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Abraham Lincoln once declared that good government was:

“… of the people, by the people, for the people”

But how can this be put into practice?

This guide outlines a method of representative democratic government under which representatives are 

appointed by adopting Sortition, a technique under which such people are selected at random from the 

citizen body instead of being selected by voting.  This currently seems so novel a political concept  

(despite being advocated by the very Athenians who introduced us to democracy some twenty-five 

hundred years  ago!)  and has so many ramifications that  there is  a definite need for  a ‘Beginner’s  

Guide’. 

This is an attempt to provide one.  Yet, equally perhaps, it is necessary to start by showing what is at 

fault  with  our  present  system  of  elections.   So  first  we’ll  consider  why our  method of  selecting 

representatives fails to be democratic, and after that the technique of Sortition is outlined, together with  

its many ramifications.
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PART I:   THE PROBLEM

So what’s the problem?

1.  Politicians – 2012

It is obvious that today’s politicians have an unenviable reputation.  And certainly if one watches Prime 

Minister’s Question Time it’s difficult not to be embarrassed by the behaviour of the whole House of 

Commons  where  members  show  themselves  to  be  hardly  better  than  self-justifying  point-scoring 

people who believe that the country is best governed  by those who talk the most smoothly (like snake-

oil  salesmen),  shout the loudest  (particularly over each  other),  twist  statistics  most skilfully,  point  

fingers most aggressively and mockingly defame their adversaries (while referring to each other as 

“Honourable Members” – Orwell, thou shouldst be living at this hour!).  And where members of all 

parties portray themselves as honest, competent, idealistic, well-meaning humanitarians whereas their 

political opponents are stupid, incompetent, malicious, shady opportunists.  Alas, the only time these 

people come close to any realistic judgement is when they describe the character of their opponents! 

Why, they haven’t even the self-awareness to see themselves as others see them let alone possess the 

critical faculty to judge the complex issues of modern day government.   ‘Punch and Judy politics’ 

David Cameroon once called it – but he defamed those simple entertaining characters for, alas, whereas 

Punch and Judy are only caricatures it seems that in the case of Parliamentarians it is only all too  

transparently real.

Party politicians also seem to regard politics as a zero-sum game played in their own interests without 

reference to those of the electorate, and that by insisting that when their opponents were in power they 

proved to be incompetent idiots, then they are thereby implying the electorate must have been idiotic to  

have elected them in the first place – in which case that same electorate would almost certainly make  

an  identical  idiotic  mistake  by  electing  them.   Would  they  reduce  Lincoln’s  words  to  refer  to 

government  “of  the idiots,  by the idiots,  for  the idiots”?   What lunacy is  that!   They’re  not only  

insulting the electorate but also showing how inept they themselves are by not reaching this hardly 

obscure conclusion! And in view of this a bewildered observer has to ask, then, how is it that on the 

whole we are so reasonably governed?  Could it be because of the guiding hand of the civil servants,  

maligned  as  they  often  are?   In  which  case  wouldn’t  it  be  sensible  to  do  away  with  the  whole  

hotchpotch of  politicians  (who are  clearly redundant)  and have  top-level  civil  servants  govern  the 

country,  as  is  currently  the  case  in  Greece  and  Italy?   Overseen,  of  course,  by  a  sovereign  

representative body, which in the case of the system here advocated would be a Supreme Council.

It  was,  of  course,  bad enough that  in the Expenses scandal  many MPs were shown to be so very 

opportunist.  Yet surely the greater scandal was that, although most MPs were well aware of the abuse  
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of the system, so very few actually spoke up to discredit it.  Moreover, to argue that the Expenses rules 

were designed as they were so as to enable MPs to have a covert addition to their remuneration means 

that the entire House of Commons was complicit in a deception of the British public, an act that can in 

no way be regarded as even morally acceptable let alone ‘democratic’!  And although they may now 

have changed the system the people responsible in the first place remain in place.

And  the  ultimate  outrage  in  all  this  is,  of  course,  the  three-line  whip!   This  device,  politically 

convenient as it might be, requires that, at the risk of their political careers, MPs must ignore their own  

consciences and the interests of their constituency electorates – the very people they’re suppose to be 

representing - and vote for a policy imposed by their political masters!  They are, therefore, certainly 

not acting as their constituents’ representatives but as representatives of a party whose policies reflect 

those of the people who finance it.  So much for the self-righteous contentions of our political class.

But the problem extends wider than this.  In these days it is very difficult for the average voter to know 

what  policy should be adopted in  respect  of  any issue since,  unfortunately,  most  modern  political 

decisions are all too technical and complex.  After all, many decisions relate to economics (how can  

growth  be promoted?),  or medical  (the minimum age for  an acceptable  abortion?),  or sociological 

(prison or rehabilitation?), or legal (use of speed-cameras, or even ASBOs), or concerning some other  

complex situation (what  species should be protected;  how to counter  terrorism).  All these require 

detailed information that in turn requires much research time which, as ordinary individuals, voters  

rarely have!  Yet unless we sign what is, in essence, a blank cheque for our politicians then decisions 

have to be taken in the absence of explicit voter authority.  

To compound this problem voting only takes place once every four or five years.   So how can the 

electorate possibly indicate what policies it would support on issues arising after the election?  So who 

does decide which policies should be adopted?  The Parties.  Again, electors are forced to vote for a 

basket of policies despite the fact that just about everybody has a separate basket of aspirations.  And 

who determines the policies?  The Parties.  Surely a system that enabled the adoption of different  

policies in different contexts in different circumstances would be much better.  Current convention, of 

course, is that we elect a Parliamentary constituency representative on the basis of him or her being  

someone who we believe will make the decisions we personally, as voters, would want to be made. 

Yet because at the time of the election we only too often vote for them on the basis of their Party we  

actually appoint their  Party leaders to make the decisions (as the use of the three-line whip attests).  

And there’s no come-back if voters don’t like it  – except the much-touted absurd option that you can 

vote for a different Party at the next election although, as has been said, the option is not exercisable for 

possibly three or four years by which time not only will the particular circumstances be out-of-date and 

irrelevant but there will be a host of other competing issues arising!  The option is worthless.  It may be 

practical politics but in no way is it democracy in practise!  Maybe you’ll challenge this by asserting 

that voters in fact actually do vote for representatives who will obey their Party leaders – in which case, 

of course, representatives are nothing other than competent but over-paid puppets speaking with their  

master’s voice (what Orwell called ‘duck-speakers’) – as, indeed, many of them are.  Which would be  
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bad enough but the Party leaders need, above all, to placate their financial supporters and whereas once 

upon a time these were the mass of Party supporters they are now those with much deeper pockets.

And even if we overlook the self-serving argument that current MPs can be voted out if they prove to 

be unacceptable it seems as often as not that any replacement is only too similar.  Of course, in such 

circumstances the politicians’ answer is that you should vote for the least of the evils.  Alas, in this life 

those who give their vote to the least of the evils soon finds they have only evils to vote for.  And to  

vote for the least evil is exactly that – a vote for an evil!  After all, if you have to choose between 

allowing a man to beat his wife all week and beating her only on Mondays then a vote for the latter can  

be deemed to mean that you support the practice of a man beating his wife on Mondays!  The options 

are incomplete and the argument invalid.  Yet we must admire the politicians who, by convincing  

voters they have an obligation to vote, trap them into voting for an evil.

There are those who  imagine that if a different government were in power things would be different;  

that it’s all the fault of a few incompetent or malicious individuals; that a fresh throw of the dice (or  

even when Buggins’ turn comes around); etc., etc. …  But isn’t it more sensible to put the blame where  

it  really  belongs  –  on  the politicians collectively?   It  is  often  considered  cynical  to  observe  that 

‘politician are all  the same’,  yet,  despite  the fact  that  they like to  divide themselves  into political  

Parties, underneath they really are all the same.  So while politicians may verbally abuse each other in 

the ‘Chamber’ they nevertheless form a brotherhood.  Watch them closely.  You may notice that they  

quietly fraternise with each other when ‘off duty’, and walk almost hand-in-hand into the House of  

Lords to hear the Queen’s Speech.  Notice, too, how they support each other against attacks on their 

power – from dutifully referring to each other as ‘Honourable’ to urging you to vote at elections even if 

you aren’t going to vote for them personally (since they know their only claim to being a legitimate  

ruling class lies in an acceptable level of turn-out: indeed, are so aware of this that in order to avoid the 

level falling they desperately search for all sorts of gimmicks such as postal votes, extended voting  

times, dodgy on-line voting and, if all else fails, compulsory voting!)  But all this, you might say, only 

goes to show how civilised politicians are, doesn’t it?  Civilised, yes – these days a ruling class knows 

it pays to be civilised – but corrupt nevertheless.  When Richard Nixon died, possibly one of the most 

corrupt men in modern days to hold high office in the West, leading politicians couldn’t laud him 

highly enough.  He certainly did some ‘good’ things such as repairing the breach with China in the 60s  

– but, then, so did Hitler by solving German unemployment in the 30s.  True, most claim (and perhaps 

sincerely) they wish to make the world a better place.  But such a desire can soon involve compromise  

when,  for  instance,  their  conscience  conflicts  with their  party loyalty  – and politicians  who won’t 

compromise all too often find their political careers at an end together with their chance to make the 

world any better at all!  So almost invariably they choose their preferences on a basis of their careers –  

else why become a politician in the first place?  This, of course, is fundamentally corrupting.  And one 

hardly needs to give examples of this corruption since the very conflict between party and conscience 

arises over and over.  So to blame a politician for being ‘corrupt’ is as bad a blaming a lion for being a  

meat-eater!  Obviously, if you want to be free of meat-eaters you have to change your criteria so that 
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meat-eaters are not included.  In the same way, if you want representation free of corruption, you have  

to change your selection criteria so that corruptibility can’t feature.

Yet  identifying  a  corrupt  system and  pontificating  on  an  ideal  is  not  enough  –  a  better  practical  

alternative must be proposed.  The conventional solution given by politicians is to elect a better type of 

politician.   But  this,  obviously,  is  not  a  remedy  since  it  still  results  in  politicians  being  our 

representatives and it is the politicians who are the problem.  No matter whether they are of the left or 

of the right or of the middle the whole system itself is biased towards the election of corrupted people. 

After all, take a look at the reality of today’s elections.  To win a constituency election one needs an 

organisation.  Organisations cost money, and more often than not people with the deep pockets would  

rather use their money designating MPs than themselves becoming MPs (unless they particularly want 

personal political power which they can then wield in their own interests, implicitly – or, possibly, even 

explicitly).  And obviously to be designated by such people involves placating them.  Or the Party they 

support.  For, alas, the days have gone when an ‘Independent’ could win a Parliamentary seat since in 

this day and age it is virtually impossible in practice for a candidate to be known sufficiently well  

enough by a large enough percentage of the electorate to win the highest vote in an election.  In recent 

years only Martin Bell, Ken Livingston and Dr Richard Taylor (MP for Wyre Forest, whose solitary  

success is surely the exception that proves the rule!) have achieved this.  So whoever is designated has  

no option but to act in accordance with his backers’ interests, be they investment bankers, tax-exiles, 

Trades Unions or millionaires.  All what are known as ‘Special Interests’.  And government by Special 

Interests is, of course, an oligarchy.  So we don’t, in fact, live in a democracy but an oligarchy – despite 

all the bland assurances of the politicians whose motives hardly need divining!1

Now, essential to understanding the solution to this problem is appreciating that democracy is cultural, 

not procedural: in other words, it is society’s attitude to the way it views issues (having a belief in free 

speech, toleration of the opinions and practices of others, respect for minorities, equality under the law; 

support for human rights, etc.) and not a bureaucratic procedure.  A democratic government is one that 

is fashioned in such a way that those governed see it as one that governs in the interests of the governed  

(‘for the people ’).  Not in the interest of Special Interests.  And one that the people can quickly alter if  

this condition is not met – not have to wait four or five years  first!.  It  is not one that relies on a  

procedure that involves now and then making a cross (traditionally the mark of the illiterate!) on a  

ballot paper but a procedure that is based on selecting representatives in a different way.

By Sortition – selection of representatives at random.

1 If, under the proposed democratic reform of the House of Lords, proportional representation with closed lists is 
adopted then voters will be restricted to voting for ‘representatives’ nominated unashamedly by Party leaders who 
will make such nominations less obviously under the eye of their financial benefactors – the oligarchs.  It depends, 
of course, how you define the word ‘reform’ (and ‘democratic’) but such adoption would certainly have those 
oligarchs laughing all the way to the polling booth!
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PART II:  GROUND CLEARING

Sortition, unfortunately,  is so new and different from what we commonly know about politics that 

before we can look at how it operates we need to clear the ground a little and perhaps consider some 

important matters that are only too often skated over nowadays.  So first we’ll define the problem 

rather more succinctly by looking at the  Principle of Full Representation and see how this relates to 

representation and democracy before looking at how the Athenians, who gave us ‘democracy’ in the 

first  place,  approached  the  problem  of  selecting  appropriate  representatives  –  which  leads  on  to 

determining just  what  the functions of such people are.   Then we need to look at  the concept  of 

‘citizenship’, after which we should be sure as to what constitutes oligarchies and ruling classes.  

And then we come to the elephant in the room – the difficulty in accepting the crucial feature that is 

fundamental to Sortition; the validity of the ensuing representation.

2.  Principle of Full Representation

When a political decision has to be made in a democracy then ideally every citizen should have their  

say.  But there’s no chamber big enough to accommodate the whole nation, nor enough hours in the 

day to hear one and all!  So we have to appoint representatives to make those decisions in our name. 

And to reflect the democratic ideal in their discussions then ideally the needs, views and hopes of all  

citizens should be expressed to the extent that these are to be found in the population as a whole.  This  

means the appointments must be made so that in the resulting assembly of representatives all kinds of  

people to be found in the community are included: rich and poor, big and little, fair and ugly, bright and 

stupid, employed and unemployed, commoners and gentry, pro-Euro champions and Euro-sceptics –  in  

proportion to the extent they are to be found in the population.  This ideal can be called the Principle of  

Full  Representation.   It  can  easily  be  seen  that  Parliamentary  elections  don’t  achieve  this  since, 

however you may vote, in the last analysis your views are only represented if and only if you voted for 

the candidate who ultimately garners the most votes – and only then to extent his or her views coincide  

with your own!

3.   Representation and Democracy

It’s almost universally believed that in a Democracy it’s imperative that we appoint our representatives 

on the basis of ‘one-man/one-vote’.  (Note, incidentally,  how glibly politicians sponsor this ringing 

phrase: they need to – their bread and butter depends on it, let alone their Expenses!)  How else, you 

may say, can you democratically appoint representatives if not by voting?  It is, perhaps,  particularly 

ironic  in  the  circumstances  that  the  originators  of  our  very  concept  of  ‘Democracy’,  the  Ancient  

Athenians,  were  opposed to  elections  – they regarded  voting,  the  very thing politicians  regard  as 

fundamental to democracy, as undemocratic!  And saw it instead as oligarchic – which, if you really 

come to think about it, it is.
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So how did they go about selecting their representatives in a way they viewed as being democratic 

whereas our way isn’t?  Of course, to some extent the Athenians didn’t need representatives to make 

decisions for them.  They all just gathered round on the Pnyx in Athens and collectively decided what 

to  do.   But  this  is  totally  impractical  in  the  modern  nation  state  and  instead  we  must  choose 

representatives to make decisions for us – as, indeed, the Athenians did when it came to day-to-day 

run-of-the-mill policies.

The solution to this problem lies in the fact that making such policy decisions can be delegated to small 

assemblies of citizens which form a true microcosm of the communities in which they live.  Certainly 

this is something of a compromise between being personally present for each and every decision (along 

with thousands of others!) and authorising some such an assembly to make the decisions for us.  But,  

surely, if it can be arranged that in such an envisaged assembly there will be people like ourselves,  

unique although we’re certain we are, who, simply by being themselves and with a feeling of enhanced  

responsibility, will be able to present our views and aspirations to those with the authority to implement 

them – well, then, wouldn’t such a group of representatives give us the best, perhaps the only, chance  

of arriving at democratic policies?  In other words, what is needed is an assembly that complies with  

the Principle of Full Representation.

