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I introduce voting by proxy for constructing and operating legislatures, and then compare it to di​rect representation, plurality, and single trans​​ferable vote (STV), which voting by proxy most close​ly resembles. When each voter uses voting by proxy to select his proxy among given legis​lators and elections are costless, voting by proxy maximizes the legislature’s rep​resentation of the voting pop​u​​lation. When each voter uses preferential voting by proxy, selecting a proxy dur​ing the vote count as well as a proxy in the legislature, and some ancillary rules are followed, I find that voting by proxy dom​inates STV and offers favor​able tradeoffs against plurality. It im​proves representation and constitu​ent service; eliminates gerryman​der​ing; im​proves voter turn​out; ranks the legislature’s rep​resen​tatives by the proxies they hold rather than senior​ity; creates tighter rep​resentative-constit​u​ent links that lead to better in​for​m​ed voters, reducing the influ​ence of special interests; and elim​in​ates pri​mary and runoff elections. Extra costs associated with its relative complexity or better rep​re​sen​​ta​tion can be made small.

You each represent seven thousand of voting age—and some of you by slim majorities. Suppose in​stead of election a man were qualified for office by petition signed by four thousand citizens. He would then represent those four thousand affirmatively, with no disgruntled minority, for what would have been a minority in a territorial constituency would all be free to start other petitions and join in them. All would then be represented by men of their own choice. Or a man with eight thousand sup​porters might have two votes in this body. (Heinlein, 1966:301)
A proxy is a person authorized to act for another. I introduce voting by proxy as a voting system to select legislators and as a basis for some operating rules for the legislature itself. While voting by proxy may take a variety of forms, preferential voting by proxy on which I later focus has the following features: 1) At the end of the vote count, every voter has chosen his favored legislator among all the legis​lators as his represen​ta​tive, and this representative becomes the vo​ter’s proxy within the legisla​ture. To meet a “one man, one vote” standard, each rep​resentative votes the prox​ies that she holds.
 2) Each voter sub​mits a prefer​ence ranking of candidates, pos​sibly an incomplete one. The first can​didate in the ranking be​comes this voter’s proxy during the vote count, completing this voter’s preferences when they are in​com​plete. 3) A mechanism se​lects legis​lators among the available candidates to reach the desired num​ber of legislators.

I compare the performance of legislatures formed when using voting by proxy to the ideal performance of a costless direct democracy with well-inform​ed voters and to the performances of legis​latures formed when using two existing voting systems: plurality and a form of propor​tion​al represen​tation called single trans​fer​able vote (STV). Unlike most research that would address in iso​la​tion either the voting system to select legislators or the operating rules within the legislature it​self, both are addressed here to​geth​er because of the strong inter​relationships be​tween the two. In its full form, vo​ting by proxy plus some ancillary rules alter both the voting system and the operating rules within the le​gisla​ture. Because both are addressed simultaneously, I view the study of electoral systems as not just the study of the means by which votes are trans​lated into seats in the legis​la​ture, as do, for ex​am​ples, Farrell (2001) and Taagepera-Shugart (1989), but more broad​ly as the study of the means by which voters may ex​press their wishes through a rep​resenta​tive legislature. 

In the first section, I introduce and consider simple voting by proxy, which may have on​ly the first and most important fea​ture men​​tion​ed above where each voter chooses as his proxy within the legislature his favored legislator among those given. After developing a metric for rep​resenta​tion that includes the val​​ue of both the pub​lic and the private services that a legislature provides, I show sim​ple voting by proxy, a resus​ci​ta​tion of a voting system that Tullock (1967: 145-146) sug​gested, yields the best representa​tion pos​sible given those legislators and costless voting. This prop​erty of vo​ting by proxy provides a coun​ter​ex​am​ple to the con​tentions of Farrell (2001), Katz (1997), and Mc​Lean (1991) that two dif​ferent views of rep​resen​tation are inconsis​tent: voting by proxy sat​isfies both of them. I also show that voting by proxy si​multaneously pro​vides better incentives for constituent ser​vice, and need not degrade govern​ment stability be​cause other rules can limit any in​sta​bil​ity. These con​clu​​sions contradict those of analysts such as Farrell (2001), Lijphart (1999), Katz (1997), and Mc​Lean (1991) that a tradeoff exists be​tween the rep​resenta​tion of a legis​lature stemming from a voting system and either con​stituent services or government sta​bility. Voting by proxy also cre​ates a tighter rela​tion​​ship be​tween representa​tive and constit​uent that leads to bet​ter informed vo​ters, which re​duces the in​fluence of special inter​ests, those groups with more than pro​portionate public policy influence, as Olson (1965) would argue.

Given the opportunities available to improve the legislature’s performance with simple vo​ting by proxy in this environment, I add some ancillary rules that either involve the voting sys​tem or the operating rules within the legis​la​ture itself. The voting system works best when voters select proxies within the legislature from one at-large district. The legislature works better when: 1) The legislature must have a significant super-majority to end the govern​ment’s tenure; 2) the de​fault mechanism for determining the hierarchy within the le​gis​lature uses the proxies each rep​resentative holds rather than the seniority of each rep​resen​ta​tive; and 3), voting by proxy is used in​ternal​ly within the leg​is​lature to establish voting weights with​in its com​mit​tees.

In the second section, I introduce and consider preferential voting by proxy plus some more ancillary rules, adding the second less important but still valuable feature men​tioned above where each voter provides a ran​king of candidates, but I still consider only situations where the vo​ting sys​tem does not elim​inate any candidates in​voluntarily. Here some voter’s desired proxy within the le​gislature may voluntarily with​draw as a candidate after seeing the vote results, and if so, the vo​ter’s next best choice becomes his proxy in the le​gis​lature. In addition, the voter’s first-ranked can​didate becomes his proxy during the vote count, and since the voter may provide an incomplete ranking, his proxy completes the vo​ter’s ranking if his ranked candidates all with​draw. 

In this environment with preferential voting by proxy, I add the following ancillary rules. The vo​ting system works bet​ter when: 1) The vote is counted by com​puter; 2) only one election is held, elim​ina​ting any primary or runoff elections; and 3), no candidate is eliminated as a candi​date involuntarily. The legislature performs better when: 1) Pay and remu​nera​tion for ex​penses that the government provides to each repre​sentative are based upon the proxies each le​gisla​tor holds; and 2), prop​erty rights for each represen​ta​tive based upon the proxies they hold are estab​lish​​ed for de​bate time on the floor. Representa​tives with fewer proxies than a specified threshold would be given no such property rights, and these silent mem​bers may have only elec​tronic ac​cess to the debate. I show the strongest clear benefits of voting by proxy and its ancillary rules occur in this envi​ron​ment.

In the third section, I introduce and consider the use of preferential voting by proxy if vo​ting costs are not low enough that we must add the third fea​ture above where some mechanism must elim​​inate some candidates. In this environment, voting by proxy adds nothing beyond what’s in the literature. From my reading of it, I suggest using the Borda Count, either in a se​quen​tial process or only once. For a clear​er comparison with STV, as one alternative I consider a version of vo​ting by proxy where the vote is counted in rounds. Here the Borda Count deter​mines the weak​est can​didate in each round, who is then eliminated until the appropriate number of legislators has been at​tained. Another reasonable mechanism to eliminate candidates is to use the Bor​da Count only once, selec​ting the appropriate number of legislators as those candidates with the highest Borda Count. The ancil​lary rules above, with the obvious ex​ception that the vo​ting sys​tem now elimin​ates some can​didates, still apply. These mechanisms to eliminate candi​dates are the usual “voting systems” that the literature has considered. (For more detailed discus​sions of this work, see Far​rell, 2001; Saari, 2001; Lijphart, 1999; Levin and Nale​buff, 1995; Blais, 1991; Balinski and Young, 1982; and Rae, 1967.) Possible problems previous​ly noted with these mech​anisms re​main with these two alterna​tives, though the strength of their effect may be mitigated with the single at-large district and proxy voting.

