
Table of Contents

Elections Are Broken -- How to Fix Them

0. Preface

1. Election Functionality

2. Guaranteeing Election Integrity

Appendix A Simulating Elections

Appendix B AADV, and GADV Instructions for Voters and for Election Officials

Appendix C Obtaining Sincere Opinions from Voters

Appendix D The Election Manager System

Appendix E Top Six Critical Election Fixes Needed

About the Author

Other books by Roy A. Minet


Elections Are Broken

How to Fix Them

––––––––
[image: ]


Roy A. Minet

While every care and precaution has been taken in the preparation of this book, the publisher assumes no responsibility for errors or omissions, or for damages resulting from the use of the information contained herein.

Elections Are Broken

How to Fix Them

Second Edition.  February 16, 2026.

Copyright © 2026 Roy A. Minet

Written and published by Roy A. Minet

	[image: ]
	 	[image: ]


[image: ]

0. Preface

[image: ]


Our public elections are not working correctly.  Elections have never worked as well as everyone thought they did and, over the past 200 years, career politicians have found multiple ways (like gerrymandering) to rig elections and insulate themselves from voters. More recently, the integrity of elections also has been eroded, thus opening the door to fraudulent manipulation.

If government is to be “of the people, by the people, and for the people,” citizens obviously must have effective control over it. In a representative republic, it is the elected representatives of the people who are supposed to control the limited powers citizens have delegated to their government. Thus, it is vitally important that “good” representatives be elected who will work hard to operate the government in the way the citizens who elected each representative prefer. If or when, in the judgment of those citizens, their representative is doing a poor job, it must be feasible and easy for them to elect a better—or at least a different—representative.

If everything is functioning as intended and desired, the vast majority of voters should be expected to be happy and satisfied with the representatives they helped elect. They should feel that going to the trouble of talking to or writing their representatives does have some beneficial effect. But instead, large majorities of voters are, in fact, not happy with their representation; they do not think their inputs are heeded, and they are frustrated by the fact that it seems to be nearly impossible to replace any elected official. Politicians remain in office until they decide it’s time to either retire or—more likely—run for a higher office.

In order for our representative system to function well, it is absolutely essential that elections function well. Elections are ultimately the only mechanism voters have to maintain control. That mechanism has to be effective. It is frightening that elections do not work at all well.

How can that be? Elections aren’t complicated, and everyone knows about elections, right? WRONG! Elections may seem to be straightforward — and that leads to a lot of complacency — but in fact, elections are quite complicated. There are many considerations, every one of which needs to be carefully thought through in order to “engineer” elections that work as well as they can, should, and must. Unfortunately, there are also a lot of misconceptions and bad ideas polluting the discussion and adding confusion.

The many design considerations affecting elections can be split logically into two major categories. The first, election functionality, deals with all the things that determine how well elections achieve their purpose—namely, choosing the “best” of the candidates for each office. Five sections in Chapter 1 deal with this major category: Who Should Vote, Voting Methods, Drawing Electoral Districts, Ballot Access Criteria, and Other Ways to Tilt the Playing Field.

The second major category is election integrity, which involves a plethora of considerations necessary to ensure that election results are derived solely from the voters’ inputs and cannot be affected by fraudulent manipulation. Election integrity is the topic of Chapter 2.

It is vital to the survival of our republic that elections better enable voters to reliably elect the candidates with which they would be most satisfied. It is also critical that election integrity be so airtight that all citizens can and will implicitly trust results. Solutions to most problems have been known for some time. A great fix for gerrymandering was proposed in 2009 and a superb replacement for the horrible plurality voting method was developed in 2020. One might hope that clearly laying out the problems with their solutions will quickly lead to solid elections.  Sadly, that is unlikely.

It is politicians in office who must implement the fixes. Only a small minority of them are sincerely motivated to do so. The primary objective for most of them has become simply to remain in office and that is facilitated to some extent by elections that do not function as they should. It is virtually impossible to get politicians to do anything they do not want to do.

