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Abbreviations*
bc

Borda Count



dup

Democratic Unionist Party

ff

Fianna Fail



fg

Fine Gael



fpp

First Past the Post



goat

Government of all the Talents

gnu

Government of National Unity

gp

Green Party


mbc

Modified Borda Count


nig

New Ireland Group

qbs

Quota Borda System


pr

Proportional Representation

sf

Sinn Féin



stv

Single Transferable Vote
*
When referring to tds by their inititals, the latter are italicised.

Acknowledgements

The experiment would not have been possible without the matrix vote spread sheet, which John Baker (ucd) prepared.  In addition, thanks are due to Professor Elizabeth Meehan (Queen’s) who chaired the event; to Phil Kearney (the de Borda Institute) who helped to organise everything; to Dr. Nat O’Connor (tasc), not least for the use of the premises; to Nuala Ahern (Green Party) and Andy Pollak (Institute of Cross Border Studies) who formed the panel; to Stephen Dineen (Green Party) for help in the preparation of the documentation; and lastly but most importantly, to all the participants who took to the simulation with enthusiam and good humour.

It should also be pointed out that while the matrix vote itself was invented by the author of this report, the two voting procedures upon which it is based are well established: the Modified Borda Count (mbc) was first devised in 1781 by Jean-Charles de Borda, although then called a bc,
 while the Quota Borda System (qbs) was first advocated by Professor Sir Michael Dummett, two centuries later.

nb

The text varies from the normal in that all numbers of votes are written as numbers, including those less than 10; secondly, all ordinals of preferences are written as 1st, 2nd etc., while all other ordinals in the text are spelt out in full… but not in the tables.
______________
Introduction

After a short description of the matrix vote, this report will outline the basis of the experiment, the role of the participants, and the outcome of the vote, before concluding with an analysis.
The Matrix Vote  
Most elections concern only one category of chosen representative, and those elected are all tds, all local councillors, all committee members, or whatever.  Any distinctions as to ministerial post or executive office come later.  

The matrix vote, in contrast, may be used on those occasions when each of the persons elected shall then enjoy a different status.  Examples include the election of a cabinet by a parliament, or the election of an executive committee by an association at its agm; and while those chosen all then share the same rank of cabinet/executive member, each undertakes a quite different function – the minster of finance or the minister of foreign affairs, for example, or again, the chairperson or the treasurer.  Thus, in a matrix vote, the voter (td or association member) should give consideration, not only to various policy priorities, but also to the candidates’ different talents and experiences. 
Because the matrix vote is pr, the outcome (in parliament) is almost bound to be a proportional, all-party, power-sharing coalition cabinet.  The methodology is particularly appropriate for post-conflict societies, not least because it works without even party labels, let alone designations
 or other sectarian distinctions.
In this particular experiment, participants ‘elected’ a Government of National Unity (gnu), a cabinet of 15 ministerial posts, such as exist in today’s Oireachtas. 

A short History

The matrix vote was originally proposed in 1978,
 and first demonstrated at a public meeting of over 200 persons held in Belfast in 1986 under the auspices of the New Ireland Group (nig).
  A more detailed description of this voting mechanism was published in 1991
 to coincide with The Other Talks, another nig cross-party conference devoted to consensus decision-making.  And a seminar on this topic was held in 1988, to coincide with the ni Peace Process. 
The methodology was adopted by both the nig and the ni gp, and has often been used at their respective agms for the election of the incoming executive.  It has also been used in demonstrations abroad, as for example in Bulgaria and Germany.
The Vote and Count
When electing a 15-member cabinet, a Government of all the Talents (goat) or a gnu, every td is a candidate for every ministry (although any td, if he/she so wishes, may state in advance if he/she does not want to stand for any one of the posts, or even all of them).  
The electorate is every member of the Dáil.  To submit a full ballot, each td chooses, in his/her order of preference, 15 different individuals, each to undertake one of 15 different functions.  
Based on this one multi-candidate preference vote, the count involves a Quota Borda System (qbs) election, to determine which tds shall serve in cabinet; and a Modified Borda Count (mbc) election, to see which of these tds shall be appointed to which department.
In a qbs election, no matter how many other preferences have been cast, every preference cast retains its original status.  In the count, in stage i), candidates receiving a quota of 1st preferences are elected; if seats are still to be filled, then next, in stage ii), pairs of candidates gaining 2 quotas of 1st/2nd preferences are elected.
  In stage iii) of the count, again if seats are still to be filled, only candidates still unelected are included in the calculations, and seats are now awarded to those pairs of candidates gaining 1 quota of 1st/2nd preferences, the actual seat going to the candidate with the higher mbc score.  And all remaining seats are based on mbc scores only.   So, success in stages i) and ii) of the count can be achieved by just a few top preferences; success in the later stages will invariably depend on cross-party support.