After considering concerns that have been raised in the literature over the performance of proportional representation systems or plurality, I find that voting by proxy dominates STV and that it performs in most ways better than plurality, especially in providing a more representative leg​is​​lature, but at the cost of simplicity. The single at-large district eliminates gerrymander​ing. Much smaller co​alitions of voters are guaranteed ideal representation. Proxy voting in the le​gis​lature, a single at-large district, and eliminating seniority make every election competitive, which improves the in​centive to vote. The stronger representative-constituent links improve the in​centives for con​stit​uent service. In particular, they lower voters’ information gath​ering costs, which ultimate​ly leads to better-informed voters, which in turn reduces the in​flu​ence of special interests. Voting by proxy’s relative complexity may have prevented such a sys​tem from being adop​ted until re​cently, but we can con​sider it today because a computerized vote count reduces the cost of this complexity sub​stan​tially. Table 1 provides a short​hand description of the con​clusions I reach.

[insert Table 1 near here]

Simple Voting by Proxy and Some Ancillary Rules with Costless Voting

One natural step from a direct democracy to a representative democracy is for each of the voters who decides his time is spent more productively elsewhere to consign his vote to a like-mind​ed individual, one with similar pref​erences over public policy choices. This repre​sen​tative for the vo​ter, his proxy, then votes within the legislature on all matters before it for this voter and for any other voters who also made her their proxy, her constituents. To meet a “one man, one vote” standard for all voters, each representative votes the proxies she holds with​in the legisla​ture. With proxy vo​ting, representatives would but rarely have an equal vote within the legisla​ture; they would instead have a weighted vote equal to the shares of their constitu​ents among all voters. This gives each original voter, not each repre​sentative, an equal vote within the legisla​ture. This system is the first step towards preferential voting by proxy.

Such a system is now used in many corporate contests, typically when only two options are avail​able. Stockhold​ers might, for example, make the corporate managers, a mutual fund, or some cor​por​ate activist their proxy to vote their shares on some matter of corporate gov​ernance. Heinlein (1966:301) and Tullock (1967:145-146) each suggested such a vo​ting system briefly. 

In this section, I will isolate and consider the most important feature of voting by proxy: the allocation of proxies across representatives and the resulting voting weights for representa​tives. I start with a set of legislators, and then consider the hypothetical costless use of simple vo​ting by proxy to de​ter​mine representative-constituent links that then deter​mine voting weights for repre​sen​ta​tives. Us​ing simple voting by proxy, each voter selects one legislator to be his proxy within the legislature. This voter is then the selected legislator’s constituent. Since the iden​tity of all rep​resen​tatives has already been set, this process does not eliminate any candidates. This pro​cess just estab​lishes voting weights within the legislature among the existing legislators. This pro​cess does not af​fect voting for legislators but voting within the legislature. How would this legislature perform rel​a​tive to the ideal direct democracy?

representation

Farrell (2001) and Chamberlin-Courant (1983) describe previous studies as hav​ing treat​ed good representation as either presenting a microcosm of the voting population within the leg​islature or providing agents that choose what informed vo​ters, their principals, would choose. John Adams, for example, wanted the microcosm. He said that a legisla​ture “should be an exact portrait, in mini​ature, of the people at large, as it should think, feel, rea​son, and act like them.”
 The champions of various versions of proportional representation usually follow Adams’ goals, and have looked espe​cially at the share of each party’s votes versus the share of each party’s seats in the legislature. Oth​ers say it is the legislature’s deci​sions that matter, not its composition. The legislature should make decisions that represent the voters’ interests. The champions of plurality usually follow this ver​sion of repre​sen​tation. Some say these two views are inconsistent (Farrell, 2001:11-12; Katz, 1997:308; and Mc​Lean, 1991:172). I disagree. I capture both of these elements in the measure of rep​resenta​tion that I adopt.

Best Representation with Given Representatives and Costless Voting—In assessing an elec​toral system, I consider both the public services and the private services that a resulting legis​lature provides. It provides public services that include its public policy choices, the information publicly broad​cast from it, and its cost of legislating. If we use a common spatial mod​el where prefer​ences for each individual are de​scribed by an ideal point and policy choices closer to the ideal point are preferred to choi​ces farther away, the final policy choice from a direct democracy based on majority rule would be the ideal point of a median voter.
 (Black, 1953; Downs, 1957) The ideal public pol​icy choice is that of a well-informed median voter.
 Our metric of represen​tation captures this by con​sidering the distance between this ideal point of the median voter and the actual public policy choice. At the same time, the le​gisla​ture provides private services for each voter that in​clude con​stit​uent ser​vice, any information that the rep​re​​sen​tative provides to each voter directly, and the ex​pression of the voter’s views in the legisla​ture. Our metric of representation captures this for each voter by consider​ing the distance between the voter’s ideal point and his representa​tive’s ideal point. The most valuable private ser​vices are provided to each voter if representatives form a mi​cro​cosm of the voting pop​​ulation. Our mea​sure of representation, then, considers the value of both types of repre​sen​​ta​tion, both the value of the public services and of the private serv​ices. These pub​lic and private legislative services should represent the vo​ters’ interests as they would in our ideal direct democ​racy.

Stated formally, say rj ( [0,1] denotes the ideological position of a ge​ner​​​​ic repre​sentative j ( {1,..., n}. Let –(vi – rj(describe preferences of each voter i over each can​​​​didate rj, where each voter i is assumed to know each representative’s ideological pos​i​tion and vi ( [0,1] is the ideal point for voter i. This measures the ideo​logical distance be​tween voter i and representa​tive rj. The voter cares about the legisla​ture’s pub​lic policy choice given by p(r1,…,rn,w1,…,wn) where wj ( [0,1] is the voting weight of represen​tative j within the legisla​ture. This public policy choice’s value to voter i is related positively to –(vi –p(r1,…,rn,w1,…,wn)(.
 The voter also cares about the private services he receives from the legislature and their value is related positively to –(vi–ri( where ri ( {r1,…,rn} is voter i’s choice of rep​resentative. This is so, since the value of the information that this repre​senta​tive pro​vides to the voter de​clines as the ide​ological distance between the voter and his rep​resen​tative increases. The util​ity or payoff for a legislature to voter i could then be given by some Ui(–(vi – p(r1,…,rn,w1,…,wn)(,–(vi–ri() where Ui in​creas​es in both arguments. 

Now, let R(–(vm –p(r1,…,rn,w1,…,wn)(,–(v1–r1(,…,–(vn–rn() measure this legislature’s rep​resentation of the voting population where vm is the ideal point of a median voter in the voting population and R is some increasing function in each of its arguments. The first argument mea​sures the ideological distance between the public policy outcomes from the legislature and from our ideal direct democracy. The remaining arguments describe the util​ity each voter gains from the pri​vate services that the legislature provides to him. “Representa​tion” incorporates the value of both the public services and the private services that the legislature provides.

