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	Chicago unfair vote 16 to 1.




	Safer Cooperation Leads to More.

Joining a club feels less risky if its rules protect everyone.  Clubs will grow more popular if people see that no “in group” can take more than their fair share.
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. 

*A member may discover interests shared with rivals who contribute to her favorite projects.  That may lead to mutual understanding and more cooperation. 

Most members will help at least one project to win without majority support, showing most are in a political minority, some of the time. 


	
	* Macro Econ. Philo.

Fair-share Spending helps buyers organize – so it increases their power in the market relative to sellers.  Still FS uses the competitive market for pricing, efficiency, innovation, and investment.  

(“Competitive markets” reward better products and lower prices.  Where “free markets” mean a lack of regulation, they devolve into corporate kingdoms with high prices and stagnant products.)

* FS blends social cooperation and individualism.
It moderates the extremes of centrally-controlled socialism and privately-controlled capitalism.

Size    
Off topic: 

Free markets move slide into quickly toward corporate monopolies.  Free markets, free from regulations, develop corporate monopolies.  Competitive markets do not, so over time they evolve better products and lower prices.

(Over time, “Competitive markets” reward better products and lower prices.  Where “free” means a lack of regulation, “free markets”, evolve into corporate oligopolies and monopolies. 

Natural monopolies are caused by: high barriers to entry, externalities, )  



	
	
	

	
	
	

	Alt. Safer 1

Clubs will grow more popular when members know it is impossible for one interest group to dominate and control all funding.

It feels less risky threatening easier to join a cooperative, and lose some autonomy, if you know the rules protect everyone:  

It is easier to trade away some autonomy by joining a cooperative if you know that their funding system lets no one dominate others.  

The "in group" cannot take more than their fair share.

They cannot give the out groups less than their shares.

It is easier to trade away some autonomy by joining a cooperative group when you know that their funding system lets no one dominate others.  

The "in group" cannot take more than their fair share.

They cannot give the out groups less than their shares.


	
	Alt. Macro Econ

[Highly-responsive democratic clubs for neighbor​hoods, consumers and other groups are a form of economic organization somewhere between individual consumers and the government in terms of size, choices, and negotiating power relative to corporations.

Highly-responsive democratic clubs for neighbor​hoods, consumers and other groups may grow more popular if members know it is impossible for one interest group to dominate and control all funding.  Such clubs are a form of economic organization somewhere between individual consumers and the government in terms of size, choices, and negotiating power relative to corporations.  




	Alt. Safer 2

Fair, efficient funding rules can increase respect for 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 opportunities 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. 


	
	Misc.

[There is no division into winners and losers, everyone gets something.  (And everyone gets their due. Naturally there will still be some bad decisions due to misinformed or muddled thinking. And the consequences will fall mostly on those who are not thinking clearly.)

[A large minority should have their own power.  They should not have to beg for majority approval and they should not be subject to majority whims.  

[FS makes each rep responsible for her share of money, visible, and thus accountable to voters.



	
	
	

	
	
	

	Alt. Safer 3

Most reps/of us will help at least one project to win without majority support, showing most reps/of us are members of political minorities, some of the time. 

A rep may discover interests shared with some rivals who contribute to her favorite projects.  That may lead to better understanding and further cooperation. 

A large minority should have their own power.  They should not have to beg for majority approval and they should not be subject to majority whims.  

There is no division into winners and losers, everyone gets something. 

(And everyone gets their due. Naturally there will still be some bad decisions due to misinformed or muddled thinking. And the consequences will fall mostly on those who are not thinking clearly.)

*making each rep responsible for her share of money and thus accountable to voters.


	
	Alt. Phrases

These new tools facilitate economic cooperation in clubs and ad hoc groups.

Fair-share Spending helps buyers organize big purchases – so it may increase the market power of buyers relative to producers and retailers.  But FS does not replace market mechanisms for competitive pricing, efficiency, innovation, and investment. 
It rewards low prices, efficiency, innova​tion, and investment.

It blends social cooperation and individualism.  
It avoids extreme centralization or privatization. 
It moderates the centralization of socialism and the privatization of capitalism.

FS moderates both socialist centralization and capitalist privatization atomization.  


