A. Organize Voters

A common problem in a vote-counting rule is tocmgnaandidates
splitting a group of voters. To solve that, eadtev ranks the
candidates, simply saying who he likes best, sedmsll and so on.
On the ballots below, voter 1 likes candidBtbest.

7 Ballots  Four ballots are a majority.

Rank | 1 234567

1 BBCDDDA Disfchoice for 3 voters.
2 CCB CCAB A BorCgetfewer firsts,
3™ A DDB A CC soDwins by plurality rule.

4" DAAABB D Nobodywins a majority.

Condorcet's rule elects the 1 candidate who beats every rival in
a series ofl against 1 testsIf most voters prefer (ranld overB, A
passes that test. Each ballot's ranR oélative toB concerns us; the
number of first-rank votes is not important.

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

Condorcet tests A B C D
Four ballots raniB aboveA. forA | - 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. fo D | 5 3 3 -

Merits of a Condorcet Chairperson

Condorcet's rule is the best for finding the nemstiral candidate.
In a 1 on 1 test, the candidate with opinions fadoby the most
central voter usually wins a majority (the centrater plus all voters
on 1 side). But if she appeals only to centrithie, moderate and
fringe voters on all sides can give higher rankea] the election, to
someone whose appeal is wider.

Central leaders tend to be pragmatists wheressrsotire more
doctrinaire and intolerant — with sometimes-disastrconsequences.
Constructive leaders of the 2Century will be challenged to raise
tolerance of religions and cultures.

A group with many candidates does not splint&s.members may
rank all of their nominees above other candidaiteen each nominee
gets all of that group's ballots when tested agaars outsider.
Finally, if another voting rule picks a differentnmer, the Condorcet
winner ranks higher on most ballots and wins a nitgj@ against 1.

There is usually one who tops all others. Whenmetl® none, the
IRV rule described next might be best. Sectioml3 twhy.

A very different way to organize groups of votdss called
Instant Runoff Voting , orIRV. Here is an analogy: each candidate
sets out a box. A voter's ballot goes in his fagorandidate's box.
The ballots are counted. If the box getsajority of the ballots, it
wins. If there is no winner, the candidate withvést votes loses.
Her box is eliminated. Each of her ballots is ntbve thevoter's
next choice.

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

In step 1 below, nobody wins a majorité. andC tie for last with
1 vote each. Most balloteink 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 gougupporting
stronger options. Four of the 7 ballots rank IRVhner B over
plurality winnerD. But another 4 of 7 rank Condorcet winzover
B. When there is one, the Condorcet winner is gisn

IRV Ballots for Action
stetp A B C D ballot goes to voter's next choice
1 1‘2 1 3 DropA. Move ballot 7 fronA to B.
2 - 3‘ 1 3 DropC. Move ballot 3 fronC to B.
3 - 4 - 3 B winsamajority

The Australians and Irish use IRV in many eledi@mnd call it
Preferential Vote or Alternative Vote. When used multi-winner
contests it is called Choice Voting, Hare's rule, ®ingle
Transferable Vote (STV). And that is the next topic.



B. Represent Everyone

Another common problem in an election rule is cete
representatives only for the largest group of \woter

We can solve that usirgTV, but here a box needs less than half
the ballots to win a seat on the council. To wiafb seats requires
the top rank on only one-fifth of the ballots or%20 An interest
group with 20% of the voters will win 1 seat aft@oving their
ballots, no matter how many extra nominees thay wi#h. A group
with 60% of the voters wins 3 seats and only 3.atTik their fair
share, their Proportional Representation. If adwhate gets more
than enough votes, a share of the extra votestgoesch supporter's
next choice. (See page 3, #4)

Proportional Representation

Proportional Representati¢RR) elects several people from each
large district. A district with 3 reps might ele2tfrom the largest
party and 1 from another party. This representsermoints of view.
The more seats in a PR district, the more accyriteteps speak for
its voters. This inclusive representation contfhudemocracy’'s
progress toward wide participation in power. Adintbcracies fulfill
a minority citizen's right to vote; most fulfill einority's right to
representation.