Good luck to us citizens!
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1. Election Functionality
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The very first step in designing something—anything—is to clearly and specifically define what the thing is supposed to do. Write it down. That is certainly true for elections, and, inexplicably, that very first step is almost always glossed over or skipped entirely.


Definition 1: The primary and overriding purpose of any and every (public) election is to make the “best” choice of the candidates for the office being filled, with the caveat that decision-making power be kept “reasonably dispersed.”


That may seem rather simple and straightforward but it is still very important to state. We will begin to reap the benefits of having stated such a clear and concise definition almost immediately. Note that the word “best” in the definition is in quotation marks. This is because it is a critical part of the statement that begs a more concise definition. That will surely be taken care of shortly.

With a clear definition of the purpose of elections, the engineering project can proceed.

Who Should Vote?

There actually might be some better way than elections to choose the best candidates, but we use elections to make certain that the decision-making power does not fall into the hands of a small group (oligarchy) or a dictator.

How many must vote in order to satisfy the caveat that decision-making power be kept reasonably dispersed? Bear in mind that not all eligible citizens register to vote, and in many primary and off-year elections, as few as 20% of those registered actually vote. There does not yet appear to be any serious risk of falling into an oligarchy or dictatorship, even with those low numbers. Perhaps the caveat is satisfied safely enough if as little as 10% of eligible citizens actually vote in any given election. A question to be asked is whether the quality of decisions would be improved if virtually every eligible citizen voted.

A voter, in order to be best able to carry out the civic duty of helping to choose the best candidate for each office on the ballot in an election, ideally should satisfy the following criteria:


•  possess a reasonable level of intelligence and judgment

•  have a good understanding of the organization and functioning of government, particularly the offices for which the voter will be helping to choose the best candidate

•  have been paying reasonable attention to current events, especially the issues important for each of the offices being filled, and, of course, the performance of the current occupants of those offices

•  leading up to the election, make the effort required to learn the background, capabilities, and philosophy of each of the candidates for each office, as well as the candidates’ positions on issues


If every registered voter met the above requirements equally well (or equally poorly, but equally), it would not matter who actually votes. All registered voters could vote, or any subset of them could vote, and the quality of the decisions made and the candidates elected would be substantially the same. It would only be important that a sufficient number vote to be sure that decision-making power remains distributed and does not fall into the hands of any particular small group.

In reality, all registered voters certainly do not have the same ability to choose the best candidates. The level of ability varies widely. The inescapable conclusion is that the quality of the choices made could be improved if only the most qualified half or third of voters actually voted. That’s just a mathematical fact. So we should prefer that only the “most qualified” voters vote so long as enough voters vote to satisfy the caveat. Whether they vote or not, it would be the best outcome for everybody to have the best possible choices of the candidates made. Hysterically flogging absolutely everyone to register and vote actually is a bit misguided. The crucial requirement is that the right of, and opportunity for, all legally qualified citizens to vote must be absolutely guaranteed, but whether or not they choose to vote must be entirely up to each individual.

Selecting the better qualified voters is not a new idea at all. In fact, early on, it was thought that only landowners should vote. Later, “voter qualification tests” were employed, ostensibly to select “good” voters. Very sadly, voter qualification tests turned into a serious and embarrassing disaster when some Southern states used them to deliberately screen out minorities. Consequently, voter qualification tests were virtually outlawed by the Voting Rights Act of 1965.

Still, there is nothing wrong with the basic idea. That it was hijacked for unscrupulous purposes by misguided implementations is what was wrong. If there were an effective test that were both relevant and unquestionably fair, impartial, and unbiased, its use would be beneficial. Well, it turns out there is such a test, and it has been in use for a long time. However, it has not been very effective because it is a multiple-choice test that doesn’t often have many choices and also provides hints about the answer. This test is the voter’s ballot.

The ballot “test” asks just one question: “For whom do you wish to vote for the XYZ office?” It repeats this same question for each race in which the voter is entitled to vote. Clearly, the question is highly pertinent. It is absolutely fair and not at all biased for or against any religion, race, gender identity, or anything else. It is tightly focused on what is important and even acts specifically to each race of each election.

