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DEMOCRACY EVOLVES!

The best voting methods for elections and meetiigse software!

Humor Who said, "He is a barbarian and thinks the customs
of his tribe are the laws of nature." 1) Georgenaed Shaw
2) Mark Twain 3) Newt Gingrich 4) Pat Robertson ?

Democratic Solutions

This article explains improvements for democratyny size from
schoolroom to nation, and at all steps from nonmigatandidates to
allocating funds. The 3 tragedies below were cdusethe most com-
mon voting systems used by nations and towns, soamgl corporatg
boards. The next sections describe single- andi-mininer election
rules. Later sections add:

Policies: Vote once to enact 1 policy out of maptians
Projects: Vote once to select and budget seveo@gs.............] p.7

Tragedies By Design

A In South Korea's 1987 presidential election, 2rhits faced the hei
of a military dictatorship. The liberals got a ity of the votes but
split their supporters, so the conservative woneuaraplurality vote-

counting rule. These rules elect whoever getsnibet votes; 50% ig
not required. The militarist party claimed a maedt continue its

repressive policies. Defeated at the next eleciisrieaders were conf

victed of treason for ordering the tragic shootinfgpro-democracy
demonstrators.

B In North Carolina, the plurality rules deny repmefation to African-
Americans. They have enough voters to fill 2 etecdistricts. But
they are a 25% minority scattered over 8 distri@s.for 100 years they
won no federal representation. Without represantaimany felt in-
visible as voters.

C The Pacific Northwest has been ripped apart fory8ars by re-
peated reversals of environmental laws. Hastyifagi times of low
regulation lays waste to resources. Periodic lmmnbgging bankrupt
workers and small businesses. A political pendubwings, cutting
down forests and species, then families and comtiegni Governmentg
and businesses often lose wealth when a legislaharges hands an
changes laws. These reversals are a major reasworaf-like politics.

L 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 require diéfiet methods of voting
"We try to carry over to more complicated situatiagnmethod which ig
only suitable in deciding the simplest sort of &sthat is, whether 3
question with only 2 possible answers shall be ans@v'yes' or 'no".!
"For such an issue a simple majority election igaurse, sufficient.”

As soon as 3 candidates presdr@mselvedor a single office (or 3
answers to a single question) the situation becoma® complicated
and a simple yes-no vote is no longer suitable.

When what we want is not a single officer or diecisamong alter-
natives, but a council fit to represent the votemnething quite differ-|
ent is required. What is needed is not a systewhividing the voters
into winners and losers but a system of condensfieqn in the right
proportions into their chosen leaders.
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INSIDE: Women as reps and free computer games!

Eras, Voting Rules and Typical Councils

$SSLAWS $$ S
1800s Winner-Take-All Districts = Off-Center Councils

..... pl
Most English-speaking nations still use Englandd purality rule.
It elects only 1 rep from each district; and wirihdoes not require
a majority. So only its largest group has the trighrepresentation.
This rule tends to reward only 2 political partieSo the voters get
only 2 real candidates; they're given a very lighithoice. A council
majority sets policies (dark gray above). A snwibhnge in 1 dis-
trict's popular vote can shift all power, makindigpies swerve from
side to side. Plurality politics is a warwinner take all.
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Fair-Share Elections = One-Sided Majorities......

1900s

Proportional Representation was invented in the E800s to end
some problems caused by plurality rule. Most deadies have
adopted "PR". It elects several people to reptesach large district.
PR gives a party that wins, for example 11% ofubtes, 11% of the
council seats; thus PR always gives fair shareagpfesentation. It
leads to broad representation of issues and viewgoiBut usually

there is no centrdC) party and the 2 biggest parties frequently refuse

to work together. So the side with the most sédésk gray and
black) forms a ruling majority; it enacts policigseewed to 1 side.

$ $ SLAWS $ $ $
Ensemble Councils = Balanced Majorities

2000s

New ensemble rules will elect most reps by PR, pliisw by a cen-
tral rule (C above). Later pages show how a centita picks win-

ners with wide appeal and views near the middi¢hefvoters. Its
winners are thus near the middle of a Full Rep cburSo they are
the council's powerful swing votes. Most voterdhair wide base of
support don't want averaged or centrist policidhey want policies
to combine the best suggestions from all groups.