PR is used by most stable democracies includingstria,
Belgium, Brazil, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Greet#lland,
Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japancadagua, Norway,
Poland, Portugal, Russia, Spain, South Africa, &med

STV is used in cities, towns, schools and unitesi such as
Cambridge University and the city of Cambridge Mabaisetts.

In 1993, New Zealanders voted to drop pluralitie rior "party
list" PR. Like the USA, New Zealand inherited gallity rule while it
was a colony of Great Britain — the first largeioato hold elections.
Voting for reps has evolved in newer democracieBhe British
themselves have been edging toward PR; they useeiect reps to
the European Union and for the new legislatureSaaftland, Wales,
and Northern Ireland. If another rule picks a afiént winner, our

“round-robin” tournament, o€ondorcetwinner ranks higher on most
ballots. So it wins a one-against-one majorityravat other rule’s
winner.

Two Views on the Purpose of Elections:

A) "An election should give representation to thenge of
opinions held by voters. Give them a forum to deband refine
policies for the common good." This view emphasite integrating
purpose of elections and representative committees.

B) "The goal of an election is to give 1 group fiw@ver to rule.
Give them a clear mandate to resolve necessargehbdi We could
call that the dominance purpose of an election.

This view risks turning into dictatorship: If theggest party
should dominate a government, should the biggdsgreup control
the biggest party? And should the biggest subgrup... 1 side, 1
party, 1 faction, 1 leader.

Compromises must be made at some level, everatfishin the
mind of 1 person. Any l-party government enactmmomise
policies, although the process may be secretivendeeats hold that
political decisions are better when many minds wodether, when
the options are debated in public from many padfitdew, and when
power is fairly distributed.

PR often gives no party a majority of seats. i€isay this leads
to weak, indecisive governments. Yet even a letlist with a
majority party can be indecisive if reps vote fyeahd use majority
rule, as in the US Congress. But when reps vot€dmdorcet's rule,
they can quickly find a new majority for each isstéhen there is no
ruling group, no powerless group and no failuregsolve necessary
choices (more on page 6).

STV has been said to favor extremists. The dgray on the back
cover illustrates one fact refuting that chargeencloses only about
50% of the simulated voters. But it usually in@adL.00% of the reps
from STV elections for 7 seats or less. Moderaeor just inside
that statistical line routinely beat candidatesrfrihe outer half of the
electorate.



Merits of Proportional Representation

Women usually win more seats on PR councils than on citgin
elected by older rules. The US and England, fomgte, use the
ancient plurality rule and about 10% of their repe women. In
contrast, the oldest democracies in Europe useuld? adopted in
this century and 30% of their reps are women. Matiasing both
elect more women by PR than by plurality.

Why? Because most parties nominate some womeadh PR
district to attract particular voters. A party tloéfers all-male slate of
nominees looks corruptly sexist. But 1 man canmagyin each 1-
winner district does not look as sexist. A PR yartlate also may
reveal any ethnic or religious bias.

Women in some PR countries considered startingr tben
parties. Under plurality rules, new parties divaleside and lead to
certain defeat. But PR gives seats to a new gagiported by a large
minority. This reasonable threat forced the olakdal parties to
decide that political experience was not as immorias gender
balance. They dropped some experienced men to muaa for
women on their lists of nominees. And they wonheyl are now
incumbents with experience, power, and allies.

Inclusive rules elect a broad variety of reps #ng invite a wide
range of candidates and issues, and a great tumfowbters —
Australians see 90% vote compared with the USA%.5Wrnout is
high also because 83% of the voters help winndpsiota there is
16.6% for each of 5 seats. The quota for 5 US &rsis just 50% of
each district and thus 50% overall. Other votesveasted on winner
surpluses or on losers; they do not effect the lteesu Ranking
candidates is easy and worthwhile!

Turnout for many US primaries is only 20%. Mosters ignore
primaries. But later, many feel the 2 finalistfeofittle choice. STV
combines the primary with the general election:ctEparty offers
more nominees than it can elect and voters in #rel election
decide which nominees are best. A liberal rep mastpete against
similar reps and challengers for the favor of ldberoters.
(Sabbatical terms also make elections more cometiforcing

current liberal reps to run against former libes@hners.) This lets
voters have real choices.