For this test to be a reasonably effective voter qualification test, the voter shouldn’t be given the answer or any big hints; instead, every vote should be a write-in vote. Yes, voters may take “crib sheets” into the voting booth, but at least they will have had to do some educational homework in order to make up the crib sheets. Partisans handing out filled-in ballots outside a polling place marked as they would have voters vote is more of a problem; however, this cannot reasonably be prohibited, and no attempt should be made to prohibit it.

A serious objection is that write-in voting is bound to slow the process down quite a lot. Another and even more serious objection is that candidates with long names and/or difficult spellings would be disadvantaged. Candidates who win elections might then mostly be those with simple, familiar names, like Jones and Smith.

Unless and until a better “test” can be devised, candidates’ names should be listed on the ballot in a standard “LastName, FirstName MiddleName” format with no titles or party affiliations. The effectiveness of this as a voter qualification test would be somewhat weak but better than nothing. More candidates on the ballot for each race would make the test more effective.

It is possible that someone may be able to design a stronger “voter qualification test” perhaps utilizing the capabilities of modern technology. However, this would need to be approached extremely carefully so as to not lose impartiality, transparency, voter trust, and voter confidence.

Voting Methods

A voting method is the critical mechanism at the heart of an election that performs the function of gathering some specific information from each voter and then processing it in some manner to select the “best” candidate(s) in each race. There are hundreds of different voting methods. The simplest is named plurality—or, as it is sometimes called, first past the post.

Plurality asks each voter to indicate which of the candidates is the best. It allows each voter to
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	Plurality — Voters are allowed to specify only their first choice of the candidates. First choices are totaled for each candidate. The candidate having the largest total of first choices is the winner. Plurality is the simplest ordinal method and most widely used of all methods.

	Instant-Runoff Voting (IRV) — Voters are allowed to specify the order in which they prefer up to three of the candidates. The first choices for each Candidate are totaled. If one candidate receives a majority of the first choices, it is the winner. If no candidate has a majority of first choices, the candidate having the smallest number of first choices is eliminated from all ballots. If a ballot from which a candidate is eliminated has a lower-ranked choice, it is promoted to fill the vacancy. The process is repeated until some candidate has a majority of the then-remaining first choices or until only one candidate is left standing. IRV is a considerably more complex ordinal method that has been adopted in Maine, Alaska, and some municipalities. It is too complex to comply with the Jones rule. IRV is often incorrectly called ranked-choice voting (RCV). RCV is a synonym for ordinal, which is a category of many different voting methods; IRV is just one of them.

	Score, Then Automatic Runoff (STAR) — Voters are asked to score each of the candidates on a six-value scale of 0 to 5. The scores are totaled for each candidate. A runoff is then conducted between the two candidates with the top two scores. The ballots are again examined to determine which of the two is preferred by more voters. The more preferred of the two is the winner. STAR is a hybrid cardinal-then-ordinal method. Although it is somewhat easier to understand than IRV, it still is in some hot water with the Jones rule.

	Approval Voting (AV) — Voters are asked to score each candidate on a two-value scale of 0 to 1 (1 is an approval and 0 is no approval). The scores are totaled for each candidate. The candidate having the largest score (most approvals) is the winner. AV is the simplest cardinal method.

	Approve/Approve/Disapprove Voting (AADV) — Each voter may approve of either 0, 1 or 2 of the candidates, and may also disapprove of either 0 or 1 candidate. Approvals and disapprovals are separately totaled for each candidate. Each candidate’s disapprovals are subtracted from its approvals to yield its net approvals. The candidate having the largest number of net approvals that is greater than zero is the winner. If no candidate achieves greater-than-zero net approvals, all candidates are disqualified and a new election must be held. AADV is a cardinal method that scores on a three-value scale of -1, 0, and 1.

	Approve/Disapprove Voting (ADV) — ADV is identical to AADV except that each voter is limited to one approval instead of two.
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