In the mbc election, in a full ballot of fifteen preferences, a 1st preference gets 15 points, a 2nd preference gets 14 points, and so on, until a 15th preference gets 1 point.  In a partial vote – if, for example, someone has submitted a ballot of only 8 preferences, then the 1st preference gets only 8 points, the 2nd preference gets 7 points, and so on.

For a voter to have the maximum impact, it is therefore better to submit a full ballot.  Secondly, because the matrix vote is pr, a party with 40% of the Dáil can expect to win 40% of the executive, i.e., 6  ministerial seats.  Accordingly, a voter from this party would be well advised, having cast 6 or maybe 7 preferences for his/her own party colleagues, to then cast any lower preferences for those tds of the other parties whom he/she considers to be most worthy.

In theory, a matrix vote could be conducted under pr-stv and fpp, or another pair of  voting systems.  pr-stv, however, while it allows the voters to submit a full ballot, does not necessarily encourage them so to do;
 fpp, meanwhile, does not even cater for preference voting.  Because the matrix vote is designed for power-sharing, which almost by definition must involve cross-party dialogue if not indeed cross-party voting, it is based on qbs and the mbc.
 

The Basis of the Experiment 

In theory, all 166 (or 165) tds could participate in the formation of the cabinet  Each could aspire to office.  And each could cast his/her preferences, not only for those whom they wished to see in cabinet, but also for the particular departmental post in which he/she wanted each of these nominees to serve.  For the purposes of our experiment, the Dáil was reduced to a list of 48 of the more prominent tds, as shown in the appendix.
The participants in the experiment were all, as it were, anonymous tds.  Each individual was allocated to a particular party – ff, fg, Lab, Independent, gp or sf – and each party group of 3-4 individuals was given a number of ballot papers, in proportion to current party strengths in the Dáil: 20, 14, 5, 2, 2 and 1, respectively, a total of 44 ballots.
With 44 votes and a cabinet of 15 ministers, the quota was 3.
  Thus Labour, with 5 votes, was guaranteed to get 1 person elected, if just 3 of the Labour votes gave a 1st preference for one particular td.  ff,  meanwhile, with 20 votes, had 6 quotas of 1st preferences, so if the ff group split their votes accordingly, ff could get 6 ministers; furthermore, if they co-operated with a small party, they could use their 2 other votes {20 – (6x3) = 2} to get a seventh minister.  That or  they could give all 20 of their 1st preferences to one td, so to all but ensure that this particular individual became the Taoiseach.
  Or again, there was a third possibility, for just as ff had 6 quotas of 1st preferences, it also had 3 sets of 2 quotas of 1st/2nd preferences. 
Of tactical choices, then, there were many.  Each party group could choose who they wanted to be in cabinet and in which department, knowing that if they were the biggest party, they could pretty well guarantee for themselves the most important post… but not necessarily the second most important post, but maybe again the third, and so on.  At the same time, they could use any other votes and many lower preferences in negotiations with other parties… perhaps.

