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Abstract

Dissatisfaction with democratic institutions has run high in recent years. Perhaps as a

result, political theorists have begun to turn their attention to possible alternative

modes of political decision-making. Many of the most interesting among these involve

reliance on lotteries in one way or another – as a means of distributing the franchise,

selecting representatives, or making social choices. Advocates of these ‘lottocratic’

systems contend that they retain the egalitarian appeal of democracy, while promising

improved political outcomes. The aim of this article is to defend democracy (or, at least,

universal suffrage and majority rule) against the challenge posed by these proposals.

I argue, firstly, that lottocratic systems necessarily involve the establishment of

objectionable social and political inequalities in a way that democracies do not.

Secondly, I raise a number of doubts with respect to the purported instrumental

benefits of these proposals.
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Most political theorists believe that democratic systems, in which (at a minimum)
all adult citizens enjoy the right to vote, and decisions are made via the aggregation
of voters’ expressed preferences, constitute the sole legitimate form of government.
History, along with results from the social sciences, seems to vindicate the idea that
democracy delivers higher-quality outcomes than alternative means of making
political decisions (Christiano, 2011; Sen, 1999). Democracy is also widely thought
to constitute the best feasible expression of equal respect for persons in the political
domain (Beitz, 1989; Christiano, 2008; Kolodny, 2014). Yet real-world democracies
have been plagued by difficulties in recent times: corruption, low-quality decisions,
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elite bias, and so on. Perhaps as a result, a number of theorists have begun
to challenge the orthodoxy. Amongst the most interesting of these challenges are
those which have been issued by proponents of introducing random selection to
various stages of the political process. These proposals, it is argued, promise to
retain or improve upon the egalitarian appeal of conventional democracy, while
realising higher-quality outcomes.

I have no general argument to offer against the use of random selection in
politics. My goal, rather, is to defend the institutions of contemporary democ-
racy – specifically, institutional arrangements wherein all sufficiently competent
adult citizens have the right to vote, and decisions are made by the fair aggre-
gation of voters’ equally weighted expressed preferences, or by their elected
representatives – against the challenge posed by proponents of the following
three specific lottery-based proposals:1

Lottery Voting: The abolition of aggregative decision-making in favour of a process in

which social choices are made by the random selection of a single vote from among

those cast.2

Suffrage by Lottery: The abolition of universal suffrage in favour of the enfranchise-

ment of some randomly selected proper subset of the population.3

Representation by Lottery: The abolition of both universal suffrage and aggregative

decision-making in favour of random selection as a means of selecting political

representatives.4

The article proceeds as follows. The first section argues that the egalitarian argu-
ments in favour of these proposals rest upon implausible normative commitments,
and that the comparative egalitarian merits of democracy are generally superior.
The second section argues that the instrumental case for each of these proposals is,
at best, inconclusive. The third section briefly concludes.

Political Equality

The distribution of a good among a group of persons by fair lottery (i.e. a lottery in
which all outcomes are equiprobable) gives all group members an equal chance of
enjoying the good in question. The proposals under consideration here, each give
citizens equal chances of enjoying political power of various kinds – decisiveness
(lottery voting), political office (representation by lottery), or enfranchisement
(suffrage by lottery). The most common egalitarian arguments in favour of these
systems over democracy, then, are variants on the following:

Equal Chances Claim (ECC): Some lottery-based proposal satisfies the requirements

of political equality as well as, or better than, democracy because it affords citizens

equal chances for political power of some kind.
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ECC admits of two interpretations. The direct interpretation holds that there is
some fundamental requirement of political equality according to which citizens
must be afforded equal chances of enjoying political power of the relevant sort,
and that ECC is true in virtue of the relevant proposal satisfying that requirement.
The indirect interpretation, by contrast, holds that giving citizens equal chances of
decisiveness, political office, or enfranchisement is an equally or more efficient
means of satisfying some other requirement(s) of political equality than democracy.
I shall consider each, in turn.

The Direct Interpretation

My response to the direct interpretation of ECC is simple. Political equality does
not fundamentally require that citizens enjoy equal chances of decisiveness, poli-
tical office, or enfranchisement. That being the case, the fact that some proposed
system would deliver equal chances of any of these forms of political power is, in
itself, no reason to accept that these systems satisfy the requirements of political
equality better than, or as well as, democracy.

Equal respect in the distribution of goods is standardly taken to be a matter of
distributive fairness. Fairness, in turn, standardly requires distributing goods by fair
lottery only where, at least, these three conditions hold:5

1. There are a number of persons each with positive claims to some good, and
2. Each person’s claim is at least roughly equal in strength, and
3. The equal distribution of that good among those persons is impossible.

We must be clear on the notion of claim invoked here. A has a claim against B
for some good C if and only if A has a right against B for C, and B has a correlative
duty to provide C to A. If Barry promises to take Andrew to lunch, for example,
Andrew has a claim-right against Barry that Barry take him to lunch, and Barry
has a correlative duty to do so. Fairness is standardly taken to be concerned only
with the relative degree to which individuals’ claims are satisfied.6 Suppose Barry
has promised to take Andrew and Charlie, but not Daniel, to lunch. Suppose he
takes Andrew to lunch, but not Charlie or Daniel. Charlie may complain that
Barry his treated him unfairly by satisfying Andrew’s claim but not his own.
Daniel, by contrast, might have an interest in Barry’s taking him to lunch, but
since he had no claim against Barry, he cannot complain that Barry has treated him
unfairly. The rationale for (1), then, is simply that only where individuals have
claims to some good is there potentially an issue of fairness, at all, with respect to
its distribution.

Claims can differ in strength. Suppose Eliza and Felicity own and operate a
business together. Eliza has provided two-thirds of the necessary capital and does
two-thirds of the work. Other things being equal, Eliza’s claims to the assets and
proceeds of the business will be twice as strong as Felicity’s. On the standard view,
fairness requires that individuals’ claims be satisfied in proportion to their strength
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(Broome, 1990–1991). Other things being equal, then, fairness requires that Eliza
receive two-thirds of the business’ proceeds. Claims of equal strength, then, ought
in fairness to be satisfied equally. This is the rationale for (3). Only where an equal
distribution of goods to which individuals have positive, equal claims is impossible
(and where some unfairness is therefore inevitable) is it appropriate to look to
alternatives. Distribution by fair lottery is thus a kind of ‘second-best’. If citizens
cannot share equally in some good, they can at least enjoy equal chances of getting
the good.