A Organize Voters

A common problem in a vote-counting rule is toonnaandidates
splitting a group of voters. To solve that, eachev ranks the candi-
dates, simply saying who he likes best i#st and so on. On the bal-
lots below, voter 1 likes candidaBebest.

7 Ballots Four ballots are a majority.
Rank [ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 B BCDDDA Dis I choice for 3 voters.
R CCBCCAB A BorcC get fewer firsts
3™ A DDBACC soD wins by plurality rule
4" DAAAB B D Nobodywins amajority.

candidate's box. The ballots are counted. Iftitve gets anajority of
the ballots, it wins. If there is no winner, thendidate with fewest
votes loses. Her box is eliminated. Each of ladiots is moved to the
voter'snext choice.

Ranking a 2 choice cannot hurt your choicé' thoice — 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 balloteank C higher soA is dropped. Ballot 7 goes
from that voter's 3t choice A, to his 29 choice,B.

Ballot transfers organize the 7 ballots into gugupporting
stronger options. Four of the 7 ballots rank IRMwerB over plurality
winnerD. But another 4 of 7 rank Condorcet win@pverB. When

Condorcet's rule elects the 1 candidate who beats every rival in §nere is one. the Condorcet winner is strongest.

series ofl against 1 tests If most voters prefer (rankd) overB, A
passes that test. Each ballot's ranlAatlative toB concerns us; the
number of first-rank votes is not important.

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

Condorcet tests A B C D
Four ballots raniB aboveA. forA|l — 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. foo D[ 5 3 3

Merits of a Condorcet Chairperson

Condorcet's rule is the best for finding the numsttral candidate.
Ina 1 on 1 test, the candidate with opinions faddoy the most central
voter usually wins a majority (the central voteugplall voters on 1
side). But if she appeals only to centrists, thaelerate and fringe vot-
ers on all sides can give higher ranks, and thetiele to someone
whose appeal is wider. Wide appeal and policytjmrs close to the
median voter's make this the most appropriate datelito moderate
debates.

Under Condorcet's rule all voters are obtainabie ealuable. For
example, Gephardt out ranks Clinton on liberaldobs so for a Con-
dorcet win, Clinton would have to appeal to cetdréd conservatives
— even though he cannot hope to be tfiehbice for conservative vot-
ers. Clinton would have to appeal to liberals dhsorder to beat other
central candidates.

Critics charge that Condorcet's rule might elegfitigpians whose
meekness and indecision offends nobody. But olslothose critics
are exasperated by indecision, as are many votevhose collective
judgment must be followed.

Central leaders tend to be pragmatists whereastire more doc-
trinaire and intolerant — with sometimes-disastrooissequences. Con-

STV  Ballots for Action

step A B C D ballotgoesto voter's next choice
1 1 2 1 3 DropA. Move ballot 7 fromA to B.
2 _1 3 ,1 3 DropC. Move ballot 3 fronC to B.
3 - 4‘( — 3 B wins a majority

In the Korean example, ballots for the weakerribeould help
elect the stronger liberal under both IRV and Caoneb

The Australians and Irish use IRV in many elediiaand call it
“Preferential Vote” or “Alternative Vote”. When ed for
multi-winner contests it is called Choice Voting,afd's rule, or
Single Transferable Vote (STV). And that is the next topic.

B Represent Everyone

Another common problem in an election rule ictfgy representa-
tives only for the largest group of voters.

We can solve that usir§iTV, but here a box needs less than half the
ballots to win a seat on the council. To win 5afeats requires the top
rank on only one-fifth of the ballots or 20%. Amtérest group with
20% of the voters will win 1 seat after moving thieallots, no matter
how many extra nominees they start with. A grouthw@0% of the
voters wins 3 seats and only 3. That is their $hiare, their Propor-
tional Representation. If a candidate gets moam thnough votes, a
share of the extra votes goes to each supportxtschoice. (See page
3, #4)

STV is used in cities, towns, schools and unitiesi such as Cam-
bridge University and the city of Cambridge Massesghts.

Proportional Representation

Proportional RepresentatiqPR) elects several people from each
large district. A district with 3 reps might elezfrom the largest party
and 1 from another party. This represents moretpaif view. The
more seats in a PR district, the more accuratelydps speak for its

structive leaders of the 3LTentury will be challenged to raise tolerance voters. This inclusive representation continuesiatzacy’'s progress

of religions and cultures.