PROPOSITION: When voters costlessly use simple voting by proxy, each voter knows each representative’s ideological position, and Ui(–(vi – p(r1,…,rn,w1,…,wn)(,–(vi–ri() describes each voter i’s preferences, a strategy profile minimizes the ideological distance between each voter and his representative if and only if it is a Nash outcome. If in addi​tion R(–(vm –p(r1,…,rn,w1,…,wn)(,–(v1–r1(,…,–(vn–rn() measures a legislature’s repre​senta​tion of the voting population, a strategy profile is a Nash outcome if and only if it maxi​mizes this legislature’s representation of the voting population. 

Without loss of generality, we can assume that r1 < r2 <…< rn. Consider the strategy pro​file where each voter chooses the representative with pref​erences closest to his own, the one where each voter chooses sincerely among the legislators. Such a choice minimizes (vi–ri( (or maximizes –(vi–ri() for every voter i. 

Majority rule in this legislature with the voting weights that voting by proxy determines leads to a public policy choice p(r1,…,rn,w1,…,wn) = rm, the ideal point of the repre​sentative of a median voter. Those voters to the left of a median voter have chosen either the same represen​ta​tive as this me​dian voter or a representative to the left; and those voters to the right of a median voter have chosen either the same rep​resentative as this median voter or a rep​resentative to the right. Thus, the representative of a median voter deter​mines winning choices among any pair of alter​na​tives, since she is always in a winning coalition as she brings along the proxies of all me​dian voters and either all voters to the right or all voters to the left with any pair​wise choice.

The only voters that could potentially change the public policy choice are those voters with representatives now in the winning coalition. However, a different representa​tive has an ideal point further from a voter’s ideal point than his current representative, making him worse off in terms of his private services, and if a new mean vote were cast within the legislature, this voter would be worse off in terms of the public services. Thus, with this profile, no voter has any incentive to change his choice of representative given the choices of the other voters. The stra​tegy profile where each voter chooses sincerely is a Nash equilibrium.
Now consider a strategy profile where some voter does not choose the representative with pref​erences closest to his own. Such a profile is not a Nash outcome. If such a voter were instead to choose that representative with preferences closest to his own, the value of his private services would increase and the value of the public services would not change or increase. A Nash out​come must have each voter choose sincerely.
Reconsider the Nash outcome. Since p(r1,…,rn,w1,…,wn) = rm and voter m chose a rep​resentative rm that max​i​mizes  –(vm–rj( with this strategy profile, voting by proxy maximizes –(vm – p(r1,…,rn,w1,…,wn)( for this set of legisla​tors. Also, for each voter i, the ri that minimizes (vi–ri( also maximizes –(vi–ri(. Now, since all the arguments in R are maximized and R is in​creasing in all of its arguments, the value of R itself must be maxi​mized. The Nash outcome maxi​mizes representation.

At the same time, a legislature that reach​ed any different public policy or offered a dif​fer​ent private service to any voter would not be max​i​​mizing representation; the value of the private service for some voter is less than at this maximum and the value of the public service cannot be greater. A strategy profile that maximizes representation must be the Nash outcome.
Thus, assuming costless voting, I find that voting by proxy leads each voter to maximize the value of the private services he receives by choosing a representative clos​est to his prefer​en​ces. In addi​tion, since the rep​resentative of a me​dian voter provides the mean vote within the le​gis​lature when using voting by proxy, the value of the public policy choice is as close as one can get with these representatives to the public pol​icy choice that a median voter would choose in our ideal di​rect democracy. And at-large voting by proxy yields the best rep​re​sentation pos​si​ble of voters’ pref​erences with the legislators given.

Note that the specific choice of R, which could allow inter​per​sonal compari​sons between the dif​ferent voters, does not matter for this result. Note also that the measure of representation adop​ted here is based upon individuals, not parties. The measure for representation most often used in the lit​erature is based upon the difference between each party’s vote share in the legis​lature and its vote share in the election. (See, for ex​am​ples, Amy, 2002; Farrell, 2001; Lijphart, 1999; Gallagher, 1991; ​ Taagepera-Shugart, 1989; and Rae, 1967.) Say that individuals do fol​low party preferences, so that each voter ranks party members above all others. Dummett (1984) calls this property “propor​tion​ality for solid coali​tions.” In this environment, if all parties have a vote share greater than (1/(the number seats in the legislature)), voting by proxy would give each party a weighted vo​ting share in the legislature exactly equal to its vote share in the voting popu​lation. Other pro​portional represen​ta​tion systems almost never meet this standard. And when the preferences of vo​ters do deviate from those of parties, which is common, voting by proxy would improve the rep​re​sentation of the voters’ preferences but worsen a measure of representation based upon the par​ties’ preferences. (Farrell, 2001)

immediate implications and some ancillary rules

Given these results on representation, some important implications are immediate. In ad​di​tion, given the opportunities available with simple voting by proxy to improve the legislature’s perfor​mance, I also require the ancillary rules below to either improve the voting system for the legis​lature or the operation of the legislature itself.

Farrell (2001), Lijphart (1999), Katz (1997), and McLean (1991) conclude that a tradeoff exists between the representa​tion of a legis​lature due to a voting system and either constituent ser​vices or government stability. I find that voting by proxy does not require such a tradeoff under the assumed conditions. In particular, under these conditions, I find that voting by proxy provides the best representation possible given the legislators that constitute the legislature, that it provides better incentives for constituent service than do STV or plurality, and that other rules can be used to count​er any instability ob​served with better representation.

Voting by Proxy has Better Incentives for Constituent Service—Some earlier analysts ex​pect greater representation comes only with an additional cost of poorer con​stit​uent service. (See, for example, Farrell, 2001) A team of representatives in each multi-seat district necessary for better repre​sen​tation may under-invest in constituent ser​vice. Each representative in the district sees this ser​vice as hav​ing the character​istics of a pub​lic good and has an incentive to free ride. All represen​tatives share the benefits, but the provider pays more costs. Nevertheless, while voting by proxy provides the best representation possible, it also provides better incentives for providing constit​uent service. Even with multi-seat districts, voting by proxy provides each voter with one repre​sentative re​spon​sible for his constituent service, and each representative tends to know the iden​tity of her con​stitu​ents. Each repre​sen​tative has an incentive to invite any​one to provide contact in​for​mation to her. While jour​nalists and voters for rivals could also be on the resulting list, the voters who did or might vote for this rep​resentative would likely pre​dom​inate. With the resulting list, she now is like​ly to have a less costly way to communicate with her constituents. The cheap​est way to send mes​sages to supporters could be “nar​rowcasting” to this list rather than “broad​cast​​ing” to everyone, especially with the Internet and e-mail. Further, some constituent services are likely to become less costly. Since constituents would have more homo​geneous preferences than with other systems, the repre​sentative could more easily educate her constit​u​ents on impor​tant issues, providing just that infor​ma​tion and those arguments that they would find rel​evant. The cost per message drops. The lower com​mu​nication cost from both reasons creates the in​cen​tive for the candidate to communicate more with the voters, and this lowers the costs for the vo​ters, as they now need to search out less informa​tion about the candi​dates. Representatives and their con​stit​u​ents could even have two-way con​ver​sations rel​atively cheaply with these new tech​nologies. Each representative could solicit feed​​back from her constituents to help her understand their preferences more clearly. Over the long term, voting by proxy leads to a more in​form​ed voter, which may reduce these commu​ni​cation costs to both the candidate and the voter further. 