The need to account for the strength of individuals’ claims also supplies the
rationale for (2). Suppose Eliza and Felicity’s business fails, and that neither is to
blame for this. The business’ assets have been repossessed, save for a single
machine which cannot be divided between them. Deciding who should keep the
machine by the toss of a coin (i.e. by fair lottery) would clearly be unfair. Eliza,
after all, has a substantially stronger claim than Felicity to the business’ assets.
Giving Felicity an equal chance of getting the machine, then, would clearly be
inappropriate. Fairness, as such, requires the distribution of goods that cannot
be shared equally among persons by fair lottery only where each person’s claim
is at least roughly equal in strength.7

So, in order for the direct interpretation of ECC to hold for lottery voting,
representation by lottery, or suffrage by lottery, (1), (2), and (3) must be jointly
satisfied for the goods of decisiveness, political office, or enfranchisement. I argue
that (1), (2), and (3) are not jointly satisfied for decisiveness, political office, or
enfranchisement. The direct interpretation of ECC, therefore, fails.

Lottery voting and equal chances of decisiveness. Saunders (2010: 149) holds that poli-
tical equality requires that: ‘‘Each group member must have an equal (chance of)
influence over the group’s decisions.’’ Majority rule (the form of aggregative deci-
sion-making against which Saunders argues) often fails to satisfy this requirement
because of persistent minorities – groups who are too small to have any prospect of
ever getting their way.8 Under lottery voting, by contrast, each person has an equal
chance of having their vote selected as decisive. Each, therefore, has an
equal chance of enjoying decisive influence. Saunders (2010: 155–160) concludes
that lottery voting better satisfies the requirements of political equality than democ-
racy. Hence:

ECCLV: Lottery voting satisfies the requirements of political equality better than

democracy because it affords citizens equal chances of decisiveness over political

decisions.

I think the direct interpretation of ECCLV is false. It is implausible that individuals
have positive, equal claims to decisiveness over political decisions. Condition (1),
therefore, fails.

Individuals certainly have claims to decisiveness over some decisions – e.g. deci-
sions over which religion they will adopt. But political decisions are unlike other
decisions, in at least four respects. First, political decisions concern the rights and
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interests of all those subject to them, not merely the agent(s) who make such
decisions. Second, such decisions are enforced by coercion and threats thereof.
Third, for the vast majority of individuals, subjection to political decisions is
unchosen. Most citizens are born into their states, and cannot leave without incur-
ring very substantial costs. Finally, for the same reasons, the effects of political
decisions are not reasonably avoidable for most individuals. An agent that enjoyed
decisiveness over some political decision, then, would enjoy the power to, over the
domain with which that decision is concerned, unilaterally determine rules with
which other citizens will be forced to conform. There seems to me to be no intuitive
attraction to the idea that anyone has a claim against the political community to
power of that kind.

Moreover, powerful egalitarian considerations militate against the notion of
claims to decisiveness. A central insight of egalitarian theorising of the last two
decades is that equal respect for persons requires that citizens relate to one another
on terms of social equality. Precisely what social equality consists in is a matter of
ongoing debate. Yet, a point of convergence between virtually all accounts is that
citizens must not be able to exercise asymmetric power and authority over others.9

Asymmetries in power and authority are constitutive features of paradigmatic
relations of social inequality. Husbands in the Victorian era, for example, stood
in positions of objectionable superiority over their wives partially in virtue of the
fact that they enjoyed a great deal of power and authority over them. As Baker
(2015: 80-1) puts it, ‘‘. . . if power relations consist in some people controlling
others, then it seems contradictory to talk about egalitarian relations of power.’’
If citizens are to stand in relations of social equality, then, in Scheffler’s (2015: 25)
phrase, persons’ ‘‘. . . equally important interests. . . should play an equally signifi-
cant role in influencing decisions made within the context of the relationship.’’
Relations wherein some enjoy asymmetric power and authority over others are
objectionably unequal.

Political decisions, as we have seen, involve the exercise of coercive power and
authority over the citizenry.10 To the extent that citizens enjoy power over political
decisions, they therefore enjoy power and authority over their fellow citizens.
If social equality requires that citizens stand in relations of equal power and author-
ity, then, it must necessarily require that citizens stand in relations of equal political
power. Political societies, then, must respect the following requirement:

Social Equality: Citizens should stand in relations of social equality. Relations of

social equality partially consist in relations of equal political power.

Decisiveness necessarily involves the exercise of political power over others on
asymmetric terms. Political decisions involve the exercise of power and authority
over others. For an individual to be decisive over a political decision is for that
decision to counterfactually depend upon that individual’s will. The idea, then, that
any citizen has a claim to decisiveness – i.e. the right to decide unilaterally whether
some rule is to be coercively enforced upon the citizenry – is deeply inconsistent
with Social Equality. For this reason, I deny that individuals have claims to
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decisiveness. Political equality, therefore, does not fundamentally require that citi-
zens be afforded equal chances of decisiveness. The direct interpretation of ECCLV

fails.

Representation by lottery and equal chances of political office. Guerrero (2014: 169) writes
that though democracies accord all citizens:

. . . an equal say in the electoral process, only a select few actually have political power,

and. . . not everyone has anything close to an equal chance of having political power.

[Representation by lottery] thus arguably better reflects egalitarian ideals, since

anyone might wield political power, and everyone has an equal chance of doing so.

Guerrero seems, clearly, to be advancing another version of ECC:11

ECCRBL: Representation by lottery satisfies the requirements of political equality

better than democracy because it affords citizens equal chances of holding political

office.

My objection to the direct interpretation of ECCRBL is virtually identical to my
objection to the direct interpretation of ECCLV. Political equality does not funda-
mentally require that citizens enjoy equal chances for political office because citi-
zens do not have positive claims to hold political office. Condition (1), therefore,
fails. There are two reasons to reject the idea of claims to political office. First, it is
deeply counterintuitive. Each representative is one of a small number of individuals
with the power to exercise control over decisions to be coercively imposed upon the
entire citizenry. Representatives – especially under systems like representation by
lottery in which citizens have no means of holding them to account – thereby enjoy
substantially greater power and authority than ordinary citizens. The political
community does not intuitively owe asymmetric power and authority of that
kind to anyone. We do not typically think, for example, that losers in fair elections
have some legitimate complaint against the citizenry for failing to satisfy some
claim of theirs.