4.  The Athenian Model

As indicated, the Ancient Athenians faced the same problem as we do now when it came to appointing 

representatives to their policy-making assembly.  And they solved it by appreciating that they could 

form such a representative assembly by applying  statistical sampling theory (although it is unlikely 

they ever thought of it in that way!).  Abstract and esoteric as it may sound, this technique can give us  

an assembly that is, indeed, a true microcosm of any actual body of citizens to which it is applied and 

fully conforms to the Principle of Full Representation.  What they did, seemingly absurd as it may 

seem, was adopt a method that selected their representatives at random.  And here it should be noted 

that the emphasis is on the word ‘random’ which can in turn be more exactly expressed as ‘equal-

chance’.  Not, then, a ‘haphazard’, ‘arbitrary’,  ‘willy-nilly’  or ‘hit-and-miss’ method but an ‘equal-

chance’ method.  Care needs to be taken to ensure the method is, in fact, an equal-chance one (although 

in this modern day computers can be relied upon to ensure this requirement is met).   So the method of  

appointment they used was ‘an equal-chance method of selection of persons from among those deemed  

to be entrusted with making decisions’.  And it must be appreciated it is important that the method of 

selection must be random, not because this ensures fairness (a subjective word when all’s said and  

done) but because such a method has the very important statistical feature of  resulting in an accurate  

microcosm of the community from which the selection is made (and accepting this fact is, of course, 

crucial to accepting the legitimacy of Sortition). 

How did they do this?  First, it must be admitted that the citizens ‘deemed to be entrusted’ were limited 

to  a  very select  and  elite  group (when it  came to ‘democracy’  the Athenians  were  preachers,  not 

practitioners!).  And selection was by the uncomplicated method of writing down the names of all these 
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distinguished citizens in a long list on a board with a narrow channel on one side – after which the  

same number of beads as citizens were obtained, and as many of these were coloured as there were 

places in the assembly to be filled.  Then, after mixing thoroughly, these were tipped into the narrow 

channel, and the selected representatives then found by reading off the names opposite each coloured 

bead.

This was a very practical method of taking a random sample – and, of course, adopted the concept of 

Sortition.  However,  there’s  no way we can we apply the Athenian mechanics  of  selection to the 

present day!  So we need to detail just how it can be applied in current circumstances.

First, however, we need to be clear as to just how our representation should function, although in one 

respect it’s worth noting that, while as regards history the Athenians are two and a half thousand years  

behind us, as regards political thinking they are well ahead!

5.  Representation

Representation can function in one of two ways.  First, representatives can be empowered to use their 

own personal judgements and make all necessary decisions on their own initiative (have, in effect, 

plenipotentiary power with no need to call for more definitive authority).  Alternatively, they can act as 

people who are obligated to support the policy called for by those who appointed them (are, in effect,  

‘delegates’).  In the case of the former they should be appointed on the basis of their wisdom; in the  

case of the latter on the basis of their ability to represent policies previously agreed by the citizens who  

appointed them. 

Now, in days of yore at the time when the members of the Witan evolved into Members of Parliament  

and  the  franchise  very  much  smaller,  journeys  to  Westminster  took  the  best  part  of  a  week  and 

telephones  were  non-existent  –  well,  then  there  was  no  problem  since  it  was  inevitable  that 

representatives had to be plenipotentiaries.  Mind you, even then it was never ever seen as ‘democratic’ 

and nor was it meant to be – it was long before Lincoln, and ‘democracy’ has only become a polite 

word in respectable society in the very recent historical past.  But in the 21 st century to cling to a 

practicality  relevant  so long ago  under  very different  circumstances,  and undemocratic  to  boot,  is  

absurd.  Indeed, like gentlemen walking on the outside of ladies, only habit can explain its continued  

hold on us – and a bad habit, too, as it is injurious to our political health.

So in days of yore MPs were seen as plenipotentiaries, without question.  Today – well, it’s not quite so  

clear-cut.   So  in  today’s  world  do  we  appoint  our  Members  of  Parliament  to  function  as 

plenipotentiaries making decisions on their own initiative, or as delegates who must apply the policies 

we collectively determine?  (Indeed,  in a Parliamentary election do you vote for the person or the 

policy?  If it’s for the policy, the person’s irrelevant: if it’s for the person, the policy’s irrelevant.  And  

if you’re not sure yourself then how can you expect anyone else to be?)

Let’s  start  by  seeing  how  MPs  themselves  see  themselves.   And  at  this  point  we  meet  an  odd 

contradiction for they seemingly argue that they’re both – as ‘delegates’ when it comes to policies by 
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pointing to their manifestos or election pledges, and as ‘plenipotentiaries’ when it comes to reversing  

those  policies  or  reneging  on  those  pledges.   And which  hat  when?   Ah,  well,  that  they  decide  

themselves at the time a decision is needed.  Voilá!

But this can’t be good enough – although a surprisingly large number of political experts think it is.  

However,  with  Sortition  the  answer  becomes  clear:  our Representatives,  those  citizens  selected  at  

random from within our community, must use their own judgements – act, in fact, as plenipotentiaries.  

Which makes sense since they are us – collectively, as a microcosm of the whole community, they are 

who we are.  When all is said and done, who would you prefer to be your representative – one who 

may agree,  with luck, with all your political opinions (and ‘luck’ is the word!), or a group of your 

fellow citizens who are statistically guaranteed to be you, your community?  After all, if democracy is 

to  mean anything  it  must  conform to the  Principle  of  Full  Representation  and  not  confine  policy  

decisions to the fortunate few.  So when in today’s Parliamentary elections it comes to the election of 

the nominees of those with the real power then ask not for whom the (victory) bell rings – it rings for 

them, not for thee!

6.  Citizenship

More than once the term ‘citizen’ has arisen in this monograph.  But while most people know what this  

word means in general, when it comes to Sortition the term needs to be carefully defined.  As a formal 

term ‘Citizenship’ is the status of any person in the community who is so designated and who can be  

empowered to determine governmental policies, albeit in conjunction with others similarly empowered. 

And it will be from among those holding citizenship status that our Sortition representatives will be 

selected.

In principle citizenship should be granted to everybody living in a community.  However, there are bars  

to be surmounted for not everyone is entitled to be a citizen.  And the first obvious bar is that of age  

since  it  would  be  ridiculous  to  empower  a  one-year-old  to  be  involved  in  the  determination  of  

government policies.  But at what height is the bar to be set?  At the moment a person has to be  

eighteen-years old to vote, so that’s a possible height.  However, since we’re in the land of reform it 

may be sensible to review this.  Of course, while there should be an age above which any person would 

be designated as a citizen the lower limit may not be measured in years but circumstances – when a  

young person becomes an income tax-payer or even possibly a parent.  The right to represent should  

not merely depend on age.2

2 There are, of course, many cultures in which there is a ‘coming of age’ ceremony – perhaps the Jewish Bar 
Mitzvah being one of the better known.  Perhaps we should formally adopt one where there is Sortition, when 
someone formally becomes a citizen.  After all, it would be an important day, as is a wedding day, for both the 
community and the new citizen when such a status was recognised and he or she was adjudged to be eligible for 
selection as a member of a policy-making assembly!  And surely some kind of public celebration on such a day 
would be a welcome addition to our other communal festivities.  Can we, then, look forward to the introduction of 
a public ‘Sortition Coming of Citizenship’ ceremony sometime in the future?
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But this is not the only potential bar.  ‘Residence’ is another for surely such a person has to be residing 

in the community.  But for how long?  Two months, six months, nine months of the year?  The Inland 

Revenue have, of course, wrestled with this issue in reference to tax exiles, so it might be a good idea 

to see what they have to say.  Probably not less than six months, particularly if a person is abroad the  

rest of the time since they will hardly be part of the community, sharing its burdens and benefits ( i.e. 

consequences of legislation).  Much room for debate here.  However, Sortition increases this problem 

for it is not only a matter of citizens living in the community but also a matter of attendance in any 

assembly for which they may be selected.  Yet if the half-exile is excluded from selection then the 

assembly fails to conform to the Principle of Full Representation.

In a lesser degree the problem arises in respect of a person who works away from home on business – 

or just from choice (writers who disappear into the out-back for long periods to avoid distractions). 

One possible answer in many cases may be for a person, when registering for citizenship, to have the  

option of  nominating a different  constituency for  the purpose  of  serving as  a  Representative.   Or  

perhaps the experience of the Courts, which must have this sort of problem when it comes to jury lists,  

may be able to offer advice.  And, of course, there are those of no fixed abode – to overlook these  

would again be a definite failure to have full representation.  Another problem relates to literacy and  

language.  If people who are illiterate or don’t speak the regional language are to be excluded then that  

would be a serious failure of representation. Yet can they really usefully contribute to the on-going  

work of a community assembly?  Again, we need to think carefully.

 And, of course, there is always the problem of those who don’t want to register as citizens.  Again, if  

they’re excluded, even voluntarily,  the assembly is not fully representative of the community.   One 

could, of course, regard registration as a duty rather than as a privilege and bar unregistered citizens 

from driving licenses, television licenses and even, draconically, medical benefits (or, less draconically,  

Social Security and Housing Benefits where these are relevant). This, of course, brings us to another  

issue  – what  do  we do about  the  people  who don’t  want  to  serve  in  such  an  assembly?   Again, 

exclusion means there is no representation of those people who, for whatever reason, in effect  say, 

“Count me out”.  But disgruntled, bloody-minded Representatives are more of a liability than an asset 

and it may be as well to categorise them as ‘dead’ (which, in a democratic sense, they are) and just 

make  other  random  selections.   In  which  case  we  could  perhaps  re-phrase  Lincoln’s  words  as  

‘government of the people, for the people and by those people who are prepared to accept the role of a  

representative’.  Doesn’t have quite the same ring, though, does it?

To some extent this last point brings us to the problem as to whether citizens with dementia or its  

equivalent should be available for selection.  It’s a problem not met with under our system of voting  

since such people don’t normally vote – and when they do their confused vote really has no affect  

where there are thousands of others voting (who are, perhaps, almost as equally confused!).  But in a 

group of, say, a hundred a person with such a handicap is much more serious.  Possibly one solution 

would be for the person to opt out of the selection, much as those unwilling to serve could do.  But at  

worst  such  a  person  in  an  assembly will  hopefully  be the  only one  so  disadvantaged  and  human 

tolerance and good humour would no doubt resolve the problem.
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While these problems are not insurmountable they must be considered.

And once acquired, the status of citizenship should be difficult to revoke (human rights and all that).  

Only obvious circumstances should apply here – such as emigration (and, of course, death.).  Even 

people  sentenced  to  prison  should  not  be  deprived  of  it  (indeed,  emulating  the  American  pre-

Revolutionary settlers, perhaps such felons would adopt the catchphrase, ‘No Imprisonment Without 

Representation’!).

7.  Oligarchies

As has  been  said,  the  Athenians  believed  voting was  undemocratic  –  in  fact,  they  regarded  it  as  

oligarchic.  Since nowadays we vote (and therefore live under an oligarchy) we had better see just what 

this word means.

First,  ‘oligarchy’ can be defined as ‘government by a small group of people’.  The members of such a 

group may not explicitly identify themselves as such but they are usually easily identifiable – they are 

the people who control the government, and, as a result, almost invariably come to have the greater  

proportion of the wealth of the community.  ‘Follow the money’, as the saying goes.  Today, despite  

their efforts to fade into the background, it isn’t difficult to name them (although shaming them is much 

more difficult – they’re a thick-skinned bunch!).   But fading isn’t as easy – like the barons of old 

(some, in fact, are today’s old barons) they can be identified.  As Jesus said, “Wherefore by their fruits  

ye shall know them”.  Many people believe that oligarchies belong to the past and that today we live in 

a democracy,  a democracy with universal franchise (other than criminals serving prison sentences),  

regular  elections (although  only by courtesy of  the  government  – there’s  no legal  obligation)  and 

anybody,  just about anybody, can stand for election (if they have access to plenty of money and/or 

influence – as applies particularly in America!).  

Oligarchs in the days of yore, when nobility unashamedly ruled under the authority of a king, were 

much less shy then – but prefer nowadays to operate behind a seemingly democratic screen.  So, as  

we’ve  seen,  while  we  like  to  think  we’re  free  to  vote  for  whoever  we  please,  our  choice  in 

Parliamentary elections is strictly limited – limited, in fact, to those candidates on whom the oligarchs 

have bestowed their money and influence.  In other words we’re free to vote for whoever we want – 

providing, Henry Ford style, it’s an oligarchic nominee.  Indeed, in this day and age the choice has  

been whittled down to the nominees of two main parties – or, at the most, three.  But these will only 

receive the support of the oligarchs to the extent that they will deliver the sort of society they,  the  

oligarchs, want.  And when someone is able to obtain that to which they are not morally entitled we  

call it ‘corruption’.3

3 Of course, the oligarchs are indifferent to which Party wins – they almost certainly have nominees in all of them 
since otherwise politicians would do something about the legally but morally fraudulent banking manipulations 
that result in charges on the tax-payer.  And, needless to say, they encourage Party politics and squabbles – people 
are less likely to notice who really is pulling the levers.  They also tend to support First-Past-the-Post – it reduces 
the number of Parties they need to infiltrate.
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Now, the fact that oligarchs call on their nominees to support particular policies does not necessarily 

mean there’s any insincerity (although this is unlikely) – such a case can, perhaps, be described as a 

form of ‘principled corruption’.  An oligarch may really and truly believe a society practising free-

enterprise or one embracing socialism – or even one adopting liberal principles – is the best kind there  

is.  But that is not the point.  They will expect for their money/influence that whoever wins the election 

will  deliver  what  they want,  even if the delivery is  either  blatant  or  surreptitious.   Of course,  the 

nominees still have to win elections, but we know that citizens have been inveigled into believing that  

voting, despite the limited choice, is the democratic way of obtaining the kind of society the citizens 

wish to live in.  And up to a point the voting system  is nearer a true democracy than many other 

systems (autocracy,  monarchy,  anarchy,  theocracy),  but it’s still an oligarchy and not a democracy. 

Have you considered how it is that while everyone deplores the gap between the rich and the poor, the 

gap widens despite the democratic wishes of the people?  Or why the bankers, who so recently nearly 

brought the country to its economic knees, not only continue to exist but also are paid large salaries and 

bonuses – even in one case where, despite the government being by far the largest shareholder, the 

chairman of one of our largest companies being entitled to a bonus of a size that the great majority of  

the people considered unwarranted, if not outright obscene?4 And, moreover,  why such people can 

blackmail  (there’s  no  other  word!)  the  country  by  threatening  to  go  elsewhere  and  take  their 

money/influence with them?  At the drop of a hat, any time, any day.  (At least, the medieval Robbers  

on the Rhine were foiled by fog!)  But what sort of a society not only tolerates this sort of behaviour  

but even regards it as justified?

No: without question, we live under an oligarchy.

8.  The Ruling Class

Yet these oligarchs can’t do it all on their own (nor do they want to – all barons had servants!).  They 

need willing servants (who, where possible, are given well-paid tax-efficient contracts).  These servants 

are primarily the politicians who are our new ‘Ruling Class’

Now, a ruling class makes a point of ensuring that, by hook or by crook(!), those below it willingly 

accept its dominance.  Such dominance is achieved by emphasising the importance of conforming to  

the ‘done way’ of running affairs and making sure that those beneath the ruling class hardly ever think 

that things could be done differently (and if they do think so, they find themselves viewed at best with  

derision and, in the past, so  dangerously subversive as to invite liquidation).  Sometimes this way was  

expressed  as  an  absolute  truth  –  like  the  ‘Divine  Right  of  Kings’  or  a  statement  of  fact  such  as 

‘Parliament is Sovereign’, which was adopted by Parliamentarians after they had chopped off Charles’  

head (or once even that woman voters, like women priests, were not the ‘done way’).  Today we like to 

believe there is no Ruling Class because as democrats we can choose our legislators by the ‘done way’  

of voting.  Yet it rarely seems to strike many people that we nevertheless have to vote for a politician! 