A group with many candidates does not splintés. Members may
rank all of their nominees above other candidatégn each nominee
gets all of that group's ballots when tested agansoutsider. Finally,
if another voting rule picks a different winnergeti€ondorcet winner
ranks higher on most ballots and would win a mgjdni a 1 against 1
test.

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

A very different way to organize groups of votergalled Instant

Runoff Voting , orIRV. Here is an analogy: each candidate sets out feeland. Ireland. Israel Italy

box. A voter's ballot goes into his favorite
2

toward wide participation in power. All democraitilfill a minority
citizen's right to vote; most fulfill a minoritytgght to representation.

In 1993, New Zealanders voted to drop pluralitye fior “party list"
PR. Like the USA, New Zealand inherited pluratitye while it was a
colony of Great Britain — the first large nationhold elections. Voting
for reps has evolved in newer democracies. ThésBrihemselves
have been edging toward PR; they use it to elgrt te the European
Union and for the new legislatures of Scotland, &aland Northern
Ireland

List PR is used by most stable democracies instudiustria, Bel-
gium, Brazil, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Greecellatha, Hungary,
Japan, Nicaraguerway, Poland, Portu-
gal, Spain, So. Africa, Sweden...



STV Protects Majtlity Rights

Each candidate sets out a bg S Anjoi¢s his ballot E
in his favorite candidate's bo Thédia are counted.

If the ballots in the box equal the number neededit a seat, the candi-
date wins. If it gets too many votes, the voteisgeshare of the excess
transferred to his next choice. (step 4) If a baf counting finds no
winner, the box with the fewest votes is eliminatdts ballots move to
each voter's next choice. (steps 2, 3, 5)

Here we see a whole STV tally turning ballots inéps; 12 ballots
add up to 1 rep. 36 votes / 3 seats = 12 vote$ fmat.

Neighboring candidates have similar opinions sestmmters rank
them close together.

The old plurality rule electa, B, andS. So group | gets 2 reps for 12
voters while group 2 gets only 1 rep for 24 votefhat is not fair and it
does not lead to majority policies. But group tsgeo rep if group I
gives 2 votes toR, 7 to § 8 to T, and 7 to U.
Plurality rules are erratic as well as unfair. sTehows the importance of
ranking candidates and transferring ballots.

1) Initial Ballots KEY: Voters Current
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4) Transfer Excess Votes

3 Votes Transfer

15 votes for S

—12 vote quota
= 3 excess votes

3 excess votes
+15 voters
= 0.2
Two tenths goes to each
supporter's next choice.
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5) Transfer Votes From Last-Place

The tie between A and B was broken using all ihitia
ballots and Condorcet's Rule. Group Il prefers B.
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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 thage of opinions
held by voters. Give them a forum to debate afidegolicies for the
common good." This view emphasizes the integrgpimgpose of elec-
tions and representative committees.

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

This view risks turning into dictatorship: If tiséggest party should
dominate a government, should the biggest subgeonpol the biggest
party? And should the biggest sub- subgroup.sidé&, 1 party, 1 fac-
tion, 1 leader.

Compromises must be made at some level, everaffishin the
mind of one person. Any one-party government enacmpromise
policies, although the process may be secretivendaeats hold that
political decisions are better when many minds wodether, when the
options are debated in public from many points &w and when
power is fairly distributed.

PR often gives no party a majority of seats. i€risay this leads to
weak, indecisive governments. Yet even a legigtatith a majority
party can be indecisive if reps vote freely and mmgority rule, as in
the US Congress. But when reps vote by Condoroges they can
quickly find a new majority for each issue. Thérere is no ruling
group, no powerless group and no failure to resakeessary choices
(more on page 6).

STV has been said to favor extremists. The giray on the back
cover illustrates one fact refuting that chargé.ericloses only about
50% of the simulated voters. But it usually in@adll of the reps from
STV elections for 7 seats or less. Moderates guastiinside that statis-
tical line routinely beat candidates from the ouitaif of the electorate.

Merits of Proportional Representation

Women usually win more seats on PR councils than on citain
elected by older rules. The US and England useatizéent plurality
rule and about 10% of their reps are women. Intresh the oldest
democracies in Europe use PR rules adopted in988sland 30% of
their reps are women. Nations using both rulestetemre women by
PR than by plurality.

