — with sometimesadirous con-
sequences. Constructive leaders of tHe@dntury will be chal-
lenged to raise tolerance of religions and cultures

A group with many candidates does not splintes nhem-
bers may rank all of their nominees above otherdickates.
Then each nominee gets all of that group's baildten tested
against an outsider. Finally, if another votingerpicks a differ-
ent winner, the Condorcet winner ranks higher orstntiallots
and would win a majority in a 1 against 1 test.

There is usually one who tops all others. Whenetli® none,
the IRV rule described next might be best. Sedidells why.

A very different way to organize groups of votéscalled

fewest votes loses. Her box is eliminated. Eddieo ballots is
moved to thesoter'snext choice.

Ranking a % choice cannot hurt your choicé& ¢hoice — the
2" does not count unless th& dhoice has lost.

In step 1 below, nobody wins a majorit4. andC tie for last
with 1 vote each. Most ballotank C higher soA is dropped.
Ballot 7 goes from that voter's'thoice A, to his 2° choice,B.

Ballot transfers organize the 7 ballots into gmsgppporting
stronger options. Four of the 7 ballots rank IRWiner B over
plurality winnerD. But another 4 of 7 rank Condorcet winer
overB. When there is one, the Condorcet winner is g&sh

Ballots for Action

stetp A B C D ballotgoes to voter's next choice
1 1.2 1 3 DropA. Move ballot 7 fromA to B.
2 4 3‘( 1 3 DropC. Move ballot 3 fronTC to B.
3 — 47 — 3 B wins a majority

In the Korean example, ballots for the weakerribeould
help elect the stronger liberal under both IRV &uhdorcet.

The Australians and Irish use IRV in many electiand call
it Preferential Vote or Alternative Vote. When dger multi-
winner contests it is called Choice Voting, Harelke, or Sin-
gle Transferable Vote (STV). And that is the next topic.

B Represent Everyone
Another common problem in an election rule itigy rep-
resentatives only for the largest group of voters.

We can solve that usir§TV, but here a box needs less than
half the ballots to win a seat on the council. Win 1 of 5 seats
requires the top rank on only one-fifth of the btlor 20%. An
interest group with 20% of the voters will win lasafter mov-
ing their ballots, no matter how many extra nomitey start
with. A group with 60% of the voters wins 3 seatsl only 3.
That is their fair share, their Proportional Repreation. If a
candidate gets more than enough votes, a shahe etra votes
goes to each supporter's next choice. (See pagb 3,

Proportional Representation

Proportional RepresentatidRR) elects several people from
each large district. A district with 3 reps mighéct 2 from the
largest party and 1 from another party. This regnés more
points of view. The more seats in a PR distrio¢, tore accu-
rately its reps speak for its voters. This inclasiepresentation
continues democracy’'s progress toward wide padtmp in
power. All democracies fulfill a minority citizentight to vote;
most fulfill a minority's right to representation.

PR is used by most stable democracies includingstrig,
Belgium, Brazil, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Greddelland,
Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan¢cadagua, Nor-
way, Poland, Portugal, Russia, Spain, South Afisveeden ...

STV is used in cities, towns, schools and unitiesi such as
Cambridge University and the city of Cambridge Ma$aisetts.

In 1993, New Zealanders voted to drop pluralityeréor
"party list" PR. Like the USA, New Zealand inhedtplurality
rule while it was a colony of Great Britain — thisf large nation
to hold elections. Voting for reps has evolvechéwer democ-
racies. The British themselves have been edgingr PR;
they use it to elect reps to the European Unionfandhe new

Instant Runoff Voting , orIRV. Here is an analogy: each can- legislatures of Scotland, Wales, and Northern fréla 2

didate sets out a box. A voter's ballot goes infavorite candi-
date's box. The ballots are counted. If the bets gmajority of
the ballots, it wins. If there is no winner, thandidate with



3 Excess Votes

STV Protects Majority Rights 3) Transfer Votes
Candidate

Each candidate sets out a bc S Anotes his ballot From Last-Place E S

in his favorite candidate's bo

Thédia are counted.