4 Of course, such a chairman can claim that it is warranted by pointing out that it is paid in line with the 
competitive rate for that of a high-ranking exceptionally competent executive and is judged to be such a high-
ranking exceptionally competent executive by independent high-ranking exceptionally competent executives 
appointed by him from other organisations to sit on his Remuneration Committee.  So that’s all right then.
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If somebody who wasn’t a politician invited our votes they would soon be disregarded – look at all  

those people who in the last fifty years have tried!  Surely they weren’t all so unpopular.  And notice  

how, with typical ruling class superiority, politicians treat those below them with disdain – from trying  

to insist that only they themselves can decide what expenses they can claim or what decisions must be 

reserved to their Parliament (which, being sovereign, rules by Divine Right), to feeling free to disregard 

pre-election pledges if they can plead a spurious, albeit by their standards plausible, excuse.5

So don’t let’s kid ourselves – we still have a Ruling Class even if it’s not so crass or patently bigoted as  

the earlier ones.  And it will assure us that voting is at the heart of our democracy.  But stop and think.  

The Nazis gained power through voting under the democratic laws of Germany.  Also, if one measures 

the degree of democracy by the strength of consent of the governed, it’s doubtful if in 1940 there was a 

more ‘democratic’ leader of any European country than Adolph Hitler.  Have you ever wondered why 

so many overseas revolutions in the name of ‘democracy’ so quickly became tyrannies?  Or why, since 

a British government is sovereign and there’s no legal reason it shouldn’t declare itself to be in power 

for perpetuity as, in effect, the Nazis did?  Yet it never has.  Why not?  Again, the reason is because  

democracy is cultural, not procedural, and Britain is democratic because of its culture and not because 

of its electoral system.  So in the last analysis voting has nothing to do with democracy and we’re free  

to devise a method that eschews voting and is still a democracy – indeed, becomes a truer democracy.  

And seeing how the Roman nobility, who knew a thing or two about being a ruling class, seduced their  

populace with free bread and circuses, it’s surely paradoxical and farcical that today we scoff at such 

blatantly obvious forms of seduction yet  fail  to see our politicians are equally seducing us by free  

elections and Prime Minister’s  Question Times (which,  like  Roman Circuses,  are  also gladiatorial 

combats with a mindless mob baying in the background).

A feature,  incidentally,  of  a  ruling class  is  that  it  strictly controls  the recruitment  of  its  incoming 

members.  In the days of the Empire, of course, it was by means of the ‘family’ (just to be sure they 

were ‘one of us’) and, where this wasn’t a factor, control was ensured (and still is, to a large degree) by 

limiting  recruitment  to  those  who  had  attended  public  schools  or  prestigious  universities  or  are 

members of time-honoured professions – particularly those which required plenty of money for entry  

(just to be sure they were ‘one of us’).  Today to a large extent a more ‘democratic’ method is often  

adopted.  Sometimes this takes the form of recruitment by internship – unpaid more often than not (just  

to be sure they are ‘one of us’).  Like, perhaps, religious groups who catch their future clergy before 

they can know just what sort of career they’re embarking on and then, to their later dismay, those same  

clergy find themselves unfit for any other career than clergying as a result of  their subsequent training. 

So our politicians, then, are simply the high-profile ruling class adjunct to the low-profile oligarchs,  

displaying the pretence of being the democratic representatives of the people.6

5 It should be appreciated that being members of the same ruling class doesn’t, of course, mean no infighting.  The 
battles the feudal nobles fought against other nobles were even more vicious and brutal than any fought by 
politicians against other politicians (today the gap between Party benches in the House of Commons has to be over 
two sword lengths!), yet that didn’t stop them uniting to oppose their under-classes!
6 Those who may wonder where the blurred distinction between an oligarchy and a ruling class lies should reflect 
on the one-time royalty and their subordinate nobility. 



A Beginner’s Guide to Sortition 13

9.  The Elephant in the Room

It’s one thing to claim random selection leads to better representation, but quite another to prove it.  

And it is admitted that this business of proving the validity of Sortition is a fearsome one (although a  

short-cut will be offered to those realistic enough to take it), and is truly the elephant in the room.  Yet  

such proof is vital to the legitimacy of any claim that Sortition delivers a policy-making assembly that 

is truly democratic.  So it can justifiably asked: to what extent is such an assembly truly representative? 

Or, more pointedly, to what degree can it objectively claim to be representative?  It may be thought that 

such a claim can only be subjective, but if it is agreed that where such an assembly includes people  

having all the characteristics found in the community, and exhibiting those characteristics in the same 

proportions as that of the people in the community, then we can objectively claim that the assembly is 

truly representative of the whole community.

Now, as it happens there are statistical laws that assure us that this really is the case – at a high and 

practical, albeit not absolute, level of certainty (and perhaps one of the more paradoxical things about 

this  theory  is  how  certain  statisticians  are  about  their  uncertainty!).   Regrettably,  however,  the  

mathematics needed for this proof is horrendous; in fact, so horrendous that to examine it here could 

well  discourage  the  reader  from  proceeding  further  and,  as  a  result,  fail  to  appreciate  all  the 

considerable virtues of Sortition.  Which would be a pity!  So for the time being the fact that such a 

group  taken  from  the  community  is,  for  all  practical  purposes,  truly  representative  of  the  whole 

community,  will be assumed – the statistical theory involved being later considered in a ‘Statistical  

Sampling’ Appendix (page 41)..

But if you’d really like to see right now what’s involved in the mathematical proof then good luck – go 

for it.  You should be able to find some advanced Statistics text-books that will help you get there.  But  

be warned – as has been said, the mathematics is horrendous!  Still, if you’re not fazed by the equation:

                   …..

But it’s not the kind of thing most people would like to face on a cold, dark winter morning!

Yet even then it can be entirely avoided – one merely has to accept the word of the statisticians that it  

really is so.  Which is certainly easier – much easier!
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PART III:  S  ORTITION IN PRACTICE  

We have seen that Sortition involves appointing our democratic representatives by random selection 

from among those holding citizenship status in their community.  Now we must consider how this can  

work in practice. 

10.  An Illustrative Framework

Surprisingly,  for  what  is,  apparently,  simply  a  new  procedural  method  of  appointment  of 

representatives,  it  seems impossible to graft  Sortition onto our existing governmental  structure – it  

seems it’s just too fundamental a change.  Instead it is easier to draft an entirely new constitution.  And 

this  will  take some drafting!   But  without  something on to  which our discussion can  ‘hang’  it  is 

difficult to describe the working of Sortition.  So, in the absence of any existing suitable framework 

that can be drawn upon an illustrative one will be adopted – this framework being diagrammatically 

summarised in the Figure on, for ease of reference, the final page of this document. 

First, we’ll assume a nation state of 50 million adult citizens (that is, a nation akin to Britain in size)  

having a tricameral form of government – a House of Representatives, a House of Elders and a House 

of Monitors which between them elect  a Supreme Council that appoints a Government to draft  all 

legislation, such draft legislation being ratified by the Council.  So that appointments to these Houses  

can be organised efficiently the nation is divided into 100 regional constituencies, each comprising 

500,000 citizens – with appointments to the House of Representatives and the House of Monitors being 

on the basis of these constituencies and with the appointment to the House of Elders being on a national 

basis.  The most significant of these Houses (and, indeed, the most crucially important in the entire  

system)  is  the  House of  Representatives  – and,  as  it  happens,  is  the  only one  that  uses  Sortition. 

Consequently this House will be discussed first with discussion of the other two Houses, the Supreme 

Council and the Government being deferred until later.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

As has been indicated, the House of Representatives is the most important of the various governmental  

bodies and below is described how appointments to it should be made, the service period of appointees  

and their possible induction course together with the function of the House (just what it will do).

11.  Appointment to the House

Appointment to the House of Representatives will be by Sortition – that is, by random selection from 

amongst the constituency citizens.  This being so there will, of course, be no elections and therefore no  

Electoral Roll.  In its place there will be a Citizens’ Roll identifying, by a unique number, every citizen 

within  the  constituency  holding  citizenship  status.   Each  constituency  of  the  House  will  have  an  
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assembly of 100 members, referred to as Representatives, selected (appointed) at random.  Not all 100 

will be selected at the same time but rather, to provide for continuity, there will be a yearly selection of  

25 new members while 25 of the members who have served for the longest time will retire.  In practice, 

then, instead of an Election Day there will be a Selection Day every year in every constituency when 

the required 25 members will be selected by the constituency Selection Officer from the constituency 

Citizens’ Roll,7  This will be a very low-key affair – the Officer simply sitting in his office and down-

loading that day’s selected random numbers from the National Selection Commission (see Section  39) 

– and then identifying the appropriate citizens from the Roll.  No count, no drama, no jamboree – just a 

quiet day at the office followed by twenty-five official letters notifying the people selected of their 

appointment and the date they take up their duties (perhaps two or three months later so that these  

newly-selected Representatives will have time to arrange their affairs in preparation for their new role). 

And, of course, twenty-five letters to the retiring members to notify them of the date they will cease to 

be Representatives.  And if by chance the number of someone who has died or emigrated or in some  

other  way  is  no  longer  an  eligible  citizen  then  the  Selection  Officer  will  simply  take  the  next 

Commission random number (again see Section 39).

In  each  constituency  of  500,000  there  will,  then,  be  an  assembly  of  100  randomly  selected 

Representatives – ‘100’, because this is a small enough number to allow meaningful discussion among 

its  members while being sufficiently large  enough statistically to provide a true microcosm of the 

constituency  from which  it  is  selected  (see  Section  3).  In  others  words,  the  method will,  for  all 

practical  purposes,  result  in  a truly representative  functional  assembly that  will  reflect  the wishes, 

aspirations, fears and hopes of the citizens in the constituency in a fair and balanced way.8

12.  Service Period and Induction Course

Clearly,  if there is a standing body of 100 constituency Representatives to which 25 are appointed 

yearly while 25 retire, then the service period will be one of four years.  However, their attendance in  

the House will only be for one day a week (which will ensure they remain rooted in their community  

and hence part  of  it).   This absence  from employment  will  be decreed  by law – employers  being 

appropriately compensated for all days of absence.9  Additionally it would be advisable for them to 

have an initial one-year Induction course, at the end of which time (on Confirmation Day) they will be  

confirmed  in  their  role  for  the  following  four  years.  This  induction  course  will  consist  of  an 

introduction to key subjects that will help them undertake their Representative function.  It is suggested 

that these will certainly include Statistics and Statistical Methods (since statistics are very much at the 

heart  of  government  policy-making  and  are  particularly  prone  to  misinterpretation),  Government 

Organisation and Practice (so as Representatives are able to discern what will happen to their policy 

7 It should be appreciated that not only can there be no voter fraud (there are no voters!) but any fraud is virtually 
impossible (as is explained in Section  39).
8  The entire House of Representatives, 10,000, will never meet collectively – it would be difficult enough to find a 
chamber big enough let alone result in meaningful debate!
9  Whether Representatives will be additionally remunerated will depend on the Constitution – and, no doubt, on 
their attendance.
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decisions and  how they  will  be  implemented),  Logic  and  the  Psychology of  Persuasion  (so as  to 

counter persuasive but illogical arguments), the Legal Aspects of good governance, the features of a 

genuine democracy and any other subjects that will have a bearing on their Representative work. They 

will undertake this Induction course as an  undivided body as it will be essential during this time for 

them to come to know each other individually –  and to further such familiarity there will be regular  

meetings of all the constituency Representatives in social, discussion or information-briefing contexts – 

so that they will come to know the strengths, weaknesses, prejudices and background of all their fellow 

constituency Representatives.

13.  Function of the House

The function of the House will, above all, be that of ensuring that the Representatives make themselves 

adequately informed on all policy matters to the point where they are able to devise policies in respect  

of relevant issues and decide among themselves what policies should be adopted and implemented by 

the Government.  To this end individual Representatives and sub-groups of Representatives will have 

access to all the necessary information and government officers that they may require, and will meet  

and discuss  such issues  at  length.   As a result  they will  become informed Representatives,  if  not 

experts, on these issues.  Naturally, individuals may opt to specialise in one or more particular issues  

such as Defence, Penal Reform, Health, Child Protection, Local Government etc..  This will not give  

them any special powers in respect of such issues but their additional expertise will doubtless result, 

quite properly, in them having more influence in constituency House discussions.  Also members will 

be required to attend House social events since members need to come to know each other by means 

other than that of formal discussion.

There is one last function of the constituency House: the need for Representatives to elect periodically  

(say, every six months) four of their number to the Supreme Council (see Section 20).  This will result  

in a total of 400 elected Representatives from the entire House on this Council.  These elections will 

proceed on a constituency basis since, by the very nature of members’ activities, each member would  

know the qualities of all their colleagues.  It should be noted that these elected Council members will 

act  as  ‘delegates’  and not  ‘plenipotentiaries’  since  it  will  be their  task to  convey to the Supreme  

Council the wishes of their constituency House.10

One final  point.   Since Representatives  never apply for  the post  it  would be both inequitable and 

impractical  for  them to take on what  Parliamentarians  call  ‘constituency matters’  – specific  issues 

concerning individual constituents.  To handle such matters one needs an office, secretarial assistance,  

time and patience.  As we know, anyone volunteering to become an MP today must agree to providing 

all these, and none of which a typical Sortition Representative is likely to have.  Consequently these  

matters will be left to Monitors (see Section 18).

10 Indeed, their House may at times instruct them to split their vote in respect of a particular policy (e.g. 1/3 for and 
2/3 against) so as to reflect more exactly constituency feelings.
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14.  Days in the Life of a Sortition Constituency Representative

So far we’ve only been concerned with somewhat theoretical principles and factual data and so just for 

a brief time let us turn to the more human side of Sortition and see just what it would be like if you  

were to be selected for your constituency House of Representatives.

The first thing you’ll officially know about your appointment as a Representative will be a letter from 

the Selection Officer of your local constituency a few days after Selection Day.  This will give you a  

date some three months ahead (so you can tidy up any outstanding commitments) when you will be 

required to report for the first day of your year’s Induction course.  You’re employers might not be too 

happy to learn you’ll be away for a day a week for the next five years (then, again …!).  At least,  

they’ll be refunded your day’s wages.

Perhaps when you turn up on the named date at the required location you’ll be not too happy.  After all, 

you  certainly  didn’t  ask  for  the  job!   There  you’ll  meet  the  other  twenty-four  of  the  year’s 

Representative intake – nearly all, possibly, equally unhappy (although to your surprise one or two will  

be delighted with their ‘luck’!).   But after you’ve been told what perks you’ll receive (if any) and 

listened to a pep talk by the Selection Officer who will point out that you are, in effect, a privileged one 

out of  five thousand (500,000/100) other citizens selected to help determine the future course of your 

country, you could just think it might be better than work.  Whatever, you’ll be able to reflect on the 

knowing that the views you liberally expressed down at your local or club (or to your spouse) will now  

for once be listened to with respect and interest.  And, apart from attending, you won’t really need to 

lift a finger to do anything else – although when you think that if you don’t you could miss out on the  

chance of a lifetime ….

The day finishes with a cup of tea and a bun with your new colleagues.  Perhaps they’re not such a bad  

bunch.  And interesting,  some.   Tom’s out on parole (you wonder what he did),  and George is a 

professor or some such egg-head at the local university.  And Bill there is even claiming he understands 

this Sortition lark!  By coincidence it transpires that you met Chris (definitely attractive) at your uncle’s 

wedding last  year.   Perhaps  you’re  not  sorry to  see Chris  again  – particularly knowing you’ll  be 

together in the same group for the next five years!  Taking one thing with another, maybe it’s not so  

bad.  And next week you’ll be meeting the 100 current Representative for your constituency, twenty-

five of whom will retire in a year’s time and whose places will be taken by your lot.

And that’s it for the day.  Right, Chris – fancy a drink on the way home?

