Counted

ince the passage of the U.S. Constitution in

1789, our government has been an experi-

ment in democracy. The last four years
notwithstanding, the experiment has been large-
ly successful: The government generally caters to
the desires of the people, as evidenced, for
example, by politicians’ obsessions with opinion
polls on the issues. However, shortcomings are
readily apparent, and they're not that hard to fix.
These largely simple changes would provide us
with a government more exactly “of the people,
by the people, and for the people.”
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12 Whats Up

Modernize the Voting Sys’rem: Strange, isn’t it, that conservative
Republicans have been fighting to get the ultra-liberal Ralph Nader on
the ballot across the country, while liberal Democrats have been fight-
ing to keep him off? In our voting system, Nader’s presence on the bal-
lot can hurt the not-as-liberal Democrat John Kerry and thus help the
ultra-conservative George Bush. But the system hurts Nader and other
long shot candidates the most, because their supporters will often vote
instead for an electable, lesser-of-two-evils candidate.

There are, however, other systems that enable voters to vote their
true preferences without risk of throwing the election to a least-favorite.
There are several possible systems, but the most straightforward is the
instant run-off.

Remember your election last year for Boston City Councilor?
Remember that there were actually two of them? The first, in
September, narrowed the field of candidates. Those who placed high-
est moved on to the November election. This gives voters a chance to
vote again if their favorite doesn’t make it. That's a run-off. In an
instant run-off, that process happens . . . instantly. Voters rank their
choices, and if their first choice doesn’t carry a majority, their vote is
cast for their second choice, and so on until someone actually receives
more than half the votes.

If this system were in place in 2000, many votes for Ralph Nader
would have automartically been cast for Al Gore. The implications of
this are wide-ranging and inspiring. Imagine a system where third par-
ties heighten the debate instead of spoiling the election, where fearless
voters might acrually elect someone “unelectable.” We can have that if
we demand instant run-off voting now.

Abolish the Electoral College: 1n 2000 (as in 1824, 1876, and
1888) a candidate for president received the most total votes but
lost the Electoral College and thus the election. The original rea-
soning behind it is complex, but the underlying one is that the
founding fathers didn’t trust backwater hicks to vote in an educat-
ed way. The practical effect of this is to disenfranchise those who
vote with the minority in any state, make partisan states irrelevant
in campaigns, and leave the decision-making votes to a select few
voters in “swing” states.

In the Electoral College system, the winner of the popular vote in
any given state gets all of that state’s electoral votes. (Maine and
Nebraska are exceptions to this winner-take-all rule, and Colorado may
join them this year.) So candidates rightly concentrate on states where
the race is close and could swing to any leading candidate.

Here in Massachusetts, a quintessential safe state, we are encouraged
to join campaign efforts in New Hampshire more than we are encour-