If the ballots in the box equal the number neededih a seat, the Helping Elect s
candidate wins. If it gets too many votes, theevgiets a share of Next Choice ¢ |
the excess transferred to his next choice. (stepf4d round of a0 &
counting finds no winner, the box with the fewestes is elimi- 5 Votes E s
nated. Its ballots transfer to each voter's nbatae. (steps 2, 3, 5) Transfer | Z =
Here we see a whole STV tally turning ballots inéps; 12 E s| s
ballots add up to 1 rep. 36 votes / 3 seats =gt@svfor 1 seat. rk hg . A A
Neighboring candidates have similar opinions sstnvoters b ﬁ a E E sl |s
rank them close together. 'R 3 B T = M
The old plurality rule electd, B, andS. So group | gets 2 reps b ﬁ a g s s
for 12 voters while group 2 gets only 1 rep forudters. That is A | 8 B e T A
not fair _and it does 'not lead to majority policieBut group | gets b ﬁ a E t sl Is
no rep if group Il gives 2 votes ®, 7 toS 8 to T, and 7 toU. . — —_— —
Plurality rules are erratic as well as unfair. sSTehows the impor- . ,
tance of ranking candidates and transferring tmllot A B ré S T ‘
1) Inltlal Ba”OtS KEY Voter's Current 4) TranSfer EXCGSS VOteS
TOP CHOICE s 3 Votes Transfer
12 ballots will elect 1 rep. next choice u 15 votes for S
7 Box of Ballots — — 12 vote quota
\ }l for Candidate S = 3 excess votes
e g 3 excess votes
| -ﬂ +15 voters
| I = 0.2
3 S Two tenths goes to each
/’ 11t supporter's next choice.
A 3@ ﬁ ERERL rk
! B
b a & t ot i b -ﬁ a
b| a |t 5 s b ﬁ a
Is) [t ST b :ﬁj a
Al /B R (s 1] U Al B 3
Group |, 12 Voters Group Il, 24 Voters
2) Transfer Votes From 5) Transfer Votes From Last-Place
Last-Place Candidate The tie between A and B was broken using all ihitia
ballots and Condorcet's Rule. Group Il prefers B.
/'_\|
\ v S~
7 s 6 Votes
/ fl 1t 4 Votes
! - = ___ Transfer. Transfer|
/ g s T [T Theygoto
| ri |t r| |s| each voter's
b — — R . next choice.
A B R S |Is T -
AR I B
A B E E‘ slg  [MT
I3 C s L L I R R | Sl
A Bl E [E §(s [T
L a s rf |t s| |s
A B R S T L A B o S T

page 3 Group I: 12 get 1 Rep Group II: 24 get 2 Reps



Two Views on the Purpose of Elections:

A) "An election should give representation to tlamge of
opinions held by voters. Give them a forum to defzand refine
policies for the common good." This view emphasittee inte-
grating purpose of elections and representativentittees.

B) "The goal of an election is to give 1 group fheewver to
rule. Give them a clear mandate to resolve necesémices.”
We could call that the dominance purpose of artielec

This view risks turning into dictatorship: If théggest party
should dominate a government, should the biggebgrsup
control the biggest party? And should the biggadt- sub-
group... 1side, 1 party, 1 faction, 1 leader.

Compromises must be made at some level, evertifishin
the mind of 1 person. Any 1-party government enacimpro-
mise policies, although the process may be seerefiemocrats
hold that political decisions are better when marigds work
together, when the options are debated in pubbenfimany
points of view, and when power is fairly distribdte

PR often gives no party a majority of seats. i€isay this
leads to weak, indecisive governments. Yet evéegsslature
with a majority party can be indecisive if reps esdteely and
use majority rule, as in the US Congress. But wie@s vote by
Condorcet's rule, they can quickly find a new migjdior each
issue. Then there is no ruling group, no powertgssip and no
failure to resolve necessary choices (more on page

STV has been said to favor extremists. The giray on the
back cover illustrates one fact refuting that ckardt encloses
only about 50% of the simulated voters. But itallsuincludes
100% of the reps from STV elections for 7 seatkess. Moder-
ates on or just inside that statistical line roefyrbeat candidates
from the outer half of the electorate.