The following Induction classes are not so bad, either.  You didn’t think Statistics would turn you on,  

but you find it’s a surprisingly interesting subject.  You discover, paradoxically, you can use random 

selection to give you unexpected measuring skills such as finding the diameter of a coin with a quite  

acceptable ‘margin of error’ (you’d often wondered what exactly was meant by that phrase!) just by 

tossing it onto a large sheet of paper with parallel lines, all equally spaced two inches apart, running  

across it!   Really?  And that just because your granny’s teeth sometimes ache when she’s munching on 

milk chocolate doesn’t mean milk chocolate causes the aching – especially if there are nuts in it!  And 

defining ‘unemployed’ isn’t as straight-forward as you’d thought.  Bill, of course, knows it all, and 
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doesn’t hide his light under a bushel – but, then, he’s a big-head who knows too much for his own 

good.  On the other hand George hardly opens his mouth but when he does he talks good sense.  When 

it comes to the time to elect who is to sit on the Supreme Council, you’ve a good idea of one person  

you’ll vote for!

You’re happy with the Economics lectures, too.  Now you know the difference between Keynes and 

Hayek – yet how little you know!  And Law – fancy: a common-law wife isn’t a Common Law wife at 

all!  And you’re glad to have had a chance of a knock-out blow on the Benefits Minister in person – 

even if everyone else thinks his blow on you was of that kind!

After  a  year,  along comes Confirmation Day,  the day your  status  – and  that  of  your  twenty-four  

colleagues – becomes that of a Confirmed Representative.   You join in fare-welling the twenty-five 

retiring Reps and mingling with the seventy-five remaining.   Mind you,  you’ve met most of them 

already at some time in the past year.  And you can’t wait to vote George onto the Supreme Council.  

Though come to think of it, that Alice … – she’s already on the Council and it would be a pity to lose  

her.  But there are four to be voted for when the time comes and given the voting method is the Single 

Transferable Vote you can, in manner of speaking, have your cake and eat it!

If anything, you find your new work even more interesting.  Now important decisions have to be made.  

Should homeless people have extra benefits?  Someone from the Benefit Office explains the financial 

in-and-outs; a homeless man, elected by his fellow unfortunates, outlines their case; a woman from a  

homeless charity suggests a solution.  And there’s time (unlike in the case of TV programmes) for all  

these people to be questioned in depth.  Apart from being involved in such topical problems you may 

decide to specialise.   Domestic  policy,  possibly.   You quiz Local  Government  officials on abused 

children.  And independent psychologists.  How big’s the problem, anyway?  Bring in the statistician,  

now that you know how to handle the statistics.  Interview three or four abused children.  Perhaps even  

a wrongly-accused mother.  And have thoughtful discussions with your fellow Representatives.  You 

pray for the wisdom of Solomon!

Of course, there are social events – times when you can meet the other ninety-nine.  Surprising how 

interesting some of them are – and how boring or prejudiced some of the others can be!  But Mary 

seems to have some good ideas about street crime.  Must go to her next presentation.  

Then the day comes when you all vote for the four Reps your constituency is sending to the Supreme 

Council.  You’re delighted George and Sally have made it – and equally delighted that racist, Smith, 

hasn’t.  And perhaps next year, or the year afterwards, you’ll stand for election.  Yes, there are things  

you want to do.  And badly.

What – your four years are up!  Just as you’re getting the hang of it.  Still, last year you made them sit  

up on the Supreme Council all right!  So who knows – they may now nominate you for the House of  

Elders!!  Oh – and Chris: your place or mine?
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HOUSE OF ELDERS

The House of Elders is an assembly that brings to the legislative function the wisdom, expertise and 

experience to be found in the community – as the elders of yesteryears did. 

15.  Appointment to the House

The appointment of Elders is not really an issue that can be considered in this monograph, although 

possibly it  would include individual  ‘wisdom and expertise’  organisations  such as  the  professions  

(Law,  Medicine,  Engineering,  Academia,  etc.),  the  ‘trades’  (interpreted  widely  so  as  to  include 

Building,  Police,  Civil  Service,  etc.),  the charities  (British Heart  Foundation,  Samaritans  etc.),  the 

pressure groups (Political Parties, Greenpeace, Amnesty, etc,), and collectively make up what might be 

called  the  Elder  Body (which,  however,  never  meets  collectively).   This  body elects  or  appoints 

members  to  the  House  –  the  number  being  laid  down  in  the  Constitution  or  determined  by  an 

appropriate  committee.   It  is  probably  advisable  to  leave  appointments  to  this  House  to  the  

organisations  themselves  since  they  will  usually  best  know  where  their  specialist  wisdoms  and 

expertise lie.  One possible outcome in this respect is that some organisations or sub-groups decide on 

appointment by the conventional election of members where each member in the organisation has a  

vote.  This, of course, can result in members having more than one vote if they belongs to more than  

one organisation – such as those people with long strings of letters after their names.  This may seem 

undemocratic but the function of this House is not democratic representation but the establishment of a 

competent advisory body –  and if multiple-voting improves this then it should be adopted.

16.  Function of the House

The function of the House of Elders is advisory.  While the House of Representatives tries to ensure  

that the government  enacts legislation that reflects the kind of society to which citizens aspire,  the 

House of Elders should ensure that the people involved in government are adequately informed.  In  

other words, it should advise such people at the highest level as to the feasibility, wisdom and probable  

consequence of proposed policies and legislation.  In addition, members of this House will be available  

for co-option on to Government committees as appropriate.  Since the House (unlike the Elder Body) 

will need to meet regularly for discussion its size should be such that viable meetings can be held.  

The nearest equivalent of this House in today’s world is, of course, the House of Lords – that strange 

child of history that once combined the wisdom of the expert with the frailty of the hereditary,  and  

whose function has traditionally been to consider at leisure what may have been legislated in haste.  

However, the House of Elders can be contrasted to the House of Lords insomuch that whereas the latter 

is a Revising Chamber, the House of Elders is an Advisory Chamber and has no legislative authority at 

all.  So, again, there is not the slightest requirement for it to be democratic, democratic representation  

being entrusted to the House of Representatives exclusively.  The advice of the House of Elders may be 
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superior  and  contrary  to  the  intentions  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  but  the  latter  has  the 

democratic right to reject if it so wishes.

And there  is  one additional  function that  falls  to  this  House  – that  of  appointing,  say,  150 of  its  

members to the Supreme Council since such members will obviously have useful input into that body. 

And it is, incidentally, under this power that Representatives whose contributions have proved to be 

outstanding in the past can, when their term of office expires, continue to be of service by the simple 

expedient of their being appointed to the House of Elders.

HOUSE OF MONITORS

The two Houses so far considered have involved the establishment of a viable basis for democratic 

government.  However, in a flourishing democracy there also has to be a effective method of correcting 

governmental mistakes, abuses and corruptions which, under our existing system, is dealt with by MPs 

themselves.  This is vital work and needs to be accommodated in any Constitution for it is work that  

ensures the health of democratic government and monitors against incompetence, error, corruption and 

any other form of abuse (and, as has been indicated earlier, this is work that it would not be viable for 

members of the House of Representatives to undertake).   It  follows, then, that  the people who are 

responsible for this should be called ‘Monitors’, and their collective body, the ‘House of Monitors’. 

17.  Appointment to the House

For once, the appointment of these Monitors can reflect the conventional representation of citizens – by 

election and by constituency on the basis of ‘One-Man/One-Vote’.  But these office holders should not 

be selected on a single-member constituency basis since it is not only unlikely but almost certainly 

impossible for one person to empathise to the necessary degree with everyone in their constituency – 

and most unlikely that everyone in a constituency will feel that such a Monitor empathises with them!  

Instead, where there are constituencies of some 500,000 citizens then every three, four or five years 

each constituency should return, say, five Monitors, ideally elected by the Single Transferable Vote 

(STV) method of election.11

If this appointment system is adopted then the House of Monitors will comprise 500 Monitors, each of  

which would represent on average 100,000 citizens (more than current MPs represent but since they 

have no legislative functions they will have more time for their constituents’ affairs).  Each citizen in a 

constituency, then, will have a choice of five constituency Monitors to approach which, for all practical  

purposes, should ensure any particular citizen is able to find with a high degree of confidence one 

Monitor at least who can handle his or her individual issue sympathetically.  And these Monitors will 

have  only  this  task and  will  thus be freed  from inevitable conflict  of  interest  if  the  needs  of  any 

11 Strictly speaking this is not the place to discuss voting systems, but STV is suggested here since for technical 
reasons this method will normally ensure that a spread of diverse members are returned and no single interest 
group is predominant.



A Beginner’s Guide to Sortition 22

approaching citizen are in opposition to the political sympathies of the Monitor approached – a conflict  

which, of course, arises under our present system.  Of course, for STV to operate then elections of  all 

the Monitors for a constituency must occur at the same time.  This means that every three, four or five  

years there will be a simultaneous election to this House of all five constituency Monitors.  Here it  

should be appreciated that there is no significant benefit in continuity so ‘rolling’ elections have no  

advantage and, moreover, there is no need be concerned about re-election – indeed, if a Monitor proves 

to be outstanding then it’s in everybody’s  interest (save that of a bad Government!) that he or she 

should be re-elected.   Indefinitely, if need be.

18.  Function of the House

As has been indicated, the House of Monitors has the task of protecting citizens from bad government.  

In effect it involves itself with the individual citizen’s concerns with government.  Frankly, it’s absurd  

that, as is the case today,  voters must approach the politician who is both involved in enacting the  

legislation  on  their  behalf  and  at  the  same  time  handling  complaints  about  the  behaviour  of  a  

government that the politician will probably support (since by definition it  is a fact  that most MPs  

support the government).  So it makes sense to divide these two aspects of representation.  And leaving 

‘constituency matters’ solely to these Monitors means they will be able to devote their efforts full-time  

to such matters since,  alas, under the present system MPs have to be Jacks-of-all-Trades – voters’  

policy representatives, advocates for citizens’ complaints, informed members of a legislative chamber,  

members  of  legislative  committees  –  as  well  as  evangelists  for  their  party  at  all  times  in  all 

circumstances!  This makes a mockery of any intelligent system of government (although the obvious 

defects  of  the  system  are,  fortunately,  somewhat  mitigated  by  the  influence  of  professional  civil 

servants).

So the work of these Monitors will be, in the main, to rectify government errors and abuses. Any 

citizen who has some issue or other will select which of their five constituency Monitors they believe  

will handle their problem the best.  On receipt of an issue the Monitor will investigate the matter,  

normally with the government department or minister concerned, and liaise with the citizen personally. 

If the issue relates to something wider than a single citizen’s concern then the Monitor, either on his  

own or in alliance with other Monitors, may take up the issue at Ministers’ Question Time (see next 

Section).

A final additional function of the House of Monitors would be to appoint 50 of their members to the  

Supreme Council.  On the principle that the wearer knows best where the shoe pinches, then, from their 

own experience of citizens’ response to government,  these members would be a source of valuable 

input to the work of that body.  

19.  Ministers’ Question Time
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Now,  under  the  system outlined  in  this  paper  there  will,  understandably,  be  no  Prime  Minister’s  

Question Time.  Instead there will be a regular Ministers’ Question Time when Monitors will be able to 

publicly raise pertinent questions as to government actions.  These questions will be answered in the  

House’s  chamber by an appropriate  minister  where  naturally the media will  be in attendance.   Of 

course, it should be appreciated that many, perhaps the majority, of issues that Monitors will be faced  

with will be those specific to individuals –  e.g. Mrs Smith failing to receive an agreed government 

payment.  Such problems a Monitor will deal with by correspondence or interview with the appropriate 

Minister.   However,  if  it  happens  that  similar  failures  are  being  suffered  by  a  great  many  other 

individuals  then  the  matter  may warrant  enough importance  for  it  to  be  brought  up at  Ministers’  

Question Time where discussion will be confined to the specific issue (Punch and Judy Party point-

scoring, of course, will not arise since there are no parties in the government).12

  Finally, the following three points in respect to the House of Monitors should be noted:

●    Since there will be 100 constituencies, each with 5 Monitors, then the House will comprise 500 

Monitors in total.  But since these will rarely meet (they will  work primarily as individuals  

unless some country-wide crisis arises when they will need to meet to coordinate their response)  

this size is normally irrelevant – Ministers’ Question Time usually being attended only by the 

Monitor, the relevant minister, the media and any member of the public who might be interested.

●    Since the Monitors have no political powers, issues of policy will not arise and so citizens who  

raise such issues with any Monitor will have the situation explained to them and then be re-

directed to the House of Representatives (and, conversely,  a member of the latter should not 

reply to any demand to consider a ‘constituency matter’).

●    Almost inevitably most Monitors will ‘specialise’ in different types of issue – Human Rights,  

Benefit Administration, Health Services, etc..  Indeed, they may well campaign prior to their 

election on such issues.  (Since they have no legislative powers they can make no pledges – 

other than to represent their constituents fully and fairly – and will be judged in practice solely 

by the services they render to their constituents.)  Clearly, Monitors who gain a reputation for 

being something of a specialist (or being a pain in the neck of people who deserve a pain in the 

neck) in some matter will probably find most of the citizens in their constituency will approach  

them rather than any other constituency Monitor.  And by specialising in issues such Monitors 

will draw to themselves most of the matters in their constituency relating to those issues.  In  

other words, they will have in their possession data relating to the effect of government activity 

in respect of ½ million citizens.  So in its entirety the House will develop a very important and 

useful data-base and (apart from confidentially requirements in respect of constituents – not the 

government) this data will, subject to Security concerns, be available to anyone to whom the  

Monitors may wish to divulge it.  No Freedom of Information legislation called for here!

12 It should, be appreciated that Representatives will, of course, also interrogate Ministers, though less publically if 
more thoroughly, in the course of their normal duties.
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                                                           SUPREME COUNCIL

20.  The Supreme Council

The Supreme Council is the pinnacle of power which, under this Illustrative Constitution, will be a 600-

member body:  400 from the House of  Representatives  (providing the  representative component  of 

government);  150  from  the  House  of  Elders  (providing  the wisdom  and  expertise component  of 

government); and 50 from the House of Monitors (providing ‘feedback’ on the efficiency and integrity 

of government).   Members from the Houses of Elders and Monitors will  serve on the Council  for 

whatever terms the Constitution or Houses determine.  Members from the House of Representatives 

will serve either for the rest of their term in the House or for a shorter period if the House chooses, and 

will probably attend full-time.13

The work of the Supreme Council will involve:

●    Determining the broad policies to be followed by the Government and ensuring that these 
policies are adhered to and properly executed;

●    Appointing a Prime Minister;

●    Appointing a Panel of Ministers (which, however, will never meet as a body as such) whose 
members are available for selection as Government ministers;

●    Confirming all Government appointments;

●    Assenting to all draft legislation prepared by the Government;

●    Initiating advisory or command referendums.14 

Note that none of the Houses has any legislative powers – legislation is the work of the Government  

although assenting to that legislation is the prerogative of the Supreme Council.

                                                                GOVERNMENT

21.  The Government

Once a Prime Minister has been appointed it will be for him to select from the Panel of Ministers such  

ministers as he feels best able to assist him to govern.  He will be given this power since it is critical for  

the ministers in government to work harmoniously with both himself and with the other Ministers –  

13 It is important to appreciate that Council members from the House of Representatives will form a significant 
majority on the Council. 
14 These, however, should only relate to ideological matters (such as Monarchy v. Republicanism or Hunting with 
Dogs) and not technical matters (such as Criminal Sentencing or Social Services) since technical matters require a 
great deal of relevant information, extended discussion and mature consideration and cannot, indeed must not, be 
determined by popular whim or fashion or on the spur of the moment.



A Beginner’s Guide to Sortition 25

and, since he has responsibility for the success of governing, it is felt only right that he should choose  

the team he judges can best conduct such government.

A Government having been formed, it will be the responsibility of that body to draft legislation and 

executive orders which are then presented to the Supreme Council for assent.  On the assent of the 

Council such legislation or orders will become law.  Needless to say, the Government will be Party  

neutral and free of all Party bias and will, in fact, essentially comprise civil servants professionally and 

specifically trained to exercise impartial, educated and expert government as directed by the Supreme 

Council.  The Government will, of course, undertake all the executive functions necessary for good 

governance. 