Second, such claims would conflict deeply with Social Equality. Asymmetries of
power and authority are constitutive of relations of social inequality, and repre-
sentatives enjoy asymmetric power and authority over the citizenry. I think, then,
that it is implausible that individuals have positive moral claims to hold such
offices. I do not, of course, deny that political systems must rely upon representa-
tives, nor that citizens have a range of other claims with respect to political office
(e.g. to fair opportunities to compete in elections), nor that there are moral reasons
of other kinds in virtue of which certain individuals should occupy political offices
(e.g. that some candidate has won a fair election). I return to these issues below. All
I am arguing, here, is that it is implausible that anyone has a positive claim to hold
political office. For that reason, on the direct interpretation, ECCRBL is false.

Proponents of lottery voting or representation by lottery might respond in the
following two ways. First, they might deny that the relation that would obtain
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between the citizenry and persons randomly selected to be decisive or hold office
would be objectionably unequal. Relations of social inequality proper, it might be
argued, obtain (a) for an extended period of time and/or (b) in virtue of particular
ascriptive characteristics of the relevant agents. Perhaps Victorian-era marriages,
for example, were objectionably unequal because wives as women were subordi-
nated to their husbands for their entire married life. By contrast, the relations that
would obtain between randomly selected decisive voters or representatives would
be temporary, and would not obtain in virtue of any particular characteristics of
the persons in question.

I deny that (a) or (b) are necessary features of relations of social inequality,
however. Let us take (b) first. Imagine Edward and Francesca are both selected at
random, such that Edward is to be Francesca’s slave for life. Edward is obviously
placed in a position of objectionable social inferiority to Francesca, though not in
virtue of the characteristics of either party. Now consider (a). Imagine a society in
which, every day, a single person is randomly selected to be the slave of another
randomly selected person for that day only. These slave-master relations would
hold only for brief periods of time. Nevertheless, such relations seem obviously
objectionable on egalitarian grounds. It is also unclear whether insisting upon (a)
would be of much help. The relations of inequality that would obtain between the
citizenry and randomly selected decisive voters or representatives would hold for
extended periods of time. Each randomly selected representative would enjoy
power over all political decisions taken during their term of office; potentially
several years. Though decisive voters would enjoy power over only a single deci-
sion, the ongoing enforcement of that decision would represent the ongoing coer-
cive imposition of their will upon other citizens.

Alternatively, one might deny that proponents of the direct interpretation of
ECCLV or ECCRBL need appeal to the principle that since all citizens have positive,
equal claims to decisiveness or political office, all citizens should have equal
chances of enjoying those goods. They might, instead, appeal to a weaker, condi-
tional principle: if any citizen is to enjoy decisiveness or political office, all citizens
should have equal chances of enjoying those goods.12 They might thereby avoid the
need to appeal to positive claims to decisiveness or political office.

As a defence of ECCLV, this is clearly a non-starter. The conditional principle is
satisfied under both lottery voting, and systems where no-one enjoys decisiveness
(i.e. where the antecedent of the conditional principle is false). For familiar reasons,
citizens are virtually never decisive under aggregative decision-methods (Brennan
and Lomasky, 1993: Ch. 4).

As a defence of ECCRBL, the approach is intuitively undermotivated. Fringe
political candidates who espouse extremist positions have much weaker chances of
holding political office in democratic systems than centrist candidates. However,
most of us would be reluctant to accept that the former have some complaint against
the political community in virtue of that fact (provided electoral competition is fair).
What is needed, then, is a substantive argument for the conditional principle.

Finding an argument of the right sort, however, will be difficult. Some principles
of the form ‘if anyone is to have X, then everyone should have equal chances of
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having X’ are plausible. Suppose five people are stranded on a desert island.
A storm is coming. If the five contribute equally, they have time to build a shelter
large enough for one person. In this case, the principle ‘if any should have shelter,
each should have an equal chance of having shelter’ is very plausible. Yet suppose,
by contrast, that five people are all secretly in love with Sally, and that she can only
love one in return. The principle ‘if any should enjoy Sally’s romantic affections,
each should have an equal chance of enjoying Sally’s romantic affections’ is absurd.
Sally’s affections are hers to bestow as she chooses.

The most natural explanation for the difference in our intuitions, here, appeals
to the fact that individuals have positive, equal claims to shelter, but not to others’
romantic affections. It is for that reason that, if it is possible to satisfy some but not
all persons’ claims to shelter, each should have an equal chance of enjoying shelter.
No such rationale plausibly applies with respect to others’ romantic affections.
Thus, conditional principles of the form ‘if anyone is to have X, then everyone
should have equal chances of having X’ are – very often at least – parasitic upon
stronger principles of the form ‘since all have positive, equal claims to X that
cannot be equally satisfied, all should have an equal chance of having X’. Yet it
was precisely claims of this sort (i.e. assertions of a positive claim to political office)
which this move was supposed avoid.

I know of no way of showing that a justification of some other kind for such a
principle cannot be offered. Still, it is hard to see what such a justification might
look like.13 In the absence of some such argument, we can safely set this response
aside.

Suffrage by lottery and equal chances of enfranchisement. López-Guerra (2011: 212), the
principal advocate of suffrage by lottery, is tentative on its egalitarian merits, being
principally concerned with instrumental matters. Notwithstanding, he writes that
both universal suffrage and suffrage by lottery ‘‘. . . appear to be compatible with
the principle of equal respect for persons in at least one noninstrumental sense,
namely, that they do not exclude people on account of their race, gender, creed, or
the like.’’ Brennan, in Brennan and Hill (2014: 36), is more forthright. He writes
that: ‘‘[Under suffrage by lottery], all citizens have the same equal fundamental
political status. While in universal suffrage every citizen has one equal vote, in
[suffrage by lottery] every citizen has equal eligibility to vote.’’ These statements
suggest the following;

ECCSBL: Suffrage by lottery satisfies the requirements of political equality as well as

democracy because it affords citizens equal chances of enfranchisement.14

Unlike ECCLV and ECCRBL, there are good reasons to accept that (1) and (2) are
satisfied for ECCSBL.

15 Individuals have positive, equal claims to access to the
means of political power, conditional upon these being consistent with Social
Equality.16 Instrumentally, political power is a valuable means of protecting and
promoting one’s fundamental interests (Christiano, 2008: 88–95; Christiano, 2011),
offers opportunities for the expression of one’s political attitudes (Brennan and
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Lomasky, 1993: 196), and affords citizens opportunities for the development of
valuable traits like public-spiritedness and self-esteem, as well as important capa-
cities such as the ability to weigh the competing merits of different proposals, and
engage in moral thought and argument (Pateman, 1970: Ch. 2).