Merits of Proportional Representation

choice. STV combines the primary with the genedaktion:
Each party offers more nominees than it can eledt\eters in
the general election decide which nominees are badliberal
rep must compete against similar reps and chaltenfpe the
favor of liberal voters. (Sabbatical terms alsokenalections
more competitive, forcing current liberal reps tm against for-
mer liberal winners.) This lets voters have réduatdices.

PR and Geography

Politicians often gerrymander the boundaries ofidner
districts to pick voters before voters pick redshe liberal party
designs districts with a liberal majority of votertn exchange,
the conservative party designs districts with aseovative ma-
jority. This creates "safe seats": it leaves svab chance and
voters no real choices. Gerrymanders are easy@ncdion with
1-winner districts but not with a few big multi-wiar districts.

PR empowers like-minded people who are spreadweit a
large region to band together to elect a rep. epoesentation
may be based on issues and values as well as ghggrahe
voters decide which criteria are important.

One-winner districts exaggerate a state's regidiffarences.
In the North a liberal majority may win all of tlseats, while in
the South, a liberal minority wins none. Then shete's major-
ity party disregards the needs of opposition regio®@ne-winner
rules drive a rep to put pork for her small distabove the
greater good. In contrast, PR makes parties cgngdar votes
everywhere, not just in the few, hard-fought switistricts tar-
geted under 1-winner rules. So serious PR partiest serve the
needs of voters everywhere.

PR limits the anti-democratic effects of unequampaign
funds. In district or at-large plurality electiqrk side can win
each seat if they catch the interest of the swintgrg, and costly
TV ads help attract these voters. PR minimizes that.msdter
how much money a party spends, it can't win alMbtes and all

Women usually win more seats on PR councils than orthe PR seats. So PR candidates may feel lessupeessraise

councils elected by older rules. The US and Englémdexam-
ple, use the ancient plurality rule and about 10%heir reps are
women. In contrast, the oldest democracies in fiinase PR
rules adopted in this century and 30% of their reswomen.
Nations using both elect more women by PR thanlinality.

Why? Because most parties nominate some womeadh
PR district to attract particular voters. A pathat offers all-
male slate of nominees looks corruptly sexist. Buhan cam-
paigning in each 1-winner district does not loolsasist. A PR
party's slate also may reveal any ethnic or raligibias.

Women in some PR countries considered startinig tven
parties. Under plurality rules, new parties divalside and lead
to certain defeat. But PR gives seats to a nety papported by
a large minority. This reasonable threat forceel did liberal
parties to decide that political experience wasasomportant as
gender balance. They dropped some experiencedianerake
room for women on their lists of nominees. Andytheon.
They are now incumbents with experience, power,alnes.

Inclusive rules elect a broad variety of reps #ng invite a
wide range of candidates and issues, and a gnestiufuof vot-
ers — Australians see 90% vote compared with tha'$€JS0%.
Turnout is high also because 83% of the voters help wsner
Quota there is 16.6% for each of 5 seats. Theagfost5 US
winners is just 50% of each district and thus 508rall. Other
votes are wasted on winner surpluses or on logleey;, do not
effect the results. Ranking candidates is easynarthwhile!

Turnout for many US primaries is only 20%. Mosters
ignore primaries. But later, many feel the 2 fistal offer little

campaign funds and serve the donors.

PR and Parties

Another widely used form of Proportional Represton is
called party-list PR . Its ballots offer voters only a choice of
parties,not of candidates. A party gets a share of seatsl égua
its share of votes. Thé'hame on a party's list of nominees gets
the T'seat her party wins. Party leaders usually whieelist, so
they have immense power over junior politicians aoters. As
a result, public, intra-party debate is rare urdde¢rPR, which is
used in most European countries.

To spread power and broaden the appeal of itsdigarty
convention could use STV to elect the nominatingiedttee —
whose members take turns adding names to thgTists may
let a club offer members a diverse slate of "affichominees.)