In addition to the free-rider problem, the incentive to provide constituent service also de​pends upon this representative being accountable to the voter. If the service were not provided, the voter must be able to penalize the representative. This would not be possible, even with plurality, if this representative had a “safe” district, say due to gerrymandering or a seniority advantage, or if the voter’s choice of representative would not change regardless of whether this representative provided this service or not. Nevertheless, with voting by proxy, if this representative wants to keep these prox​ies, and the influ​ence that goes with it, she and only she must provide that service. 

Thus, contrary to the expectations of Farrell (2001), Lijphart (1999), Katz (1997), and McLean (1991), voting by proxy improves representation not only without degrading constituent service, but actually improving it. 

Require a Significant Super-Majority to End a Government’s Tenure—Some analysts ex​pect that greater representation comes only with a cost of greater govern​ment instability. This hypothesis has been suggested for parliamentary governments since Lowell (1896), but it’s not clear that it holds.
 (See Farrell, 2001:192-207; and Lijphart, 1999:64-65,258-274.) In a par​lia​mentary system where the legislature can end the government’s ten​ure with a majority vote, a representa​tive legis​lature may be more likely to do so than a less repre​sen​tative one that plurality creates. If issues change, a majority coalition of the several parties that pro​portional rep​resenta​tion tends to create is more likely to change than the majority party of the two parties that plural​ity tends to create. This may lead the more rep​resentative legisla​ture to more often re​move the govern​ment that reflects the earlier majority but not a current one. Fur​ther, the more repre​sen​ta​tive legislature is more likely to have a coalition partner work to under​mine the existing co​ali​tion because it would pre​fer working within a dif​ferent majority coalition. Appar​ently, all else equal, proportional represen​tation does lead to less durable govern​ments than does plural​ity.

In any event, these argu​ments do not apply to a sys​tem where the legisla​ture may only bring down the gov​ern​ment with great difficulty. Other policymaking rules in addition to the electoral sys​tem affect government stability. To counteract any effect from a more representative legislature, we could simultaneously change any rule that raises the legislative hurdles for ending a gov​ern​ment’s tenure early. I sug​gest changing the minimum vote necessary within the legisla​ture for it to end the tenure of the gov​ernment early. A more representative legislature, even one re​spon​si​ble for se​lecting a gov​ern​ment after its elec​tion, clearly does not affect the stability of the gov​ern​ment ad​versely if the legislature requires a large enough super-majority to end the govern​ment’s tenure. Some legis​latures already require this, such as a legislature in a typical presiden​tial system or legis​la​tures in some parlia​mentary systems as well. (See Lijphart, 1999: 117-124.) 

Weighted Voting Presents No New Concerns—Some analysts (Potthoff-Brams, 1998: 164-165; Munroe, 1995:936) suggest that weighted voting is flawed because larger coalitions have more than proportional voting power as described in voting power indices such as in Banzhaf (1965). They misinterpret the mathematical results.

First, these measurements of voting power for coalitions of voters represented in a legis​la​​ture created with voting by proxy are identical to those in a direct democracy with the same vo​ters if the same coalitions form in our ideal direct democracy, which they have the incentive to do. This representative legis​la​ture results in the same measures of voting power as does the direct democracy with the same vo​ters. 

Second, Banzhaf (1965) concluded weighted voting gives voters in different geographic dis​tricts unequal influence regardless of their vote if these districts were of different size and weight​ed votes proportional to size were used. This is true, but the argument does not apply here. A voter here has the same influence as any other voter if they each cast the same votes. He may choose to join different coalitions, each of which may have different voting power, but so may any other vo​ter. Instead of the weighted voting proposed here being a flaw, it meets a “one man, one vote” re​quirement exactly, which no other system for a representative legislature can do.

Multi-dimensional Characteristics of Candidates Appear to Create No New Concerns— When all candidates’ characteristics can be expressed in one dimension, the median voter theorem holds; if more than one dimension is necessary, it does not (except in the rare circumstances that the problem collapses to one dimension). These conclusions appear to suggest that a multi-dimensional case may be quite different than the one-dimensional case.

My ideal is a voting system that creates a representative legislature with decisions and a dis​tribution of preferences that are the same as with a costless direct democracy having the same vo​ters. If one dimension were sufficient to measure the candidates’ characteristics in a direct dem​oc​racy, the median voter theorem would hold; if more than one were necessary, it likely would not and voting cycles may occur. In circumstances where voting cy​cles occur, some leg​islative rules are created to prevent the legislature from cycling forever. While I cannot offer a proof for all possibil​ities, from the cases I’ve considered it appears that the repre​sentative legis​lature that voting by prox​​y creates inherits the same basic characteristics as the direct democracy, including its problems, and that the same general conclusions about repre​sentation follow as in the one-dimensional case. This hypothesis is open for further research.

Adopt One At-Large District for the Best Representation—The result on represen​tation, that voting by proxy yields the best representation possible with the set of legisla​tors given, ap​plies with​​in multi-seat districts as well as to the entire legislature. Using the same arguments, if voting by proxy were applied first within each district and then to the entire legis​lature, and any choices of representatives were to change and alter the voting weights of rep​resen​tatives, repre​sen​tation would be improved. Without changing the legislators, voting by proxy creates legis​la​tures that reflect the voters’ prefer​en​ces most closely with one at-large district. Voting by prox​y provides the best repre​sentation of the voters’ preferences if all voters can consider every legis​la​tor within the legislature to be an op​tion as his representative. This argues for at-large elec​tions in a single district.

When compared to having small districts, one difference from using voting by proxy with large districts is that a representative may be outside the voter’s neigh​bor​hood. Nevertheless, when this happens the voter has indicated that he prefers this person over any representative with​in his neighborhood. More generally, a voter using vo​ting by proxy with large districts chooses that rep​resentative with preferences closest to his, and this representative may or may not share his neigh​bor​hood, occupation, eth​nicity, religion, or sex.

At-large elections would be a significant change from elections today that now use either plurality or STV. As noted previously, larger districts tend to make representation worse with plur​ality, un​like voting by proxy; plurality usually has single-seat districts. With any form of propor​tion​al repre​sentation, larger districts tend to make repre​sentation better, but as discussed previously, some pri​vate services that representatives provide such as constituent ser​vices have a free-riding prob​lem; STV often has districts limited to four or five seats. With vo​ting by proxy instead, these free-riding problems do not appear. One at-large district is best.

Using One At-Large District Eliminates Gerrymandering—One substantial additional ad​vantage with one at-large district, at least within legislatures that require that the voting weight of equal numbers of voters across districts be equal​ized as much as is reasonable, is that it elim​inates redistricting. (See, for example, Cox and Katz (2002) and Baker (1986) for a dis​cus​sion of the effect of gerry​mand​ering.) Re-apportion​ment and the gerry​mander could be things of the past. 

Substitute Proxies for Seniority to Eliminate an Inappropriate Advan​tage for In​cum​​bents— In most legisla​tures that have equal voting among all of their represen​tatives, inclu​ding existing versions of both plurality and proportional representation, seniority creates an in​appro​priate advan​tage for incumbents. In these legislatures, seniority de​termines the hierar​chy within each legislature that determines leadership roles, including commit​tee chairman​ships. De​viations from seniority are rare. This objective rule reduces personal competi​tion for these posi​tions be​tween representa​tives that would reduce collegiality and trust, so im​portant for form​ing compro​mises and for gov​ern​a​bil​ity. A side effect, though, is that sen​iority, by itself, rather than greater ef​fectiveness due to great​er experience, provides an advantage to incumbency, especially one with long tenure. The incum​bent with long tenure will gain a posi​tion with more influence than would a newly e​lec​ted rep​resentative; any challenger must be sig​nificantly better than the incum​bent to win. Un​fortun​ately, over time this senior representative may not represent voters as well as some other candidate because his reduced political risk of losing an election reduces his ac​count​abil​ity to the vo​ters or be​cause his preferences do not match current voters’ pref​erences as well. This in​appropriate advantage to incumbency has been seen as important, leading, for exam​​ple, to the push for term limits in the Congress about a dec​​ade ago. 

