Spirit of Democracy

Each of us has that of God, Each of us owns piece of the truth, Percieve each other's inner light, Agree to disagree, Disagree without being disagreable, 


Comparing Consensus & Multi-Winner Voting

https://www.google.com/search?q=consensus&sitesearch=accuratedemocracy.com 

There is much more to running a community than co-operative decision making — but it is sometimes a hard job. responsibility/talent/duty/job/task/activity One of the hardest and most important annual decisions is setting the budgets. It involves many small decisions, most of which have little affect on the core values and agreements.  So setting the budget is not a decision that suits and needs a consensus on each of the final numbers.

While we will use consensus often, we need to keep in mind its limits.


Decisions Have Roots and Leaves

Most pieces of a decision are made during research and discussion; voting is not needed. Often this goes all the way to a complete decision - consensus.  Voting tools do not reduce the importance of research, analysis, planning, discussion and facilitation skills. 

But when consensus isn't found, groups often don't know a voting method which fits their need. So they use a method that is easy to scam, gives a weak mandate, and leaves many people feeling unresolved or dissatisfied or even cheated.

Research and reflection find and form most parts of a policy.  But voting decides the most controversial parts.  So voting itself may appear controversial.
[ Stickers and dots // Bloc Vote or Cumulative Vote
Show of hands and Strawpoll  

Mandates, Levels of agreement revealed by using ranked-choice ballots for a multi-candidate decision
1.  Unanimity: each of us ranks option C at #1.
2. Super majority: 60 to 100% of of us rank option C above the Status Quo and (different) majorities rank C above each of the other options.
Consensus: Is somewhere between 1 and 2. 
3. Majority:
4. Plurality 

]
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Easy Cooperation Leads to More

tools for people who tend to co-operate. * These tools make cooperation easier, faster, safer and more effective. So they help more people co-operate more often.

[ * When people  are more reassured of meeting their basic needs, they are less likely [to feel a need] to believe soothing superstitions [Ref] — and then to fund  anti-rational religions or extremist organizations. ]

"Club" can mean any membership group such as a community, college, co-op, condo, co-housing, congregation, company, 
Joining a club feels safer if its rules treat members as equals.  Clubs may grow more popular if people see that no “in group” can take more than their fair share of money or other resources.  

(Prospective members also may fear a loss of individual freedoms because of intrusive bureaucratic rules and strange practices.  group pressure, inefficient time-wasting procedures)
They cannot give the out groups less than their shares.
Fair share, efficient funding rules can increase trust in co-operative and public funding.  That may encourage people to shift some spending from small private items to larger shared goods. 

If clubs flourish, the balance of economic power will tilt a bit less toward the competitive cultures of corporations, politics, or individualism, and more toward cooperative, voluntary associations. 

See TOG Concerns.doc p1 Goals
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The Case Against Voting     

Some libertarians claim that democracy can exist only until a majority of voters discover that they can vote themselves wealth out of the public treasury; that democracy evolves into kleptocracy.  That is an argument from theory, not facts.  In reality, dictator​ships (including business monopolies) are far more likely to become kleptocracies.  In fact, a broader distribution of power (through Proportional Voting) tends to cause a broader distribution of money and a larger middle class.  In practice, fair-share rules reduce the chances for kleptocracy.

Footnote: Members may not fund an “omnibus bill” that holds a disparate collection of projects – none of which could attract a winning number of votes for itself.  Even then each rep would have to show constituents that the taxes to fund omnibus items efficiently serve their interests.

But most reps will want to be seen supporting several popular projects and only popular projects.
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Against Voting 

A consensus winner might be superior to a Pairwise winner in the quality of the results.  “Consensus takes way more time on the front end, but it gives smoother implementa​tion and better results afterward.”  These are most important in volunteer organizations where disenchanted members can walk away, aka “vote with their feet.”  

Most voting advocates know only one kind of tool and offer one response to every situation, one elixer to cure every ill, one solution to fit every problem: majority rule.  Many consensus advocates have more tools and so are more flexible.  

* Some consensus advocates call voting a “win-lose decision-making process.”  (But can we honestly put the “loser” tag on a person who ranked the winner as co’s second choice out of eight or ten options?  That is as misleading as labling consensus as “a slow and easily-blocked process.”)

