	For Participation     

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 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 Participation      

Buying votes: A faction can stack the meetings.  A business might pay voters to attend.  

Skewed power: Busy people cannot attend often.

Short-lived: If a party gains office but is not com​mit​ted to participatory budgeting, the process dies.

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

Fads & Flash: Desires sometimes out poll needs.

Co-optation: Long meetings can sap the energy for action.  Citizens participate are less likely to criticize .
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	     Safe Fast Cooperation Leads to More

Joining a club feels less risky if its rules protect every​one.  Clubs may grow more popular if people see that no “in group” can take more than their fair share.  (Prospective members also fear a loss of individual freedom because of intrusive bureaucractic rules and strange time-wasting proceedures.    group pressure   inefficient )

They cannot give the out groups less than their shares.
Fair, 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. 

There will always be public problems and opportu​nit​ies that need area-wide, government regulation.  But if clubs flourish, the balance of economic power would tilt a bit less toward the competitive cultures of big corporations, politics, or individualism, and more toward cooperative, voluntary associations. 

Resolve deadlocks story.  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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	A Case Against Consensus     

Setting a policy is the most common type of social choice.  Some believe consensus process is better than voting no matter the type of decision.

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; like a moderator seeking a balance.  Consensus is the best rule to avoid an ill-considered or inconsiderate policy.  

But it does not work well for measuring fair shares of (minority) power in allocating funds to a multitude of items.  There is no principle on which to raise a concern other than saying, "I don’t think I'm getting my share of the goodies."  That sounds like a popularity contest, not a matter of high principle.  

(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.")  

Super-majority rules such as consensus unfairly aid 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. 
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	     Against Voting 

A consensus winner is often 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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	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.

The need to reach a consensus in order to realize the most efficient use of limited resources.  ?versus? individuals’ decisions in a competitive market.

There is a risk the reps will 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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	      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. 

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.  

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, perhaps a sign of affection as a way of helping siblings correct their errors and grow. 
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	* Forced cooperation  vs voluntary 

	
	
	
	

	Frequently Asked Questions     Ira’s Concerns, 1997
1. A new OTRA rule could be worse than the old rule.  

The old rule is like 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

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 each vote 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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