PR and Geography

Politicians often gerrymander the boundaries ofidner districts
to pick voters before voters pick reps. The libgrarty designs
districts with a liberal majority of voters. In @xange, the
conservative party designs districts with a corstrg majority.
This creates "safe seats": it leaves rivals no chamd voters no real
choices. Gerrymanders are easy and common witmfaewidistricts
but not with a few big multi-winner districts.

PR empowers like-minded people who are spreadwmrta large
region to band together to elect a rep. So reptagen may be based
on issues and values as well as geography. Tleesvdecide which
criteria are important.

One-winner districts exaggerate a state's regidiffdrences. In
the North a liberal majority may win all of the tgawhile in the
South, a liberal minority wins none. Then the egamajority party
disregards the needs of opposition regions. Omeavirules drive a
rep to put pork for her small district above theaer good. In
contrast, PR makes parties campaign for votes edeme, not just in
the few, hard-fought swing districts targeted url@inner rules. So
serious PR parties must serve the needs of votergwehere.

PR limits the anti-democratic effects of unequainpaign funds.
In district or at-large plurality elections, 1 sidan win each seat if
they catch the interest of the swing voters, argtlgd’V ads help
attract these voters. PR minimizes that. No méib& much money
a party spends, it can't win all the votes andhal PR seats. So PR
candidates may feel less pressure to raise campangis and serve
the donors.

PR and Parties

Another widely used form of Proportional Repreatioh is called
party-list PR . Its ballots offer voters only a choice of pastieot of
candidates. A party gets a share of seats equt share of votes.
The ' name on a party's list of nominees gets theehat her party



wins. Party leaders usually write the list, soyth@ve immense
power over junior politicians and voters. As autespublic, intra-
party debate is rare under list PR, which is usedost European
countries.

To spread power and broaden the appeal of its disparty
convention could use STV to elect the nominatingittee — whose
members take turns adding names to the list. (fritdy let a club
offer members a diverse slate of "official" nhomisge

A great advantage of STV is that it needs no gsurtiThat means
it can be used by organizations which haven't angh as unions,
clubs, and schools. Many British and Australianivrsities use
STV. And STV voters are never constrained to partiThey may
ignore party labels and mix nominees together, irgn& Blue party
candidate ¥, an Orange'?, another Blue'd and an independent 4

STV tallies were slow, costly and rare. But frestware now
makes tallies easy. The voter's job, simply ragkiis choices, is still
easy and worthwhile.

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

C. Center Majorities

The most common problem in an election systemrésting a
council with an off-center majority and 1-sidedipias.

To solve that, a council's decisising vote should not belong
to the left or the right. It should belong to airel chairperson: the
Condorcet winner. To give her thewing vote, the rule must
distribute the other reps fairly and evenly arotimelcenter. STV has
been adapted to do that.

Loring Ensemble Rule combines Condorcet's ruldn\&TV. If
this rule is not used, the Condorcet candidateyosnded by
moderates and centrists, might get few first-rartkes and be
eliminated during an STV tally — in spite of thectfahat she is the
overall favorite. STV would then elect no centrndidate, or
merely a centrist with a narrow appeal. STV remsntelect the
chairperson, usually from a majority coalition'site, off center from

the council and the voters.

Loring Ensemble Rule(LER) exempts the Condorcet winner
from elimination during STV. Some ballots transterher as her
rivals are eliminated. In the end she wins a seabunded by reps
who received ballots from less-central voters.

LERa can use any variation of STV rules for quatiad transfers.
It only requires helping the Condorcet winner aveiimination.
LERD elects her before the STV tally. Thus LERbegithe majority
group 1 more than its share of seats. Separats famt¢he chair and
reps also give the majority an extra seat.

All ensemble rules tend to elect well-balancednoils like the &
pictured on page 1 and the bold names on page 8. siBwulation
research shows LERa is currently the best rule damsistently
making the Condorcet winner the middle rep.

LERa helps find the middle ground even if voters split 65:35.
This council's swing vote must belong to a rep ftbemmajority. But
if the majority has no clear favorite, the minoritgay cast the
deciding votes. The chair then knows she owesibtry, in part, to
her popularity among minority voters.

