Patterns of Unfair Spending
Participatory Budgeting, PB, lets neighbors research, 

discuss and vote how to spend part of a city's budget.  It's a big step up for democracy.  In South America, it spread from one city in 1989 to several hundred today.  The World Bank reports that PB tends to raise a city’s health and education while cutting corruption.1
A top Chicago alderman first gave his discretionary fund to PB in 2010.  But a plurality rule made the votes and voters unequal.  A vote for a park was worth $501.  But if given to fund bike racks, it was worth only $31.  That's too unfair.  Even worse, more than half the votes were wasted on losers.2
A bad election rule gets worse when setting budgets.  It is not cost aware, so it often funds a very costly item and cuts a bunch that get many more votes per dollar.  To win this bad tally, load various proposals into one.  Keep raising its cost if that attracts more votes.
One year a scholarship fund got many surplus votes.  These were wasted votes because they had no effect.  So the next year, many supporters chose not to waste a vote on this “sure winner.”  It lost!  They saw the need for a voting rule that would not waste surplus votes.3
Cost-Aware Voting

• The old voting method doesn’t account for even wide variations among the costs of projects


• In Chicago's pioneering 2010 PB vote, projects ranged from $2,600 to $230,000... almost the difference between pennies and dollars


• But the cheap project needed to win just as many votes as the costly project


• And a vote for the cheap project “used up” as much of a voter’s power as the costly project
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• The most cost-effective projects maximize 
voter satisfaction per dollar spent

• So consider not only how many voters support a project, but also its cost


In the Chicago example, take a look at how many dollars would be spent funding a project for every vote supporting it, the dollars per vote
PB in Chicago, Illinois 2010


Proposal
Price
Votes
Dollars / Vote
Pedestrian Signal at Clark & Chase:
$230,000
494 votes
$466 / vote   expensive! 
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Intersection Safety at Clark & Farwell:
$2,600 
334 votes
$8 / vote


Speed Humps 1100-1200 W Greenleaf:
$3,500 
181 votes
$19 / vote


Police Camera Sheridan & Greenleaf:
$13,000 
246 votes
$53 / vote


Police Camera at Damen & Rogers:
$13,000 
235 votes
$55 / vote


Free Wi-Fi on 1600-1700 W Howard: 
 $24,600 
334 votes
$74 / vote


St. Repairs on Jarvis & Paulina:
$13,000
171 votes
$76 / vote


St Lighting at 1400-1600 W Juneway:
$13,000
161 votes
$81 / vote


Renovate Cultural Center Berger Park: 
$25,000 
269 votes
$93 / vote


St Lighting at 1500-1600 W Greenleaf: 
$65,000 
277 votes
$235 / vote


Police Camera at Lunt & Paulina: 
$55,000
155 votes
$355 / vote

10 projects

$227,700

2363 votes

$96 / vote 

PB in Cambridge, Massachusetts 2015


Proposal
Price
Votes
Dollars / Vote
 Central Square toilet:
$320,000
945 votes
$339 / vote  expensive! 
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 Little free libraries:
$13,000
620 votes
$21 / vote
 Bus shelter real-time monitors:
$30,000
748 votes
$40

Wayfinding banners:
$15,000
246 votes
$55

O'Connell Library furniture:
$36,000
634 votes
$67

Russell Field mural:
$22,000
289 votes
$76

Planting materials:
$40,000
506 votes
$79

Raymond Park com. Garden:
$20,000
193 votes
$104

Danehy fitness equipment:
$65,000
468 votes
$139

83 bus shelter renovation:
$75,000
271 votes
$277


9 projects

$316,000

3903 votes

$81 / vote 
Fair-Share Voting: Core Idea

• Each voter controls an equal share of the money


• It will fund his/her favorite projects


• If the voter wants to spend money on a project which doesn’t get enough support, the voter’s money moves to his or her next favorite


The principle of Fair Share Voting is: 
Spending power for all, 
in proportion to their votes.
That is, 60% of the voters spend 60% of the money, 
not all of it.  A project needs grants offered by many voters to show it's a common good worth group funds. 
So a voter’s grant is a small share of a project’s price.

