PARTICIPATORY  AND  INCLUSIVE  VOTING  PROCEDURES
“Citizens first vote for general policies, establishing the main priorities for this new spending on infrastructure, 
housing, or health care.  Citizens then vote for specific projects...”  

The International Budget Project, Participatory Budgeting http://www.internationalbudget.org/themes/PB/index.htm#Section%201
 “Citizens need to exercise their vote on policy preferences.”

How Does the Porto Alegre pb Model Work?
http://www.internationalbudget.org/themes/PB/index.htm#Section%201
Extra Abbreviations



bc
Borda Count



mbc 
Modified Borda Count


pr
proportional representation

stv
single transferable vote
_______________

Introduction

In many documents on pb, such as the ones quoted above, reference is made to decision-making in general and voting in particular, yet the specific methodology for how these votes are to be conducted is not stated.  Admittedly, some documents are a bit more specific: “participants… are asked to rank their priorities” and “Local community groups are asked to rank different themes against each other in order of their perceived importance,”
 or “…each group had three minutes to explain its proposal and the voting followed in rounds of 5.”
  Details as to how these votes or rankings were assimilated, however, are sometimes left unstated.
A few voting procedures are very accurate measures of the collective will; other methodologies are not, and furthermore, some of the latter are hopelessly open to manipulation.  The purpose of this presentation, then, is i) to suggest a few criteria by which any pb votes should be conducted; and ii) to demonstrate how these consensual methodologies are better than some of the other voting procedures.  We recognise “that there is no precise or exact model for pb programs,”
 but it is nevertheless hoped that the specific standards outlined below will be considered for the pb Unit’s ‘Quality Assurance Framework’.

i)
Inclusive Decision-Making

As a simple example of how citizens might participate in a budgetary allocation, consider a single urban community
 which, via public meetings, newspaper articles, local exhibitions and/or various web-sites and so forth, has conducted a consultation in which the citizens have raised six areas of concern:

A
Allotments

B
Bicycle lanes

C
Children’s playgroups

D
Drainage and flood protection

E
Environmental improvements

F
a city Farm. 

To establish the collective priorities, we ask all concerned to state their own individual priorities, as in a multi-option preference vote. 
Table 1 – The Ballot Paper – List of Priorities

	PRIORITIES
	Preferences

	A
	Allotments
	

	B
	Bicycle Lanes
	

	C
	Children’s playgroups
	

	D
	Drainage and flood protection
	

	E
	Environmental improvements
	

	F
	a city Farm
	


At a public meeting, in dedicated polling stations, on paper and/or electronically, the given electorate may be asked to express their priorities in their own order of preference, giving a 1st preference to that which they consider most important, a 2nd preference to their next priority, and so on; if for whatever reasons they consider a particular project to be of no importance at all, they may leave it blank. 

By adding all the individual preferences, we can calculate the collective preferences by using a methodology called the Modified Borda Count (mbc).  In the above example, a 1st preference gets 6 points, a 2nd preference gets 5 points, and so on… if, that is, the voter has expressed all six preferences.  If another voter has expressed only four preferences, then her 1st preference gets just 4 points, her 2nd preference gets 3 points, and so on.  This encourages everyone to participate to whatever extent they feel they can, i.e., to take not only their own, but also the wishes of other people into consideration; and it discourages the more selfish voter who, let us say, wants only option E, from giving a preference to this one option only: in an mbc, it gets but 1 point.  
In such a ballot, the project with the most points is the top priority, and so on.  Imagine, then, that the collective priorities set are as follows:

D – 1st ; F – 2nd ; E – 3rd ; A – 5th ; B – 4th ; and C – 6th.

Before setting the budget on these priorities, it is necessary to cost the various projects.
  Project D is obviously a fairly expensive one, and cannot be done in half measures: let us assume it will cost £4,000,000.   As far as the environmental project is concerned, however, one can do a little or a lot, so let us consider three variations – E1, E2 and E3 – the first just some tree planting, say, the second home insulation and the third renewable energy creation.  Children’s playgroups are already in pretty good shape, so another £1,000,000 is all that is requested in this sector, and so on.  The overall picture of what could be done, then, is let us say something like this:

Table 2 – Possible Projects

	POSSIBLE PROJECTS
	Budget
£m

	Designation
	Sub-set
	Priority
	Description
	

	

	A
	
	5th
	Allotments
	     £ 1

	

	B
	B1
	4th
	Bicycle lanes
	     £ 1

	
	B2
	
	
	     £ 2

	

	C
	
	6th
	Children’s playgroups
	     £ 1

	

	D
	
	1st
	Drains and flood protection
	     £ 4

	


	E
	E1
	3rd
	Environmental Improvements
	     £  1

	
	E2
	
	
	     £  2

	
	E3
	
	
	     £  3

	