	The Case Against Voting

Libertarians claim that democracy can exist only until a majority of voters discover that they can vote themselves largess out of the public treasury; that democracy evolves into kleptocracy.  That is an argument from theory, not facts.  Dictatorships (including business monopolies) are far more likely to be kleptocracies.  In fact, a broader distribution of power (via PR) tends to cause a broader distribution of money in a large middle class. Fair-share rules reduce the chances for kleptocracy.

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

John Richardson's quote re 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" which holds a disparate collection of projects – none of which could attract a quota of votes for itself.  -- but each rep would have to show that it serves their constituents.

Most reps will want to be seen supporting several projects and only popular projects. 


	
	* Fair-share spending is more cooperative than selecting all projects by majority vote.  “There is no subgroup of angry, outvoted participants that will work to undermine the decision or ignore it.”(1) There might still be some disappointed that their projects did not win enough support.  But that is true under all funding rules, including consensus.

(1) http://wiki.ic.org/wiki/Consensus_basics

	
	
	

	
	
	

	FAQs  Ira’s Concerns, 1997

A new voting rule could be worse than the current rule.  

[ The old rule is like the “Bloc vote” election rule.  That has been ruled unconstitutional in jurisdictions where it was used to deny representation to minorities.  Is it fair enough for Twin Oaks when it isn’t fair enough for Worcester County Maryland?]

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

[ 1) The term I like is “fair shares.”  These might not be identical, just as fair shares for labor or taxes often are not identical.  2) Yes, some people always seem to rank personal desires above public goods.  That seems to be true under any procedure.  3) “Fair shares” are mentioned, but so are “public goods”.  MMV requires and organizes groups large enough to be considered public, not private, interests.  ]

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

[ 1) It is hard for any annual vote to commit funds for multi-year projects.  2) 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.]


	
	Ira continued

A person may need little money (or 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.

[ 1) 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.   >

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."]

[ 1) I feel that children have a right to shares, voted by their parents.  2) “Taking care” sounds like a medical necessity.  But health care is a fundamental human right, not a discretionary (funding) item.  3) How far is co willing to push that?  Does taking care of any other minority also have a higher priority than fairness?  ]  




	*A bit naive or romantic, in the long run:

“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 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.  

Of course, discussion is needed to develop proposals and awareness before voting.
	
	When to Use Voting

Meetings often make interlocking decisions one at a time through yes-no voting, with or without explicit rules of order, agendas, and votes.  Items at the top of an agenda can make later options moot.  

At other times participants may talk about all options at once but never clearly tell (vote) their second and third choices – so a small interest group united on a single proposal can appear to be the strongest group.  And an individual with a good compromise but no ardent supporters might drop it from the discussion.  

Good voting rules avoid all these problems.

* In groups of any size:

(
The anonymity of secret ballots protects dissidents.  

(
Voting offers absolute equality; even busy or unassertive people can have a full voice.  

(
Marking ballots or surveys can educate members about setting budgets and priorities.

(
Most importantly, some issues allow decisions that are not adversarial or consensual:  Multi-winner rules to fund projects can give minorities their fair shares of power – without letting anyone block action.  
27

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Participatory Budgeting
Two Sides To A Hot Issue 
Participatory budgeting is often presented as an inherently superior approach to handling municipal finances. But it has legitimate critics among Latin American mayors, accounting professionals and international experts. Here is a list of arguments for and against. 

For Participation: 

Transparency: Opening the budget to public scrutiny reduces the possibilities of corruption.

Accountability: When citizens participate, they have a clearer idea of expected benefits as well as limitations.

Efficiency: Chances increase that money for public works will be spent where citizens feel it is most needed.

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

Budget balancing: Participatory budgeting typically increases spending on investments and reduces the amount spent on government salaries. 


	
	Against Participation 

Manipulation: The governing political party can use the budgeting process to build popular support and improve its reelection prospects.

Sustainability: If a political party that gains office is not committed to participatory budgeting, the process dies.

Skewed power balance: Legislative bodies lose power when popular assemblies play a large role in the budget process.

Stagnation: Long-term development goals may be ignored in favor of more immediate neighborhood needs.

Co-optation: Since citizens feel like stakeholders in government operations, they are less likely to criticize the system.     