A great advantage of STV is that it needs no esrtiThat
means it can be used by organizations which haaeg;tsuch as
unions, clubs, and schools. Many British and Aalgtn Univer-
sities use STV. And STV voters are never constdhto parties.
They may ignore party labels and mix nominees tugetrank-
ing a Blue party candidate'lan Orange ™, another Blue 3,
and an independent'4

STV tallies were slow, costly and rare. But freaftware
now makes tallies easy. The voter's job, simphykiag his
choices, is still easy and worthwhile.

In the North Carolina case on page 1, 4 PR disto€ 3 reps
each would tend to elect 9 or 10 whites and 2 lolia8ks. 4



C Center Majorities
The most common problem in an election systenréating
a council with an off-center majority and 1-sidadigies.

To solve that, a council's decisigaving vote should not
belong to the left or the right. It should belotm a central
chairperson: the Condorcet winner. To give herstingvote,

often balance around the views of a council's swintgr.

It is ironic that broad representation helps dreiCondorcet
winner own a council's swing vote. It shows thalitizal diver-
sity can be a source of balance and moderatiometisas per-
spective. A central swing voter can lead a divéRecouncil to
broaden its policies to include all moderate views.

the rule must distribute the other reps fairly @wenly around BV ISGCROB=EIE 810z ol o0 ol

the center. STV has been adapted to do that.

Loring Ensemble Rule combines Condorcet's rulé BitV.

If this rule is not used, the Condorcet candidaterounded by
moderates and centrists, might get few first-rankes and be
eliminated during an STV tally — in spite of thetfahat she is
the overall favorite. STV would then elect no cahtandidate,
or merely a centrist with a narrow appeal. STVsrégen elect
the chairperson, usually from a majority coalitiocenter, off
center from the council and the voters

Loring Ensemble Rule(LER) exempts the Condorcet win-
ner from elimination during STV. Some ballots sfar to her
as her rivals are eliminated. In the end she veinseat sur-
rounded by reps who received ballots from lessraérbters.

LERa can use any variation of STV rules for quchasl
transfers. It only requires helping the Condonegtner avoid
elimination. LERD elects her before the STV talljhus LERb
gives the majority group 1 more than its shareeats Separate
votes for the chair and reps also give the majanitextra seat.

All ensemble rules tend to elect well-balancednoilg like
the 3% pictured on page 1 and the bold names on pagBL8.
simulation research shows LERa is currently thet bale for
consistently making the Condorcet winner the miadfe

LERa helps find the middle ground even if voters aplit
65:35. This council's swing vote must belong t@ja from the
majority. But if the majority has no clear faverithe minority
may cast the deciding votes. The chair then knglvesowes her
victory, in part, to her popularity among minoritgters.

Ensemble Majorities

Electing a central chairperson does not let aristminority
of voters and their reps dictate the laws. Theddotet rule lets
all voters influence which central candidate wiasd it will
elect only about 1 out of 5 council members, soRRereps may
try to form a ring majority with no centrists. Asps discuss an
issue, the chair offers her views. If her polisynarrowly cen-
trist, some reps may negotiate a broader policlantad with
acceptable ideas from their rivals and key ideab@&if own.

LER does not give chairs the power and celebritfearo-
pean prime ministers or American presidents andonsayA PM
dominates a ruling party. A mayor commands thecetkee
branch. But LER's chair often is not the centea ofiling party;
she cannot command; she moderates a dynamic council

A Condorcet chairperson interested in re-electimust try to
balance each policy. A narrow or off-center poleyposes her
to electoral defeat by a stronger moderator.

All moderate reps have some power in majoritiesrized
around a chairperson who wants to stay popularodh &ides of
the center. A 1l-sided majority includes only it moderates.
Thus moderates benefit from ensembles. The lazerpeople
whose income or self-worth is measured by warikktics.

The chair's constituency is the whole populaceilenthe
various reps advocate for narrower interest grolipis accurate
democracy makes a council's views as similar toethetorate's
as practical. Matching the median is priority Téugse policies

Some people fail to see the benefits of ensembimails.
Proponents of STV have said "l don't see any vaiue central
chairperson.” And some who favor elections by Qooelt's rule
say they don't see any value in broad representati®But such
rules lead to narrow and 1-sided policies.