	F
	F1
	2nd
	City Farm
	      £ 4

	
	F2
	
	
	      £ 6

	


There is, however, only £12,000,000 in the kitty.  It is therefore time to discuss what options are actually possible, and let us imagine discussions come up with the following budgetary options:

Table 3 – The Budgetary Options, and the Second Ballot Paper
	BUDGETARY  OPTIONS
	Total
Budget
£m
	Prefs

	
	PRIORITY
	
	

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

	V
	A
	B1
	C
	D
	E1
	F1
	
	

	
	£m1
	£m1
	£m1
	£m4
	£m1
	£m4
	£m12
	

	W
	
	B2
	
	D
	E2
	F1
	
	

	
	-
	£m2
	
	£m4
	£m2
	£m4
	£m12
	

	X
	A
	B2
	C
	D
	
	F1
	
	

	
	£m1
	£m2
	£m1
	£m4
	-
	£m4
	£m12
	

	Y
	
	B2
	
	D
	E2
	F1
	
	

	
	
	£m2
	
	£m4
	£m2
	£m4
	£m12
	

	Z
	A
	
	
	D
	E1
	F2
	
	

	
	£m1
	-
	-
	£m4
	£m1
	£m6
	£m12
	


In theory, there are numerous combinations.  In practice, however, rather less; and in this example, the 1st and 2nd priorities are listed in every option; the 3rd and 4th are in four of them; the 5th in just three and the 6th in only two.
If there are no more ideas ‘on the table’ or computer screen, if all options have been debated at length (and, in the setting of a public meeting, if there is no verbal consensus),
 the vote should then be called; again, the methodology should be the mbc.  Each is asked to cast their preferences on the five options: V, W, X, Y and Z.   And the most popular option is then the collective decision.

ii)
A Comparison of Different Voting Procedures
To compare the mbc with other methodologies, let us assume that only eight voters live in this district, and that their preferences are as follows: seven of the eight voters have cast full ballots, and only one individual, Ms. M, has cast a partial ballot.  
Table 4 – The Voters’ Preferences
	Preference
	VOTERS

	
	Ms. I
	Mr. J
	Ms. K
	Mr. L
	Ms. M
	Mr. N
	Ms. O
	Mr. P

	1st
	V
	V
	V
	W
	X
	Y
	Z
	Z

	2nd
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	
	W
	Y
	Y

	3rd
	W
	W
	X
	X
	
	X
	W
	W

	4th
	X
	X
	W
	Z
	
	Z
	X
	X

	5th
	Z
	Z
	Z
	V
	
	V
	V
	V


Table 5 – Plurality Voting and the Two-Round Vote
	Preference
	VOTERS

	
	Ms. I
	Mr. J
	Ms. K
	Mr. L
	Ms. M
	Mr. N
	Ms. O
	Mr. P

	1st
	V
	V
	V
	W
	X
	Y
	Z
	Z

	2nd
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	
	W
	Y
	Y

	3rd
	W
	W
	X
	X
	
	X
	W
	W

	4th
	X
	X
	W
	Z
	
	Z
	X
	X

	5th
	Z
	Z
	Z
	V
	
	V
	V
	V


A close look at this table will see that while option V is the clear favourite of three persons, it is the last preference of four!  So clearly V should not be the winner!  Yet it would be if a plurality vote was held.  A plurality vote considers only the 1st preferences, so the scores are V – 3, W – 2, X – 1, Y - 1 and Z – 2.
In two-round voting, we take the two leading contenders from the plurality vote – options V and Z – and hold a majority vote between the two: but while Messrs. I, J and K prefer V to Z, Messrs L, N, O and P prefer Z to V; so Z is the winner: V – 3 and Z – 4.
Table 6 – The Alternative Vote

	Preference
	VOTERS

	
	Ms. I
	Mr. J
	Ms. K
	Mr. L
	Ms. M
	Mr. N
	Ms. O
	Mr. P

	1st
	V
	V
	V
	W
	X
	Y
	Z
	Z

	2nd
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	
	W
	Y
	Y

	3rd
	W
	W
	X
	X
	
	X
	W
	W

	4th
	X
	X
	W
	Z
	
	Z
	X
	X

	5th
	Z
	Z
	Z
	V
	
	V
	V
	V


The alternative vote is also called the single transferable vote (stv).
  It too starts with a plurality vote; in the second stage, we eliminate the smallest options (according to that plurality vote), which are options W, X and Y, and transfer those votes in accordance with the preferences of their voters’ – Messrs. L, M and N.  The first to be eliminated is Mr. N’s vote,
 which goes to W, which means the scores are now V – 3, W – 2, X – 1 and Z – 2.  Then, stage three, X is eliminated, but Ms. M’s vote is non-transferable; so the scores are V – 3, W – 2 and Z – 2.  In stage four, Z is eliminated, which means both votes – those of Ms. O and Mr. P – go to W.  The scores are now V – 3, W – 4, so the winner is W.