“Consensus does not necessarily mean unanimity. A group can proceed with an action without having total agreement.” 
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Why Vote
** In groups of any size, discussion and voting each affect the quality of decisions and group spirit.  

* Groups with little time and many issues or diverse members with competing conflicting interests, usually follow discussions with voting rather than consensus. 

Voting can be anonymous to protect dissidents.  It provides equality for busy or unassertive people.  Pondering a ballot or survey motivates members to learn about setting budgets and priorities.

A straw poll can find the major opinion groups and focus a discussion on the strongest idea from each group or on the most central options.

Some issues allow decisions that are co-operative, not adversarial or consensual:  Multi-winner funding gives fair shares of power.  Yet it doesn't let anyone block action. 


When to Use Voting
Voting is needed for some very hard decisions, basicly.

The most common cause for resorting to a vote is because action is vital.  (continued drift is dangerous)

Other reasons include facing many issues, options, interest groups, etc..  Setting the annual budgets combine all of those multipliers.
** The members might consent to more than one option.  The Condorcet Winner is the best of these.

* Often, [several policies] there is more than one policy that could win consent - the questions then are, which one (of those) is most central and widely popular?  

** If 1 person objects to the PW, is unanimous consent needed?  Or would the most central and widely popular policy be best? A good discussion clearly reveals the strength and sincerity of objections to a proposal. Other voters may consider that when they their rank it.


In groups of any size

(
The anonymity of secret ballots protects dissidents.

(
A good tally measures shares to assures us of equality; even busy or unassertive people cast a full vote.

(
Pondering a ballot or survey educates members about setting budgets (BRV) and priorities (FS).

(
Most importantly, some issues allow decisions that are not adversarial or consensual:  Multi-winner funding gives everyone their fair share of power 
– without letting anyone block action.
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Resolving Deadlocks story.  

Condorcet votes by ensemble councils tend to follow a more cooperative path than winner take all.  Fair-share funding rules also spread power.  Neither lets anyone dictate or block action.
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Concensus fits our ideals — but we are human. Good voting is designed help groups of flawed people reach fair decisions. 


FAQs re Budget Votes Ira’s Concerns, 1997
1. A new voting rule could be worse than the old rule.  

The old rule is the “Bloc vote” election rule.  It was ruled unconstitutional in where it was used to deny reps for minorities.  Is it fair enough for Twin Oaks when it isn’t fair enough for Worchester County Maryland?

2. A rule that mentions "equal shares" may encourage voters to rank personal desires above public goods.  

A) The term I like is “fair shares.”  These might not be identical, just as fair shares for labor or taxes often are not identical.  B) Yes, some people always seem to rank personal desires above public goods.  That is true with any process.  C) “Fair shares” are mentioned, but so are “public goods”.  MMV requires and organizes groups large enough to be considered public, not private, interests.

3. A project that takes several years can lose funding before its final year.  

A) It is hard for any annual vote to commit funds for multi-year projects.  B) With fair shares, some supporters can keep funding it, even if it becomes less popular.  A winner-take-all rule is more likely to drop such a project to zero.
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FAQs Continued (re MMV)

4. A person may need little money (or labor hours) for several years and then have a major need for a large amount.  So equal influence for all voters in all years does not fit their needs.

A) That person needs to persuade others in any decision process.

< A voter might be allowed to "save" co's weight for a later year.  Next year co would have more to "spend". But co cannot count as 2 people who both agree that something is a public good worth public resources.   >

5. Fairness is an abstraction; children are real people.  Taking care of children has a higher priority than fairness.   

[ I agree with James Carroll (4/9/2006) "the value of mere abstractions must be measured against the real-world consequences of their implemen​tation."]

A) Perhaps children have a right to shares, voted by their guardians.  B) “Taking care” sounds like a medical necessity.  But health care is a fundamental human right, not a discretionary funding item.  C) How far is co willing to push this line of reasoning?  Does taking care of any other minority also have a higher priority than fairness?  
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* Consensus Pros & Cons
* Groups with little time and many issues or diverse members with competing conflicting interests, usually follow discussions with voting rather than consensus. Of course, discussion is needed to develop proposals and awareness before voting. The methods of discussion and voting each affect the quality of the decision and the group's morale. 