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

Women in some PR countries considered startinig tfven parties.
Under plurality rules, new parties divide a sidel dead to certain de-
feat. But PR gives seats to a new party suppdayed large minority.
This reasonable threat forced the old liberal partd decide that politi-
cal experience was not as important as gender ¢mlamhey dropped
some experienced men to make room for women on likts of nomi-
nees. And they won. They are now incumbents witherience,
power, and allies.

Inclusive rules elect a broad variety of reps #ngs invite a wide
range of candidates and issues, and a great tuafiugters — Austra-
lians see 90% vote compared with the USA's 50%nout is high
also because 83% of the voters help winners. Qheta is 16.6% for
each of 5 seats. The quota for 5 US winners is50% of each district
and thus 50% overall. Other votes are wasted onevisurpluses or on
losers; they do not effect the results. Rankingdaiates is easy and
worthwhile!

Turnout for many US primaries is only 20%. Mosters ignore
primaries. But later, many feel the 2 finalistéeoflittle choice. STV
combines the primary with the general electionctEparty offers more
nominees than it can elect and voters in the gereteation decide
which nominees are best. A liberal rep must compefainst similar
reps and challengers for the favor of liberal vate(Sabbatical terms
also make elections more competitive, forcing auirlideral reps to run
against former liberal winners.) This lets voteave real choices.

PR and Geography

Politicians often gerrymander the boundaries &-amner districts
to pick voters before voters pick reps. The libpeaty designs districts
with a liberal majority of voters. In exchangegtbonservative party
designs districts with a conservative majority.isTé¢reates "safe seats":
it leaves rivals no chance and voters no real @wiGerrymanders are
easy and common with one-winner districts but ngh vbig multi-
winner districts.

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

One-winner districts exaggerate a state's regidifferences. In the
North a liberal majority may win all of the seatgile in the South, a
liberal minority wins none. Then the state's migjoparty disregards
the needs of opposition regions. One-winner rdiege a rep to put
pork for her small district above the greater goobh contrast, PR
makes parties campaign for votes everywhere, mbtifjuthe few, hard-
fought swing districts targeted under one-winndesu So serious PR
parties must serve the needs of voters everywhere.

PR limits the anti-democratic effects of unequahpaign funds. In
district or at-large plurality elections, 1 sidencain each seat if they
catch the interest of the swing voters, and coBtfyads help attract
these voters. PR minimizes that. No matter howhmoney a party
spends, it can't win all the votes and all the B&s So PR candidates
may feel less pressure to raise campaign fundsemve the sponsors.

PR and Parties

Another widely used form of Proportional Repreatinh is called
party-list PR . Its ballots offer voters only a choice of pastieot of
candidates. A party gets a share of seats eqitsl$bare of votes. The
1% name on a party's list of nominees gets tedat her party wins.
Party leaders usually write the list, so they hammense power over
junior politicians and voters. As a result, publittra-party debate is
rare under list PR, which is used in most Europmamtries.

To spread power and broaden the appeal of itsaliparty conven-
tion could use STV to elect the nominating comreittewhose mem-
bers take turns adding names to the list. (This heaya club offer
members a diverse slate of "official* nominees.)

A great advantage of STV is that it needs no esurtiThat means it
can be used by organizations which haven't any) asaunions, clubs,
and schools. Many British and Australian Univeesituse STV. And
STV voters are never constrained to parties. Ty ignore party
labels and mix nominees together, ranking a Blugymandidate ¥, an
Orange 2, another Blue '8, and an independent'4

STV tallies were slow, costly and rare. But fre&ftware 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 distat3 reps each
would tend to elect 9 or 10 whites and 2 or 3 kdack



C Center Majorities

The most common problem in an election systemeating a coun-
cil with an off-center majority and one-sided p@E&

To solve that, a council's decisis@ing vote should not belong to
the left or the right. It should belong to a cahthairperson: the Con-
dorcet winner. To give her thswving vote, the rule must distribute the
other reps fairly and evenly around the centerV 8a&s been adapted to
do that.