Ensemble Majorities

Electing a central chairperson does not let arisentinority of
voters and their reps dictate the laws. The Caaorule lets all
voters influence which central candidate wins, #@nalill elect only
about 1 out of 5 council members, so the PR repstmeo form a
ring majority with no centrists. As reps discussissue, the chair
offers her views. If her policy is narrowly cestrisome reps may
negotiate a broader policy, balanced with acceptatdas from their
rivals and key ideas of their own.

LER does not give chairs the power and celebrftfEropean
prime ministers or American presidents and mayor& PM
dominates a ruling party. A mayor commands thecetkee branch.
But LER's chair often is not the center of a rulpayty; she cannot
command; she moderates a dynamic council.

A Condorcet chairperson interested in re-electionst try to



balance each policy. A narrow or off-center polexposes her to
electoral defeat by a stronger moderator.

All moderate reps have some power in majoritidarizzed around
a chairperson who wants to stay popular on botbssad the center.
A 1-sided majority includes only half the moderat@$ius moderates
benefit from ensembles. The losers are people evime®me or self-
worth is measured by war-like politics.

The chair's constituency is the whole populacédlenthe various
reps advocate for narrower interest groups. Thisirate democracy
makes a council's views as similar to the eleatsaas practical.
Matching the median is priority 1 because policad®en balance
around the views of a council's swing voter.

It is ironic that broad representation helps atre¢énCondorcet
winner own a council's swing vote. It shows thalitigal diversity
can be a source of balance and moderation, asag/@érspective. A
central swing voter can lead a diverse PR counciboaden its
policies to include all moderate views.

Merits of Balanced Policies

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

"Centrist policy" denotes a narrow point of vietat excludes
other opinions and needs. "One-sided policy" at@@ans ignoring
rival ideas. "Compromise policy" implies hostilesistance to
opponents on every point and mechanical averagingaloies into
mediocre or irrational combinations. "Balancediq@gdl suggests
blending the best ideas from each side.

Balanced majorities avoid policy reversals andsteave money
and maintain credibility. They avoid policy chasgbat are random
or excessive and thus reduce the game-of-chancehgstéria in
politics. They show the rule of reason not of whitus inspire
confidence in legitimate leadership. They do eottflinge reps steer

policies, a common fact in 1-sided majorities.

Popular belief that government exists for the gaingood not just
for the strongest factions is hurt by 1-sided pe$ic But balanced
policies favor all moderates thus increase satisiacand reduce
political conflict. They have broad appeal and sthoelp the
organization attract members.

Stability is not rigidity: Well-balanced majoes and stable
policies might seem to increase the risk of comtiga policy even
when it stops working. But ensemble stability cerfrem accurately
representing the voters, and not exaggerating mworigg shifts in
their opinions.

Story In the Pacific Northwest case, many jurisdictioase
politically polarized, split almost 50:50, with rgreat concentration
of voters in the center. The result has been satdmostility between
poles, policy reversals and willfully irreversilpelicies. That pattern
would be changed by ensemble rules. Neither polgdchope to
capture a legislative majority. Reps would findttto win anything,
they must work with the center and some moderdtéseocother side.
The new pattern may change our concepts of votiygovernment
from tools for cultural war to tools for supportimversity and its
freedoms.

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 projediust (or the forest
removed) and the results last for decades.

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

In a related pattern a town enacts tough zoning ka only to see
the county allow developers a free hand. Regulatio the town and
county reverse every 5 or 10 years. This benejugck-buck
operators but not sustainable development.

Policy flip-flops give new programs a chance tattoed, but only



briefly. And anecdotes about haphazard changesairas useful as
deliberate policy experiments. A balanced coumal let each side
test its program where its support is strongest.

Calming Political Hysteria

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

Story Abortion is a complex ethical issue, but most psam laws
follow a 1-dimensional line with various statutasstrictions added
from left to right, liberal to conservative. CaddieA says it should
be legal, free, and encouraged for unwed teé&nsays it should not
be encouragedJ says it should require teen counseling and pdrenta
notification. P says it should require a 2-day wait for all wonae
private funding. U says it should not be allowed except in cases of
rape, incest, or grave risk to the woman's lifesays it should never
be legal.