Political power may also be non-instrumentally valuable for the contribution it
makes to individual autonomy. Autonomy involves, among other things, enjoying
control over oneself. Social conditions exert a powerful degree of control over
agents. Agents are therefore more and less autonomous with the degree to
which they enjoy control over those conditions. Political institutions exercise a
very substantial degree of control over citizens. The autonomy citizens enjoy (at
least in the political domain) therefore varies positively, other things equal, with the
degree of political power they enjoy.

There are many forms of political power. Citizens’ claims, therefore, might be
satisfied in multiple ways. In very small societies wherein political decisions are
made by face-to-face meetings, for example, it may be sufficient that one has the
right to speak in the relevant fora. In large societies wherein such processes are
infeasible, however, enfranchisement is generally the means by which such claims
are satisfied. The vote, in its own right, is a means of political power – affording
individuals the ability to causally contribute to the process by which political out-
comes are realised (Goldman, 1999). It also plays a role in rendering other forms of
influence efficacious. Governments presumably have incentives to respond to the
demands of protestors, for example, where their actions threaten to influence a
sufficient number of other citizens’ voting behaviour. In societies where political
decisions are made by voting, then, citizens have positive, equal claims to enfranch-
isement. Conditions (1) and (2), then, are satisfied. However, the existence of
systems of universal suffrage all over the world demonstrates that, in most cases,
it is perfectly possible to distribute access to the franchise equally. Condition (3),
then, fails. Distributive fairness requires that the access to franchise be distributed
equally, not merely that citizens enjoy equal chances of enfranchisement. More
specifically, we should accept Equal Access:

Equal Access: Citizens should have positive, equal access to the means of political

power, compatible with the requirements of Social Equality.

Equal Access is clearly inconsistent with the direct interpretation of ECCSBL, inso-
far as ECCSBL asserts an egalitarian equivalence between suffrage by lottery,
wherein voting rights are distributed unequally, and democracy, wherein they are
distributed equally. We should therefore reject the direct interpretation of ECCSBL.

López-Guerra (2014: 54–56) himself accepts that individuals have prima facie
equal entitlements to the franchise. He argues on two grounds, however, that
lottery-based disenfranchisement is, nevertheless, justified. First, disenfranchise-
ment does not leave citizens without meaningful opportunities for political parti-
cipation. The disenfranchised might still attend political rallies, join political
parties, and so on. This misses the point. It might well be that the disenfranchised
would still enjoy meaningful opportunities for political participation under suffrage
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by lottery. Yet it would still surely be unfair for some to have a greater range of
such opportunities than others.

Second, he argues that the disenfranchised cannot reasonably object to being
deprived of the right to vote because their disenfranchisement would ultimately
promote their interests via the higher-quality decisions suffrage by lottery is likely
to produce. Below, however, I raise a number of doubts over whether suffrage by
lottery really would produce higher-quality decisions.

I think, then, that no version of ECC succeeds, on the direct interpretation.
What, then, of the indirect interpretation?

The Indirect Interpretation

The indirect interpretation of ECC holds that giving citizens equal chances of
decisiveness, political office, or enfranchisement is, relative to democracy, an
equally or more efficient means of satisfying some requirement or requirements
of political equality other than a fundamental requirement to afford citizens equal
chances of these forms of political power. Responding to the indirect interpretation
will require us to take a stand on what these other requirements of political equality
are, and argue that democracies would generally do better with respect to those
requirements than the lottery-based proposals under discussion. Some of the work,
here, I have already done in defending Social Equality and Equal Access. In this
subsection, then, I will argue that democracy, when implemented in concert with a
suitable array of background institutions, will generally more closely approximate
the requirements of Social Equality and Equal Access than representation by
lottery, suffrage by lottery, or lottery voting.

Democracy and representation by lottery. Democracy straightforwardly beats represen-
tation by lottery with respect to Equal Access. Representation by lottery disem-
powers the whole citizenry, save those selected to hold political office. Democracies,
by contrast, secure equal and positive access to the franchise for all citizens.

The comparison between democracy and representation by lottery with respect
to Social Equality is more complex. Given the well-acknowledged difficulties of
pure direct democracy, democrats must be content to leave the majority of political
decisions to representatives. Inequalities of power between citizens and representa-
tives are inevitable under both democracy, and representation by lottery.
The question, then, is which system better regulates these inequalities.

I argue that, for two reasons, appropriately structured democratic arrangements
better satisfy Social Equality. Following Kolodny (2014: 317–318), we might argue
that democracy affords citizens the capacity to see their elected representatives as
their delegates, rather than as agents exercising some superior form of power over
them. The idea is familiar from the interpersonal domain. Joan might delegate the
power to make medical decisions to her doctor without thereby subordinating
herself to her doctor, for example. Representatives held to account at regular
elections might, in a similar fashion, be seen as the citizenry’s delegates, insofar
as they are subject to the citizenry’s control. We cannot plausibly view
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representatives selected by lot in this manner. Without elections, citizens would
have no means of exercising control over their representatives. We should hardly
think, by analogy, that if Joan were to have a doctor selected at random to make
medical decisions for her, over whom she lacked any means of control, that she has
delegated authority to that doctor.

Alternatively (and more modestly), we might argue that the magnitude of the
power asymmetries between representatives and citizens is smaller under suitably
designed democratic arrangements. The relation between elected representatives
and citizens is therefore less objectionable than that which would obtain between
randomly selected representatives and citizens. Electoral systems afford the citi-
zenry a measure of control over their representatives at the ballot box (and via
those forms of influence that depend upon elections – e.g. protest) that representa-
tion by lottery does not. These mechanisms are deeply imperfect. Yet no such
mechanisms obtain under representation by lottery. The inequalities of political
power that obtain between citizens and representatives will, as such, generally be
worse under representation by lottery.17

Democracy and suffrage by lottery. Democracy obviously beats suffrage by lottery with
respect to Equal Access. The point of suffrage by lottery is to enfranchise only that
fraction of the citizenry that is randomly selected. Democracies, by contrast,
enfranchise all citizens. Moreover, since the franchise constitutes a form of
power over political decisions, and since (as we have argued) power over political
decisions constitutes a form of power and authority over others, the unequal dis-
tribution of the franchise establishes a relation of objectionable social inequality.
For that reason, democracy also better satisfies the requirements of Social Equality
than suffrage by lottery.

López-Guerra might respond that the repeated, random reassignment of voting
rights ought to yield approximately equal access to the franchise over the long
term. There are important reasons to be sceptical of appeals to long term equality
(McKerlie, 1989). But even setting these aside, the appeal to long term equality
does nothing to address the objection from social inequality. The fact that suffrage
by lottery might lead to long term equality of access to the franchise does not show
that the short term inequalities it would engender would not constitute relations of
social inequality (Bidadanure, 2016). Rather, it simply shows that citizens can
expect to occupy positions of social superiority and inferiority for roughly equal
amounts of time across the course of their lives. Better, surely, to eliminate social
inequality of this kind altogether by distributing access to the franchise equally
over the short and long term.