With voting by proxy, rank​ing representa​tives by the proxies that each holds could serve this purpose instead of seniority. Both rules are objective and would reduce divisive squabbles that re​duce collegiality and trust. The advantage with this switch is that the proxies that the rep​resentative holds are a measure of how well and how many voters she repre​sents today. Experi​ence is rewarded with more proxies if the representative becomes more effective, but not other​wise. This would pro​vide those rep​resentatives with the most voters hav​ing pref​erences near theirs with the strong​est roles within the legislature, granting an advantage to those representa​tives that have greater voter support, which is as it should be. 

As a consequence of this change, incumbents held in place now because of their seniority would become vulnerable. Sen​ior representatives no longer reflecting the voters’ pref​erences would not now block changes that the voters current​ly prefer. A well-qualified candidate without experi​ence in this legislature, especially one that reflected current voters preferences better, could compete with this incumbent. Further, the leaders of the legislature would now not be dis​proportion​ate​ly from geographic areas that are “safe seats,” since generally no prox​ies are safe with voting by prox​y. Every representative would need to fight for every proxy held in every elec​tion, and would not be guaranteed her position of authority only after passing a low electoral threshold for that district be​cause of her seniority. Every representative would expect the proxies she holds to change in every election. If support from voters were to shift away from a leader, her proxies and her lead​ership role would be gradually diminished. The blunt cudgel of term limits, which eliminates good as well as bad representatives, would be re​placed by the scalpel of shifting prox​ies, which more gradually in​creases the power of a representative voting more prox​ies and decreases the power of a representa​tive voting fewer proxies.

Voters Are Better Informed, which Reduces the Influence of Special Interests—As Olson (1965) argues, voters are often rationally ignorant, and due to the incentives of lobbying, some is​sues may be decided in the favor of organized special interests over a disorganized opposition with even more at stake. A special interest has more than a proportionate influence on public pol​icy than its opposition relative to what each group has at stake. Better-informed voters would be more likely to organize and take col​lective action, which would reduce such a bias to​wards spe​cial inter​ests. The cost of becoming informed about an issue, a cost the special in​terest al​ready pays, has now been reduced for all voters with voting by proxy. To the extent this cost held back the or​gan​ization of an effective opposition to the special interest, it has now been reduced. Cre​ating and adopting an efficient public policy choice is now more likely.

Voters become better informed with voting by proxy for two reasons. First, as discussed ear​lier, each repre​sentative faces lower costs to communicate with her constitu​ents with voting by prox​​y. Second, the process of creating legislation in a more represen​tative legislature that hears more voices significantly different from that of the median voter would better educate the voters. In sha​ping decisions at the legislature’s median, represen​tatives whose ideal points are away from the median could con​front other representatives with questions that these represen​tatives need not ad​dress if they all had more similar prefer​ences. The public policy debate would reveal informa​tion and arguments that would not be re​vealed with a less repre​sen​tative legis​la​ture, and this would bet​ter inform some voters. As an example, these “outsiders” (that is, those repre​sen​tatives with ideal points further away from the median) could reveal to voters that major parties would placate special interests over a disorganized op​position that would lose more than the spe​cial interests would gain. In expressing their opin​ions, these outsiders could demon​strate options to voters that they would prefer over one de​signed to serve special interests. If these arguments are made clear to voters, the representatives of the major parties would be less likely to ignore them, since some voters would penalize them later if they did not vote along with the voters’ pref​erences, which would now be better understood. This educational value that the le​gislature provides to the voters during its delib​erations is one of the two public services omitted from our measure of representation. If it were in​cluded, since a greater diversity of voices in​creases this educational value, voting by proxy in​creas​es representation further than our measure of repre​sentation indicates.

Creating better-informed voters, due to its effect on the legislature’s public policy choi​ces, is an advantage of any proportional representation voting system, and it’s enhanced when communica​tion costs are reduced. In the short term, one could argue that a more representative legislature has little to recommend it over a less representative legislature if both produce the same choices, es​pe​cial​ly if the value of constituent services are felt to be small. Nevertheless, in the longer term, the legislature’s public policy choices would change to more closely represent a median voter’s choice. Thus, adopting voting by proxy is a substitute for cam​paign finance re​form to re​duce the influence of special interests. 

Adopt Voting by Proxy for Legislative Committee’s Whose Members Are Fixed—Most legislatures use com​mittees of its members to do much of their work. Members become special​ists in particular areas and the members in the body as a whole rely on their expertise and result​ing recommendations to inform the body’s deliberations and votes. Often, legislation in such an area will not even be ini​tiated with​out the appropriate committee’s recommendation. As such, commit​tees would be most use​ful if they represented the body of the legislature well, both in the commit​tee’s decisions and in their distri​bution of preferences. If the membership of a com​mittee were al​ready determined, I use simple voting by proxy to establish weight​ed votes within the com​mit​tee based on the proxies of all members of the legislature. The committee’s members could de​velop and exploit the same expertise for the legislature, but now the committee’s recom​men​da​tions would be most closely based upon the same preferences as the body of the legisla​ture given the committee’s mem​bership. 

The environment with costless voting is considered in this section primarily because of the insights it may offer, not for its direct applicability. I expect costless or near costless voting to occur naturally quite rarely. I am not suggesting the use of simple voting by proxy by itself for a free-stand​ing legislature. Adopting it for committees within a legislature, or legislatures within legisla​tures, is one excep​tion.

Preferential Voting by Proxy with More Ancillary Rules
and No Involuntary Elimination of Candidates 

For most voting environments, the membership of the legislatures may not be pre-deter​min​ed and, especially for larger voting popu​lations, the cost of voting may be significant. At a mini​mum, some candidate for membership may, after seeing the election’s results and the influ​ence she is likely to wield with the resulting weight of her vote, decide that her time is best spent outside the legislature and choose to withdraw as a candidate. At the same time, voters for these now-with​drawn candi​dates would now be unrepresented with simple voting by proxy. I intro​duce preferential voting by proxy, adding a second valuable feature to voting by proxy, so that all voters are appro​priately represented.

Adopt Preferential Voting by Proxy If Members of the Legislature May Change—With preferential voting by proxy, each voter submits his ranking of as many candidates as he wishes. Whenever a candidate is eliminated, his choice for a representative is transferred to his next best choice, which is also his best choice among the remaining candidates. If the candidates ranked by the voter have all been eliminated, the first candidate in his ranking has his proxy during the vote count, and this first candidate’s ranking is used to complete the voter’s ranking of candidates.