It is likely that 1 of the middle positions is ai@lorcet winner,
with a narrow yet clear majority over its closestl. That should
not end the ethical debate; activists may stilltoypersuade others.
But it should end the debate over which policy hegority support.
Our current electoral and legislative rules failréweal the majority
position. Instead we see hysteria and threatsotifypreversals in
every election.

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

"An excellent [web] page which | will at once atld mine. |
disagree with you on the merits of the centre. &omnes the centre is
a messy compromise that is the worst of all worldsy. the UK in
Europe. Either the UK goes it alone or tries tokena Federal
Europe. Instead we are trying to keep Europe inuaworkable
transitional state.”

The old system results in unworkable compromissabse it is
not designed for balance; it is made for 1-sidee. ru

Did central politicians design the current policy®, the parties

are highly partisan with powerful leaders. An MMPonvnegotiates
independently with the opposition is insubordinatetreacherous.
The PM can drop that MP to the bottom of the pédlor to an
unfriendly hustings. US leaders may cut off a fslemampaign from
her party's money supply.

Parties maintain negotiating (battle) positionsChe resulting
policy is a grudging compromise, which both sides consider
temporary. Some MPs hoped it would fail even ay toted for it.
There is no central party trying to design a fetiena with efficient
cooperation and yet some independence.

Perhaps centrist voters cautiously want some &tider — after a
(French) trial period. Those who disagree musstymie centrists
that immediate independence or union is best.

Strategic voting may be the hardest obstacle tixaime solutions.
Lets say | feel going it alone is best, federa®hbest, and a long
transition &'. If | actually mark federation"® | might help it win and
an independent England will be lost for my lifetin® | give 2 to
transition, in hopes of keeping alive some chance full
independence, even if it does not yet win.

Some voters favoring federation mirror my stratedd/ith these
strategic secondsnd some sincere firsts, the unworkable transitional
state can win by Condorcet's rule. A stalemateicoes until enough
voters decide it is hurting everyone.

LER may reduce grudging compromises by electiobairperson
who has an electoral incentive to balance eacleyoli

1950 German's parliament has reps from 1-winner distacid rep
from party-list PR. This is almost an ensemble Bithe districts ar
not huge and heterogeneous; they use plurality saleff-cente
parties win most districts. These reps do not faroentral balan
point for majorities. Instead, the largest pargyailly forms a rulin
majority with a minor party — excluding thé“2argest party fro

decision making.




D. Resist Manipulation

Often, a few reps can manipulate agenda votingntxt a policy
that most reps do not want. In the 1970s, mathermas proved
everyvoting system can be manipulated, sometimes.

The question then was, can some be manipulated sasily or
more often than others? Chamberlin, Cohen, andnBedound "The
most striking result is the difference betweenrttanipulability of the
Hare[sTV] system and the other systems." Journal of Politics46
1984: 479-502) STV resists strategic votes, suhpanishing a
major rival with last rank, by looking only at (cant) £ ranks.

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

For legislative votes, Loring One-winner R{l€OR) enacts the
Condorcet winner if there is one. If there is noaed if time bars
further discussion, LOR finds the STV winremd the chairperson's
favorite; then tallies a runoff between these two.

The only way to manipulate Condorcet's rule icteate a tied
"voting cycle". (If voter 7 in our example chandws ballot to ranlD
aboveC, we find a voting cycle in which beatsC, C beatsB, andB
beatsD.) STV is manipulable rarely. A chairperson'sidiadnd a 1
against 1 runoff are not manipulable.

For LOR to fail, Condorcet, STV, and the chair mllist fail to
pick the central option. The chance of that is lémn the chance of
failure for the best element of LOR.

A rep casts 1 preference ballot and all talliesaartomatic.

Most formal and informal meetings follow an elimiion path
similar to STV. Thus, like STV, they risk missitige most central
option. (But even the simple show of hands caneviakn 1 testsA
versusB, the winner versu€ and so on. The final winner must be
tested against all rivals: TeStagainstA even ifA had lost tdB.)

Merits of Preference Ballots and LOR
Yes-no ballots promote false dichotomies and $@uéarization.