Democracy and lottery voting. Both democracy and lottery voting (assuming it is
coupled with universal suffrage) would extend voting rights to all citizens. Both
would also afford citizens a form of positive, equal political power. Democracy, via
suitably egalitarian aggregation methods (e.g. majority rule), gives each the oppor-
tunity to causally contribute to the production of political outcomes by casting an
equally weighted vote. Even if one’s vote is not selected as decisive under lottery
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voting, it exerts an equal impact upon the probabilities of each of the various
outcomes being adopted as the social choice. I am inclined to think, then, that
the two systems do equally well with respect to Equal Access.

Democracy, however, does substantially better with respect to Social Equality.
I have argued that the relation between the decisive voter and the citizenry at large
would constitute a relation of objectionable social inequality. Lottery voting guar-
antees that, for each political decision, someone will occupy the position of the
decisive voter. Aggregative methods such as majority rule leave open the possibility
of a single voter’s being decisive. However, the probability of this occurring is
always asymptotically close to zero (Brennan and Lomasky, 1993: Ch. 4).
Moreover, under aggregative decision-making, decisiveness is a mere by-product
of the equal and positive weighting of all citizens’ votes. The decisive voter simply
happens to cast the ballot that tips the scale one way or the other.

Real-world democracies, even under favourable conditions, do not perfectly
satisfy Social Equality or Equal Access. All I have sought to defend, here, is the
claim that democracies generally will do better than the three lottery-based propo-
sals under discussion with respect to these requirements. At least with respect to the
considerations these requirements reflect, then, the comparative egalitarian merits
of democracy are superior to those of the proposals under discussion.

The Instrumental Case

In this section, I challenge the idea that any of the three lottery-based proposals
under discussion would reliably yield higher-quality outcomes than democracy.
This exercise, necessarily, will be somewhat speculative (just as the case in favour
of these systems is somewhat speculative). Since none of these proposals is opera-
tive anywhere in the real world, there is limited empirical evidence to draw on.18

There are many ways in which each of these proposals might be implemented, and
very different conditions under which their implementation might be attempted.
My aim, then, is merely to establish two quite modest claims. First, that there are
reasons to doubt whether many of the most important benefits (space constraints
prohibit discussion of all the possible benefits) claimed for these proposals are
likely to materialise. Second, that there are reasons to think that these proposals
are likely to entail costs that appropriately structured democracies avoid. The
instrumental case for each of these proposals, then, is inconclusive at best.

Lottery Voting

The most important instrumental argument for lottery voting is that it would
promote deliberation (Saunders, 2010: 161, 174–175). Aggregative decision-meth-
ods guarantee victory to items that receive some threshold level of support (e.g.
50%+1 under majority rule). Under lottery voting, however, the outcome is never
guaranteed. Each item’s probability of emerging as the social choice is simply the
proportion of the vote it receives. A candidate who receives 60% of the vote is
certain to win under majority rule, but has only a 0.6 chance of victory under
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lottery voting. Political actors would therefore have stronger incentives to max-
imise their share of the vote under lottery voting. Saunders argues that this would
give political actors stronger incentives to engage deliberatively with the citizenry.

The benefits of deliberation are substantial (Curato et al., 2017). However,
society-wide deliberation is an inefficient strategy for attracting mass support.
Engaging in deliberation is costly in time and effort. Citizens, for familiar reasons,
have virtually no chance of making a difference to political outcomes. Most, then,
rationally take very little interest in political activities like deliberation (Fishkin,
2009: Chs 2–3).19 Politicians, then, have little incentive to seek to engage the
citizenry in deliberation because citizens are likely to be unreceptive. Citizens’
chances of making a difference to the final outcome, though they will sometimes
be higher than they would have been under majority rule, will remain vanishingly
small under lottery voting (Elster, 1989: 87–88).20 It is hard to see, then, why
citizens would have any greater incentives to engage in deliberation under lottery
voting, and still harder to see why political actors should have any greater incentive
to try and get them to do so. On the other hand, political parties do employ a range
of counter-deliberative strategies (e.g. negative campaigning) under aggregative
decision-making in an attempt to depress opposition turnout and, thereby, to
increase their vote share. Incentives to employ these strategies would almost cer-
tainly be intensified under lottery voting. The deliberative benefits of lottery voting,
then, seem very doubtful.

There are reasons, moreover, to expect lottery voting to yield lower-quality
decisions. Aggregative decision-methods (especially majority rule and plurality
rule) tend to encourage competition among a relatively small number of alterna-
tives. An agent has little incentive to place an item on the agenda they believe has
insufficient chance of securing the level of support necessary for victory.21 As noted
already, the chance of an option being selected as the social choice under lottery
voting is simply the proportion of the vote it receives. Incentives to place items on
the agenda likely to gain only limited support would therefore be substantially
more powerful under lottery voting. We should therefore expect the number of
alternatives on the agenda to substantially increase – and lower-quality decisions to
follow. Evidence suggests that as the number of items on the agenda increases,
citizens’ competency for choosing between those items declines (Lau et al., 2014:
241–243). Moreover, many of these ‘new’ options (be they legislative proposals, or
candidates for office) will be more extreme than those which would have made their
way onto the agenda under majority rule. Such options almost never attract wide-
spread support, and therefore have virtually no chance of success under aggregative
decision-methods. Not so under lottery voting. Indeed, options of this sort are
statistically certain to be selected, at least sometimes.22 Lottery voting, then,
seems unlikely to produce higher-quality outcomes than democracy.

Suffrage by Lottery

The principal instrumental argument for suffrage by lottery is that it would realise
higher-quality decisions (López-Guerra, 2014: 29–37). López-Guerra claims that,
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given widespread voter ignorance, universal suffrage frequently results in low-qual-
ity decisions.23 Shrinking the number of voters might increase the epistemic com-
petency of the electorate, and improve the quality of political decisions.
Programmes of voter education which might improve the competency of the elec-
torate would be excessively costly under universal suffrage. Shrinking the electorate
would drastically lower the costs of operating such programmes. Suffrage by lot-
tery, then, would enable governments to take steps to increase the amount of
political knowledge possessed by voters. Moreover, shrinking the size of the elec-
torate, other things equal, increases the probability of each voter’s being decisive.
That increases the expected value of voting and, in turn, the expected value of
gathering information, mitigating voter ignorance.

