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AN ANALYSIS OF THE TWO BALLOTS

Abbreviations

av

alternative vote (another name for irv and stv)
bc

Borda count



fpp

first-past-the-post




irv (or av)
instant run-off

mbc

modified Borda count



mmp

multi-member proportional

pr

proportional representation


stv (or av)
single transferable vote

Introduction

The computer program, Decision-Maker, is designed to analyse any voters’ profile according to eight different methodologies simultaneously.  These are:

· plurality voting

· two-round voting

· av

· approval voting

· bc

· mbc

· serial voting, and

· Condorcet count.

The program suffers from a couple of limitations, the most obvious being that voters might well adjust their preferences if they have prior knowledge as to which counting procedure is to be employed.  In approval voting, or instance, there is absolutely no point at all in casting preferences for all the options listed, whereas there is every incentive to do so if the procedure is to be mbc or Condorcet.

Secondly, in the Decision-Maker version of approval voting, every preference cast is considered to be an ‘approval’, whereas in other variations, only the first two/three preferences, or whatever, are treated thus.  
Thirdly, as noted in the instructions for the use of Decision-Maker, in the event of a tie for elimination during the count of two-round voting and av, the program eliminates alphabetically.  A tie is likely if and when the number of voters is very small and, in these circumstances, a paper count is advisable on these two methodologies, just to check.
nb

Please note that while a full check of the Oxford ballot has been undertaken – and the figures given here differ a little from those presented at the time – some of the voters in London took their ballots away, and a full check of this second ballot has therefore not been possible.
The Debate

The process by which the options for the ballot paper are selected, the debate, is just as important as the process by which society chooses which of these options it wants.  Furthermore, if the entire process is to be democratic, then the people concerned and/or their representatives should be involved in one and/or other of the two.  

Accordingly, the debate must be chaired by an independent body – the chair plus the consensors, or whoever – and everyone or every party must be allowed, not only to propose an option, but also to participate in the discussions on all of the options.

In our own exercises – because they were designed to show i) the capabilities of the Decision-Maker program, and ii) that different counts may produce different outcomes – very little time was given to the debate.  We simply opened the floor for suggestions.  If time had permitted, a more detailed discussion may have revealed more options, with the possibility therefore of different outcomes.  Despite this shortcoming, we feel the exercise was of benefit.
OXFORD

A debate on which electoral system should be used in GB in Westminster elections.

The Ballot – Analysis

Table Oxford 1 – the Voters’ mbc Profile
The total number of votes was 11, and they were all valid.  As can be seen from the bottom ‘totals’ row, shown in tint, all 11 voters cast at least three preferences, but only 7 voters cast all seven preferences.  If someone cast only a 1st, a 2nd and a 3rd preference, these were recorded in the mbc profile as a 5th, a 6th and a 7th preference respectively.

When viewing this profile, it is important to interpret every preference cast as a positive gesture, ranging from large, a 1st preference, to small, a 7th.  Then, in a Borda preferendum or mbc, the preferences shown in the 1st column receive 7 points each, the preferences in the 2nd column get 6 points, and so on.  The points are in Table 2, and the mbc winner is option C.
	OPTIONS
	PREFERENCES

	
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	5th
	6th
	7th

	fpp – (UK)
	A
	-
	1
	-
	-
	1
	1
	7

	av + top-up (Jenkins)
	B
	2
	-
	1
	2
	-
	3
	1

	pr list (GB Euro elections)
	C
	1
	3
	2
	-
	2
	3
	-

	pr-stv (Ireland)
	D
	-
	2
	4
	-
	2
	1
	-

	pr list (Holland)
	E
	-
	-
	1
	4
	2
	-
	2

	mbc
	F
	3
	1
	1
	-
	1
	2
	1

	mmp = fpp + pr list (Germany)
	G
	1
	1
	-
	3
	3
	1
	-

	Totals
	7
	8
	9
	9
	11
	11
	11


Table Oxford 2 – the mbc points
	OPTIONS
	POINTS
	TOTAL

	
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	

	fpp – (UK)
	A
	-
	6
	-
	-
	3
	2
	7
	18

	av + top-up (Jenkins)
	B
	14
	-
	5
	8
	-
	6
	1
	34

	pr list (Euro elections)
	C
	7
	18
	10
	-
	6
	6
	-
	47

	pr-stv (Ireland)
	D
	-
	12
	20
	-
	6
	2
	-
	40

	pr list (Holland)
	E
	-
	-
	5
	16
	6
	-
	2
	29

	mbc
	F
	21
	6
	5
	-
	3
	4
	1
	40

	mmp = fpp + pr list (Germany)
	G
	7
	6
	-
	12
	9
	2
	-
	36


Table Oxford 3 – a comparison of different counting procedures
If a voters’ profile is counted according to different methodologies, there will often be different outcomes.  Such is the case here.  In the Decision-Maker analysis, six different counts give the same winner, option C, (as shown in the darker tint); this implies that only plurality voting and two-round voting can be very inaccurate.  A look at the runners-up (in lighter tint) show that the better methodologies also differ somewhat, as does an examination of their social rankings.
	Option
	plurality