Here  it  should  be  appreciated  that  the  people  appointed  to  Government  will  need  to  be  to  be  of 

especially high calibre.   While unusual,  government  by civil  servants is far  from unthinkable – as 

government in Greece and Italy has shown us.  Indeed. it has shown us only too unambiguously that  

since it seems that non-politicians can govern more effectively than politicians (otherwise authority 

wouldn’t have been ceded to them) then politicians are, in fact, superfluous to the government of a 

country, and at times are more of a liability than an asset.15  But this does mean that there needs to be a 

class of ‘super-servants’ from among whom reliable people can be appointed to the Panel of Ministers  

by the Supreme Council.  So the creation of such a class is a challenge that must be faced if Sortition is  

to work.  Which raises another matter – the possibility of corruption of such super-servants.  Having, as 

they will have, many powers where non-policy decisions are to be made, they will be the obvious 

targets for Special Interests and be the places where such Interests could try and exert undue influence.  

Responsibility for seeing this doesn’t happen will, naturally,  fall to the Supreme Council who may,  

therefore, need to establish some kind of auditing authority – perhaps delegating such responsibility to 

the House of Monitors. 

One last  point  in  respect  of  this  Illustration.   It  should  be  appreciated  that  under  this  Illustrative 

Constitution re-election is only possible for members of the Houses of Elders and Monitors since in the 

case of the House of Representatives re-selection of a member, while theoretically possible, has only a 

one-in-5,000 chance of occurring.  And re-election can, of course, risk the interference from Special  

Interests but since out of 600 seats on the Supreme Council there is only a maximum of 200 allotted to  

non-Sortition members, there is little possibility of these members being able to wield undue influence, 

even if corrupted and repeatedly re-elected.

15 Certainly the Greek and Italian ‘governments’ are answerable to their Parliaments, but under Sortition such 
governments would be answerable to the Supreme Council in lieu.  
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PART IV:   SORTITION  –    ‘MATTERS ARISING’  

Now that an outline of what Sortition is and how it works has been given we can consider the ‘matters  

arising’ in this connection.  These include the pros and cons of Sortition, contrasting Election with 

Sortition and also Representatives with Voters.  Also the influence of pressure groups and lobbying 

when Sortition is in operation is examined, and this Section concludes by seeing how the adoption of 

Sortition can be validated by a conventional voting procedure.

22.  Sortition: upside

It doesn’t take much thought to appreciate the primary advantages of appointment of representatives by 

Sortition:  self-justifying  smooth talkers,  loud  shouters,  skilled  statistics-twisters,  aggressive  finger-

pointers, mocking defamers, point-scorers, extremists and fanatics are no more likely to be selected 

than anyone else – nor those who ‘run for’ (and ‘away with’) the money and those who seek ego-trips.  

Nor can election pledges be broken – there’s neither an election nor any advantage to be gained by 

making any pledges.  No grand-standing, either, since there are no public rewards for performance. 

But that is only the beginning.  There are further advantages to Sortition:

●    Representatives hold office for a term of four years only.  They will, then, act with no concern  

for their own political future since at the end of their four years their situation will be virtually as 

it was before their selection.  Consequently they can make decisions disinterestedly and in line 

with the information they have in front of them.  Contrast this with elected politicians who make  

their decisions knowing that  their future in terms of votes and opportunity for office hinges  

critically upon those decisions.  It would, then, be unrealistic to assume they could make these 

without  this  being  very  much  a  foremost  consideration  for  them  –  particularly  if,  unlike 

randomly selected representatives, they had an ambition to be re-elected!  If in a criminal court a 

juryperson’s personal and financial future would be affected by the verdict he or she reached, it 

is only too likely that any fair-minded observer would question the impartiality of such a person.  

And rightly, too!

●    Since there is no opportunity for a representative to be re-selected the danger of short-termism is  

reduced.  Where there is voting the concern of being re-elected is only too often at the forefront  

of a representative’s  mind and hence he or she will be more concerned with the short term 

effects of any actions he may support or oppose.  It is for this reason that climate-change arises 

only marginally in such a representative’s mind and why the threatened consequences of some 

act in a decade or more into the future (e.g. pensions twenty years on) weighs so lightly in his  

decisions.  However, if any decision has no effect on the representative’s future he or she cannot 

make an opportunist choice and is much more likely to come to a more responsible conclusion.

●    Sortition allows greater  diversity  as  regards  options.   Voting involves  selecting between a 

number of candidates so if you support policies A and B and one candidate supports A but not B  
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and another B but not A you have to choose between them.  But why should you?  And to add 

the preposterous onto the absurd, if a weak candidate supports both A and B then, since he is 

very unlikely to win, if you want your vote to count you’re forced to vote for one of the leading  

candidates.  This is the politics of the madhouse.  What you particularly want your representative 

in the policy-determination assembly to do is to present your point of view.   However, with 

Sortition  all policies can be presented (albeit by different representatives),  unless the view is 

extremely unusual since the Law of Large Numbers will almost certainly ensure that at least one  

Assembly member will support one policy or the other.

●    Voting involves selecting between a number of candidates.  If you support policies A and B and 

one candidate supports A but not B and another B but not A you have to choose between them. 

But why should you?  What you want your representative in the policy-determination assembly 

to do is present your point of view.   Under Sortition both policies can be presented (albeit by 

different representatives), unless the view is extremely unusual since the Law of Large Numbers 

will almost certainly ensure that at least one Assembly member will support one policy or the 

other.

●    Most Representatives will have a strong interest in some topic or other, and having considerable  

influence in their constituency House means that they will be induced to make a greater and 

more informed study of this  than they probably would have done if  their  voice  were  to  be  

drowned by the multitude.  And, of course, the better informed individual Representatives are 

then not only will their judgements be that much sounder but the more attention such judgements 

will be given by their fellow Representatives.

●    Democracy currently moves in jerks. since in the normal course of events citizens are been stuck 

with the decisions on policy we made at the time of the previous election  which could have 

been  four  or  five  years  earlier.   Under  Sortition decision-making  is  an  up-to-date  on-going 

process.

●    There’s no need to fear that anyone with extreme or anti-social views will have undue influence 

–  any  Representative  holding  such  views  will,  after  all,  only  be  one  voice  in  a  hundred.  

Moreover, it never hurts to hear extreme views.  Something must have prompted these and it is 

always a good idea to be aware of what’s stirring in the undergrowth!  Nor need we fear those 

with criminal records, either, for their influence, too, will be limited – and, moreover, there’s 

something in the tag ‘Set a thief to catch a thief’, quite apart from having first-hand information 

as to the  effect of the penal laws on those who experience it!

●    At the time of their deliberations Representatives will be much more up-to-date than voters.  

Whereas a voter only has a say once every four or five years, a Representative has a say weekly 

– and often on issues that only become relevant some time after an election when circumstances 

are very different.  On such issues a voter has no say at all.  Nor can this defect be mitigated by  

protest as the Stop the War march and Occupy’s tactics illustrate.  Indeed, it’s tempting to ask if 

more would not have come from evangelising Sortition than came from those initiatives!
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●    When any policy decision is to be made democratically then the degree of influence among the 

policy-makers  should  reflect  the  degree  to  which  the  people  affected  by  that  decision  are 

represented among the policy-makers.  Under the current system this doesn’t happen.  To take an 

example,  MPs  determine  Benefit  principles  yet,  apart  from Child  Benefit,  no  MP receives 

Benefit as such (expense allowances and the like being disregarded since they are not available  

to non-MPs).  If Sortition were in operation then, since the 100 selected House Representatives  

will include some people on Benefit and for all practical purposes in the same percentage as  

their percentage in the constituency, their opinions will be fully expressed.

●   Sortition can remove the possibility of fraud.  While currently viewed as being of only marginal 

significance in the UK, our current electoral system is nevertheless potentially open to serious 

fraud as the 2004 elections in the Birmingham Bordesley Green and Aston wards so clearly 

demonstrated.   However,  under Sortition fraud is virtually impossible since after  the formal 

selection  of  Representatives  on  Selection  Day  modern  technology  allows  the  results  to  be 

independently reproduced and verified by anybody who might be interested (see Section 39).

●   Sortition can also reduce the chance of corruption since every Representative will know that he or 

she is being watched by alert colleagues.  This is an advantage Representatives have over Voters  

– as such they are in a position to pounce at any minute.  The Voter can only act once in four or  

so years: the Representative every week.  And, of course, in voting Voters often assume they’re 

voting on a basis of policies, not character – seeing their MP more as a delegate bound by Party 

policies (whose character is only secondary) than a plenipotentiary.  Witness the number of MPs 

who retained their seats despite the Expenses scandal.  Integrity, then, is more in evidence where 

there is Sortition than where there is an elective system.

●    It helps to promote, even though it may fail to ensure, classlessness.  If for the foreseeable future  

we continue to have lower classes, middle classes and upper classes then, because of the limited 

choice they have, individual voters will take the views of candidates into significant account in 

this respect.  But with selection under Sortition classes are irrelevant and while representatives 

may favour their own class values this preference will be far less stark.

●    In practice, voting all too often forces voters to compromise and vote for the lesser of evils.  With 

Sortition no compromise arises.

●    The controversies  over the funding of  political  parties  and political  donations cannot  arise 

(particularly in reference to donors and the Honour awards).

●    Representatives will not be subject to pressure (or even blackmail) by press barons.

●    It eliminates politicians.

23.  Sortition: downside

There are, of course, downsides to Sortition:
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●    Most importantly,  as yet it hasn’t been proved to work – at least, in modern days.  And the 

trouble is, the proof can only come as a result of its application – by which time it may be rather 

too late!  It does, in fact, require an act of faith in its efficacy.  Yet when we look at the present 

situation then risking such an act of faith must surely have some justification.  

●    Sortition seems to be a very technocratic solution to a very human problem.  In other words, ‘it’s 

all right in theory but …’.  So there would seem to be something dangerous in abandoning an old 

and tried system, even if it’s rickety, for one depending on a new concept.  So much could go  

wrong!   Now, whilst  this  may be true it  is  surely  certain that  something is wrong with the 

existing system.  In politics, as in nature, one must adapt or perish – and today political life is  

very different from what it was once.  And surely a well-administered adoption of Sortition,  

theoretical as it may appear, does seem to offer us a better form of representation.

●    A random sample of citizens will contain its share of the socially less-desirable.  But again, if we 

want  representative democracy then the views of everyone,  including these people,  must be 

taken into account.  And, of course, they’ll (hopefully) be in a small minority.   Moreover, if 

there are so many undesirables in our population that they will constitute a significant proportion 

of our sample then is the result improved by allowing all of them to vote? 

●     Sortition  involves  greater  costs.   In  our  illustrative  example  there  are  a  large  number  of 

Representatives (10,000 nationwide), although, since they only serve one day a week, this is 

equivalent to only 2,000 man-days (and almost certainly at a lower daily rate than current MPs). 

Additionally there are 500 Monitors.  All this seems high compared with the cost of 600+ MPs  

in the House of Commons.  But, like most things in life, you tend to get what you pay for.  And 

government in this day and age is too important for us to indulge in penny-pinching.  Indeed,  

many of the advantages of Sortition derive from random selection resulting in assemblies of  

such an insignificant size relative to the whole of the constituency (1 in 5,000) that the time,  

effort and cost of informing these key few (as against the whole population) is surely justified.

●    Voting is seen to confer legitimacy – that is, our democratic culture currently calls for policies 

based on ‘One-man/One-vote’.   Yet  if  Sortition is accepted  by a majority of  citizens as  an  

appropriate  way  to  select  Representatives  then  doesn’t  this  in  itself  provide  the  necessary 

legitimacy?

●    It may be argued that with Sortition Representatives have less motivation and accountability.  

Now, while it is true that a volunteer (one putting himself forward for a post) is better than a  

conscripted man (one having a post forced on him) and so a successful candidate in an election  

may well  have  more  enthusiasm for  his  work  than  one  selected  by  Sortition,  the  personal  

motives  of  such  a  volunteer  should always  be considered.   Certainly a  person  standing  for 

election may be motivated by an altruistic wish to improve society, but this is not always the 

case.  Some may want the power, some the prestige, some the perks, some the money (or at least 

the opportunity to make additional income) and some, even, an outlet for their oratorical  or 

demagogic skills.  True, when the enfranchised voters were fewer and social life much more 
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restricted to small circles it was possible for each voter to know all candidates personally and be  

able to judge their integrity – be it high or low.  But today it is impossible for all but the tiniest  

number of voters to know personally one, let alone all, of their candidates, and so it is more  

possible for those with less-than-honourable motives to be elected.  Sortition puts an end to this  

and does at least ensure that Representatives are there irrespective of their personal ambitions.

●    Those who may be regarded as ‘middle-class’ citizens may wonder if their sensible middle-class 

Representatives  may  not  be  swamped  by  the  selection  of  ‘unsuitable’  lower-class 

Representatives!  But is this a valid fear or a reflection of prejudice?  The gentry had once 

thought that universal franchise would lead to its overthrow and the Church had once thought 

that putting the Bible into lay hands would lead to the same thing.  Yet neither happened.

●    The process of voting in itself has value: it creates interest and public debate on the future 

direction of public policy;  it may encourage deeper learning on the issues at stake;  it  makes 

people less isolated by creating various organizations and parties.  These benefits are forfeited 

under sortition.  Yet how significant are they really?

●    Since Sortition isn’t proof against all the ills that the flesh is heir to then bad judgements will be 

experienced  –  as  will  unrepresentative  constituency  assemblies.   But  at  least  they  will  be 

minimised – and in this imperfect world that’s the best we can hope for.

24.  Election   v   Sortition  

Superior  as  Sortition may be to election there are occasions when election is,  in fact,  even better. 

These occasion can be identified as follows:

●    Sortition is only viable where the number of representatives to be selected is of an appropriate 

size (over, say, 50).  Clearly, if representatives are selected at random there is always going to be 

a small number who are unfitted to make political decisions because they may be psychopathic 

or delusional or ‘intellectually challenged’.  However, these atypical  people will be totally out-

numbered by the others.  Moreover, it would be a breach of the Principle of Full Representation  

for them to be unrepresented.  So for Sortition to be a valid method of selection the number of  

representatives must be such that a virtual full coverage of views is obtained.  It follows, then, 

that Sortition is not viable when only a few representatives are to be chosen (even though the 

Athenians  thought  it  was!).   It  risks  too  dangerously  wholly  inappropriate  persons  being 

selected.  So here election is best.16

●    Election is better where all the voters are able to meet all the candidates often enough and long 

enough for the voters to be able to form a reliable judgement – both as to the different candidates 

personal qualities and their ability (and commitment!) to be genuinely representative.  This, of 

course, is a major defect of the current system – the average voter has too little contact with or  

knowledge of virtually any of the Parliamentary candidates who stand for office.

16  Although our experience with MPs indicates election isn’t fool(!)-proof, either!
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Clearly,  a constituency House of Representatives assembly of 100 is just the sort of context where  

these conditions are found.  As a result of meeting for a whole day, weekly, in a relatively small group,  

and  all  mutually  participating  in  briefings  and  discussion  of  relevant  political  matters  –  and,  

additionally, in regular social inter-action – Representatives will quickly come to know their colleagues 

well  enough to form a reliable judgement  as to their suitability as representatives  on the Supreme 

Council.  So voting in such circumstances is democratic in a way that voting en masse can never be.

In passing, it may be asked why, if voting is such a defective instrument it ever came to be adopted.  

The answer is so as to enable us, when we have no alternative, to make a definitive democratic choice 

between exclusive options at one moment in time.  However, we rarely need to make definitive choices 

between baskets-of-policies that must be adhered to for a number of years – and never if each choice  

can be made separately as and when it arises, as can be done under the system outlined here.  And, as  

has been indicated, to choose between individuals whose characters are, to all intents and purposes, 

unknown is  a  lottery  too far!   So where  the  above  conditions apply  we should  stop  worshipping 

‘voting’ – it’s not only a false god but a cruel and capricious one at that.