Loring Ensemble Rule combines Condorcet's rulé BitV. If this
rule is not used, the Condorcet candidate, surredify moderates and
centrists, might get few first-rank votes and biniglated during an
STV tally — in spite of the fact that she is theerall favorite. STV
would then elect no central candidate, or meradgrarist with a narrow
appeal. STV reps then elect the chairperson, lystraim a majority
coalition's center, off center from the council d@he voters

Loring Ensemble RulgLER) exempts the Condorcet winner from
elimination during STV. Some ballots transfer & las her rivals are
eliminated. In the end she wins a seat surrourngedeps who won
ballots from less-central voters.

LERa can use any variation of STV rules for quatad transfers. It
only requires helping the Condorcet winner avoidthilation. LERb
elects her before the STV tally. Thus LERD gives tajority group 1
more than its share of seats. Separate votes doclthir and reps also
give the majority an extra seat.

All ensemble rules tend to elect well-balancednoiis like the &
pictured on page 1 and the bold names on page&.siBwlation re-
search shows LERa is currently the best rule fosistently 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 fthmmajority. But if
the majority has no clear favorite, the minorityyraast the deciding
votes. The chair then knows she owes her viciarpart, to her popu-
larity among minority voters.

Ensemble Majorities

Electing a central chairperson does not let arstntinority of
voters and their reps dictate the laws. The Caretaule lets all voters
influence which central candidate wins, and it weléct only about 1
out of 5 council members, so the PR reps may tfgrim a ring major-
ity with no centrists. As reps discuss an isshe, ¢hair offers her
views. If her policy is narrowly centrist, somepsemay negotiate a
broader policy, balanced with acceptable ideas fitogir rivals and key
ideas of their own.

LER does not give chairs the power and celebrityEaropean
prime ministers or American presidents and may&r$M dominates a
ruling party. A mayor commands the executive bnan@But LER's
chair often is not the center of a ruling partye slannot command; she
moderates a dynamic council.

A Condorcet chairperson interested in re-electiaust try to bal-
ance each policy. A narrow or off-center policy eses her to electoral
defeat by a stronger moderator.

All moderate reps have some power in majoritidared around a
chair who wants to stay popular on both sides efdbnter. A one-
sided majority includes only half the moderate©iu§ moderates bene-
fit from ensembles. The losers are people whosenie or self-worth
is measured by war-like politics.

The chair's constituency is the whole populaceileatine various
reps advocate for narrower interest groups. Thutate democracy
makes a council's views as similar to the electsaas practical.
Matching the median is priority 1 because polia#ien balance around
the views of a council's swing voter.

It is ironic that broad representation helps atre¢rCondorcet win-
ner own a council's swing vote. It shows thattall diversity can be a
source of balance and moderation, as well as peigpe A central
swing voter can lead a diverse PR council to broaite policies to
include all moderate views.

Merits of Balanced Policies

Some people fail to see the benefits of ensemblmails. Propo-
nents of STV have said "l don't see any value ¢ertral chairperson.”
And some who favor elections by Condorcet's rule tbey don't see
any value in broad representation. But such rlded to narrow and
one-sided policies.

"Centrist policy" denotes a narrow point of vidvat excludes other
opinions and needs. "One-sided policy" also megnsring rival
ideas. "Compromise policy" implies hostile regigia to opponents on
every point and mechanical averaging of values im&aliocre or irra-
tional combinations. "Balanced policy" suggesenbing the best ideas
from each side.

Balanced majorities avoid policy reversals andstbave money and
maintain credibility. They avoid policy changesattare random or
excessive and thus reduce the game-of-chance astdriayin politics.
They show the rule of reason not of whim, thus imesponfidence in
legitimate leadership. They do not let fringe refeer policies, a com-
mon fact in one-sided majorities.

Popular belief that government exists for the gaingood not just
for the strongest factions is hurt by one-sidedcpes. But balanced
policies favor all moderates thus increase satisia@nd reduce politi-
cal conflict. They have broad appeal and thus Hiedp organization
attract members.

Stability is not rigidity: Well-balanced majoet and stable poli-
cies might seem to increase the risk of continainmplicy even when it
stops working. But ensemble stability comes frauaately represent-
ing the voters, and not exaggerating or ignoririfissin their opinions.