How does it work?  Like RCV: you rank your choices.

Then your ballot offers grants to your top choices – as many as it can afford.  A tally of all the ballots drops the project with the fewest offers.  This repeats 'til all projects still in the race are fully funded.

Many voters must agree, this proposal is a high priority for our money.
Some Merits of Fair Share Voting (FSV)
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FSV is fair to a project of any price, and to its voters It takes a costly offer to vote for a costly project so A ballot's money can help more low-cost projects.
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This motivates a voter to give his top ranks to the projects he feels give the most joy per dollar.
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Votes can move from losers to backup choices so: Voters split by similar proposals can unite on one And the set of winners gets stronger support  Because the ballots leave few wasted votes.
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After discussion, one quick poll sets many budgets. It reduces agenda effects such as leaving no money for the last items or going into debt for them.
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It lets sub-groups pick projects; it’s like federalism without new layers of laws, taxes and bureaucracy.  And it funds a big group even if they're scattered.
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Fairness builds trust in spending by sub-groups and can raise support for more.  This can cut spend​ing at the extremes of individual and central control.
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It does not give political minorities too much power:  A majority spends most of any fair share fund – and sets the policies that direct or close each department.
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All of this may raise voter turnout and give more votes, support and legitimacy to the set of winners. 
Adjusting Budgets

You may write-in and rank budget levels for an item.  Your ballot may pay only one share of a budget level.  Often, it can afford to help most of your favorite items.

A budget level needs to get a base number of votes.  It gets a vote when a ballot offers to share the cost up to that level or higher.   cost / base = 1 offer = 1 vote.  
If more ballots divide the cost, each of them offers less.     You only pay up to a level you voted for and can afford.4
The item with the weakest top level loses that level. Any money you offered to it moves down your ballot to your highest ranks that lack your support.  This repeats until the top level of each item is fully funded, by its large base of support.
One Voter's Ballot: A group with 100 members set our base number at 25 votes.5  My first choice got just enough votes, so my ballot paid 4% of the cost.     100% / 25 votes = 4%.  
My second choice lost; did it waste any of my power?  

My third choice got 50 votes, so I paid only 2% of the cost.  Was there any surplus?  Did I waste much power by voting for this sure winner?          None.  None.  Not much
Workshop Voting Board
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A Tally Board has
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A card for each voter,
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A column for each option,
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A finish line for the favorites.

Fair Shares Buy Public Goods

For a tabletop tally of Fair Share Voting (FSV)
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Let's say we each put in $1 to buy some items.
You get two 25¢ voting cards and a tall 50¢ card.
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We say an item needs modest support from 8 of us 
to prove it is a public good worth public money.
So the finish line marks the height of 8 cards.

[image: image18.png]



You may put only one of your cards in a column.
So you can't dump all your cards on a private item. 
Tip: Give your tall 50¢ card to your favorite.  
This way 4 eager voters can fund a low-cost item.
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A costly item must fill several columns.  A column 
here holds $2, so a $4 item must fill two columns.
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When an item wins, the treasurer hides its cards.  
We drop items that cost more than all the cards left.
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Then one at a time, we drop the least popular item, with the lowest level of cards in its columns.
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Move your card from a loser to your next choice.
[image: image23.png]



We stop when all items still on the table are paid up.

Only a few items win, but all voters win fair shares! 

Fair Shares Set Budgets

Each budget level is like another project. 
It needs cards to fill its columns and pay its cost.
The “$4 carton of OJ” has two columns.  
The “$6 bottle of OJ” adds just one more column. 
Supporters must help fill the lower level first.

One at a time, the weakest top levels lose and the money moves to help favorites still in the running.


1)
Should we let each member fund private items?


2)
Should a member who pays more taxes or dues 


get more power to spend the group's money?

3)
Can ranking lower choices hurt your first choice?  
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• Cost-aware voting gives more voters more of what they want for the same cost.  • = more satisfied voters


We could get more than four times as many votes at the same cost. (not distinct voters!)
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