* Some groups require a consensus only on issues about core values, not on most issues or budgets. (Other groups require a super majority only for changes to the constitution.)

This is because

* It does not work well for measuring fair shares of (minority) power, for example, when allocating funds to a multitude of budgets. A member's reason for blocking might be, "I don’t feel I'm getting my share of the money or benefits, goodies." That seems to be a popularity contest, not a threatened core value.  

* To reach a consensus, sometimes a policy must change to make one person happier — and make everyone else less happy! Is this smart? Which policy is better for the group?  

* A policy is less likely to be well centered for the group if one person can demand a change in it.

It is not well centered if one person can threaten to block everyone else. [or demand a custom-fit policy].

*** Super-majority rules (such as consensus) give an unfair boost to whatever policy happens to be the status quo. It may have evolved by chance, managerial fiat or accommodation to past conditions. Such bias should go only to preserving a constitution.

" As I researched this series, I came across references to a talk titled "On the Importance of Getting Things Done." It was delivered last year by Harvard political scientist Jane Mansbridge as the prestigious American Political Science Association "Madison Lecture."

"As you can tell by the title, Mansbridge believes it is important for a government to be able to get things done. In the talk (the full text of which is not posted online) she made an interesting case that when the government does nothing, it doesn't mean that things will remain the same; rather it usually means that things will continue to drift in the direction in which they are already heading."
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Setting a policy is the most common type of social choice. 

Some issues allow voluntary co-operation.  You can operate as you choose, and she can operate, he can, they can and we all can.  

We can have more than one operation at a time.

Some issues allow a process that is co-operative.
It is not just consensual or adversarial.  
**It is less about stopping rivals, more about attracting allies.

Use it when we need a buy-in from each member,
when the decision will strongly impact every member,  
and when the decision is worth the time for consensus.
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Consensus Works Poorly, Where?

Multi-winner decisions: 

Pick a group of projects or set all our budgets.  

Twin Oaks has developed and used Fair-share Spending. [TO used STV for its only election in the last 30 years.]

Many options, (>7?)

What color car do we want? Choices for the Subaru Forrester in 2010 were: white, cream, silver, silver gray, gray, light green, mid green, red.

Use Condorcet or Approval voting.

If there is a voting cycle, most likely you won't even know about it. Show Straffin's example. Use Condorcet; take a rank ballot; before or after?

There is often more than one policy which could achieve a consensus. (Even without a voting cycle?) "We found THE consensus." is not always accurate, "We found A consensus." would be more honest.

Vote trading, tradeoffs between issues: "I'd agree to relax our rules about [broadcast TV] if we enforce our rules about [use of personal money]."

Pros

Consensus builds support

Consensus reduces risk

Consensus builds your bench strength

The main problems of the consensus approach identified by the Wiki editors are:

    Preservation of the status quo through inaction gives one side of debate a built-in advantage.

    “Squeaky wheels”: The most difficult stakeholders are carefully attended to while the most agreeable are ignored. This rewards people for disagreeing and might incline them to do so out of simple self-interest, bogging down the process.

Abilene paradox: To reach a solution everyone agrees with, the group may end up adopting a position no individual member desired.
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* Struggle Of Wills

Is consensus often a struggle of wills, a test of wits?

* Consensus favors certain personalities: strong willed persistent and stubborn, or persuasive and sociable,  
All methods for making group decisions favor these traits to some degree as rivals build support before and during meetings. But consensus emphasizes their advantage because it never resolves to one person one vote. 
(Concensus is not inclusive for people who don’t have the time or the taste for long debates.

People who avoid controversies or shy away from conflicts have little or no influence in consensus.  Don’t be easy going: Saying “Oh, that's OK; I don't mind.” won't get you a fair share of power.  

coordinator class vs working class, "due to their work, [coordinators] become more confident, more knowledgeable about their conditions and workplaces, and more socially practiced and capable."

