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why vote at all?

Consensus

zB IETFs 
“rough 
consensus and
working
code”

votingvs.

Quakers, Iroquois, 
anarchists, Ijmāʿ (إجماع)...

voting theory seit 
franz. revolution



consensus bei den Quakern

•Multiple concerns and information are shared until the sense of the 
group is clear

•Discussion involves active listening and sharing of information
•Norms limit number of times one asks to speak to ensure that 

each speaker is fully heard.
•Ideas and solutions belong to the group; no names are 

recorded.
•Differences are resolved by discussion. The facilitator ("clerk" or 

"convenor" in the Quaker model) identifies areas of agreement and 
names disagreements to push discussion deeper.

•The facilitator articulates the sense of the discussion, asks if there 
are other concerns, and proposes a minute of the decision.

•The group as a whole is responsible for the decision, and the 
decision belongs to the group.

•The facilitator can discern if one who is not uniting with the 
decision is acting without concern for the group or in selfish 
interest.



RFC 2418

•Working groups make decisions through a "rough consensus" 
process. IETF consensus does not require that all participants 
agree although this is, of course, preferred. In general, the 
dominant view of the working group shall prevail. (However, it must 
be noted that "dominance" is not to be determined on the basis 
of volume or persistence, but rather a more general sense of 
agreement). Consensus can be determined by a show of hands, 
humming, or any other means on which the WG agrees (by rough 
consensus, of course). Note that 51% of the working group 
does not qualify as "rough consensus" and 99% is better than 
rough. It is up to the Chair to determine if rough consensus 
has been reached (IETF Working Group Guidelines and 
Procedures).

•IETF kommuniziert über Mailinglists



Nachteile(?) von consensus 
based modellen

• u.U: Minority kann alles blockieren

• welche gruppe hat “power over process”?

• Langsam! (vgl. Ents bei LOTR)

• man muss “sich mögen”/es muss ein 
gemeinsames Ziel geben

• Skaliert nur bis zu einer gewissen Größe, 

• oft: Chair entscheidet letzendlich / informal pressure

• etc...



Nachteil: Minority block

process is arguably 
non-democratic



Enter voting...

• Function for choosing among options 
based on input of a number of voters
f(voter_opinions) = result_i

• can be used for politics, prizes, select plan of 
action, by computer program, ...

• Voting theory = mathe + 
politikwissenschaften + economics



Vorausblick: Nachteil bei 
Voting

• No die Mehrheit wue des oba ned!
Klar, weil es gibt voting paradoxes

• Wenn es >= 3 Optionen gibt, dann kann es 
vorkommen, dass die Mehrheit keine Lösung gerne 
hat (zyklische Präferenzen)

• Tactical voting, burying, spoiler effect (=Nader effect), 
clones,  strategic nomination, Arrow’s Theorem, 
Gibbard-Satterthwaite Theorem, ...

• Idealerweise sollte die Mehrheit ihren Wunsch 
durchsetzen können. Schlecht für Kunst (?)



Beispiele von voting 
systemen



first past the poll

• Winner takes it all

• Bsp. Florida. 

• vor allem im UK&Commonewealth verbreitet



run-off

• Stichwahlprinzip

• vgl. präsidentenwahlen in 
Finnland



Condorcet

• Reihung

• jede Kandidat wird mit 
jedem anderen verglichen. 

• “Condorcet Winner”

• Verlierer jedes Vergleichs 
scheidet aus.

• A B C
B C A
C A B



Concordet Bsp



Schulze Methode

• moderne (1997) Variante von Concorcet
mit Condorcet winner

•



Schulze (2)

• Wo wird es verwendet?
Debian, Wikipedia



Borda

• Reihung

• jede Position in der Reihung 
wird gewichtet

• 1ster hat gewicht n, 2ter 
(n-1), 3ter (n-2), etc

• Kandidat mit den meisten 
Punkten gewinnt

• Wird zB f. d. Nationalrat in 
Slovenien verwendet



Borda (2)



Überblick

• Tactical voting

• Strategic nomination

• Arrows Theorem

• Cycles (voting paradox)

• Gibbard-Satterthwaite theorem



Tactical voting und 
andere Probleme



Gibbard-Satterthwaite 
theorem

• any voting method which is completely 
strategy-free must be either dictatorial or 
nondeterministic



Gibbard-Satterthwaite 
theorem (2)



Arrow’s Theorem



Tactical voting

• burying: absichtliches runtersetzen eines 
Kandidaten bei Reihungen

• Push-over is a type of tactical voting in which a 
voter ranks a perceived weak alternative higher, 
but not in the hopes of getting it elected



Das war erst der 
Anfang... vielen Dank!