Story  In the Pacific Northwest case, many jurisdicti@ie politi-
cally polarized, split almost 50:50, with no greancentration of voters
in the center. The result has been intense hygdiitween poles, policy
reversals and willfully irreversible policies. Thpattern would be
changed by ensemble rules. Neither pole could tmpapture a legis-
lative majority. Reps would find that to win aniyth, they must work
with the center and some moderates of the other sithe new pattern
may change our concepts of voting and governmemnt fools for cul-
tural war to tools for supporting diversity andfisedoms.

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

Story  Resource regulations often flip-flop. The develsp(or log-
gers) only have to win once; then the project idtfar the forest re-
moved) and the results last for decades.

Flip-flops give an advantage to those who quiddgtroy (by re-
source pillaging or death squads) not those whalglourture (by rais-
ing trees or children).

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

Policy flip-flops give new programs a chance tothed, but only
briefly. And anecdotes about haphazard changes@ras useful as
deliberate policy experiments. A balanced counwly let each side
test its program where its support is strongest.



Calming Political Hysteria

Some issues polarize communities. Even in thases; Condor-
cet's rule can find the policy supported by a mgjor

Story  Abortion is a complex ethical issue, but most psad laws
follow a one-dimensional line with various statytoestrictions added
from left to right, liberal to conservative. CaddieA says it should be
legal, free, and encouraged for unwed teeBssays it should not be
encouraged.J says it should require teen counseling and pdreota
fication. P says it should require a two-day wait for all wemend
private funding.U says it should not be allowed except in caseamé r
incest, or grave risk to the woman's lifé says it should never be legal.

It is likely that one of the middle positions isCandorcet winner,
with a narrow yet clear majority over its closasal. That should not
end the ethical debate; activists may still trypeysuade others. But it
should end the debate over which policy has mgjaitpport. Our
current electoral and legislative rules fail toealthe majority position.
Instead we see hysteria and threats of policy sal®in every election.

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

"An excellent [web] page which | will at once addrhine. | dis-
agree with you on the merits of the centre. Samegithe centre is
a messy compromise that is the worst of all worldgy. the UK in
Europe. Either the UK goes it alone or tries tokena Federal
Europe. Instead we are trying to keep Europe iruaworkable
transitional state."

The old system results in unworkable compromisesbse it is not
designed for balance; it is made for one-sided rule

Did central politicians design the current policid, the parties are
highly partisan with powerful leaders. An MP whegptiates inde-
pendently with the opposition is insubordinatereatherous. The PM
can drop that MP to the bottom of the party listaman unfriendly hust-
ings. US leaders may cut off a rebel's campaigmfner party's money
supply.

Parties maintain negotiating (battle) positiorf$e resulting policy
is agrudgingcompromise, which both sides consider tempor&yme
MPs hoped it would fail even as they voted for Tthere is no central
party trying to design a federation, with efficiecdoperation and yet
some independence.

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

Strategic voting may be the hardest obstacle tkate solutions.
Lets say | feel going it alone is best, federa@8hbest, and a long tran-
sition 3% If | actually mark federation" | might help it win and an
independent England will be lost for my lifetimea Bgive 2% to transi-
tion, in hopes of keeping alive some chance fdrifulependence, even
if it does not yet win.

Some voters favoring federation mirror my strategyith these

D Resist Manipulation

Often, a few reps can manipulate agenda votingniact a policy
that most reps do not want. In the 1970s, matheiaas provedevery
voting system can be manipulated, sometimes.

The question then was, can some be manipulateé easily or
more often than others? Chamberlin, Cohen, andrBedound "The
most striking result is the difference between ienipulability of the
Hare [STV] system and the other systems."J@nirnal of Politics46
1984: 479-502) STV resists strategic votes, sischumishing a major
rival with last rank, by looking only at (currerity ranks.

But research also found STV poor at electing thustneentral op-
tion; it is often encircled by rivals, gets few fank votes, and is elimi-
nated in an early STV step.

For legislative votes, Loring One-winner RYleOR) enacts the
Condorcet winner if there is one. If there is nosued if time bars fur-
ther discussion, LOR finds the STV winrerd the chairperson's favor-
ite; then tallies a runoff between these two.

The only way to manipulate Condorcet's rule isreate a tied "vot-
ing cycle". (If voter 7 in our example changeslthédiot to rankD above
C, we find a voting cycle in whicB beatsC, C beatsB, andB beats
D.) STV is manipulable rarely. A chairperson'dditzind a 1 against 1
runoff are not manipulable.