The Role of the Participants
By looking at the votes cast, it is possible to analyse the tactics of each group.
ff decided that, first and foremost, they wanted the post of Taoiseach; and Michael Martin (mm) was their candidate, not Brian Cowen (bc).  (From here on, all td candidates will be referred to by their italicised initials only – another simplification used for the purposes of the experiment, and listed in the appendix.)  17 votes gave their 1st preference to mm, their 2nd preference to bl, and their 3rd preference to nd; (for some unknown reason, 1 vote gave a 1st preference to bl and a 2nd to mm).  With their 2 spare votes, they came to a deal with sf so that the latter’s coc also got a quota of 1st preferences.  In the count, sure enough, ff came top of the qbs election, with mm gaining a total of 17 of 1st preferences.   With all 17 votes giving their 2nd preference to bl, and with the one vote giving bl a 1st and mm a 2nd, the bl/mm pair of candidates got 3 pairs of quotas, leading to the election of bl in seventh place.  At the same time, most of these votes for mm-bl went on to give their 3rd-4th-5th-6th preferences to nd-da-bs-bc, so all of these tds got sufficient mbc scores... sufficient, that is, for ministerial office, though doubtless bc would have been disappointed with his eventual reward.  
fg used an altogether different tactic.  With 14 votes, they had 4 guaranteed seats, and 2 as it were spare votes.  They voted like this: 5 were 1st prefernces for rb; 3 were for sc; 3 for rq of Labour; and 3 for jg of the Greens.  As a result, rb came third in the qbs election, and jg came fourth, both gaining totals of 5 (5 fg and 3 fg + 2 gp) 1st preferences, with rb getting the higher mbc score.  Why fg was so generous to Labour and the Greens is unclear, for rq and jg got not only these 3 fg 1st preferences each, but also support in the form of lower preferences from all of the other fg votes.  Apart from rb, fg also got sc in fifth position, with as, lv and om to follow on their mbc scores.  Somewhat surprisingly, perhaps, fg gave ek only a load of lower preferences... and not enough for his elevation to cabinet.
Of their 5 votes, Lab gave 4 of their 1st preferences to rq, and only 1to eg.  rq thus got 4 Labour 1st preferences in addition to the 3 fg 1st preferences, so rq was second in the qbs election.  What’s more, of these 4 Labour votes, 2nd, 3rd and 4th preferences went to rb, jb and mdh, and eg got only 5th preferences.  So maybe eg was lucky to get elected at all, coming thirteenth in the qbs election on a relatively low mbc score of 180. 
The 2 Independent votes were used in an attempt to get mh elected.  She got both of their 1st preferences, but that of course was not enough.  (The Ind. group thought that they had done a deal with fg, but the latter, it later transpired, reneged.)  Both of the Ind. 2nd preferences went to rq, and their 3rd preferences to jg.  

The 2 gp votes gave their 1st preferences to jg; their 2nd preferences to coc, (and in exchange, sf gave jg only their single 14th preference); their 3rd preferences to mh, (for which favour the Independents likewise gave jg both of their 3rd preferences); and most of their lower preferences to fg and Labour.
Finally, sf with only the single ballot, gave its 1st preference to coc, most of its higher preferences to ff, and just the odd lower preference to eg (12th) and, as already noted, jg (14th).

Valid Votes

All the groups tried to cast full ballots.  Of the 44 votes submitted, however, while 41 were indeed valid full votes, 3 were valid partial votes because of unintended mistakes.  One of these had tk down for a 15th preference, even though it  had already given tk a 13th preference; everything else was in order, however, so this became a valid partial vote of 14 preferences.   Another vote gave one 8th preference to rb,and another 8th preference to bs, so this ballot became a valid partial vote of just 7 preferences.  And similarly, the last of these votes was also a valid partial vote of 7 preferences.  All three partial votes belonged to ff but, it must be admitted, the ff group had the hardest task.
The Outcome of the Vote
In the qbs election, mm, rq, rb, jg, sc and coc were all elected in stage i), i.e., on the basis of gaining a quota of 1st preferences.  In stage ii), as noted earlier, the bl/mm pair got more than 2 quotas of 1st/2nd preferences, so bl was the seventh person elected.    There were no pairs of unelected candidates gaining a quota of 1st/2nd preferences, stage iii); so all the other elected candidates were chosen in stage iv), i.e., on the basis of their mbc scores only: nd, as, da, bc, lv, eg, bs and om.  The results are shown in Table I.
When allocating each of these successful tds to their various portfolios in the mbc election, Table II, attention is focused on the mbc scores in the matrix itself.  292 is the highest, which means mm is the first to be appointed, and he becomes the Taoiseach.  The second highest sum, 272, puts bl into Finance.  The third gives nd Justice, Equality and Law Reform.  And so on.  In this way, 12 tds are allocated, as shown in grey tint.  This leaves 3 tds still awaiting appointment and 3 posts unfilled, shown in pink, because none of these 3 have scored any points for any of these 3 departments.  Accordingly, appointments are made on the basis of the most popular td (as shown in the penultimate row) gaining that portfolio for which most points have been cast (as shown in the right hand column).  The corresponding appointments are indicated in turquoise.  Table III shows the outcome.