25.  Representatives   v  . Voters  

Even  if  random  sampling  gives  us  Representatives  who  truly  reflect  the  population  mix  (indeed, 

precisely  because  they  do truly  reflect  the  population  mix!)  it  is  legitimate  to  ask  why  such 

Representatives should be better able to judge issues than ordinary Voters.  There are a number of  

points to be made in this respect:

●     The primary reason is that  Representatives are better informed.  Voters come by political  

information  in  their  spare  time,  often  indiscriminately  and  normally  from  unbalanced  or 

truncated presentations (such as popular TV programmes).  On the other hand Representatives 

devote a whole day a week on their Representative work, and all information relating to that 

work is presented both in a comprehensive and a balanced manner.  Moreover, they are able to 

ask for and receive additional briefing in a manner that Voters would find difficult.  They would, 

in fact, have at their disposal much secretarial assistance to help them do this.  And there would 

be very little limit to the information that could be provided – even, perhaps, some confidential 

government information.  All too often Voters are limited to the popular media yet how often in, 

say,  a  broadcast  discussion does  one person  challenge the accuracy  of  another’s  statement?  

“That’s  not  true”  is  a  common interjection,  and  the  watcher/listener  is  left  never  knowing 

whether it is or not.  Representatives, on the other hand, will be able to ask pointed questions and 

find out exactly what the facts are.

●     Voters only have a chance to register their opinions once every four or five years even though an 

issue may only arise after  the election.  Representatives  can register  theirs weekly!   So the 

judgements of Representatives are far more up-to-date.
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●     Representatives are almost certainly better motivated.  With only 100 Representatives in a 

constituency of half-million each, in effect, represents 5,000 citizens.  They know, therefore, 

their individual voices counts for far more in the ultimate analysis than those of Voters and that  

their opinions are much more respected.  They will, then, be much more motivated to coming to  

a correct decision both on account of a sense of responsibility towards fellow citizens and also  

on account of their awareness of how much more important and influential their conclusions are 

than those of an ordinary Voter who knows he or she has only a single vote among thousands.

●     Representatives are able to discuss issues with a more informed, motivated and politically 

powerful group of people than the typical Voter.  A disciplined and organised discussion with 

fellow Representatives is far more meaningful than a quick chat over the garden fence (which is 

liable to be interrupted by a telephone call) or a heated argument in a noisy bar – or even a brief  

debate in a political society where some participants may well be only too dominant.17

●     Voters at an election must select, and at that moment only, one of a very few collective ‘baskets’ 

of  policies.   They  certainly  can’t  pick  and  choose.   Representatives  can  support  different 

individual policies separately and one at a time as they become issues.

●     When Representatives are called on to vote a Representative colleague on to the Supreme 

Council they will know all the candidates personally – and know them very much better than 

will Voters who will hardly know their Parliamentary candidates at all.

●     As a result of their Induction course Representatives are almost certainly better equipped than 

most Voters both to interpret statistics and understand the ramifications involved in any political 

issue.

●     Representatives will almost certainly reflect more on an issue than a Voter feels obliged to do 

and who may even vote casually and on the spur of the moment.

●     While Representatives’ prejudices may be no less than those of Voters (indeed, if Sortition is 

what it is claimed to be then, at the time of selection, there will be no difference in this respect)  

their  discussions  with  fellow  Representatives  are  more  than  likely  to  modify  their  views. 

Indeed, simply being obliged to justify a prejudice may result in a person being able to see an 

issue more objectively.

●     When voting for Supreme Council members a Representative is very unlikely to make a protest 

vote – or even deliver a ‘bloody-minded’ vote – than a disillusioned or angry Voter.

●     Finally, consider what is called ‘Trial by TV’ – where people are invited to come to a verdict  

based on media presentation.  This is universally decried since any such presentation is almost 

always incomplete and unbalanced, unintentional as this may be – and if only because one can’t  

cross-examine the protagonists as a Representative can.  If Trial by TV is bad Voting by TV, 

which, by and large, most voters are restricted to, must be equally bad.

17 Since constituency Representatives meet frequently, domineering colleagues will soon be recognised for what 
they are and accordingly receive very short shrift!
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In  the  light  of  all  this  it  seems  virtually  certain  that  the  judgements  of  Representatives  are  of  a  

significantly  higher  quality  than  those  of  Voters.   Nevertheless  there  is  one  certain  disadvantage 

Representatives  suffer  relative  to  Voters:   precisely  as  a  result  of  the  whole  process  of  learning, 

reflection and debate during their period of office then, paradoxically, they will be just that much less 

representative of the people in the constituency they represent!

26.  Pressure Groups and Lobbyists

One  of  the  things  that  bothers  any  concerned  citizen  is  the  danger  and  extent  of  corruption  in  

government.   Here Sortition is definitely better than voting, but its adoption cannot remove totally 

remove this danger.  However, whereas MPs can be corrupted by bribes, privileges or flattery these  

temptations don’t extend to Representatives since in trying to embark on such bribery the bribers would 

face a very daunting task.  First of all, whereas under the present system they would need to bribe only 

one or two appropriate MPs to obtain the required influence, they would need to decide who to bribe 

out of the ten thousand members of the House of Representatives!  Of course, they could target those 

members of the Supreme Council who are Representatives, but they will still be looking at quite a  

number of these.

It goes without saying that Special Interests control politicians through donations to political Parties,  

and having the ear of leading politicians.  But with Sortition there are no Parties in the government per 

se, and certainly no ‘leading politicians’.  Of course, it will always be possible to bribe or seduce a  

minor member of the Government.  Somebody has to make the day-to-day decisions at the ground level 

and if that somebody is a low-level civil servant it may be possible for both the briber and the bribed to  

engage secretly in bribing.  But the problem here is one of management control – not one inherent in  

any appointment method.

So under Sortition the undue influence of Special Interests is more or less eliminated.  This, however,  

does not mean such Interests cannot campaign for the decisions or policies they seek.  Representatives 

are as influenced by Special Interests propaganda as are members of the public.  It follows from this  

that political parties won’t disappear – they’ll still be able to argue their case for whatever they want.  

But it will be a level playing field.  They’ll have no more advantage than anyone else – their money  

will doubtless buy them much advertising space but in the debating rooms of the constituency Houses  

their arguments will be no more persuasive than those of their, potentially more socially responsible,  

opponents.  True, given the power of such advertising they may still win their point – but not so easily  

or irresistibly as by a brown envelope delivered to the right address.

So political parties, Special Interests, pressure groups and lobbyists will still be able to function – but 

not in the way they do now.  Of course, to the extent that Representatives are ordinary members of the  

public they will, to a greater  or lesser extent and along with everybody else, be influenced by the  

advertising, public declarations and media manipulation by these groups.  Which, of course, is right 

and proper – democracy calls for free speech, even  if it’s mendacious free speech.  And they will  

almost certainly, again quite legitimately in a democracy where free speech is to be respected, wish to 
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approach  the  Representatives  who  are  at  the  heart  of  the  policy-making.   And  there  will  be 

opportunities for this when those Representatives call for briefings on various issues of public interest.  

So in principle there is no problem – except, possibly, that there will be so many groups wishing to be 

heard that someone will need to decide who should be given briefing time, and when.  The answer here  

would seem to be the Representatives themselves (and not some ‘Keeper of the House-Diary’ lurking 

in a dark corner!).   But care  must be taken here to ensure all  such decisions are above board for  

unfortunately it does perhaps leave wriggle-room for corruption.  However, in the event it is unlikely 

that  undue influence will  affect  the decisions of Representatives  – particularly as there will  surely 

always be those who will ensure there are balanced briefings (so, for example, a briefing by a League 

Against Cruel Sports spokesman is balanced by a spokesman from the Countryside Alliance).  And 

again it should be pointed out that if such influence on Representatives were in any way undue then, 

compared to the influence exerted over ordinary voters today, it would be very much less.

27.  Sortition Validation

As we have seen, Sortition calls for all Representatives in the House of Representatives to be randomly 

selected.  Now, it may be that an objection is raised along the lines that if not selected the ordinary  

citizen has no say in such representation and that this is ‘undemocratic’.  And if it is felt this objection  

should be met, then this can be done by adopting the following procedure:

1 Each  constituency  is  divided  into  100  blocks  of  5,000  citizens  on  some  agreed  basis  – 

alphabetical,  geographical,  or what you  will  – for the purpose of block (not constituency) 

elections.

2 100  Representatives  are  initially  selected  by  Sortition  from  the  constituency  and  one 

Representative is allocated to each  block – this person being termed the ‘Sortition Candidate’.

3 Nominations  for  each   block  are  called  for  –  Sortition  Candidates  being  automatically 

nominated.

4 The  non-Sortition  candidates  can  campaign  in  whatever  way  they  wish  –   by  pledging,  

shouting, insulting, finger-pointing or whatever.  (If the Sortition Candidates so wish they can 

also campaign but only to the extent of extolling Sortition as a method of appointment.)

5 On Election Day block voters vote for the candidates  (ideally using a Preferential  Voting 

system) – and whoever  wins this block election is appointed as one of  the constituency’s 

Representatives in the House of Representatives.

If the Sortition Candidate is elected then this procedure confirms both the legitimacy of the principle of 

Sortition and the election of that candidate by the conventional measure of legitimacy.  If, conversely,  

another candidate is elected he or she will naturally take their place as one of the 100 Representatives  

for  that  constituency  –  although  as  such  they  will  have  no  more  authority  than  any  other 

Representative.  If, therefore, only one or two non-Sortition candidates are elected then nothing earth-

shattering occurs since these will only be one or two of the hundred involved in the work of the House 
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and in electing constituency Representatives  to the Supreme Council.   But if enough non-Sortition 

Representatives are elected then this will, in effect, be a rejection by referendum of the principle of  

Sortition.

This does, incidentally, reflect back on our discussion as to what we mean by ‘representative’.  If only 

a  candidate  voted  for  can  be  deemed  a  ‘representative’  then  the  question  is  easily  answered  by 

definition (despite the sneaking problem that arises when a person for whom one really wants to vote 

isn’t even on the ballot paper).  But if we mean by a ‘representative’ a person who, despite not being  

explicitly voted for, will be part of an assembly that we believe can fairly and appropriately represent 

of our hopes, feelings, aspirations and wishes, then it is arguable that Sortition equally answers the 

question by definition.
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PART V:   C  ONCLUSION  

And that is Sortition.

In this short concluding Part just a few points need to be made.  

28.  Sortition nothing new

First, Sortition is nothing new.  Indeed, an analogy (albeit far  from perfect)  can be made between  

government by Sortition and a criminal trial.  In a criminal trial there is a group of advocates who argue  

for a conviction and a group who argue for an acquittal.  At the end of all the submissions a verdict  

must be given.  But this is not determined by all the advocates gathering in front of a judge and taking  

the majority vote in a ‘One-man/One-vote’ ballot!  No – rather there is a neutral jury that listens to all  

these submissions and at the end after careful, objective and informed discussion comes to its verdict  

(which itself is also not based on majority vote in a ‘One-man/One-vote’ ballot).  This method is not  

guaranteed to arrive at a correct decision – as History has demonstrated – but in this imperfect world it  

is  as good a practical  method as can be devised.  The crucial  point really here is  how the jury is  

selected: it is by random selection from the general population!  Despite the obvious objections that 

can theoretically be made against it, it is a method that has been used for some hundreds of years  

without any other acceptable method being adopted.  So if twelve such people without legal training or  

any test  of  judgemental  ability or reliance  on the ‘One-man/One-vote’  miracle-prescription can be 

trusted to come to an acceptable  decision of  guilt  or innocence in a disputed trial  then a hundred 

similarly selected people, additionally aided by special preparation, can be trusted to devise acceptable  

political policies.   

So you’ve known about Sortition all along!  Just didn’t have a name for it.

29.   Turnout: the Politicians’ Achilles’ Heel

Now you’ve seen what Sortition is it may be that you like the idea and are wondering can be done to  

hasten its adoption.

Well, the first thing is to appreciate that politicians will fight Sortition tooth and nail.  It would mean an 

end to their jobs and careers.18 If there’s no voting then there can be no politicians in today’s usual 

meaning of the word.19  And it is for this reason that they are so concerned about turnout since a vote at 

an election is not only a vote for a particular candidate but  an endorsement of the whole system of  

selecting representatives by voting.  It does, in fact, confer legitimacy on a winning candidate’s claim 

18 Some measure of this concern can be seen in the way politicians are apt to play down postal-voting fraud – 
postal-voting helps raise the turnout but fraud threatens the sanctity of their sacred cow: voting.  So hush, hush, 
whisper who dares; MPs are asking “Who really cares?”  
19 Those whose ambition is to make the world a better place will need to become super-civil-servants, work to be 
placed on the Panel of Ministers, and then hope to be appointed to office by the Prime Minister.  A much healthier 
(and fairer) arrangement.
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to  represent the  community  within  the  working  of  government.   It  is  not  surprising,  then,  that 

politicians  stress  the  importance  of  voting,  even  if  that  vote  is  not  to  be  cast  for  themselves  as 

individuals.   For  they  understand,  if  only  intuitively,  that  their  very  existence  depends  upon  a 

respectable turnout.  They firmly assert that one has an  obligation to vote whereas,  of course, in a 

voting democracy one has the right to vote.  Indeed, they are so concerned about non-voters that they 

label them in derogatory terms such as ‘apathetic’ or ‘irresponsible’ and mutter darkly about a threat to 

democracy – as if a failure to comply with their imperious demands constitutes anarchy!  And some are  

even prepared to resort to legalising compulsory voting!  On this point it should be clearly recognised 

that by obliging you to vote they are obliging you to consent to their version of democracy.  Yet you 

can only oppose this system by not voting.  Of course, a simple way of allowing you to oppose the  

system and still vote is to have printed at the bottom of every ballot paper a box labelled ‘ NONE OF 

THE ABOVE’  –  and  publish  the  number  of  votes  cast  for  this  option  along with  those  for  each  

candidate.  Indeed, that would be the honest way of dealing with the issue – and its rarity speaks for 

itself!

Now, since an elected representative body can only claim legitimacy by showing it has the consent of  

the people, consent that can only be bestowed by people voluntarily voting at elections, then turnout is 

indeed crucial to its legitimacy.  Whatever else happens, politicians must maintain a passable turnout to 

be credible.  If they can do that then their careers as a class (in fact, as a ruling class) are safe even if 

the system fails to secure the career of a given individual.  And turnout is the only thing that the ruling 

class cannot control for it can pass laws authorising itself to do whatever it wants (and, by controlling 

its selection of candidates, control its own recruitment – which it can restrict to its own class) but if it  

were to pass a law compelling people to endorse the method that it  has itself chosen then we would 

enter  the  world  of  tyranny.   After  all,  we in  the  West  regard  compelling a  voter  to  have  only a 

government-nominated candidate to vote for as, almost laughably, non-democratic!20 

Turnout, then, is the Achilles’ Heel of  the politicians.  A legislative body that found itself technically  

in legal power as the result of a derisory vote would soon find itself out of real power!  Hardly any 

need for street protests or even revolutions (at least, not in the West) – such a body would command no 

authority or respect at all.  A democratic people would, by failing to co-operate, overthrow it since they 

would intuitively see it as illegitimate.  For, as has been said, in the last analysis democracy is cultural,  

not procedural.

And, perhaps, in the last analysis this means that a true democracy necessitates Sortition.

30.  For the Present …

20 If it weren’t so tragic it would be comical that voting is seen to be so much the touch-stone of democracy that 
even totalitarian countries have elections in an attempt to prove they are ‘democratic’!
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Well, it may be a long time before Achilles is slain, so what can we do in the meanwhile?  The answer,  

unfortunately,  seems – very little.   Clearly,  the constitution can only be rewritten by constitutional 

means – there can be no coup.  And given the opposition of politicians on all sides, this won’t be easy.21 

Perhaps the first thing would be to form a ‘Sortition Party’ and to have a few Sortition candidates stand 

at elections.  While these won’t win seats at first (it’s going to take time for the idea of Sortition to be 

even understood, let alone gain acceptance!) it will at least mean that the arguments for Sortition will  

be heard.  In their campaigning such candidates will, of course, only have as policy the introduction of  

Sortition.  Understandably should any of them look like winning a Parliamentary seat then the voters 

would need to be told how they would serve.  Apart from  confirming they would advocate Sortition 

they could additionally, perhaps, adopt the spirit of Sortition and indicate that in their constituency they 

would select at random one hundred of their constituents to act as a kind of constituency Representative 

Assembly to advise them on how to approach the various issues arising in Parliament.  Of course, these 

MPs would naturally need to handle the normal ‘constituency matters’ (and in so doing perhaps gain  

the respect and trust of many of their constituents).  