A high capacity for conflict, both overt and covert, is a source of power.  Some people grow up in families where intense debate is normal. For some it is a sign of affection as a way of helping siblings correct their errors and grow. 
[ Corporations with elite-selected leaders give domineering personalities their best chance to dominate.  Governments and civic groups with elected leaders are second.  Direct democracy through secret ballots give domineering people the least chance to dominate.  The anonymity of voting is an important leveler.  ]

A few people hedge their opinions so if things don't work out they can say, "I told you we should do X instead." Rank ballots avoid that status-seeking one-up deception.
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Naive or Romantic

* A bit naive or romantic because: 
Some people have conflicting values or interests; 
Some people don’t want to: 
spend hours in meetings; speed
* expose themselves; privacy
* hear others expose themselves.

Forms of pressure include: pol-econ retaliation or social-psy loss of status. 

c A dissenter might be the realist among optimists.  People often shun such a negative depressing member.
His block might make the policy more realistic.
His pleas also might, but his lone vote cannot.

“As a group process, consensus requires that each person places their highest priority upon the good of the group as a whole, with personal needs and wants being secondary.”

Most of us lose that attitude at times.  Many give up on it and seek personal wants or leave that organization for another.

Corporations with elite-selected leaders give domineering personalities their best chance to dominate.  Governments and civic groups with elected leaders are second.  Direct democracy through secret ballots give domineering people the least chance to dominate.  The anonymity of voting is an important leveler.  

"[E]ach one of us has the capacity to make a leap from self-centeredness toward greater understanding."  Helena Cobban
Help others be sensitive to new pleasures and pains. Awaken them to their social and natural environments.
* New rules can change the external incentives in a political or economic system.  "Try to change motivation," the Dalai Lama urges.
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For Consensus

Consensus asks us to practice more than sharing money.  It asks each of invites and requires us to emphasize compassion and empathy in group decision making.  

It builds community feeling and our capacity for working together to solve our shared problems.  

 Consensus is the best rule to avoid an ill-considered or inconsiderate policy. 

Concensus is expressive, discoursive, persuasive, expensive (with time) progressive.

Weight each person's opinions according to their: 


past common sense, decisions, prognostications;


 or predictions; 
[judgments, perceptions, wisdom, discernment]


about similar topics: 



psychology, construction, accounting;


skin in this decision; 

Each member can weight the value of others' opinions while during the discussion. We hope this will improve our opinions, predictions and votes.

Against: [But] Consensus asks us to look inside each person, to measure their needs and wants.  to compare the wants of Anna with those of Bea.  That lets a squeaky wheel get the grease, a drama queen or a popular one.

But consensus cannot measure each person’s fair share.  

Some believe consensus process is better than voting no matter the type of decision. They limit their tool kit.

Concensus with Voting

A famous facilitator, Diana Leafe Christian wrote,

"Consensus decision-making has two parts. 

"(a) the consensus process (agenda, proposals, facilitator, clarifying questions, modifying the proposal, hearing from everyone so everyone has a voice) and 

"(b) the “decision rule” (the percentage of agreement needed to pass a proposal)."

Then she listed several decision rules with voting, but she did not include any rank-voting methods.
If your group takes an unranked vote, they'd better have only 2 candidates; or else a minority faction might beat a (super-) majority faction who are split by voting for more than 1 candidate. 

If your group does take a vote with only 2 candidates, it's likely somebody has already made most of the decision by excluding all the other possiblities. 

The group could reach a better decision faster by letting all voters rank all candidates for a fair-share or Condorcet tally.
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Do we need to reach a consensus in order to realize the most efficient use of limited resources?  ?versus? individuals’ decisions in a competitive market. Fair-share Spending.

(One-Time Resource Allocations, OTRAs, spend discretionary money left after meeting everyone's basic needs.  So no one can say, "This plan doesn't meet my basic needs.")


For Participatory Budgeting

Transparency: Opening the process to public view cuts opportunities for corruption.

Expectations: When citizens participate, they have a clearer idea of expected benefits and limitations.

Efficiency: Money for public works is more likely to go where citizens feel it is most needed.

Equity: The poor in Brazil tend to participate more than the rich, spurring investments in low-income areas.

Investments: Participation increases spending on investments and reduces spending on salaries. 