An Analysis

The participants were all new to the concept of the matrix vote.  Many of them were familiar with the mbc, but few if any were acquanited with qbs, and none at all with the matrix vote.  To work out an appropriate strategy, and to then undertake negotiations with members of the other groups to fulfil this strategy, and all in the strict time limits of an evening meeting, was no mean undertaking.  Despite this, and despite the fact that many of the groups might subsequently have wished to vote in a different way in the light of their experience, the outcome was roughly as one might have expected:
ff = 6; fg = 5; Lab = 2; Ind = 0; gp = 1; and sf = 1.

Certainly, there were tactical disappointments.  fg, for example, tried to get rb appointed as Taoiseach, but his 258 points were trumped by mm’s 292.  As a second option, they hoped he would become the Minister of Foreign Affairs, for which he got 103 points, but here he lost to his own party colleague, om, the latter with 176 points.  In like manner, the gp group lost the Environment, Heritage and Local Government Department,  for while jg got 130 points for this portfolio, he was beaten by da of ff, with 201 points.  As it was, jg was appointed to Community Rural and Gaeltacht Affairs, with only 2 points… hardly a ringing endorsement.
Maybe the biggest weakness of the matrix vote, however, relates to those who were appointed to various ministries, with scores of 0.  rq and rb, along with coc, all became ministers in departments for which they had received no points at all.  coc, with only 89 points in all, could hardly object; but  those who voted for rq and rb, 2nd and 3rd in the qbs election, with mbc scores of 158 and 374 respectively, had cause to be critical.  
One of the unfilled appointments related to the Ministry of Arts, Sport and Tourism,  for which 344 points had been cast.  Of these, the highest total of 165 points was for pc to take on this portfolio.  And in the qbs election, pc was pipped at the post: he was sixteenth with a total of 171 points.  Furthermore, dn received 125 points for this department, and he was eighteenth equal with 146 points.  Why, then, appoint someone with a score of 0, when the consensus of ‘the Dáil’ supports another – pc or dn? 
Meanwhile, in the Ministry of Transport, a total of 266 points had been cast.  Of these, ph got 146, and he too was eighteenth equal; mh was next with 56 points, but she was 27th in the qbs election, so hardly in contention; the other candidate to get a reasonable score for this Ministry was lv with 55 points, and his total mbc was 200, so he, of course, was already in cabinet and had already been appointed to the post of Communications, Energy and Natural Resources.   So should ph have got the Transport job?
Was it right, then, for rg and rb to get these two ministries, with 0 points, when in the consensus of those voting, others were more suitable?  Should the rules be changed to allow for the appointment of ministers without portfolio, so to give these two ministries to pc and ph, and so to expand the cabinet to one of 17 members?  But if this same logic were to be applied to the post of Agriculture, then er would have been similarly rewarded, but he had a mere 69 points for that ministry, and a total of only 117 in the qbs election where he was twenty-third in order of popularity.
Conclusion

These, then, were possible quirks.  In real life, however, if all parties in the Dáil had a fair understanding of the workings of the matrix vote, the chances of any one td being appointed to a ministry for which he/she had no support at all would probably be minimal.  Further experience of this voting procedure is obviously required.  The prospect of the matrix vote’s wider application, however, in the appointment of sub-committees, in the election of committee chairpersons in power-sharing councils and parliaments, in the election of executive committees of organisations and political parties everywhere, and, most importantly perhaps, in the election of power-sharing executives in post-conflict societies, may hold countless benefits for humankind.
Peter Emerson

The de Borda Institute

www.deborda.org
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Appendix – List of the 48 tds.