In one form of approval voting,
 every preference cast is considered to be ‘an approval’, so while V, W, X and Z all get a score of 7, option X gets 8; so X wins.

Table 7 – The mbc
	Preference
	VOTERS

	
	Ms. I
	Mr. J
	Ms. K
	Mr. L
	Ms. M
	Mr. N
	Ms. O
	Mr. P

	1st
	V = 5
	V = 5
	V = 5
	W = 5
	X = 1
	Y = 5
	Z = 5
	Z = 5

	2nd
	Y = 4
	Y = 4
	Y = 4
	Y = 4
	
	W = 4
	Y = 4
	Y = 4

	3rd
	W = 3
	W = 3
	X = 3
	X = 3
	
	X = 3
	W = 3
	W = 3

	4th
	X = 2
	X = 2
	W = 2
	Z = 2
	
	Z = 2
	X = 2
	X = 2

	5th
	Z = 1
	Z = 1
	Z = 1
	V = 1
	
	V = 1
	V = 1
	V = 1


In an mbc, points are awarded as shown, and the winner is Y, the 1st preference of only one voter, Mr. N, but the 2nd preference of six others.  The mbc scores are V 19, W – 23, X – 18, Y – 29 and Z – 17.
In other words, the choice of voting procedure may be absolutely crucial to the conduct of a pb exercise.  The system advocated in Participatory Budgeting in the uk, Tool Kit, suggests voters should “give a score out of ten for the projects.”
  This sounds as if it might be an mbc, or perhaps just a bc, or it could be a form of cumulative voting, or approval voting, or maybe something different again.   

According to this set of rules, if all the voters regard a 1st preference as 10 points, a 2nd as 8, a 3rd as 6, a 4th 4 and a 5th 2 points, the outcome of such a bc-type vote
 would be:

V – 38, W – 46, X – 44, Y – 58, Z – 34, so the winner would be Y;

while an mbc-type would give: 

V – 38, W – 46, X – 36, Y – 58, Z – 34, so Y would still be victorious.

 If, however, the voters gave 10 points to their 1st preference and just 1 point to everything else, the outcome would be:

V – 34, W – 16, X – 17, Y – 16, Z – 25, in which case the winner would be V; 
or if they gave 10 points to their first four preferences and only 1 point to their 5th preference, the outcome would be:

V – 34, W – 70, X – 80, Y – 70, Z – 43, so the winner would be X.
Now if one voter gives one of each type of preference, he exercises a total of (10 + 8 + 6 + 4 + 2 =) 30 points; whereas the voter who submits her full ballot by giving one 1st preference and four 5th preferences exercises a total of only (10 + 4 =) 14 points; while a third might submit four 1st preferences and one 5th, for 41 points… which all seems a bit unfair.

Table 8 – The Winner?
So the winner could be anything at all: it all depends on the chosen voting procedure.

	Voting Methodology
	The Winner

	Plurality Vote
	V

	Two-round Voting
	Z

	Alternative Vote
	W

	Approval Vote
	X

	mbc
	Y

	giving a score out of 10
	V or X or Y


In its procedures both for the debate and the vote, the mbc has the advantage that it encourages a) the campaigner to engage with everyone, and b) the voter to participate and to the full.  The outcome, the winning option, is that option which gains the highest average preference (or the highest number of points), and an average, of course, depends upon everybody, not just a majority.  


______________

There now comes the question of the social rankings.  On referring back to the voters’ profile, which is repeated below, it is in fact pretty obvious that Y is the most popular option.  Option W is also above the mean average preference score of 3, so W is in 2nd place.  Options V, X and Z, however, are all below the mean: V is just below, while X is marginally better than Z.  So the social ranking, the collective order of priorities, is probably as follows: Y –W – V – X – Z.

Table 9 – The Voters’ Profile
	Preference
	VOTERS

	
	Ms. I
	Mr. J
	Ms. K
	Mr. L
	Ms. M
	Mr. N
	Ms. O
	Mr. P

	1st
	V
	V
	V
	W
	X
	Y
	Z
	Z

	2nd
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	
	W
	Y
	Y

	3rd
	W
	W
	X
	X
	
	X
	W
	W

	4th
	X
	X
	W
	Z
	
	Z
	X
	X

	5th
	Z
	Z
	Z
	V
	
	V
	V
	V



Now if we do an mbc on the above profile, as we did in Table 5, the scores were V 19, W – 23, X – 18, Y – 29 and Z – 17; which means the social ranking is indeed Y –W – V – X – Z, as it should be.

There will be those occasions, especially if the subject matter is not contentious, when for any one voters’ profile, the outcomes according to different methodologies will not be too varied.  A voting procedure, however, must be robust.  And when we compare all the methodologies in the above example, we see that the mbc is indeed the most accurate.