In  the fullness  of  time,  if  all  went  well,  Sortition candidates  could win sufficient  seats  to  form a 

government.  Initially such a government would need to follow conventional lines (and care will be  

needed to ensure that, as MPs, they don’t turn into conventional politicians!) but at the same time they  

should  arrange  for  a  Constitutional  Assembly  to  be  convened.   This  Assembly  will  write  a  new 

Constitution, and submit it to a national referendum: after which, if accepted, Parliament will adopt it. 

Then, once arrangements have been made for its implementation, it will vote for its own dissolution.  

Then at last we’ll enter the era of democratic, Sortition, government.

31.  To Conclude.

And that is Sortition.  So finally a few concluding remarks.

First, it should be appreciated that the concept of Sortition is needed because no man can fashion the  

world to his own individual vision for he is a social animal with all that that calls for.  Voting came into  

being as an attempt to arbitrate between all the compromises put forward, yet it has proved to be only a 

magical talisman for a sacred cow imposed by a political priest-hood on a gullible populace to ensure  

continued domination by politicians: indeed, all politicians are veritable Wizards of Oz awaiting only 

some latter-day Toto to reveal the reality.

Also it should be appreciated that this monograph, as its title indicates, is a beginner’s guide and is in 

no way a definitive all-inclusive Sortition bible!  The subject is too wide and too deep for it to be 

embraced in a single paper.  Moreover, Sortition is not a panacea but merely a pre-requisite for a truly 

democratic  society.   Nor  is  it  claimed  that  its  adoption  will  result  in  competent decisions,  only 

democratic decisions (and if the ‘demos’ wants to go to Hell in a hand-cart, Sortition will deliver!). 

21 To some extent we face the same kind of problem the suffragettes did – votes for women depended on an all-
male assembly agreeing to it first!
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For at the end of the day it is a human concept with all the failings, contradictions and confusions  

inherent in any human concept.

Without question, the adoption of Sortition would be a brave act of faith.  Yet in our political life there 

seems to be an odd paradox.  Whilst intuitively voting would be expected to lead to a representative 

assembly (as its supporters claim), in practice it doesn’t.  On the other hand, whilst intuitively Sortition 

wouldn’t be expected to lead to a representative assembly (as its detractors claim), yet in practice it  

does!  So would you rather live under a system that in practice isn’t democratic or one that actually is?

In this monograph slang has normally been excluded.  Yet here slang seems to be the most appropriate 

language in which to give the answer:

It’s a no-brainer!
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APPENDIX  :  STATISTICAL SAMPLING  

“Why, sometimes I’ve believed as many as six impossible things before breakfast.”

  White Queen, “Through the Looking-Glass”

Now read on …

We can’t put it off any longer!  We must now turn tackle the elephant in the room!  So fasten your 

safety belt!

As  has  been  said,  fundamental  to  the  validity  of  Sortition  is  the  fact  that  it  delivers  a  truly 

representative assembly of citizens which is able to reflect  accurately the wishes and hopes of the 

citizens  in  a  constituency.   Since  this  assembly  is  randomly  selected  there  is,  understandably,  a 

reluctance by many people to accept this as being a realistic fact.  Indeed, it is this reluctance that is 

probably the greatest impediment to Sortition being accepted as a sound democratic procedure.  For 

this reason considerable space is devoted here to examining the concept of statistical random sampling 

in an effort to assure doubters that a truly representative assembly of citizens is the result  However,  

before facing the elephant consider how we tend to see ‘probability’.

32.  Probability and Counter-intuition

We know now that Sortition is based on random selection – and the adoption of anything random 

involves probability.  And there are more misconceptions where probability is involved than in by far  

the majority of other contexts (except perhaps religion) – particularly where intuition muscles in on the 

act.  For instance, if you hosted a party with randomly invited guests, what do you think is the least 

number who need to come so that there would be a 50/50 chance that two of them celebrate the same 

day as their birthday?  The intuition of most normal people (i.e. excluding statisticians!) tells them 

there’d need to be something near 100.  In actual fact the answer is no more than 23. 

But what has this to do with Sortition?  Only that where probability dominates in real life there’s the  

intuitive impulse all too often to expect the unlikely result – possibly because in our evolutionary past  

although the chance that a lion was waiting behind the next bush was remote it was best not to take it!  

Certainly, selecting a hundred Representatives at random can result in a hundred psychopaths just as  

throwing a dice a hundred times could result in a hundred ‘6’s.  But would you bet good money on  

such a result?  And in practice the gods favour the likely – they don’t bend over backwards to deliver  

the unlikely, even if it is ‘on the cards’.  So for all  practical purposes Sortition can be relied on to 

deliver sufficiently often an assembly selected from the population that statistical theory can prove will 

be  truly  representative.   And,  given  the  fact  that  for  government  to  function  we  have  to  select  

representatives, then it’s better to adopt such a system, even if on rare occasions there’s a marginally 

sub-standard result, than one that has, for certain, all the weaknesses of our current one.



A Beginner’s Guide to Sortition 43

33.  The Law of Large Numbers

As we have seen, intuition can lead us very much astray and so it’s not surprising that probability  

theory involves many paradoxes – and perhaps none so strange as the one that arises in the case of what 

statisticians call the  Law of Large Numbers (sometimes referred to as the ‘Law of Averages’) which 

counter-intuitively asserts that the larger the sample of randomly selected items from a population, the  

more certain is the result.  Really?  Greater certainty from what is, by definition, wholly uncertain?  

But it’s true – Nature is as strange as that (as Quantum Mechanics has shown us)!  And it is this Law  

which enables us to grapple with the elephant.

So now we can bring on the elephant!

34.  More Ways to Skin an Elephant …

Now, we have seen earlier that we can tackle the elephant in the room by taking on the very fearsome  

formula shown in Section 9.  But, surely,  there must be an easier way!  Well, there is – in the same 

way as there’s an easy way of proving (for all practical purposes if not absolutely) the Law of Gravity:  

hold out this monograph and let it go.  It will fall to the ground, thus proving the Law.  Of course, this 

‘one-time’ might be a coincidence so do it again and again.  And again.  Convinced there is a Law of  

Gravity?  Well, in the same way you can prove the Law of Large Numbers – by substituting tedious  

simple experiments called ‘simulations’  for high-powered  brain activity.   There can be many such 

simulations.  One of the simplest is to roll a couple of fair dice and see what percentage of the time the  

pips total ‘7’.  Here probability theory and calculations tell us the answer is 16.6 recurring.  And you’ll  

find that the more times you roll the dice the closer the overall percentage of ‘7’s will approach this 

theoretical figure.  Like a couple of thousand times.  And if you really haven’t the patience you can use  

a computer with its random-number generator to run a simulation and do all the tedious work.  Oh – 

and here’s a nice twist: the proviso to this is that you must use  fair dice.  And how can you prove 

they’re fair?  Well, the dice will prove to be fair if, and only if, you obtain the theoretical result!  

Don’t say that statisticians can’t wriggle out of awkward jams!

However,  simulating will  be left  until later (Section 38).   Here we’ll  consider the extent to which  

Sortition has the mathematical power to select a truly representative assembly of citizens.

35.  Confidence: Levels, Limits and Intervals – or Other Ways Statisticians Wriggle 

Despite the assurance of the Law of Large Numbers there still lurks something uncertain about our 

result.  In theory you can toss a coin 100 times and it can fall down heads every time, unlikely as that  

may be.  So statisticians must always leave some wriggle room.  And they measure this wriggle room 

in terms of the confidence they have that they will come up with the correct answer by declaring  a  

designated Level  of  Confidence.   Thus,  when  they  declare  a  prediction  at  the  ‘90%  Level  of 

Confidence’ they mean they are confident that 90% of the time their prediction will be right (which, in 

turn, means of course they’ll be 10% of the times wrong!).  And that brings up another paradox – how 
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can statisticians measure with certainty how uncertain they are?  Mind you, they don’t predict a single  

figure.  Oh, no – they give themselves even more wriggle room by making their prediction a  range 

within which the true figure lies.  This range they call the  Confidence Interval (and is, in fact, what 

pollsters often call the ‘Margin of Error’, and the extremes of which are called the Confidence Limits).

36.  Encircling the Elephant – Meet the Standard  Error:   σ  p

So  when  making  any  statistical  prediction  we  first  must  decide  what  Level  of  Confidence  we’re 

prepared to accept.  Here we’ll take the 90% Level of Confidence, that is, where statisticians are sure 

that the Confidence Interval is correct 90% of the time – which, in the context of Sortition, means that 

9 times out of 10 we’ll have a truly representative sample of the population from which it is drawn (or,  

to be more relevant, a representative assembly results in 9 selections out of 10).

So how do statisticians make those predictions?  Well, here it becomes a little complicated but the first  

thing is to ensure that the population is clearly designated and that every item in it can be identified –  

here our Citizens’ Roll.  Next, a viable sample size must be chosen – and here this is, of course, our  

constituency  assembly  of  100  Representatives.   And  the  question  being  posed  is:  given  that  the 

assembly  is  randomly  selected from  the  constituency  then  to  what  extent  will  this  assembly  be 

representative of that constituency?

Well, to take an illustrative example let’s assume that 15% of our constituency citizens believe Latin 

Should Be Taught In Schools (LSBTIS).  So, if we take a random sample, how sure can we be that  

15% of the citizens in that sample will believe LSBTIS?  Of course, in a random sample of 100 we’d  

estimate that 15 of them would believe LSBTIS  (what statisticians call the sample point estimate) – 

but we can’t be sure it would be exactly 15.  Rather, we don’t predict for a single figure but a range, the  

Confidence Interval.   To find this Confidence Interval  statisticians first compute what is called  the 

Standard Error of a Proportion  (symbolised as σp – sorry about all the jargon but it does ensure we 

know more certainly just what we’re talking about22).  And this is found from the formula:

p = √[(p – p2)/n]

where  p is  the  population  proportion  (given  as  a  decimal)  exhibiting  the  feature  involved  (here 

believers in Latin being taught – 15%) and where  n is the sample size (here 100).  Now, 15% as a 

decimal is 0.15 which means our Standard Error of a Proportion is:

p  = √[0.15 – 0.152)/100] = 0.0357

Which is all very well, but what does that mean?  Well, not much except that we can use this statistic to 

find, at the 90% level of confidence, the Confidence Interval (CI) in respect of the number of people in  

the sample who believe LSBTIS.  Which can be computed from the formula:

CI = Population Proportion ± 1.65 x Standard Error

22 ‘’ is the statisticians’ symbol for a measure of how spread out the figures are and is called the Standard 
Deviation; the subscript ‘p’ indicates we’re concerned with a ‘proportion’ and not another statistic such as a 
‘mean’ or ‘median’.
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 (where the ‘1.65’  is taken from published tables to be found in most statistical text-books). 

So here this Confidence Interval (range) will be 0.15 ± 1.65 x 0.0357 =  0.15 ± 0.059 = 0.091 to 0.209.  

Say, 0.09 to 0.21, which is 9% to 21%, or, where the sample size is 100, then 9 to 21 citizens.  Which  

means, of course, that, while we would hope that 15 citizens will be believers, we can be confident, 9  

times out of 10, that between 9 and 21 of the citizens in the sample actually will hold that belief.

Now, it could be you happen to be a person who firmly believes that LSBTIS and so this range may not 

reassure you regarding the degree of your representation within your constituency assembly!  In which 

case note these two additional, albeit marginal, points of  importance that may be of some consolation:

●    First, appreciate that over the whole country the various constituency extremes will even out to 

some extent.  In our example we have, overall, 100 constituency samples, each of 100 citizens  

selected at random – which is a total random sample over the whole country of 10,000.  So in 

this case the Standard Error is:

p = √[0.15 – 0.152)/10,000] = 0.00357

And this in turn gives a Confidence Interval of 0.15 ± 1.65 x 0.00357 = 0.15 ± 0.0059 = from 

0.1441 to 0.1559.  And applying this to a sample size of 10,000 (where we have a point estimate 

that 1,500 would believe Latin should be taught) will give us a Confidence Interval of from 1441 

to 1559 – a range of only 118, which is relatively much smaller than the constituency range 

(only just over 1% of the sample, in fact).

●    If you are only concerned with a result that’s too low then you should use what is called a one-

tail test.  The point here is that we’re using a 90% confidence level and so know that 10% of the 

sample will lie outside the confidence interval.  But these ‘outsiders’ will be spread equally on 

either side of the interval.  So there is only a 5% probability that the number in the sample will  

be below the confidence interval – that is, only once in 20 elections!

Finally,  it  should  be  admitted  that  the  theory  also  assures  us  that  over  a  whole  nation  of  100  

constituencies there will probably be 10 constituencies that will not be truly representative.  And also 

that if there is, in effect, a selection every four years, then once in 40 years the Representatives of a 

particular constituency will not be truly representative, either.  But, given that incorrect representation 

in one constituency will be balanced (or its influence at least mitigated) by representation in the other  

constituencies, it is submitted that for practical purposes this is acceptable.

37.  Things about the Elephant

Out of interest let’s apply this theory to the case where half the population is female.  Obviously here 

we have a point estimate that 50 of our constituency sample of 100 will be female.  Here the formula 

gives us:  σp = √[0.5 –  0.52)/100] = 0.05.  Multiplying this by 1.65 gives 0.0825 – and 0.0825 of 100 is 

8.25.  So our confidence interval (range) is 50 ± 8.25, which (since we can’t have 0.25 of a person) is  



A Beginner’s Guide to Sortition 46

41 to 59 women in the constituency assembly.23  And so for the nation as a whole the range is 4,917 to 

5,083 (one of 166 or less than 2% of the sample).

To illustrate typical ranges the following is a Table that shows the Confidence Intervals for selected 

population percentages where random samples of 100 are taken:

Confidence Intervals at the 90% level of confidence for a  sample of 100 taken from population exhibiting
various characteristics

W A B C D E F G H I J K
X 1% 2% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 33% 50% 75% 90%
Y 1 2 5 10 15 20 25 33 50 75 90
Z 0-3 0-5 1-9 5-15 9-21 13-27 17-33 25-41 41-59 67-83 85-95

Row W:  Selected Characteristic exhibited in population.
Row X:   Percentage of population exhibiting the Characteristic.
Row Y:   Point Estimate of the number in the sample exhibiting the Characteristic.
Row Z:   Confidence Interval (range) of the number in sample exhibiting the Characteristic with at least a 90% 

probability of no sample number falling outside that range.

Finally, there are two additional points that should be made in respect of such representation:

●    Intuitively one may feel that the larger the population the larger the sample size needs to be to 

obtain a representative sample range at a given level of confidence.  Intuitive as this may be,  

again it is not so – the sample size needed in this context is wholly independent of the size of the 

population.

●    The technique gives the same result independently of the number or nature of the characteristics  

represented.  So, if the population contains 10% Chinese, 20% tenants, 30% graduates, 40% car 

owners,  50%  women,  60%  Christians  and  90%  heterosexuals  then,  within  the  relevant 

Confidence Intervals the sample of 100 will contain 10 Chinese, 20 tenants, 30 graduates, 40 car 

owners, 50 women, 60 Christians and 90 heterosexuals (not all separate individuals, of course). 

Now,  it  would  be  difficult  to  find  even  one  elected  representative  who  exhibited  all  these 

characteristics  in  their  all-too-human being  (unless  she  were  a female  rent-paying  Christian 

heterosexual graduate Chinese car owner!).  Indeed, if the population contains 15% of citizens 

with an undiagnosed illness then in 90% of samples of 100, 9-21 of the citizens in the sample 

will have that illness, even though it cannot be known who these people are!  And, perhaps more 

topically, if a significant percentage of 18-24s are unemployed then the sample will contain this 

same percentage (within the relevant Confidence Limits).  Under our existing system the actual  

percentage is zero.  Hardly democratic in any meaningful sense of the word! 