For LOR to fail, Condorcet, STV, and the chairralist fail to pick
the central option. The chance of that is lesa tha 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 elimtion path simi-
lar to STV. Thus, like STV, they risk missing thmst central option.
(But even the simple show of hands can make 1 @st$:A versusB,
the winner versu€ and so on. The final winner must be tested agains
all rivals: TestC againstA even ifA had lost taB.)

Merits of Preference Ballots and LOR

Yes-no ballots promote false dichotomies and $qmiarization.
Preference ballots let reps rank many versions loifla This cuts se-
quence effects and tricks such as freeloader alfel kimendments.
It speeds voting and reduces deadlocks.

Story  The US faces a budget crisis as baby-boomerg raid pen-
sion payments overwhelm tax payers. Each solut@as support but
none has a majority so no action has been takeost k&ps say this
deadlock is worse than any proposal. Condoroetéswould enact the
1 policy which beats each rival.

A vote to omit the "no change" option from thelbed unfairly puts
1 policy, the status quo, against all rivals ategnmt 1 at a time. On
the other hand, super-majority rules such as causemnfairly aid
whatever policy happens to be the status quo. ait have evolved by
chance, managerial fiat or accommodation to pasditions. Such bias
should go only to preserving a constitution. (Gliag congressional
election rules does not require changing the UdBstitution. Some

strategic secondand some sincere firsts, the unworkable transitionalstates used primitive, at-large plurality rulestie 1800s.)

state can win by Condorcet's rule. A stalematdigoes until enough
voters decide it is hurting everyone.

LER may reduce grudging compromises by electirdharperson
who has an electoral incentive to balance eacteyoli

1950 German's parliament has reps from 1-winner distand repp
from party-list PR. This is almost an ensemble blihe districts ar@
not huge and heterogeneous; they use pluralitysuoleff-center pal

ties win most districts. These reps do not forogeatral balance poi:I
for majorities. Instead, the largest party usudiyns a ruling major
ity with a minor party — excluding thé®@largest party from decisidn
making.




E Empower Everyone

Most democracies recognize the minority citizeight to vote and
the minority voter's right to representation. Ewen in democracies
with PR, ruling majorities have allowed only thefmss to allocate
funds. For too many people, representation nesamtd to power. We
may yet evolve a limited right to proportional sgamg of discretionary
funds byall reps.

Limited as it is, the right to spend some reveisua major expan-
sion in theconceptof democracy, similar to earlier expansions in the
right to vote and the right to representation.

Goal Review

Give voters real choices.

Minimize the effects of unequal campaign funding.

Reduce campaign hysteria, polarization, and regjidinargence.

Loring Allocation Rulg(LAR) uses Condorcet's rule to fund central Ensure minority representation without gerrymanutgri

winners, then a process like STV to fund diversensis: Each rep is
accountable for the share she allocates. She maitkities and budgets
for them. Those budgets, divided by the quota alfobs, are the
amounts her ballot offers to her favorites.

Elect a broad variety of representatives, encongpgiwide
range of candidates, discussion of issues, atat twrnout.

Enact policies of real majorities by representih@eups.

Elect a central candidate with broad appeal torchaing

If her $ vote forA is $300 and the quota is 10 offers, her offer is vote, and moderate among advocates for all ngamrps.

$30. IfA gets its quota of 10 offers, its total is the ager $ vote (the
same as if the $ votes had been totaledtheddivided by the quota).
The total offers are the item's budget.

Offers combine the item's budgetd its quota of supporters. These To enact inclusive, well-centered policies, council

prove the intensity and breadth of support, to fmmythe item and to

qualify it as apublic good. The quota and the minimum $ vote are sefThe diverse reps form an inclusive and balarumhcil

in the by-laws.

Her ballot offers money to its top-rated items,na@ny as her ac-
count can afford. LAR suspends and transfers offiemm the weakest
items 1 at a time. It also transfers surplus vetet all funds go to
items with exactly a quota of votes.

Merits of Proportional Spending

Fair-share SpendindFS) lets big groups within a city fund their
own projects without new layers of taxes or bureaey: In a city-wide
vote, each neighborhood or interest group has méoeynd a few
school and road improvements. City taxes thenfpayhe winners as
the school or road departments administer the aotstr Every group
has spending power; none is shut out. This makddéh) empires less
profitable.