Table 10 – The Social Rankings 
	The Social Ranking should be:
	The

Options
	VOTING   

METHODOLOGIES

	
	
	Plurality Vote
	2-round vote
	av
or

stv
	Approval vote
	mbc
	Scores out of 10…

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	10-8-6

-4-2
	10-1-1

-1-1
	10-10

-10-10-1

	3rd
	V
	1st
	2nd
	2nd
	2nd =
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	5th

	2nd
	W
	3rd =
	-
	1st
	2nd =
	2nd
	2nd
	4th =
	2nd =

	4th
	X
	3rd =
	-
	3rd =
	1st
	4th
	3rd
	3rd
	1st

	1st
	Y
	3rd =
	-
	3rd =
	2nd =
	1st
	1st
	4th =
	2nd =

	5th
	Z
	2nd
	1st
	3rd =
	2nd =
	5th
	5th
	2nd 
	4th


Conclusion

 “The experience of pb in Brazil… suggests that the introduction of participatory democracy may actually improve the character of representative democracy.”  Furthermore, “when communities are presented with clearly defined choices among competing spending priorities they develop a deeper appreciation of the trade-offs involved.”
  With such high ideals to aim for, it seems only right that the voting procedure to be used should be the most accurate.  What’s more, the mbc can be used not only locally, but both regionally and/or nationally, both by hand and/or electronically.

Unlike so many other voting procedures, the mbc is non-majoritarian; it is, in fact, consensual.  It is, what’s more, a win-win voting procedure, for on matters controversial, no-one wins everything while everyone wins something.  
Finally, it is a methodology by which disputes can be defused long before the discussion degenerates into an argument.
  The mbc is literally a catalyst of consensus and, I suggest, ideally suited to the pluralism and inclusivity which are so very much a part of pb. 

Peter Emerson

The de Borda Institute
Belfast
www.deborda.org
23.6.2008

� 	Bringing Budgets Alive, participatory budgeting in practice, Community Pride Initiative/Oxfam UK Poverty Programme, February 2005, pp 7 and 20.





�             Participatory Budgeting in Newcastle, article 5.3. � HYPERLINK "http://www.newcastle.gov.uk/condiary.nsf/all/7B68C9697DC4006A802572F2004DFCB6/$FILE/06.06.07%20cttee%20report.pd" ��http://www.newcastle.gov.uk/condiary.nsf/all/7B68C9697DC4006A802572F2004DFCB6/$FILE/06.06.07%20cttee%20report.pd�  The most precise description I have been able to find referred to the exercise in Salford where, “Residents were given score cards to mark out of 10 the 23 schemes. The top 10 scoring schemes went through to a second round of 


scoring using the same process. Residents’ final scoring allowed 4 schemes to be potentially funded…”  Participatory Budgeting in the uk, p 25. � HYPERLINK "http://www.participatorybudgeting.org.uk/Downloads/PB%20ToolKit%20May%202008.pdf" ��http://www.participatorybudgeting.org.uk/Downloads/PB%20ToolKit%20May%202008.pdf�


See also footnote 10.





� 	A Guide to Participatory Budgeting by Brian Wampler.





� 	This example will not, therefore, deal with Budget Matrices, balancing the needs and populations of this district with those of others.  The principles of consensus voting, however, apply just as much in these more complex settings.


� 	In other circumstances, costings will be done before the priorities are established.  This particular paper is designed to demonstrate one prioritisation and one decision.


� 	Even when there is a verbal consensus, it is sometimes beneficial to ask everyone to vote, for the subsequent outcome gives an accurate representation of the collective will.





� 	In its pr form, stv is used in Ireland, Malta, Scotland and Tasmania.





� 	The computer program Decision-Maker is designed to work in reverse alphabetical order.





� 	In effect, this is very similar to a decision-making process in which those present use ‘sticky dots’ to indicate their ‘approval’ of one or more options.





� 	� HYPERLINK "http://www.participatorybudgeting.org.uk/Downloads/PB%20ToolKit%20May%202008.pdf" ��http://www.participatorybudgeting.org.uk/Downloads/PB%20ToolKit%20May%202008.pdf�  p. 32.





� 	There is no difference, mathematically, to the outcome if points awarded are 5-4-3-2-1 or twice that: 10-8-6-4-2.





� 	� HYPERLINK "http://caliban.sourceoecd.org/vl=9152929/cl=12/nw=1/rpsv/cgi-bin/wppdf?file=5l9t4hqc0ps0.pdf" ��http://caliban.sourceoecd.org/vl=9152929/cl=12/nw=1/rpsv/cgi-bin/wppdf?file=5l9t4hqc0ps0.pdf�  pp 13 and 22.





� 	It is not perfect, of course.  Social Choice theory suggests, however, that it is one of the few best. 
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