38.  Simulating the Elephant

We have suggested that the Law of Gravity can be proved by dropping things.  Yet, as has been said,  

this proof can be extended to other Laws for how else could the Law relating to the transference of heat  

23 As this range is fractionally larger than the theory predicts, the Confidence Level will, in fact, exceed 90%.
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along a metal bar be found other than by conducting measured experiments?  So we can ‘prove’ the 

Law of Large Numbers by experimenting with large numbers – using the random-number generator of 

a computer to make all the calculations involved.  And such an experiment is called a ‘simulation’.

To illustrate this, then, a computer simulation was run where there was a population of 5,000 citizens in  

which each citizen falls within or outside of five different categories – such as male/graduate/home-

owner ....  Now, to test the theory we first need to know the actual population proportions in order to be 

able to compute the theoretical Confidence Limits against which we can check the sample results.  So 

an ‘actual’ population was created by randomly allocating to each citizen in the population an ‘in’ or an 

‘out’ for each of the 5 categories and where we wanted proportions of ‘in’s for each category to be:

A 10%;    B 25%;    C 50%;    D 75%    E 90%

(and since the process was random the actual proportions were, needless to say, slightly different from 

these).  Next, 1,000 separate random samples of 100 citizens each was then taken from this population 

and, first, the number in each sample falling into each of  the categories was recorded, and then the 

number of samples found to contain specified numbers (from 2 to 99) in the sample gathered together. 

These final figures are shown in the Table on the next page.

In this Table there are three blocks of six columns each, the last five headings of each block identifying 

the five categories.  All the second and third rows in the blocks respectively indicate for each category 

its actual proportion within the population (Pop.%) and the theoretical Confidence Interval (CI).  The 

first column (NiS: Number-in-Sample) then lists each possible number of citizens  in a sample who 

could fall into that category, while in the category columns are recorded the number of actual samples 

(NoS: Number-of-Samples) that were found to contain that number in that category.  (Be careful not to 

confuse the number in a sample with the number of samples.)  For instance, looking at “NiS: 16” it will 

be seen that 28 samples recorded ‘16’ citizens in category A and 12 samples recorded ‘16’ in category  

B.  Similarly 2 samples out of the whole 1,000 were found to contain 99 citizens in category E.24  

To highlight those samples where the number fell within the theoretical Confidence Interval the actual 

numbers are shown in bold type while those outside that Interval are shown in italics.  In the very last 

row of the last block in the Table (OCI:  Outside-Confidence-Interval)  the total number of samples 

where the number of samples found to record numbers outside the Confidence Interval (the italicised  

numbers) is given.  (Confusing?  You were told to fasten your safety belt!)

There is, however, a very minor point to be made in respect of these figures.  Considering just the OCI 

row in the Table:  since we are working at the 90% Confidence Level, then theoretically 10% of the 

1,000 samples should record numbers outside the Confidence Interval – that is, there should be 100 

24 And for those who wonder how many samples had just ‘1’ or a ‘100’ citizens in the sample, the number was 
zero in each case – these rows being ignored for reasons of space.
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Simulation of 1,000 samples of 100 taken from a population of 5,000 where there are 5 categories 

Cat: A B C D E Cat: A B C D E Cat: A B C D E

Pop.% 10.26 24.64 50.50 75.18 90.32 Pop.% 10.26 24.64 50.50 75.18 90.32 Pop..% 10.26 24.64 50.50 75.18 90.32
CI   5-15 17-32 42-59 68-82 85-95 CI   5-15 17-32 42-59 68-82 85-95 CI   5-15 17-32 42-59 68-82 85-95
NiS NoS NoS NoS NoS NoS NiS NoS NoS NoS NoS NoS NiS NoS NoS NoS NoS NoS
     2       2 35 8 1 68 23
    3      6 36 2 2 69 1 37
   4   12 37 3 4 70 45
   5   19 38 1 2 71 59
   6   59 39 9 72 69
   7   87 40 11 73 87
   8 114 41 14 74 81
   9 137 1 42 21 75 86
10 120 43 23 76 86
11 130 44 28 77 97
12 102 2 45 51 78 69
13   82 2 46 34 79 61 1
14  49 5 47 58 80 50 2
15  31 7 48 68 81 42 1
16  28 12 49 76 82 23 1
17  11 18 50 87 83 12 8
18    2 28 51 75 84 6 10
29   6 36 52 79 85 6 26
20   2 52 53 74 86 5 46
21   1 67 54 60 87 2 60
22 78 55 50 88 1 82
23 73 56 39 89 134
24 82 57 45 90 135
25 96 58 36 91 119
26 81 59 18 92 122
27 81 60 12 1 93 117
28 74 61 9 2 94 60
29 55 62 7 95 43
30 49 63 2 3 96 23
31 32 64 3 3 97 5
32 28 65 1 14 98 3
33 16 66 9 99 2

OCI 70 88 78 85 56
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samples in each category in this particular row.  On the face of it, then, the simulation sample results  

were better than predicted.  This, however,  can be explained as due to the fact that the number of 

people has  to  be given  in  whole numbers  – and  this  necessity  results  in  widening the  theoretical  

Confidence Intervals.  To some extent one can adjust for this by narrowing the Confidence Interval by 

‘1’.  So if the upper Confidence Limits are reduced by ‘1’ (giving 5-14; 17-31; 42-58; 68-81; 85-94 

respectively) then the OCI figures become 101, 116, 96, 108 and 99 respectively, which on average is  

104 – a definitely better result! 

So – can we now say that  for  practical  purposes the elephant has been tackled and the claim that  

Sortition really does deliver a truly representative assembly justified?

Here endeth the Statistics lesson – although before leaving the subject entirely let’s look at three more 

relevant statistical topics.

39.  Sortition and Random Numbers

Sortition by definition clearly relies heavily on how randomness is generated.  The easiest way is to 

give every person having the status of ‘citizen’ a unique number and then select at random as many 

such numbers as are needed to fill the required quota of representatives.  But how can numbers be 

selected at random?

The answer to this involves adopting a process able to provide us with random numbers.  But this is no 

simple matter.   Where can they be obtained?   Nature has no ‘table’  of random numbers and it  is  

arguable if any system can be devised that can generate such a table since by definition a number  

resulting from the application of any system can hardly be called ‘random’!  Nevertheless it is possible 

to contrive a formula, what is called an algorithm, which generates a string of numbers which, by all 

tests for randomness (for example, all digits in the long run appearing in equal numbers), are random.  

In other words, the algorithm generates its own table of random numbers – and continues generating  

them for as long as the process is run.  As it happens, a number of viable algorithms that can do this  

and so to use this technique for Sortition an ‘official’ algorithm needs to be formally adopted by the 

state.

Now, such a table has an interesting property for, since the generation method is mathematical,  the 

same table will be produced whenever the algorithm is run.  So how can we get a different run of such 

numbers?  This problem is easily solved – all we have to do is enter the generated string at a selected  

point, this point being technically known as the ‘seed’.  And so every time the same seed is selected 

(and entered into our computer), then the same run of random numbers will result from applying the 

algorithm.  On the face of it, we’re no better off.  However, we can resolve this apparent impasse by  

simply  selecting the seed itself at random so that, as a consequence, we enter the table at a random 

point. 
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At this point note, as a matter of interest, that in the operation of a normal day-to-day exercise this  

random seed is often obtained by using the number of seconds the computer has been running since it 

was switched on – clearly,  in practice such running-time in seconds will be a random number.  But 

while there’s nothing to stop us using this to generate random citizen numbers, these numbers cannot 

be checked by an independent scrutiniser since when he comes to make any check the machine will  

have been running for a different number of seconds!  However, here we can use the fact that any 

computer  having  an  ‘official’  algorithm as  part  of  its  software  will,  given  the  same seed,  always  

generate the same string of random numbers. 

This, then, is how we can organise a Sortition selection.  On Selection Day the National Selection 

Commission  will  assemble  in  public  (so  the  whole  process  will  be  publically  witnessed  and 

transparent),  and a, say,  four-digit  seed generated in the same way as lottery winning numbers are  

generated  today.   Then the winning seed is publically announced and published.   This means that 

anyone with a computer embodying the official algorithm can reproduce the random Citizen Numbers 

actually generated, and hence identify the citizens selected.  Of course, it’s quite possible that some 

numbers will relate to ‘non-citizens’ – that is ex-citizens (died or migrated) or where no citizen in a 

constituency has  that  number (it  could be higher  than the highest  numbered citizen) so additional, 

reserve,  random numbers  will  be generated  for  constituency Selection Officers  to  apply if  needed 

(although these must be taken in the strict order of generation).

This, incidentally, can bring us to a different issue: identifying the selected citizens.  Much here will  

depend on whether the Constitution requires the identity of representatives to be confidential or not.  If  

not, anyone can identify the citizens selected from the official published Citizens’ Roll (which will 

include their  Citizen Numbers).   If  there  has  to  be  confidentiality then the  constituency Selection 

Officer and his staff alone will know who has been selected.  To avoid this officer illegally ‘packing’ 

the constituency House with his own friends, all citizens on registration will be told in confidence their  

Citizen Number.  Then, after selection and adjustments for numbers rejected because the number is not 

held by any constituency citizen or by virtue of disentitlement (e.g. by reasons of death or emigration), 

the Commission will publish for each constituency the selected numbers and all citizens (and anyone to 

whom they have disclosed their Citizen Number) will then able to see if their number appears on the 

list – and protest if they do not receive an official letter advising them of their appointment!  And, if it’s 

felt necessary, personation (impersonation by another person) can be made detectable by each citizen 

giving a DNA sample at the time of registration.

From this it can be seen that corruption of the system is virtually impossible.

40.  Stratified Sampling

Stratified sampling is arranging for a sample to reflect the actual percentage of identifiable categories 

(or  strata) to be found in the overall citizenship.  If,  but only if, these categories are  unambiguously  

identifiable (as must be the citizens within them), then a stratified sample gives a better representation  

of the overall population than even a random sample does.  Thus, if we know 13% of citizens are over  
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60  years old – and we can identify the age of each citizen – then our sample could be arranged so that 

13% of its members are ‘over 60’.  Obviously such a sample is more representative than a sample that  

didn’t reflect this exact percentage.25  We can, incidentally, combine stratified sampling with Sortition: 

once we’ve computed the sample strata numbers then we make our selection noting at each point how  

many of each strata are included in the sample – and when we have the required number we disbar, as 

we would other non-eligible citizens, any other later citizens falling in that strata.

Stratified sampling can be carried on almost indefinitely – as long as individuals can be unambiguously 

identified as to which strata they belong (so a strata relating to those who have an undetected disease is  

not possible).   In  the conditions existing today other strata could possibly be considered – such as  

stratification by gender, age, wealth, etc. – but there are practical limits, particularly those relating to 

sample size.  Thus, with a sample size of 100 and a British population proportion of, say, 0.0001% 

Australian Aboriginals (or perhaps those people who currently support Sortition!) your sample could be 

expected to contain, on average, 0.01 of an Aboriginal!  

At this stage of our political development it is probably enough to stratify merely by region (although 

stratification by gender or age should be considered as viable possibilities).  

41.  Opinion Polls and Mob Rule.     

It is possible that some people will equate Sortition Representative selection with Opinion polls – and  

even Mob Rule.  There are, however, considerable differences.  Firstly, the people that pollsters select  

are not selected at random but by a contrived system.  Certainly pollsters would prefer to use random 

selection but it just isn’t practical since, although they might be able to prepare a list of the people to be  

selected (where, again, questions of identifying eligible people will arise!), they would then have to 

find  and  interview  them (and  they  could  be  on  holiday  at  the  time)  –  which  could  prove  to  be 

disproportionately expensive if all that was wanted was to record if they were in favour of, say, stricter 

drinking laws.  Also there would be no pressure arising from a feeling of a representative obligation to  

give the interviewer a true opinion.  But, above all, even if the individuals selected had a high sense of  

communal responsibility, their opinions, asked on the spur of the moment, would almost certainly lack 

appropriate information (in source and detail) and considered reflection – information and reflection 

that a Sortition Representative would bring to the issue as a matter of course.  And Opinion Polls all too 

frequently record no more than knee-jerk reactions and often momentary responses rooted more in 

prejudice (and even bloody-mindedness) than mature deliberation, and are probably uninfluenced by 

measured arguments made by their colleagues.

As regards Mob Rule, some may argue that random selection could put national policies in the hands of  

the mob.   For  instance,  it’s  possible that  a  majority of  the population currently support  the death  

penalty, and so, they suspect, Sortition would result in a return to hanging.  However, we may ask why, 

in that case and in view of the votes that it would deliver them, the majority of MPs don’t advocate it. 

25 It is partly for this reason that the illustrative Constitution has regional constituencies since clearly, where the 
United Kingdom is involved, a random sample taken from Wales should result in a preponderance of Welsh 
citizens.
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The answer probably isn’t that MPs are more liberal but because they are better informed.  When the 

arguments for and against the death penalty and valid statistics relevant to it are carefully considered, it  

appears that on balance the arguments against outweigh those for and it is probably only a basic gut-

instinct founded on complex misconceptions and vengeful or undue knee-jerk reaction that can lead to 

a different conclusion.  So while Mob Rule may be a form of ‘popular rule’, it is, almost by definition, 

a purely emotional and instantaneous response to a perceived (or misperceived!) circumstance.  And,  

ironically. the method under which  policies which have only been informally discussed by a poorly 

informed electorate are voted for virtually on the spur of a single moment brings us significantly closer  

to  Mob  Rule  than  Sortition  which  involves  informed  and  reflective  consideration  of  all  the 

circumstances by a microcosm of society.  And so, while the Representatives selected under Sortition 

may be the same as the people where voting is adopted, their approach to making their judgements is  

fundamentally different.  And as a result the society we then experience will be just that different.

₪₪₪₪₪₪₪₪₪₪₪₪₪₪₪₪₪₪₪₪₪₪₪₪₪₪₪₪₪₪
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ILLUSTRATIVE  CONSTITUTION

CONSTITUENCY

                  CITIZENS                                Select 100                                                                             Elect 5
                     500,000                                  by Sortition                                                                           by STV
                                                                              │                                                                                  │ 
                                                                              ↓                                                                                  ↓
═════════════════════════════════════════════════════════════════ 
                                                                              │                                                                                  │ 
                                                                              │                                                                                  │ 

   COUNTRY                            │                                                                          │ 
                                                                              │                   100 C  ONSTITUENCIES               │
                                                                              │                            50 Million Citizens                  │
                                                                              │                                                                                  │ 
                                                                              │                                                                                  │ 
                                                                              │                               ELDER BODY                │ 
                                                                              │                                           │                            │ 
                                                                              ↓                                           ↓                         ↓   

                   HOUSE:   REPRESENTATIVES  
            100 x 100

  
   ELDERS  
    Variable

        MONITORS
                500

                                                                 Elect 4 from each                     Elect/Appoint                           Elect  
                                                                    Constituency                                   │                                       │    
                                                                             │                                            │                                       │    
                                                                             │                                            │                                       │    
                                                                             ↓                                            ↓                                     ↓     

SUPREME COUNCIL:              400                                         150                                     50 

                                                                                                 │                                              │         
                                                                                                 │                                              │        
                                                                                                 │                                              │                                  
                                                                                          Appoints                                  Appoints     
                                                                                                 │                                              │  
                                                                                                 │                                              │  
                                                                                                ↓                                               │   
          GOVERNMENT:                                        Prime Minister                                 │  
                                                                                                 │                                              │  
                                                                                                 │                                              ↓  

           │
            │
          │<─────────
           │

  Panel of Ministers   
             300

 
 
 
 

                                                                                                │                                                                     
                                                                                                │                                                                   
                                                                                                ↓                                                             
                                                                                       Government
                                                                                         Ministers   
                                                                                         (Variable)  
                                                                                               │
                                                                                               │
                                                                                               ↓
                                                                                       Legislation 
                                                                     (to be assented to by Supreme Council)