When the majority directs all discretionary spewgitheir last allo-
cation adds little to their happiness. After trepend $900... on their
favorite projects, the next $100... funds a loverity. But that $100...
could fund the top priority for a large minoritymaking the minority
much happier.

In economic terms, distributing a small amounspénding power
increases the utility value purchased, and it itistes opportunities and
incentives as well. In political terms, a more igajple distribution
promotes legitimacy, compliance, and cooperatidrhe organization
serves and appeals to more people.

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

A majority that becomes a minority can still fusdme priorities —
so their budgets rise and fall smoothly. Most remstribute to at least
1 project that wins with less than a majority.

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

A project that violates policies is subject to aréy veto. Vetoes
ideally occur before the funding vote. But thetfigroup to use FS puts
all proposals on the ballot then debates blockinly & a controversial
item wins. This avoids many debates. If opponeimts the ballots are
tallied again without the item.

Fair-share Spending is unlikely to give minorittee much power.
Reps use majority rules to enact laws and set ggemeling. Only a
small part of the budget is discretionary and thuailable for propor-
tional spending on projects. Finally, most FS fmdll be spent by the
majority.

Reduce policy upheavals and deadlocks.

The #1goal is the greatest happiness for the greatest number.
The bestmeansare broad, centrally-balanced policies.

need diverse reps, central reps and valid proesdu

The central reps form the balance point for couméijorities
The policy rule finds the version with majoritiegeo all others.

Voting can create a form of democracy between @dvial and
consensual: Multi-winner rules to elect reps anddfygproposals give
groups their fair shares of power without lettingy@ne block action.
Policy decisions by ensemble councils and LOR ke a less adver-
sarial path than winner take all.

Adopting ensemble rules should please most votdPR offers
many benefits and ensembles add balanced policies.

Steering Analogy

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

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

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

To test drive voting rules and see how they perfatownload Poli-
ticalSim™ at PoliticalSim.com

Democracy Evolves at AccurateDemocracy.com

elect.htm ballot design, how to manipulate plurality rulessemble
and STV variations, top web sites and readings.

I_intro.htm: why vote in meetings, how to manipulate agendast
Condorcet's rule with parliamentary motions.

p_intro.htm: raise and lower different budgets on the samiotaith
Movable Money Votes.

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

© 1998 Robert Loring, reprints permitted, votinggltaol.com
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PoliticalSim lets players taste 41 flavors of irgt From Austra-
lia to Zuidland there are many ways to elect refgach country's vot-
ing rule creates hot spots for players on the etatfield. But the
strong positions move if the voting rule is chang&bme rules elect
only centrists, some elect moderates, and som@strerratic.

Simulated voters@ rank the candidates, givifigioice to the
closest, ¥ choice to the ® closest, etc. Their positions on the screen
may represent geography or political opinions.

Players act as party leaders, positioning rivaldedates to maxi-
mize support. Moving a candidate requires payimgdds and an-
swering interview questions can win donations. rHaayers control-
ling candidates in two parties create a challengiigure 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 usedles such as
Australia's STV, Japan's SNTV, Holland's open PRAW open pri-
mary, England's plurality and France's runoff; plinsited, cumula-
tive, and the now illegal bloc voting rules. Yowaynadd your own
rules in Excel spreadsheets or macros. MicrosofeE# or higher is
required.

Ensemble Councils versus PR

Simulations showL.ERa is the best way to represent the center
and all sides. Here it electd thenBev, Di, Fred andJoe A Con-
dorcet Serie®lects the 5 candidates nearest the central valeBev,
Fred, GG andJoe Nobody in the lower-right wins so the council
cannot balance around the central votBtoc voteandBorda's rule
elect the same off-center council. The SWhners?_Bev, Di, Fred,
GG, and_JoeNo Al

Only LER has Condorcet centering with STV balanting

Download PoliticalSim at:
PoliticalSim.com

File Edit Format

Window  Organize

Sl Campaign

Cambridge

Hello Office Seekers

Quick Setup...

Survey Voters...
Nominate Candidates
0 Bid on Rules...

@

© “ 0‘ Position Candidates
@ O, Interview Candidates
o 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...
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