However, López-Guerra (2011: 214–215) insists that the group of enfranchised
citizens must be such that each social group is represented as well as it would have
been under universal suffrage. Given the diversity of modern societies, this will
require the enfranchisement of a fairly sizeable number of people. This, in turn,
means that voters will still have a rather low probability of decisiveness. Brennan
and Lomasky (1993: 57), for example, estimate that in a two-option choice between
A and B, where voters are on average 0.51 likely to vote for A, if there are 20,001
voters (around 0.0085% of the 2012 US voting age population of around 235
million), the probability of any voter’s being decisive is around 1/481.24 The
expected utility for individual voters of getting their way would need to be very
substantial, indeed, for it to be instrumentally rational for them to bother gathering
any substantial amount of information, let alone attend a voter education
programme.

To illustrate, suppose for simplicity that voting is costless, that some individual v
will certainly vote, and that there are two items on the agenda. The expected utility
of v’s gathering information can be expressed as follows:

Uv Ið Þ ¼ Pv Dð Þ Pv AjIð Þ � Pv Að Þ½ � Uv Að Þ �Uv Bð Þ½ � � CI

where I¼ gathering information; Uv(I)¼ the expected utility for v of gathering
information; Pv(D)¼ the probability that v is decisive; A¼ the option that is
better for v; B¼ the option that is worse for v; Pv(AjI)¼ the probability that v
votes for A conditional upon gathering information; Pv(A)¼ the unconditional
probability that v votes for A; Uv(A)¼ the expected utility for v of A’s victory;
Uv(B)¼ the expected utility for v of B’s victory; and CI¼ the cost of gathering
information. Suppose that v is completely uninformed, such that he will simply
vote at random (i.e. Pv(A)¼ 1/2) unless he gathers information. If v gathers infor-
mation at a modest cost of $10 in time and effort, v will certainly vote for A. For
Uv(I) to be positive (i.e. for it to be rational for v to gather information), the
difference between Uv(A) and Uv(B) would have to be around $10,000:

Uv Ið Þ ¼ 1=481� 1� 1=2½ � � $10,000� $10 ¼ $0:395
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For some voters, the expected payoffs of victory for the superior candidate will
be high enough to prompt them to gather information. In most cases, however, this
will be unlikely.25 The centripetal pressures of electoral competition mean that
parties generally (though not without exception) tend to converge with respect to
the impact of their policies upon the citizenry. The utility of victory for the parties
must be heavily discounted for the uncertainties inherent in electoral politics (which
policies the candidates will implement if elected, what their impact might be,
whether ‘exogenous variables’ like natural disasters will impact the political
system, and so on). Gathering information will often be costlier than I have sug-
gested above. Most voters will not be completely uninformed, and gathering infor-
mation cannot reasonably be expected to render individuals certain to vote for the
option which will best promote their interests. I think, then, that the informational
effects of suffrage by lottery are likely to be fairly marginal, at best.

Three responses suggest themselves. First, we might shrink the electorate
further. Holding the assumptions above fixed, in an electorate of 2001 persons,
individuals would have a 1/56 chance of decisiveness (Brennan and Lomasky, 1993:
57). Gathering information would almost certainly be rational in that case. Yet this
also carries important costs. The variance of a small sample is likely to be higher,
undermining the goal of ensuring that the electorate is demographically represen-
tative. It may also entail undesirable motivational effects – in particular, we might
expect voters to grow more self-interested in their voting behaviour.26 Increasing
the probability of some agent being decisive increases the relative cost to that agent
of acting altruistically, rather than self-interestedly (Brennan and Lomasky, 1993:
22–24). Indeed, some experimental evidence indicates that, at least where voters’
probabilities of decisiveness are non-trivial, as the probability that voters will be
decisive increases, their behaviour grows increasingly self-interested (Feddersen
et al., 2009).

Second, López-Guerra (2011: 219–220) sometimes suggests that selecting a
subset of the population and charging them with the responsibility of choosing
the next government might induce a sense of civic duty among these persons,
providing some non-instrumental motivation to gather information. However,
‘civic duty’ norms of this kind generally enjoy widespread compliance only
where individual noncompliance is likely to have a direct impact on the group, is
easily observable, and can be readily sanctioned (Olson, 1965: 60–65). One has no
interest in bearing the costs of compliance if noncompliance makes no difference to
the group, or will not be punished. These conditions are unlikely to be satisfied
under suffrage by lottery. The same result will still be very likely to emerge, how-
ever much information any individual gathers. Without some extremely draconian
system of surveillance, it would be impossible to detect, and therefore deter, failures
to gather information.

Finally, López-Guerra insists in some places (López-Guerra, 2011: 212) –
though not others (López-Guerra, 2014: Ch. 2) – that voter education would be
compulsory. This would address the problem, but at the cost of inviting the ques-
tion of whether it is permissible for the state to compel persons to undergo such
education. The answer is hardly obvious. Individuals might object that, qua
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individuals, the amount of information they possess will make no difference to the
quality of the social choice. Higher-quality outcomes might not follow from com-
pelling citizens to participate. A more informed electorate might choose the same
option that a less informed electorate would choose, albeit for better reasons. And
even if higher-quality outcomes did result, that would not show that suffrage by
lottery is justified all-things-considered. Suffrage by lottery would entail important
costs. Egalitarian concerns aside, it would diminish citizens’ opportunities for poli-
tical participation, and thereby their access to the goods political participation
affords, as discussed above. The instrumental case for suffrage by lottery, I suggest,
is very inconclusive.

Representation by Lottery

The most important instrumental argument for representation by lottery is that it
would mitigate elite bias. Two arguments to this effect have been presented.
First, given the costs of running for election, democracies tend to disproportio-
nately select for social and economic elites as officeholders. Selecting representa-
tives randomly would eliminate this effect (McCormick, 2011: 170–188; Zakaras,
2010: 460–461). Second, elections afford social and economic elites opportunities
to ‘capture’ – i.e. exert disproportionate influence over – politicians. These oppor-
tunities are numerous: manipulating pre-selection processes, manipulating
candidates’ media presentation, campaign finance contributions, and so on.
The elimination of elections would close off these avenues of influence
(Guerrero, 2014). The end result, it is argued, should be decisions that attend
more closely to the interests of the citizenry as a whole, rather than social elites.