"Centrist policy" denotes a narrow point of viehat ex-
cludes other opinions and needs. "One-sided paditsp means
ignoring rival ideas. "Compromise policy" implibsstile resis-
tance to opponents on every point and mechanieging of
values into mediocre or irrational combination®alanced pol-
icy" suggests blending the best ideas from eadh sid

Balanced majorities avoid policy reversals andsttsave
money and maintain credibility. They avoid polidyanges that
are random or excessive and thus reduce the gaitieaote and
hysteria in politics. They show the rule of reasm of whim,
thus inspire confidence in legitimate leadershiey do not let
fringe reps steer policies, a common fact in 1-dichejorities.

Popular belief that government exists for the gaingood
not just for the strongest factions is hurt by desi policies. But
balanced policies favor all moderates thus increadisfaction
and reduce political conflict. They have broad eglpand thus
help the organization attract members.

Stability is not rigidity: Well-balanced majoes and stable
policies might seem to increase the risk of coritigua policy
even when it stops working. But ensemble stabddgnes from
accurately representing the voters, and not exatjggror ig-
noring shifts in their opinions.

Story In the Pacific Northwest case, many jurisdictiare
politically polarized, split almost 50:50, with igoeat concentra-
tion of voters in the center. The result has hagmnse hostility
between poles, policy reversals and willfully ireesible poli-
cies. That pattern would be changed by ensembds.riNeither
pole could hope to capture a legislative majorifgeps would
find that to win anything, they must work with tleenter and
some moderates of the other side. The new pattasnchange
our concepts of voting and government from tools doltural
war to tools for supporting diversity and its freatk.

Avoiding Policy Reversals
Flip-flops are the opposite of balanced policies.

Story Resource regulations often flip-flop. The develsp
(or loggers) only have to win once; then the projeduilt (or
the forest removed) and the results last for dexade

Flip-flops give an advantage to those who quiatgstroy
(by resource pillaging or death squads) not thoke slowly
nurture (by raising trees or children).

In a related pattern a town enacts tough zoning laonly to
see the county allow developers a free hand. Ré&guok in the
town and county reverse every 5 or 10 years. TDheisefits
quick-buck operators but not sustainable developmen

Policy flip-flops give new programs a chance totted, but
only briefly. And anecdotes about haphazard chaiage not as
useful as deliberate policy experiments. A baldrzmuncil may
let each side test its program where its suppatrgest. 5



Calming Political Hysteria

Some issues polarize communities. Even in theses;
Condorcet's rule can find the policy supported Inyagority.

Story  Abortion is a complex ethical issue, but most psEzl
laws follow a 1-dimensional line with various staty restric-
tions added from left to right, liberal to conseiva. Candidate
A says it should be legal, free, and encouragedriored teens.

D Resist Manipulation

Often, a few reps can manipulate agenda votingniact a
policy that most reps do not want. In the 1970athmmaticians
provedeveryvoting system can be manipulated, sometimes.

The question then was, can some be manipulated easily
or more often than others? Chamberlin, Cohen, @odmbs
found "The most striking result is the differencetvbeen the

E says it should not be encouragebisays it should require teen manipulability of the Har¢STV] system and the other systems."
counseling and parental notificatiof? says it should require a (in Journal of Politics46 1984: 479-502) STV resists strategic

2-day wait for all women and private fundingl says it should
not be allowed except in cases of rape, incegrawe risk to the
woman's life.Z says it should never be legal.

It is likely that 1 of the middle positions is a@lorcet win-
ner, with a narrow yet clear majority over its @ssrival. That
should not end the ethical debate; activists milytst to per-
suade others. But it should end the debate ovatwdolicy has
majority support. Our current electoral and legjisk rules fail
to reveal the majority position. Instead we sestdrya and
threats of policy reversals in every election.

What Is the Center?
Story A professor who's work | admire wrote:

"An excellent [web] page which | will at once addrine. |
disagree with you on the merits of the centre. &omes the
centre is a messy compromise that is the worstl efalds.
e.g. the UK in Europe. Either the UK goes it alanéries to
make a Federal Europe. Instead we are tryingép Eairope
in an unworkable transitional state.”