Voters today submit a ranking of candidates rather than a single candidate in several vo​ting sys​tems. Pref​erential voting is used for single offices most notably in Australia, and it has spread to other nearby countries. It is also used in Ireland, some provinces of Canada, and at one time in Ala​bama. (Farrell, 2001:56; Center for Voting and Democracy, 2004) Voters also submit can​didate rankings using STV in multi-seat districts of Ireland, Malta, Australia, and some local councils in the U.S. In all of these situations, as here, if the voter’s preferred candidate is elimin​ated as a can​didate, the voter’s choice of a candidate is transferred to his next best choice during the vote count. These voting systems, however, require a com​plete ranking of candidates or do not count a vote whose ranked candidates are eliminated, either of which causes problems. A complete ranking raises significant costs for each voter to learn about all candidates to be able to provide this ranking. An inaccurate, complete ranking may not express the voter’s preferences well. And an incomplete ranking could lead to an un​counted vote. Voting by proxy allows each voter to select a proxy during the vote count so that each voter’s ranking is both complete and as accurate as the voter wishes to make it.

more ancillary rules and immediate implications

Preferential voting by proxy comes at a cost of extra complexity relative to plurality and STV. The costs to operate a voting system come from four sources. One is to physically count the votes. A second is for each voter to become optimally informed to participate in an election. A third is to establish the facili​ties and personnel necessary to conduct each election. And a fourth are the deliberation costs within the legislature. To reduce the costs of operating with this voting system, I recommend the following.

Use Computers to Count Votes to Reduce the Cost of Physically Counting Votes—The only potential prob​lem that voting by proxy has relative to both STV and plurality is the cost of counting votes. For the same size district, counting votes by proxy is easier than with STV, and less so than plurality, but voting by proxy uses larger districts. Counting votes by hand would often be imprac​tical. (See, for example, Farrell, 2001, and Hermens, 1984.) Fortunately, the cost of counting votes now, unlike in decades past, is virtually the same for each of these systems if we use com​puters to count the votes. STV or voting by proxy can gath​er the voters’ rank order​ings in exactly the same way, these data can be machine read and then counted electronically, as is commonly done now with all major vo​ting systems used in major elections. The only differ​ence with plur​ality would be a longer ballot. The actual physical pro​cess for counting votes in each system would be nearly the same. Some note that com​puter sys​tems avail​able for major elections today do not guaran​tee the minimal level of cor​rup​tion re​quir​ed when they are used alone, but compu​terized voting that in​cludes a permanent record of all voter’s rankings that would allow manual recounts, if necessary, plus open software that anyone could check would meet these se​curity standards.

Proxy voting in the legislature also may increase its cost of counting votes. This vote count also should be assisted by computers, though here the computer pow​er required may already be present and it’s minimal anyway.

Voting by Proxy Lowers Information Gathering Costs—The second source of an opera​ting cost for an election, and often the largest cost, is the rationally ignorant voters’ cost to pre​pare for an election. With any electoral system, each voter wants to gather appropriate informa​tion on the candidates and understand the voting process to de​termine how to vote (possibly stra​tegically). First, when no candidates are involuntarily eliminated, this voting system is non-man​ip​u​lable, so no information about other voters’ likely choices is necessary. Second, as mentioned previously, voting by proxy likely reduces the cost of a representative communicating with her constituents, so that the voter needs to seek less information about the candidates’ positions. Third, voters usually find it easier to identify and evaluate a candidate with preferences quite close to those of their own than one whose preferences are farther from theirs. Fourth, a candi​date with preferences similar to the voter provides an inexpensive source of credible information on candi​dates with similar preferences in other elections, as would a past representative. The vo​ter certainly need not know all candi​dates; the superiority of voting by proxy requires only that the voter identify one candidate with prefer​ences closer to his own than he would have had with a representative under the earlier sys​tem. 

Eliminate Runoff Elections and Government Subsidies for Primary Elections to Reduce the Costs to Conduct Elections—The facilities and personnel needed to conduct any necessary votes is largely determined by the num​ber of necessary votes to elect the representatives. In addition to the main vote, some voting sys​tems include runoff votes or primary votes as part of an election. When candidates that win a vote do not receive a majority, a runoff vote is often held so that a majority of voters dem​on​​​strate that they prefer their representative to the last eliminated candidate. But STV and voting by proxy always do this. A runoff election is never needed for either STV or voting by proxy.

With plurality, each party wants to be able to concentrate its votes among its candidates in each district to maximize their chances of gaining seats. Party members would often want a pri​mary election. Unlike plurality, STV and voting by proxy automatically concentrate the votes of any co​alition during the vote count. If no candidates were eliminated with voting by proxy and its candi​dates’ positions were known, each party would lose its incentive to concentrate votes. Nevertheless, a party still might want to know whom its strongest candidates are likely to be to allocate campaign funds that would be used to inform voters about their candidates’ positions. One possibility is to hold a primary; another is to have randomized polls taken of voters; and still another is to determine this alloca​tion during the private campaign fund raising process. Since randomized polls are almost always a less costly means for determining this information than pri​maries, I suggest eliminating any public subsidies for primary elections, and let each party decide how best to collect this infor​mation.

The voting costs within the legislature, primarily deliberation costs, depend largely on the number of leg​islators. If no candidates are eliminated, the legislature could be huge. Some other costs of legislating that are now usually publicly provided could be allocated differently and pro​vide better incentives for candidates when deciding whether to withdraw. 

Provide Pay and Office Expenses Based Upon the Proxies Held—A representative hold​ing few proxies is less valuable to the legislature, and should be compensated accordingly. If a repre​sen​tative holds few proxies and she has low compensation in addition to little influence from a low voting weight, she is more likely to decide to withdraw as a candidate when she should. (Tullock, 1967, also suggested this rule.)

Each legislator receives both personal benefits and personal costs. She could receive fu​ture benefits within her occupation. She could receive psychic benefits. She must pay the oppor​tu​nity cost of her foregone compensation elsewhere. And she must pay costs for her office for facilities and people. And for this, she receives compensation. If the personal costs exceed the compensa​tion plus the personal benefits, she will withdraw as a legislator.

Even so, each additional legislator adds delibera​tion costs and benefits in better represen​ta​tion that others share, both externalities. One way to adjust optimally to these externalities is to add an appropriate “tax” to this compensation schedule. Increasing this tax would lead more can​didates to withdraw, reducing deliberation costs, and have voters transfer their proxies to their next best choices, reducing representation. As these costs and benefits are not easily observable, compensa​tion per proxy or a more complicated non-linear schedule would likely need to evolve, being adjus​ted as the size and composition of the legislature dictates.

One disadvantage in relying heavily on such a tax, and effectively having very low com​pensation for a legislator, is an increase in influence of moneyed interests. Personal wealth or good fund raising talents would more than make up for the tax for some candidates.

Limit Debating Time According to the Proxies Held—One concern about a more repre​sen​tative legislature is that it may increase the cost of legislating, either the cost of the time on the floor of the legislature or the cost of the time in the cloak room making compromi​ses. Plur​ality leads to representatives with preferences clustered around the preferences of a median voter, and may find it easier to debate on the floor and forge compromises in the cloak rooms than a legislature filled with representatives having more divergent preferences.

As for time on the floor, one concern is that representatives with extreme views spen​d too much of the legisla​ture’s time on arguments that do not affect its final choice. From the represen​tative’s point of view, the time available for debate on the floor is a common resource. If each rep​resentative is given equal opportun​ity for time on the floor, as is true with current legislative rules, she uses up this time on argu​ments having little impact on the final choice, while another represen​tative could be using that time on arguments that have a larger impact on this final choi​ce. This time could be used inefficiently. In response, other proportional representation systems add a minimum electoral threshold requirement before any member of a party may gain a seat, a response that has a side effect of reducing representation. Voting by proxy offers another alternative that does not re​duce representation.