Yet there is much that could be done to mitigate (though, admittedly, not
eliminate) elite bias in democracies short of abolishing elections. Campaign
donors (large donors in particular) are overwhelmingly from wealthier social
groups (Gilens, 2012: Ch. 8). Campaign contribution limits, then, give candidates
incentives to seek donations from a more socio-economically diverse pool of per-
sons, and have been linked to more redistributive policy outcomes (Flavin, 2015).
Similarly, the public financing of elections provides the means for persons whose
candidacy would otherwise have been unviable to enter electoral contests.
This diminishes incumbency advantage, and provides more powerful incentives
for elected officials to attend to the interests of their constituents, rather than
their campaign donors (Eom and Gross, 2006; Mayer et al., 2007). Alternatively,
consider that there is substantial evidence that compulsory voting mitigates elite
bias in decision-making by virtually eliminating socioeconomic bias in turnout
(Hill, in Brennan and Hill, 2014: Ch. 6).27 Many other reforms are possible.

Moreover, representation by lottery would leave crucial avenues of elite influ-
ence open. As Lindblom (1982) points out, politicians are bound to give a sub-
stantial degree of influence over policymaking to elites, given the degree to which
the realisation of other important social goods depends upon their behaviour.
Suppose some government wishes to raise corporate taxes. Their doing so would
give corporations incentives to, inter alia, take jobs offshore, lay off staff, withdraw
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investment, and so on. Governments of all kinds are bound to take such conse-
quences seriously – and will thereby be forced to accommodate the preferences and
interests of elites to a substantial degree. The selection of representatives by lottery
would do little to undermine this.

Moreover, under representation by lottery, powerful actors would retain their
ability to lobby. Lobbying involves the transfer of ‘‘. . . information in private
meetings and venues between interest groups and politicians, their staffs, and
agents’’ (Figueiredo and Richter, 2014: 164). This is an avenue of influence that
favours social and economic elites, given that they are substantially more likely to
have the resources and organisational capacity to form and finance the operations
of lobby/interest groups. Expenditures by corporations and trade associations pre-
sently comprise around 84% of overall interest group lobbying expenditures in the
United States, for example (Figueiredo and Richter, 2014: 165–166). A broad range
of empirical evidence suggests that lobbying is an effective means of exercising
influence in a wide range of policy areas (Figueiredo and Richter, 2014: 163–169).

There is reason, moreover, to expect that representatives selected by lot would
be susceptible to lobbyists’ attempts to influence their conduct.28 Incumbents
cannot be re-elected under representation by lottery, unless they are randomly
selected a second time. That, in turn, would create a situation similar to that
created by the imposition of term limits in elective bodies. Term limits radically
decrease the number of incumbents, and radically increase the number of new
appointees. Evidence suggests that where term limits are imposed the relative
influence of lobby groups increases (Miller et al., 2011; Sarbaugh-Thompson
et al., 2004: Chs 3, 9). Newly appointed representatives typically possess less infor-
mation than incumbents, and are therefore forced – or are at least substantially
more likely – to rely upon information provided to them by lobbyists. There is a
clear risk of a similar dynamic under representation by lottery. It is unclear, then,
whether representation by lottery enjoys any substantial advantage over appropri-
ately structured democracies with respect to elite bias.

An important secondary line of argument appeals to the deliberative benefits of
representation by lottery (Landemore, 2013; Leib, 2004; Sintomer, 2010; Zakaras,
2010: 465–467). The legislative bodies convened under representation by lottery
would constitute a kind of ‘mini-public’, similar to Fishkin’s (2009) Deliberative
Polls, for example. On most metrics, the quality of deliberation which takes place
within well-structured mini-publics is relatively high-quality – indeed, substantially
better than that which typically takes place within elective legislatures (Steiner,
2012: Ch. 9). Landemore (2013: 1227) declares that we can ‘‘. . . extrapolate from
the performance of regular citizens in these deliberative contexts to what the epis-
temic performance of an actual Parliament based on random selection would be
like.’’ On that basis, representation by lottery ought to deliver higher-quality deci-
sions than democracy.

I am sceptical, however, as to whether the evidence gathered from studies of
mini-publics provides much indication as to the quality of legislative deliberation
likely to take place under representation by lottery. There is a crucial difference
between such bodies and other mini-publics. Namely, participants in the former
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would enjoy direct lawmaking power. That is likely to adversely impact the quality
of deliberation in at least two ways. First, such bodies would be a target for outside
intervention (i.e. lobbying) in a way that deliberative polls and the like are not,
given that they do not wield direct political power. Second, citizens are likely to
deliberate in a more self-interested manner. Taking others’ interests into account in
deliberation is ‘cheap’ in deliberative polls and the like because the outputs of such
bodies have no direct bearing upon real-world policy and, therefore, upon parti-
cipants’ material interests. The outputs of such bodies under representation by
lottery, by contrast, would have real consequences for participants’ interests.

The degree to which these factors are likely to undermine the quality of delib-
eration is, admittedly, hard to estimate. There are no contemporary instances of
deliberative mini-publics having been endowed with direct lawmaking authority.
There is, as such, little empirical evidence to draw upon. Whatever the extent of
these risks, however, there are other means of leveraging the benefits of mini-public
deliberation which avoid – or, at least, substantially mitigate – these concerns.
Many have argued for holding regular deliberative mini-publics whose role
would be to advise elected officials on matters of public policy (e.g. Fishkin,
2009). Others have defended endowing randomly selected citizens’ assemblies
with the power to put policy proposals to public referenda (e.g. Pettit, 2012:
231–232). Such bodies, moreover, have the additional advantage of avoiding the
egalitarian concerns discussed above, insofar as the members of such bodies do not
wield lawmaking power over the rest of the citizenry. I am also unpersuaded, then,
of the deliberative case for representation by lottery. There are good grounds for
scepticism as to the quality of the deliberation likely to take place within such
bodies, and there are better means of leveraging the benefits of small-group
deliberation.

Representation by lottery would undeniably have some advantages. It would
eliminate the monetary costs of elections and incentives for representatives to pork-
barrel, for example (Mueller et al., 1972). However, it also carries a number of
serious potential costs. Such arrangements might threaten a range of basic liberties
by diminishing their role in social life (Pettit, 2012: 200–205). Electoral systems
provide individuals with valuable opportunities for the exercise of those liberties
necessary for political organisation – speech, thought, travel, and so on. Abolishing
elections would diminish the role of these liberties in public life, potentially making
it easier to curtail those liberties. Further, representatives under such systems might
fail to address important policy concerns. Electoral competition creates incentives
for representatives to ascertain and address the concerns of the citizenry. Such
incentives do not obtain under representation by lottery. Eliminating elections
would also eliminate a range of important opportunities for political participation,
limiting citizens’ access to the goods such opportunities afford. Finally, such sys-
tems also risk unsuitable persons being selected to wield power over their fellow
citizens. Democracies, of course, sometimes also select persons unsuitable for
power. But they also create countervailing pressures in favour of competence.
Politicians have powerful incentives to perform at least minimally competently
to promote their chances of re-election. Parties have interests in promoting the
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perception that they are competent to govern. Voters exercise some degree of
judgement as to the quality of their elected officials. No such pressures obtain
under representation by lottery. For these reasons, then, I think that there is
also substantial reason to doubt the instrumental merits of representation by lot-
tery, all things considered.