vote
	two-round

voting
	av, stv or irv
	approval voting
	Borda count - bc
	modified bc or 

mbc
	serial voting
	Condorcet count

	A
	1
	-
	-
	10
	27
	18
	-
	-

	B
	2
	5
	2
	9
	37
	34
	-
	2.5

	C
	2
	-
	6
	11
	58
	47
	7
	6.0

	D
	2
	-
	-
	9
	46
	40
	4
	4.0

	E
	-
	-
	-
	9
	32
	29
	-
	1.0

	F
	3
	5
	3
	9
	45
	40
	-
	4.5

	G
	1
	-
	-
	9
	39
	36
	-
	3.0


Conclusion

It is interesting to note that, whereas option F scored three 1st preferences, the winning option, option C, received only two 1st preferences, (one in a full vote, the other in a partial vote).  Such, then, are the features of a more consensual procedure: the outcome depends upon the preferences of every voter, and not just on those of a majority.
LONDON

A very short debate was held on whether or not the current definition of ‘organic’, when applied to foodstuffs, should also consider, not only a stricter definition in terms of pesticides etc., but also other considerations, such as whether or not the foods had involved air miles (am), had been carbon costed (cc), had been produced by workers enjoying fair trade wages (ft), and had originated from countries deemed to be ethical.  While a large number of permutations and combinations of all the factors mentioned was possible, it was nevertheless felt fair to range the options in, as it were, an order of severity.
The Ballot – Analysis

Table London 1 – the Voters’ mbc Profile
On this occasion, there were 12 voters, every vote was again valid, and everyone cast at least two preferences.  Only five people, however, submitted a fill ballot.

The points awarded according to the mbc procedure are shown in Table 2, and the mbc winner is option C with a very close runner-up, option B.
	OPTIONS
	PREFERENCES

	
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	5th
	6th
	7th

	present definition
	A
	2
	2
	-
	-
	2
	-
	4

	stricter definition (sd)
	B
	1
	2
	2
	1
	-
	3
	1

	(sd) + carbon costing (cc)
	C
	-
	2
	3
	1
	1
	3
	1

	(sd) + air miles (am)
	D
	-
	-
	-
	4
	2
	-
	-

	(sd) + fair trade (ft)
	E
	-
	-
	1
	2
	3
	2
	-

	(sd) + (ft) + (cc)
	F
	1
	1
	-
	-
	2
	3
	3

	(sd) + (am) + (ft) + ethical
	G
	1
	-
	1
	1
	-
	1
	3

	Totals
	5
	7
	7
	9
	10
	12
	12


Table London 2 – the mbc points
	OPTIONS
	POINTS
	TOTAL

	
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	

	present definition
	A
	14
	12
	-
	-
	6
	-
	4
	36

	stricter definition (sd)
	B
	7
	12
	10
	4
	-
	6
	1
	40

	(sd) + carbon costing (cc)
	C
	-
	12
	15
	4
	3
	6
	1
	41

	(sd) + air miles (am)
	D
	-
	-
	-
	16
	6
	-
	-
	22

	(sd) + fair trade (ft)
	E
	-
	-
	5
	8
	9
	4
	-
	26

	(sd) + (ft) + (cc)
	F
	7
	6
	-
	-
	6
	6
	3
	28

	(sd) + (am) + (ft) + ethical
	G
	7
	-
	5
	4
	-
	2
	3
	21


Table London 3 – a comparison of different counting procedures
	Option
	Plurality

vote
	two-round

voting
	av, stv or irv
	approval voting
	Borda count - bc
	modified bc or 

mbc
	serial voting
	Condorcet count

	A
	4
	4
	7
	10
	50
	36
	4
	5.0

	B
	3
	7
	
	10
	55
	40
	7
	5.5

	C
	2
	
	5
	11
	58
	41
	
	4.5

	D
	-
	
	
	6
	23
	22
	
	1.0

	E
	-
	
	
	8
	31
	26
	
	2.0

	F
	1
	
	
	10
	40
	28
	
	2.5

	G
	2
	
	
	7
	25
	21
	
	0.5


Conclusion
Again, the overall mbc winner, option C, is not the option with the most 1st preferences.

In most, but certainly not all, voters’ profiles – and here I refer to practical examples rather than pure hypotheses – the mbc winner is the same as the Condorcet winner.  In this instance, we have one of the exceptions.