We can instead reduce this overuse of the common resource by creating a limited prop​erty right on the floor time available for a particular issue for each representative based upon the proxies that she holds. Rep​resentatives would be allowed to trade or cede time to others if they wished. We could even go so far as to have “silent” members, which would be those represen​tatives with a num​ber of proxies below a specified threshold where they are not given any prop​erty right at all to speak on the floor. All a silent member has a right to do is watch the floor de​bate, possibly only electron​ic​ally, and vote. She may participate in the de​bate on the floor only if other repre​sentatives grant her some of their time, and for this she would usually have to help this representative in another way, say by assisting them as a staff member might. Thus, the lim​its on debate time provide trad​able property rights on this time, and this time would be used effi​ciently. 

Including silent members has the added advantage of significantly reducing any incre​men​tal decision​making costs from their inclusion in the legislature, which means the size of the legislature could be much more flexible with voting by proxy than with other electoral systems. It also in​crea​ses the incentive for these representatives to withdraw. Further, with oth​er voting rules the num​ber of representa​tives is often chosen due to concerns about representa​tion or ap​portion​ment, con​cerns which do not arise with voting by proxy. Given all costs and the much better rep​resen​ta​tion from voting by proxy, the large legislatures of today might be more effective with signifi​cantly fewer speaking members, but more total members.

As does setting compensation, setting the silent member threshold also affects the decision for a candidate on whether to withdraw. Reducing the threshold reduces deliberation costs and per​sonal benefits. The silent member threshold too, like compensation, would likely need to evolve, being adjusted as the size and composition of the legislature dictates.  

Adopting preferential voting by proxy and the ancillary rules above without eliminating any candidates involuntarily is likely to be appropriate for many legislatures. Committees within private or​ganizations or government agencies such as Boards of Directors, executive committees, or faculty committees, and legislatures for local government would often have a small enough pool of candi​dates not to involuntarily eliminate candidates and to adopt this form of preferential vo​ting by proxy and its ancillary rules. Even for state or national legis​latures, if secure electronic access for silent members were available inexpensively at multiple sites, we could have legisla​tures that could allow quite large numbers and still work well, pos​sibly even allowing individuals that rep​resent only themselves. For this to happen, we’d have to gain experience with such legislatures, incrementally increasing their size as our experience dictates.

The benefits of this form of preferential voting by proxy are substantial, though not ne​ces​​sarily ideal, in the sense of approaching the best representation possible of our ideal direct democ​racy, as it is for the environment considered in the last section. When a candidate vol​un​tarily with​draws she determines that her time is better spent outside the legislature than in​side—a positive; the costs of deliberation in the legislature fall—a positive; and representation will be less accurate—a negative. In large legislatures where the cost of losing a legislator in terms of representation ap​proaches zero, this should not be discouraged. In any legislature, rates at which a legislator’s com​pensa​tion and debate time depend upon proxies held could be chosen to induce candidates to make better choices about withdrawing as a candidate. 

Preferential Voting by Proxy with One More Ancillary Rule
When Some Candidates are Involuntarily Eliminated
What if the costs for deliberation or the costs for electronic access at multiple sites that guarantee network, software, and personal security are too high? In this environment, the voting system must reduce the pool of candidates by more than those that will voluntarily withdraw.

Unlike the environments considered in the previous two sections, this is the environment that the voting system literature has examined. As the existing literature indicates, the general result appears to be that all such voting systems appear to generate some problems. (See, as examples, Farrell, 2001, or Saari, 2001.) 

Plurality may not choose a Condorcet winner in each district, and may even select a Con​dorcet loser. It selects a legislature whose preferences do not mirror those of the voters, but tends to exaggerate preferences near the median voter. Serious gerrymandering and seniority lead to many artificial safe districts, lowering the incentive to vote and distort representation. (See Cox and Katz, 2002; Baker, 1986; and Ritchie and Hill, 1998.) The outcome from plurality can change if the same number of voters with opposite rankings are added. And strategic voting increases the vote gathering cost for voters to predict how other voters are likely to vote. 

To counter some of these and other problems from this oldest of voting systems, different versions of proportional representation have been developed. One based upon individual choices and not parties, and with a significant number of champions, is the single transferable vote.
 For single-seat elections, STV is the same as preferential voting by proxy, but with multi-seat dis​tricts it has an additional feature that voting by proxy does not share. In addition to transferring a vote when a candidate is eliminated in each round of the vote count, STV transfers votes of can​didates al​ready sure to win to their second best choice. Otherwise, because each legislator has only one vote, these “extra” votes would be wasted. STV has better representation than plurality, but it’s more complicated, the incentives for constituent service are weaker, it might lead to less durable governments, it may not produce Condorcet winners (or the multi-seat counterparts), it may not be monotonic (a candidate could gain a seat with the existing voters, but be denied one if she were to receive more votes), gerrymandering and seniority remain, and voters still may want to vote strategically.

We eliminate some of the problems of both plurality and STV with voting by proxy. Rep​resentation is improved. Ger​ry​mandering and seniority are eliminated. Competitive elections im​prove the incentive to vote. The incentives for constituent service are strong​er than for either one. Communication’s costs between representative and constituent decline, resulting in better informed voters and reduced influence of special interests. Runoff and primary elections are gone. And legislative committees perform better. But we need to add a mechanism to select the legis​lators, eliminating some candidates.

One reasonable mechanism that seems to be less prone to some of these problems, al​though it does not avoid them always, is to use the Borda Count once. Each voter provides a ranking of candidates, and the voter’s top choice gets the most points, his next choice gets one less, the fol​lowing choice one less, and so on. Sum up points for all candidates, rank candidates by the num​ber of points they were given, and then eliminate those candidates with the lowest number of points. Among positional voting systems where points are assigned to alternatives according to how each voter ranks them, the Borda Count is the only one whose outcome cannot change when the same number of voters with opposite rankings are added, it will not select a Condorcet loser, it is monotonic, and is least susceptible to strategic manipulation. It might not select a Condorcet winner. (Saari, 2001, 2000a, 2000b; Chamberlin-Courant, 1983) So, we could use the Borda Count with voting by proxy, calculating the Borda Count for all candidates once and choose the top ranked ones for the legis​lature, eliminating the bottom ranked ones. 

Another reasonable mechanism is to count votes in rounds, and eliminate the weakest can​didate in each round until the desired number of legislators is reached. STV uses such a pro​cess. Because the Borda Count appears superior to other positional voting systems, especially against plurality and anti-plurality, I would use the Borda Count in each round to select the weakest candidate, eliminating that candidate with the fewest points.
 This process will select the Condorcet winner (plus multi-seat counterparts) if they exist. Nevertheless, this procedure is not monotonic. (See Brams-Fishburn, 1984, and Austin-Smith and Banks, 1991.)

While one of these alternatives appears superior to the alternatives, I see no reason to choose among these two without knowing the extent and probability of any harm in actual elections. I’m also not convinced that choosing a Condorcet winner is always appropriate,
 or that monotonicity would occur very often, and even when it did occur, it might only affect legislators with the fewest proxies. Even so, I would choose one.

Use the Borda Count to Select Legislators—Choose either of two mechanisms: 1) Calcu​late the Borda Count once, and choose the top ranked ones as legislators. If some legislator with​draws during the vote count, add the highest-ranked candidate remaining. Or 2), count votes in rounds, eliminating as a candidate that candidate with the lowest Borda Count for that round un​til the desired number of legislators is reached.