The old system results in unworkable compromissasabse
it is not designed for balance; it is made fordesi rule.

Did central politicians design the current policyi¥o, the
parties are highly partisan with powerful leadesn MP who
negotiates independently with the opposition isllitsdinate or
treacherous. The PM can drop that MP to the botbérthe
party list or to an unfriendly hustings. US leaderay cut off a
rebel's campaign from her party's money supply.

Parties maintain negotiating (battle) positiofishe resulting

policy is agrudging compromise, which both sides consider

temporary. Some MPs hoped it would fail even a&y thoted
for it. There is no central party trying to designfederation,
with efficient cooperation and yet some independenc

Perhaps centrist voters cautiously want some é&ider —

after a (French) trial period. Those who disagresst persuade

centrists that immediate independence or unioess. b

Strategic voting may be the hardest obstacle tkatde so-
lutions. Lets say | feel going it alone is bestjdration #' best,
and a long transition'3 If | actually mark federation®, | might
help it win and an independent England will be lestmy life-

time. So | give 2 to transition, in hopes of keeping alive some

chance for full independence, even if it does redtwin.
Some voters favoring federation mirror my strategy/ith

votes, such as punishing a major rival with laskray looking
only at (current) ¥ ranks.

But research also found STV poor at electing tlstroentral
option; it is often encircled by rivals, gets fefrank votes, and
is eliminated in an early STV step.

For legislative votes, Loring One-winner RlEOR) enacts
the Condorcet winner if there is one. If theradse, and if time
bars further discussion, LOR finds the STV winrard the
chairperson's favorite; then tallies a runoff betwéhese two.

The only way to manipulate Condorcet's rule istteate a
tied "voting cycle". (If voter 7 in our example aiges his ballot
to rankD aboveC, we find a voting cycle in which beatsC, C
beatsB, andB beatsD.) STV is manipulable rarely. A chair-
person's ballot and a 1 against 1 runoff are natipodable.

For LOR to fail, Condorcet, STV, and the chairrallist fail
to pick the central option. The chance of thaless than the
chance of failure for the best element of LOR.

A rep casts 1 preference ballot and all talliesartomatic.

Most formal and informal meetings follow an eliraiion
path similar to STV. Thus, like STV, they risk siisg the most
central option. (But even the simple show of hacals make 1
on 1 testsA versusB, the winner versu€ and so on. The final
winner must be tested against all rivals: T@stgainstA even if
A had lost tdB.)

Merits of Preference Ballots and LOR

Yes-no ballots promote false dichotomies and $pdikariza-
tion. Preference ballots let reps rank many vessiof a bill.
This cuts sequence effects and tricks such asofrdel and kil-
ler amendments. It speeds voting and reduces alsed|

Story The US faces a budget crisis as baby-boomerse retir
and pension payments overwhelm tax payers. Edalisohas
support but none has a majority so no action han thaken.
Most reps say this deadlock is worse than any malpoCon-
dorcet's rule would enact the 1 policy which bestsh rival.

A vote to omit the "no change" option from thelbia un-
fairly puts 1 policy, the status quo, against sdhls at once, not
1 at atime. On the other hand, super-majoritggguch as con-
sensus unfairly aid whatever policy happens tcheestatus quo.
It may have evolved by chance, managerial fiatamommoda-
tion to past conditions. Such bias should go ¢olgreserving a
constitution. (Changing congressional electioresutloes not

these strategic secondad some sincere firsts, the unworkable require changing the U.S. constitution. Some stased primi-

transitional state can win by Condorcet's rulestélemate con-

tinues until enough voters decide it is hurtingrgaee.

LER may reduce grudging compromises by electimtpar-
person who has an electoral incentive to balancke palicy.

tive, at-large plurality rules in the 1800s.)

1950 German's parliament has reps from 1-winner disthict
and reps from party-list PR. This is almost aneemsle but

The districts are not huge and heterogeneous;ube)pluralita

—

rule so off-center parties win most districts. 3&eeps do n
form a central balance point for majorities. lastethe large
party usually forms a ruling majority with a minparty — ex-
cluding the ¥ largest party from decision making. 6

—




E Empower Everyone

Most democracies recognize the minority citizemght to
vote and the minority voter's right to represeptati But even in
democracies with PR, ruling majorities have alloveatly them-
selves to allocate funds. For too many peopleresgmtation
never leads to power. We may yet evolve a limitght to pro-
portional spending of discretionary fundsdilyreps.