Conclusion

For the reasons outlined, I think we should be sceptical of the case for these lottery-
based proposals. No-one should deny, of course, that contemporary democracies
are problematic in many respects. But, I think, the solutions likely lie in the reform
of existing democratic institutions to better respect the political equality of citizens
and improve the quality of outcomes realised.
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Notes

1. I use the term ‘democracy’ throughout for expository convenience, only. These lottery-
based proposals may well also be ‘democratic’ in some deeper sense of the term.

2. Lottery voting is defended by Amar (1984) and Saunders (2010).

3. Suffrage by lottery is defended by López-Guerra (2011, 2014). See also Brennan in
Brennan and Hill (2014: 35–39).

4. Representation by lottery is defended by Buchstein (2010), Carson and Martin (1999),

Engelstad (1989), Guerrero (2014), Landemore (2013), Leib (2004), McCormick
(2011), Mueller et al. (1972), Sintomer (2010), Stone (2011), and Zakaras (2010),
among others.

5. These, and the following general considerations, are common ground among theorists
who have considered the issue (e.g. Broome, 1990–1991: 90–100, Stone, 2011: Chs. 3–4).

6. Though, for a critique of this view, see Tomlin (2012).
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7. What fairness requires where unequal claims cannot be satisfied in proportion to their
strength is controversial. Some favour simply giving the good(s) to those whose claims are

strongest. Others favour a weighted lottery. Of these latter theorists, some (e.g. Broome,
1990–1991: 98) hold that where weighted lotteries are infeasible, a fair lottery may be the
next-fairest option. We can safely set this issue aside. My response to the direct inter-

pretation of ECC for lottery voting and representation by lottery will be to deny (1). For
suffrage by lottery, my response will be to deny (3). The precise formulation of (2) is,
therefore, of little consequence.

8. It is unclear whether persistent minorities have justified complaints of this kind. Majority
rule affords members of persistent minorities equal chances of at least two forms of

influence. Every voter can be equally certain their vote will not be decisive (Brennan
and Lomasky, 1993: Ch. 4). And each individual’s vote is certain to have the same
‘weight’ in the aggregative process. Persistent minorities’ votes (considered collectively)

are usually outweighed under majority rule. This systematically denies such persons
preference satisfaction. Preference satisfaction, however, bears no necessary connection
to political influence. A benevolent dictator might make decisions which satisfy many
citizens’ preferences. There are also familiar reasons to doubt whether egalitarians

ought to be concerned with mere inequalities in preference satisfaction (Dworkin,
2000: 48–59). Persistent minorities do frequently have justified complaints over the out-
comes majority rule tends to produce. That, however, goes to the instrumental merits of

majority rule, which I take up in later. I am indebted, here, to Kolodny (2014: 326–329).
9. See, for example, Baker (2015: 80–85), Kolodny (2014), Pettit (2012: Chs. 3–4), and

Scheffler (2015: 34–37).

10. I am indebted to Kolodny (2014: 303) here.
11. See also Buchstein (2010: 437), Carson and Martin (1999: 34), Engelstad (1989: 27), and

Sintomer (2010: 482). It is unclear whether these authors (including Guerrero) favour

the direct or indirect interpretation.
12. I thank an anonymous reviewer for suggesting this possibility.
13. It may, of course, matter derivatively. Explanations of that sort, however, cannot save

the direct interpretation of ECCRBL.

14. ECCSBL is more moderate than ECCLV and ECCRBL, insofar as it claims only that
suffrage by lottery is as good as democracy from an egalitarian perspective.

15. López-Guerra (2014: 54–55) himself seems to endorse the expressive and autonomy-

centric arguments I offer here.
16. This rules out claims to decisiveness and/or political office, since these forms of political

power, even in-principle, cannot be shared equally.

17. Proponents of representation by lottery will respond by arguing, as many have done
(e.g. Guerrero, 2014; McCormick, 2011; Zakaras, 2010), that elections engender far
greater inequalities of informal political power. I respond to this line of argument below.

18. Though, of course, there have been empirical studies of similar institutions – e.g. delib-

erative mini-publics (Fishkin, 2009).
19. Survey evidence indicates that most citizens do talk about politics. Steiner (2012: 38–49),

however, points out that citizens almost certainly over-report the degree of political

discussion they engage in and, even if they did not, that most such talk would not
amount to deliberation.

20. For this reason, it is also hard to see why – contrary to Saunders’ (2010: 172–173)

suggestion – individuals would be less inclined to vote for unserious protest candidates
under lottery voting.
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21. Setting aside the very rare phenomenon of agenda manipulation (Mackie, 2003:
Chs. 7–8).

22. Some of these options would be those favoured by persistent minorities. Where these
options help to alleviate such groups’ oppression, this will be a valuable consequence of
lottery voting. Yet this must be counterbalanced against the fact that extremist options

which intensify such persons’ oppression would also sometimes be selected. This latter
worry might, perhaps, be partially alleviated by institutional fixes – e.g. by constitu-
tionally entrenched rights-protections.

23. This is by no means uncontroversial (see Lupia and McCubbins, 1998).

24. This is roughly the proportion of the population López-Guerra (2011: 214–215; 2014:
30–31) seems to favour enfranchising.

25. I am indebted to Brennan and Lomasky (2000: 71–72) here.

26. On this point, see also the exchange between Saunders (2012) and López-Guerra (2012).
27. See Hill, in Brennan and Hill (2014: Ch. 6), and Umbers (Forthcoming) on the justifica-

tion of compulsory voting.

28. No doubt some of the influence of lobbyists is down to the capacity of the groups they
represent to influence voters. Does this mean lobbyists would have no influence over
randomly selected representatives? I think not. There is evidence (cf. Yackee and

Yackee, 2006) that lobbyists exercise disproportionate influence over unelected bureau-
crats, as well as elected officials. Moreover, the diminishing of lobby groups’ electoral
power is likely to be at least partially counterbalanced by the inexperience of randomly
selected representatives, as discussed above.
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