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1. RCV doesn’t prevent vote splitting.
2. RCV is not transparent.
3. Too much uncertainty with Portland/ Gresham.
4. RCV is not equitable.

Summary:

I started out as a big RCV supporter and planned to help bring it to 
Oregon. So what changed to make me so opposed to it now?



1. RCV doesn’t prevent vote splitting.
RCV doesn’t do the main thing people expect it to do. It does not prevent vote splitting. 
The more candidates in a race, the more likely vote-splitting is to occur.

Check out this video from Oregon 
Representative Zach Hudson.

If your favorite candidate is eliminated 
in the final round, your second choice 
is never counted.

“When using Ranked Choice Voting, we 
figure in the second choices from the 
voters whose candidates get eliminated, 
but we never figure in the second choices 
from the voters whose favorite candidate 
is still in the running… Those second 
choices never end up influencing the vote. 
This is a crucial flaw.” - Rep. Hudson

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=cXtjbTkPEz0
https://youtu.be/cXtjbTkPEz0
https://youtu.be/cXtjbTkPEz0


RCV doesn’t prevent vote splitting (continued)

In simulations run by Dr. Warren 
Smith, ranked choice voting (aka 
instant runoff voting) actually 
performed worse than plurality 
plus top two, which is the voting 
method Multnomah County uses 
now.

https://rangevoting.org/BayRegDum.html


These findings are consistent with other statistical simulation studies:

– Strategic Voter Simulations, John Huang

– Voter Satisfaction Efficiency, Dr. Jameson Quinn

– Research on voting backfiring in RCV

http://votesim.usa4r.org/tactical/tactical.html
https://electionscience.github.io/vse-sim/VSEbasic/
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/258164743_Frequency_of_monotonicity_failure_under_Instant_Runoff_Voting_Estimates_based_on_a_spatial_model_of_elections


2. RCV is not transparent
Sample RCV results: Sample STAR results:



3. Too much uncertainty with city measures
I don’t believe that RCV is legal in Portland since it is 
in three different counties, and RCV requires central 
tabulation. It hinges on the interpretation or ORS 
246.200.

If it turns out that Portland cannot legally implement 
RCV, but Multnomah County does implement RCV, it 
will effectively prevent Portland from implementing 
any other voting method in the future that has a 
contrasting ballot format.

Gresham is also going through 
their charter review process and 
considering different voting 
method options. We don’t know 
yet what they will decide to do 
and we shouldn’t risk conflicting 
with their decision.



4. RCV is not equitable
Some voters’ ballots won’t count in the final round (exhausted ballots), even if their preference 
should have made a difference in the election. Real-life example:

San Francisco allows voters to rank 
up to 10 candidates, but because 
this election had a large number of 
candidates running, more than half 
of ballots were exhausted by the 
final round.

This is an extreme case, but ballot 
exhaustion of around 10% is 
typical, and often is greater than the 
margin between the winner and the 
second place candidate.

Graphic source

https://alaskapolicyforum.org/2020/10/failed-experiment-rcv/


RCV is not equitable (continued)

● Groups least likely to rank all candidates (and thus have ballots exhausted) are African 
Americans, Latinos, voters with less education, and those whose first language is not English. 

● Some voters’ rankings are skipped.

● Some voters have more rankings counted than other voters.

● Some voters would get a better result by not voting than by voting. (This is even worse than in 
choose-one-only voting where, at worst, voting produces a result no better than not voting.)

https://alaskapolicyforum.org/2020/10/failed-experiment-rcv/
https://alaskapolicyforum.org/2020/10/failed-experiment-rcv/


My recommendation:
Either:

1. Do not take any action on voting methods at this time, and wait for a future charter review 
committee (or other process) to take that on once we see how things shake out in Portland 
and Gresham.

Or:

2. Update the charter to require a preference voting method which allows voters to indicate 
support for multiple candidates. (We can add other specific requirements too.) Then the 
commissioners will need to decide exactly how to make that happen, and we should give 
them enough time to convene a task force to study voting methods.

Or:

3. Recommend Approval Voting for county elections. (This is a simple and surprisingly great 
voting method that doesn’t change the ballot appearance and is being used in two U.S. 
cities. It may also be adopted by Seattle soon.)



Further reading:

Fair Vote Canada*: Out of the Frying Pan Into the Fire: Lessons on Ranked Ballot from 
Australia
*Note: Fair Vote Canada is not affiliated with FairVote (U.S.). Both organizations advocate for 
STV, but Fair Vote Canada is opposed to single-winner RCV (which they call Alternative Vote).

The Center for Election Science: The Limits of Ranked Choice Voting

Lindsey Cormack: Cataloging the Promises of RCV in New York City

Maine Policy Institute: False Majority: The Failed Experiment of Ranked Choice Voting

Alaska Policy Forum: Report: The Failed Experiment of Ranked Choice Voting

https://www.fairvote.ca/2020/02/15/alternative-vote-from-the-frying-pan-into-the-fire-lessons-from-australia/
https://www.fairvote.ca/2020/02/15/alternative-vote-from-the-frying-pan-into-the-fire-lessons-from-australia/
https://electionscience.org/voting-methods/runoff-election-the-limits-of-ranked-choice-voting/
https://medium.com/3streams/assessing-the-promises-of-ranked-choice-voting-in-new-york-city-d46748d5e6af
https://mainepolicy.org/project/false-majority/
https://alaskapolicyforum.org/2020/10/failed-experiment-rcv/