Note that voting by proxy with the second mechanism operates much like STV, except that no votes for sure-to-win candidates are transferred. These votes are not wasted here because they increase the voting weight of the preferred candidate. The improved incentives for constitu​ent service also allow having only one at-large district, which maximizes the representation pos​sible with these legislators. Having weighted voting also creates the opportunities for the ancil​lary rules and their resulting benefits. This second version of voting by proxy dominates STV. If the cost from lacking monotonicity exceeds that from not choosing Condorcet winners, the first version would be even better.

Though it does not dominate plurality under all circumstances, in major elections today voting by proxy seems to offer even more benefits relative to plurality, and even pro​vides alter​native approaches to several current, significant political concerns. The resulting leg​islature is much more representative of the voting population without decreasing the pro​vision of con​stitu​ent service or the stability of government. Voting by proxy offers an alter​na​tive for re​ducing the influence of special interests in the U.S. rather than campaign finance reform. Voting proxies in the legislature also offers a strong alternative to the use of seniority, which then becomes a substitute for term limits. 

For the politicians in any of the voting systems used today, the incentives to form, main​tain, merge, or split parties and who with​in a party to offer as a can​didate would change signifi​cantly. Now many political parties, more than with STV or plurality, could be vi​able. (See Duverger, 1964, and Katz, 1980.) Some can​didates having policy posi​tions away from those of a median voter would survive, unlike with plurality and its single-seat districts, and even unlike STV when it has a small number of seats in each district. Compromise would be formed in the legislature rather than before and during elec​tions. Becoming informed of a potential representa​tive’s prefer​ences would become less costly, pri​marily because the voter needs to know fewer candidates and tighter representa​tive-constit​uent links would be formed.  These changes would reduce the natural advantage of a political party, that a voter might reduce this information cost using the reputation of the political party. Also, when coali​tions are not solid, that is, when voters’ rankings differ from those of the party elites, voting by proxy, like STV, reduces the power of parties compared to party list ver​sions of proportional representation. Existing party elites would generally lose influence. Getting voting by proxy approved for any major elections is likely to be quite difficult.
Compared to voting systems now used, voting by proxy seems to offer an improvement for every​one except for the party elites, the special interests, and those voters with preferences quite close to theirs. Since these party elites, in particular, now have a disproportionate impact on determin​ing the voting system to be used in each elec​tion, educating voters about the relative merits of voting by proxy becomes crucial for any chance of adoption. Small trials that allow analysts and voters to see how it operates would seem to be of para​mount importance to proceed.

Endnotes

Table 1: Relative Characteristics of Plurality v. STV v. Voting by Proxy

	
	plurality
	STV
	voting by proxy

	general procedures
	candidate with most first-place votes wins
	weakest candidates eliminated & their votes plus the excess of sure-to-win candidates are transferred to remaining candidates
	weakest candidates eliminated with Borda Count & their votes are transferred to remaining candidates

	voting & rights within legislature
	each representative gets one vote; equal rights among representatives
	each representative gets one vote; equal rights among representatives
	each representative votes proxies held; rights limited by 
proxies held

	districts
	single-seat districts
	multi-seat districts
	one at-large district

	redistricting
	serious gerrymandering
+
	less gerrymandering
++
	no redistricting
+++

	positive support for representative
	maybe less than majority

+
	any coalition with a voting share > 1/(seats in district) represented
++
	any coalition with a voting share > 1/(seats in district) represented
+++

	representation
	+
	++
	+++

	constituent services
	++
	+
	+++

	voter information gathering costs
	++
	+
	+++

	informed voters
	+
	++
	+++

	hierarchy in legislature
	by seniority
	by seniority
	by proxies held

	incentive to vote
	+
	++
	+++

	#elections
	includes primaries & runoffs
	includes primaries but no runoffs
	no primaries or runoffs 

	government stability
	++
	+
	++ with sufficient supermajority

	simplicity
	+++
	+
	++

	anomalies
	Condorcet winner not chosen possible
	Condorcet winner not chosen or non-monotonic choices possible
	non-monotonic choices possible, but may only affect representatives with little weight

	parties
	usually two
	multiple parties
	more multiple parties
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� I use male pronouns for voters, female for candidates and representatives.


� Quoted in Farrell (2001:11).


� For illustration, if all preferences over public policy choices could be described on the single-dimension continuum be�tween 0 and 1, and the ideal points of all voters were uniformly distributed on this continuum, then 0.5 would be the me�dian of all ideal points.


� This comparison to a direct democracy of well-informed voters has a long history. For an example, consider the following description of ideal representation: “One person, A, is represented in some matter by another person, B, to the extent that B’s actions in the matter reflect what might be called A’s ideal preferences—the choices that A would make if A were ideally informed, ideally expert, and ideally clear about his own interests.” (Rogowsky, 1981:396) See also Chamberlin-Courant (1983).


� This omits the value of two other public services that the legislature provides: the information publicly broadcast from the legislature and the costs of legislating. The publicly broadcast information depends mostly upon the iden�tities of the legisla�tors, which are held constant in this section. The cost of legislating depends upon these identities plus the voting weights, as unequal weights may allow smaller numbers of representatives to constitute a winning coalition.


� Tullock (1967:144) asserted a similar result: “The voting on each individual measure would come as close to a nation�al referendum as any representative body can achieve.”


� Previous research has also mismeasured government stability. The effectiveness of policy making under any elec�toral system, that is, how well the system matches choices that would be made by the costless, direct democracy, de�pends not only on durability, but also on the size of the policy change when it does change and on the choice itself. Previous analysts have measured sta�bility as a government’s durability, and while the more representative legisla�ture may de�crease the durability of a government, if stabil�ity is to measure the variance of pol�icy positions, one needs to con�sider both the durabil�ity of a par�ticular position and the differ�ence be�tween successive policy posi�tions. Using our previous illus�tration, a system with policy changes that stay, for exam�ple, within 0.47 and 0.53 could be seen as more stable than one that alternates between 0.25 and 0.75, even if the govern�ments in the latter are somewhat more dur�able. (Could post-war experience in Italy reflect the former and that in Great Britain the latter?) If it were possible, this would suggest measuring over time the distance between the policy choice that the govern�ment makes and the policy choice for a median voter, and try to find a system that minimizes a weighted average of these differences, weighted by length of time. If sta�bility is al�so to re�flect the level of violence from disaffected voters, policy choices not approved by a signi�ficant minority may not be stable, even if it were to vary little over time. (See Powell, 1982.) Closer rep�resenta�tion may have some advantage here too.


� One might want to consider much larger at-large districts, but not one at-large district, say districts for each state in the U.S. or each nation in the E.U. Unfortunately, Banzhaf’s (1965) concerns would then appear. A voter in a small district, who must typically join smaller similar coalitions than in a bigger district, would have less influence than an otherwise identical voter in a larger district.


� The first prominent champion, after the originators Thomas Wright Hill, Carl George Andrae, and Thomas Hare, is John Stuart Mill (1862), who called it “among the greatest improvements yet made in the theory and practice of government.” When Mill was a Member of Parliament, he sought unsuccessfully the adoption of STV, which its critics called “hare-brained.” (See Farrell, D. (2001), Farrell, B. (1988), and Tidemann (1995).)


� Nanson (1882) first suggested this process.


� Different strengths of preferences may suggest this. Say two voters prefer alternative A to B by $1 and one voter pre�fers B to A by $1000. Majority rule may not make sense here. Research on voting systems that incorporate strength of prefer�ences and transferable utility is left for another day.






