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How do different voting systems like plurality,
ranked choice, and least-losses, compare?

Using the Democratic Primaries to Explore Democracy and Social Choice
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Designed and conducted an online political opinion poll.

* Asked potential voters for their complete preferences over candidates
* Simple design, easy to use, allowed for indifference in preferences

» Collected basic demographic information

» Recruited subjects online through social media

» Collected data from Feb 29-March 3 (Super Tuesday)
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Social preferences are complicated!

» Condorcet cycles without clear winners
(shown below) can cause problems

» Different election systems with the same
voters can produce different results
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Data is weighted according to Feb 29 figures
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how different voting systems would impact the current democratic primary results. JAN. 20; e fermad

Voting methods considered:
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» National polls (results not shown) « Some voting systems (e.g. Plurality) are very
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No two voting systems produced the same ranking, despite the fact that there were no Condorcet not detract from one another) but make elections o
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