Limited as it is, the right to spend some reveisua major
expansion in theonceptof democracy, similar to earlier expan-
sions in the right to vote and the right to repn¢agon.

Goal Review

Give voters real choices.

Minimize the effects of unequal campaign funding.

Reduce campaign hysteria, polarization, and redjiatneer-

Loring Allocation Rule(LAR) uses Condorcet's rule to fund gence.

central winners and a process like STV to fund digevinners:

Ensure minority representation without gerrymanatgri

A rep'sweight is the budget she is accountable for allocatingglect a broad variety of representatives, encongpgiwide
Sheranks prlorltlesand marks Preferred BUdgetS. Her PB/ the range of CandidateS, discussion of issues’ ated warnout.

quota of ballots is the amount her balloffers to an item.

Enact policies of real majorities by representiigeups.

If her $ vote forA is $300 and the quota is 10 offers, her offerElect a central candidate with broad appeal torchaiing

is $30. IfA gets its quota of 10 offers, its total is the ager
$ vote (the same as if the $ votes had been totalddhen di-
vided by the quota). The total offers are the isebudget.

Offers combine the item's budgetd its quota of supporters.
These prove the intensity and breadth of suppomaty for the
item and to qualify it as public good. The quota and the mini-
mum $ vote are set in the by-laws.

Her ballot offers money to its top-rated itemsyaany as her
account can afford. LAR suspends and transfeesoffom the
weakest items 1 at a time. It also transfers sgrgbtes until all
funds go to items with exactly a quota of votes.

Merits of Proportional Spending

Fair-share SpendingFS) lets big groups within aity fund
theirown projectswithout newlayersof taxes obureaucracy. In
a city-wide vote, each neighborhood or interestigrbas money
to fund a few school and road improvements. Gitxes then
pay for the winners as the school or road departsresiminister
the contracts. Every group has spending powere i@shut out.
Thismakes (hiddengmpiredessprofitable.

When the majority directs all discretionary speaglitheir
last allocation adds little to their happiness. teAfthey spend
$900... on their favorite projects, the next $10Gunds a low
priority. But that $100... could fund the topqity for a large
minority — making the minority much happier.

In economic terms, distributing a small amounspénding
power increases the utility value purchased, andistributes
opportunities and incentives as well. In polititetms, a more
equitable distribution promotes legitimacy, comptie, and co-
operation. The organization serves and appeatte people.

Fair, efficient rules may increase respect forligulunding.
That may re-balance our private affluence and pustjualor.
Organizing buyers does not reduce incentives fonpmiitive
pricing, efficiency, innovation and investment gfiers.

A majority that becomes a minority can still fusdme pri-
orities — so their budgets rise and fall smooth¥jost reps con-
tribute to at least 1 project that wins with lesart a majority.

As now, some reps may spend public funds on palifpork.
But with PR and FS, reps can waste only their sttpps) share
of money; a fact that may discourage pork projects.

A project that violates policies is subject to ordy veto.
Vetoes ideally occur before the funding vote. Bt first group
to use FS puts all proposals on the ballot theratdsbblocking
only if a controversial item wins. This avoids mpatebates. |If
opponents win, the ballots are tallied again witttbe item.