	ff
	fg
	Lab
	Independent

	DA  Dermot Ahern
	RB  Richard Bruton
	JB  Joan Burton
	MH  Mary Harney

	BA  Barry Andrews
	SC  Simon Coveney
	EG  Eamon Gilmore
	FMG  Finian McGrah

	AB  Aine Brady
	JD  Jimmy Deenihan
	MDH  Michael D. Higgins
	2

	DC  Dara Calleary
	OE  Olywn Enright
	LMM  Liz McManus
	

	PC  Pat Carey
	CF  Charlie Flanagan
	RQ  Ruairí Quinn
	

	MC  Mary Coughlan
	BH  Brian Hayes
	PR  Pat Rabbitte
	

	BC  Brian Cowen
	PH  Phil Hogan
	RS  Roisín Shorthall
	

	ND  Noel Dempsey
	EK  Enda Kenny
	7
	gp

	SH  Seán Haughey
	OM  Olivia Mitchell
	
	JG  John Gormley

	TK  Tony Killeen
	DN  Denis Naughten
	
	ER  Eamon Ryan

	BL  Brian Lenihan
	FOD  Ferus O'Dowd
	
	2

	CL  Conor Lenihan
	JR  James Reilly
	
	

	JM  John Maloney
	MR  Michael Ring
	
	

	MM  Micheál Martin
	AS  Alan Shatter
	
	

	EOC  Eamon O Cuiv
	BT  Billy Timmins
	
	

	WOD  Willie O'Dea
	LV  Leo Varadakar
	
	

	BOK  Batt O'Keefe
	16
	
	

	PP  Peter Power
	
	
	

	DR  Dick Roche
	
	
	sf

	BS  Brendan Smith
	
	
	COC  Caomhín O Caoláin

	20
	
	
	1


� 	de Borda, 1781.  See also footnote 9.





� 	Dummett, 1984.


� 	The term used in ni.  Bosnia uses ethno-religious labels, Lebanon resorts to confessional beliefs.  





� 	That Sons May Bury Their Fathers, Peter Emerson, samizdat, 1978.





� 	The nig’s Peoples’ Conventions.





� 	Consensus Voting Systems, Peter Emerson, samizdat, 1991.





� 	A “pair with 2 quotas” is defined as follows: if x people cast 1st/2nd preferences for Messrs. F and H; if y people cast 1st/2nd preferences for Messrs. H and F;  and if x + y > 2 quotas, then the F/H combination qualifies as a pair with 2 quotas.  Emerson, 2007, pp 41 et seq.





� 	In theory, an election of 15 persons should also consider triplets of 1st/2nd/3rd preferences; for the purposes of this experiment, consideration was given only to singletons of 1st preferences and to pairs of 1st/2nd preferences.  Emerson, 2007, p 45.





� 	Here too, it could be said that every preference cast retains its status: an xth preference always gets 1 point more than an (x+1)th preference, whether or not the (x+1)th preference has been stated.  


In fact, this was the original interpretation of the bc methodology.  See Saari, 2008, p 197.  For years, however, academics have interpreted the bc to be a straight points system in which, in a ballot on n options/candidates, points were awarded to (1st, 2nd … penultimate, ultimate) preferences cast according to the formula (n, n-1 … 2, 1) or, more usually, (n-1, n-2 … 1, 0), with no provision for partial voting.  See Black, 1958, p 158, and Emerson, 1994, p 16.





� 	In countless ni elections, both dup and sf voters cast all their preferences for their party candidates only.  Similar patterns can be seen with many voters in the Republic.  In the albeit very limited experience of qbs, voters tend to cast full ballots.





� 	Both the mbc and qbs are robust voting procedures.  Indeed, “The bc is a unique method…to minimise the liklihood that a small group can successfully manipulate the outcome.”  Saari, 1995, p 14.





� 	In qbs, the quota is calcualted just as it is in pr-stv.  It is that whole number which > (the number of votes) divided by (the number of persons to be elected plus 1).





� 	Such an outcome would be obviated, only if a grand coalition of a greater number of other tds voted in a similar way for a different individual to be Taoiseach.  
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