Against Participatory Budgeting

Manipulation: A ruling party can use the process to buy votes for re-election. (More true of old budget methods.)

Durability: If a party gains office but is not com​mit​ted to participatory budgeting, the process dies. (So due other programs.)

Skewed power balance: Legislative bodies lose some power to popular assemblies. (The legislature still have vastly more power than the citizen assemblies.)

Stagnation: Long-term or large-scale needs may be ignored in favor of immediate local desires. 

Flash: Needs may be ignored in favor of desires.

Co-optation: When members participate feel they helped make a decision, they are less likely to criticize it.
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=====================================


Individual initiative versus, collective co-operation (or any kind of group coordination)?
Fair shares, equal shares, What books for the book club?
< Perhaps private wants should not be publicly funded.  But there is no line: clean parks, rivers, >

There will always be public problems and opportu​nities that need area-wide, government regulation. 
Reps on an “ensemble” council that uses Pairwise know they must understand and propose policies that please the chair -- and by extension, please moderates of the other side. In this it is a bit like consensus. But it does not push empathy as far as consensus and it is more decisive.

Extended metaphor

Unanimity on the moon (or at least in the clouds) - **squelches social diversity, individual opinions, voices, choices, and freedom.

Consensus in the tree tops (or on a cloud) - 

Fair-shares on the earth; voluntary cooperation in many overlapping groups, 

Majority rule on the highway, speedy, dangerous, sterile; 

One-party rule; in the worms, corruption; (This is not fair to worms in the cycle of nutrients.)

Military junta in the grave, death squads; 

Dictator in hell;

================

Decision-Making Tools, Hand Tools & Power Tools

A good voting method is like a good power tool. And good consensus process is like a good hand tool. With either, you need to plan what you are trying to do, design it well, measure carefully. The power methods are faster at the last step, making the final decision.

Power tools are better and faster when cutting through large piles of issues or lumber, cutting through knotty problems or boards.

Most woodworkers and councils use both kinds of tools.

The voting tools are used for only the last step. Can a good consensus process be used with voting? Will people respect the process and each other?

See also "About Cover Letters.doc"
================

Combative consensus a la Laird.
----------------------------
"McCarthy, who has published ITU planning documents that would otherwise have been kept out of sight on dot-nxt's website, criticised the conduct of the meeting: "attendees were stunned to find a conference style and approach stuck in the 1970s," he said.

Writing on the dot-nxt site, he said: "A constant stream of information was available only in downloadable Word documents; disagreement was dealt with by increasingly small, closed groups of key government officials; voting was carried out by delegates physically raising large yellow paddles, and counted by staff who walked around the room; meetings ran until the early hours of the morning, and "consensus by exhaustion" was the only fall-back position."

----------------------------

There are many variations of consensus, as there are of voting.  An excellent place to see this is groupworksdeck.org, a large collaboration initiated by Tree Bressen.  Tree avoids voting, yet was a constructive editor for an early edition of this booklet.

"Decision-Making: We aim to match power with respon​sibility.  Thus the more concrete, productive contributions someone has made to the project, the more their input is likely to be considered in guiding future develop​ments.  The respon​sibility is on individuals who want to participate or give input into a decision to show up to the conversation on that topic.  (Or, if you are not available at the scheduled time, to commu​ni​cate your input in advance.)  We generally move forward with whoever is present, without worrying too much about who is and isn't there." -- Group Process Pattern Language groupworksdeck.org
Some county laws say the big landowners along a road are responsible for more productive contributions than the other owners.  So the big owners are given more power over road use, maintenance and development?  

Would this inequality be appropriate when enacting a law that each resident must obey equally?  If the big owner is absent from a meeting, does it lack a quorum?

In the late 1800s, German towns gave electoral power in proportion to tax payments.  In one town, the owner of the local factory paid about a third of the town's taxes and his factory paid another third.  So he had the power to elect (appoint) two-thirds of the town council.  

Unequal power for unequal interests makes sense sometimes; but it is a slippery slope because power tends to acquire more power.  It builds a positive feedback loop.  Voting is less liable to such inequality than the discussion phase of decision-making.

----------------------------