Fair-share Spending is unlikely to give minoritte® much
power. Reps use majority rules to enact laws adagency
funding. Only a small part of the budget is disomary and
thus available for proportional spending on prgectFinally,
most FS funds will be spent by the majority.

vote, and moderate among advocates for all ngamIps.
Reduce policy upheavals and deadlocks.
The #1goal is the greatest happiness for the greatest number.
The bestneansare broad, centrally-balanced policies.
To enact inclusive, well-centered policies, council
need diverse reps, central reps and valid proesdur
The diverse reps form an inclusive and balaremdcil
The central reps form the balance point for coumaijorities
The policy rule finds the version with majoritiegen all others.
Voting can create a form of democracy between rmavial
and consensual: Multi-winner rules to elect repd fimd pro-
posals give groups their fair shares of power witHetting any-
one block action. Policy decisions by ensemblencidsi and
LOR also may follow a less adversarial path thanner take
all.
Adopting ensemble rules should please most votPiR. of-
fers many benefits and ensembles add balancedgsolic

Steering Analogy

When it comes to voting rules, a new Mercedesschitite
more than an old clunker. The added cost is cgytaiorth
while if the vote influences important budgets ofigies. Each
dollar spent to count ballots may steer $1,00@xe$ or dues.

Does your car have an 1890 "steering tiller" oew, power-
assisted steering wheel? Does your organizatioe ha 1890
voting rule or a new, balanced and centered rule?

Today's drivers need the skill tese power steering — but
they do not need the skill to build a car nor theghmand logic to
engineer one. Same with voters and voting rules.

To test drive voting rules and see how they perfor
download PoliticalSim™ aPoliticalSim.com

Democracy Evolves on the World Wide Web

elect.htm ballot design, how to manipulate plurality rules-
semble and STV variations, top web sites and rgadin
|_intro.htm: why vote in meetings, how to manipulate agenda
rules, Condorcet's rule with parliamentary motions.

g_intro.htm: increase and decrease many budgets at once with

the Median Voter Process or Hylland and Zeckhasisele.

Humor AnswerGB Shaw. Find more humor in the Quotes &
Authors game at AccurateDemocracy.com/a_humor.htm

AccurateDemocracy.com

© 1998 Robert Loring, reprints permitted, votinggltaol.com
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PoliticalSim lets players taste 41 flavors of ingt From
Australia to Zuidland there are many ways to efeps. Each
country's voting rule creates hot spots for playmrshe elec-
toral field. But the strong positions move if thaeting rule is
changed. Some rules elect only centrists, some ateder-
ates, and some are just erratic.

Simulated voter@ rank the candidates, givifighoice to
the closest, ¥ choice to the " closest, etc. Their positions on
the screen may represent geography or politicaliops.

Players act as party leaders, positioning rivaldaates to
maximize support. Moving a candidate requires mpgyor ads
and answering interview questions can win donatioR®ur
players controlling candidates in 2 parties creatdallenging
mixture of conflict and cooperation. Elections may
have 2 to 16 candidates, competing for 1 to 7 seats

Record typical or unusual elections fectures
Researchelectorates with up to 4,000 real or
simulated voters and 250 candidates.
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Voting Rules!

PoliticalSim allows voting by all the widely usedes such
as Australia's STV, Japan's SNTV, Holland's open BRA's
open primary, England's plurality and France's fianplus
limited, cumulative, and the now illegal bloc vairules. You
may add your own rules in Excel spreadsheets orgsadi-
crosoft Excel 4 or higher is required.

Ensemble Councils versus PR

Simulations showLERa is the best way to represent the
center and all sides. Here it eleéisthenBev, Di, Fred and
Joe A Condorcet Serieglects the 5 candidates nearest the
central voter:Al, Bev, Fred, GGandJoe Nobody in the
lower-right wins so the council cannot balance abthe cen-
tral voter. Bloc voteandBorda's ruleelect the same off-center
council. The_STVwinners? Bev, Di, Fred, GGand Joe
No Al!

Only LER has Condorcet centering with STV balankting
Download PoliticalSim at:
PoliticalSim.com

File Edit Format Window Organize Fund [EeEIgleE ]
Cambridge Hello Office Seekers
® Voters o % ® Polls close in 2 minutes ;@ & Quick Setup...
oo / w @ .......................................
3 Survey Voters...
@ Nominate Candidates
Bid on Rules...

Position Candidates
Interview Candidates
Audit Campaigns...

Voters Shift...
Cast Ballots

Sequence of LER + wins and - eliminatiohs: +Bev, -Eve, +Fred, -Cal, +Di, -GG, +Joe, +Al

Watch Returns...

Save Election...
Get Election...
Run Research...

()
Cal