Preference ballots let reps rank many versions biila This cuts
sequence effects and tricks such as freeloadekib@damendments.
It speeds voting and reduces deadlocks.

Story The US faces a budget crisis as baby-boomerse ratid

pension payments overwhelm tax payers. Each ealitas support
but none has a majority so no action has been takéwst reps say
this deadlock is worse than any proposal. Condsrecale would

enact the 1 policy which beats each rival.

A vote to omit the "no change" option from thelbis unfairly
puts 1 policy, the status quo, against all rivalerece, not 1 at a time.
On the other hand, super-majority rules such asamus unfairly aid
whatever policy happens to be the status quo.ajyt have evolved by
chance, managerial fiat or accommodation to pastlitons. Such
bias should go only to preserving a constitution(Changing
congressional election rules does not require dhgnghe U.S.
constitution. Some states used primitive, at-lanigeality rules in the
1800s.)

E. Empower Everyone

Most democracies recognize the minority citizemght to vote
and the minority voter's right to representatiorBut even in
democracies with PR, ruling majorities have allowety themselves
to allocate funds. For too many people, representaever leads to
power. We may yet evol yve a limited right to psgmnal spending
of discretionary funds bgll reps.

Loring Allocation Rule (LAR) uses Condorcet's rule to fund
central winners and a process like STV to fund ™igewinners: A
rep'sweight is the budget she is accountable for allocatirtghe
ranks prioritiesand marks Preferred Budgets. Her PB / tjuota of
ballots is the amount her balloffers to an item.

If her $ vote forA is $300 and the quota is 10 offers, her offer is
$30. IfA gets its quota of 10 offers, its total is the ager$ vote (the
same as if the $ votes had been totaledtlewidivided by the quota).
The total offers are the item's budget.

Offers combine the item's budgend its quota of supporters.



These prove the intensity and breadth of suppomaty for the item
and to qualify it as aublicgood. The quota and the minimum $ vote
are set in the by-laws.

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

Merits of Proportional Spending

A critic asked “Why would anyone want such a nanvgrnment?”
One might respond "Is federalism a non-governnientf? might
seem so to dictators, but most people say federafjsres very
effective governance. Like federalism, FS helpb-gwups fund
their own projects. The sub-groups under fedaraliarepre-
determined geographic areas; under FS they mayypéig group,
including ad hoc geographic areas.

Say a state legislature has 100 reps and a FS aqpfoR0 --
meaning a project needs contributions from 20 tepgualify as a
public good. Twenty is a larger number of repsnthmanimous
support from 2 nine-person city councils. Twentgte reps may
represent a larger population and geographic &eea20 city council
reps. Thus, like federalism, FS is a tool for oesble and
responsive government.

Fair, efficient rules may increase respect forliguionding. That
may re-balance our private affluence and publiakgu Organizing
buyers does not reduce incentives for competitiiginy, efficiency,
innovation and investment by sellers.

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

A project that violates policies is subject to ardy veto. Vetoes
ideally occur before the funding vote. But thestfigroup to use FS
puts all proposals on the ballot then debates bigclonly if a
controversial item wins. This avoids many debatésopponents
win, the ballots are tallied again without the item

Limited as it is, the right to spend some revelsiea major
expansion in theonceptof democracy, similar to earlier expansions
in the right to vote and the right to representatio

Goals 2

The #1goalis the greatest happiness for the greatest number.
The bestmeansare 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 balaremahcil

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 radvial and
consensual: Multi-winner rules to elect reps amtblfproposals give
groups their fair shares of power without lettimyane block action.
Policy decisions by ensemble councils and LOR atsy follow a
less adversarial path than winner take all.

Adopting ensemble rules should please most votétR offers
many benefits and ensembles add balanced policies.
Steering Analogy 2

When it comes to voting rules, a new Mercedessclitsie more
than an old clunker. The added cost is certairgytivwhile if the
vote influences important budgets or policies. IEdollar spent to
count ballots may steer $1,000 in taxes or dues.

Today's drivers need the skill tsepower steering — but they do
not need the skill to build a car nor the math &yic to engineer
one. Same with voters and voting rules.

To test drive voting rules and see how they perfodownload
PoliticalSim™ at PoliticalSim.com
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