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1. Abstract (no more than 1000 words) 

The abstract must summarize the design of the model, including the institutions, regulations, decision-

making paths and control mechanisms it involves, as well as how key individuals and other decision-

making bodies are to be appointed. 

This entry describes a new form of governance called Democracy by Matched Proxy (DeMP). This new 

model enables addressing not only global issues but also the issue of “bad government” at all levels. By 

operating from the level of the individual voter it completely eliminates the problems inherent in 

attempting to build a system that properly deals with global externalities on top of a system that has 

already been proven to not be able to deal with these same types of externalities at any level. 

DeMP works by replacing the legislative (decisionmaking) branch of existing governments with a hybrid 

of direct and representative democracy. It works like direct democracy in that each voter can vote on 

each proposal (law/bill/policy/etc.) if they have the time and motivation to properly research an issue, 

but they can also choose to delegate to a proxy otherwise. Unlike representative democracy, however, 

or even previous proposals like Liquid Democracy, which rely on an individual’s ability to predict 

whether or not a candidate representative/proxy will cast a “correct vote” for them, DeMP works by 

automatically matching voters with proxies based on a personality and ideological assessment. It 

therefore provides a more accurate representation of voter preferences and therefore provides a vastly 

more accurate assessment of The Will of The People. Because DeMP functions without politicians and 

political parties it also eliminates, by design, the types of corruption and inequalities that are 

characteristic of existing misrepresentative democracies and so is far more able to deal with 

externalities (including unsustainable resource consumption) that current systems have failed to address. 

The model description includes an analysis of what the real problems with our current decisionmaking 

systems are, how DeMP (via the prototype system at https://www.proxyfor.me/) addresses these 

problems, and finally a roadmap that shows how this new system will be adopted. Links in this 

document should be live: Click on them to open the site/reference. 

2. Description of the Model (no more than 5500 words) 

The document must be divided into subsections with clear and descriptive headings. The Participant must 

clearly define the functions of the various components, their areas of responsibility and the extent of 

their decision-making mandate. Also, describe how the model is meant to manage both current and 

emerging challenges and risks. 

Motivation 

It is a fundamental misconception that global decisionmaking is somehow qualitatively different from 

local decisionmaking. “Bad government” exists at all levels, and for exactly the same underlying reasons: 

https://www.proxyfor.me/


1) Tribalism: The idea that your “tribe” is somehow imbued with rights to which outsiders are not 

entitled. It makes no difference whether the boundaries between “tribes” are drawn using race, 

ethnicity, language, religion, birthplace, current residency, socioeconomic status, or political 

party: Any system that accepts these divisions as a fundamental part of human society, let alone 

relies on them as a core feature of a governing system, is doomed to failure. This has been 

shown thousands of times in a thousand societies over thousands of years of human history: 

When a decisionmaking system is designed to facilitate the creation of competing factions who 

attempt to “win” by whatever means necessary, the net result is that the benefits accrue 

primarily to these factions rather than to The People as a whole. 

2) Misrepresentation: The people making the decisions, even in so-called “democracies”, are a 

minority of The People and that minority is psychologically and ideologically significantly 

different from The People as a whole: “Leaders” and the elites who vote (or in many cases 

simply pay) to put them in office have different skill sets and priorities from the rest of us, most 

notably a thirst for power, a greater preference for hierarchical and non-egalitarian 

decisionmaking, and a significantly larger tendency to display aggression towards groups they 

consider to be outsiders (i.e. in Matchism philosophy and terminology 

(http://www.matchism.org/) they are primarily SDAPs: Social Dominators, Authoritarians, and 

Psychopaths, as categorized by the relevant psychological assessment tools). For example 

Altemeyer 1996 reported that elected officials are far more likely to display these characteristics, 

and Gerber, Huber, Doherty, & Dowling 2011 reported that voter participation rates and party 

affiliation are highly correlated with these and other personality and ideological variables. So 

long as the decisions rendered in a government decisionmaking system represent the Will of 

The Elites (or perhaps the Will of The Active Participants) instead of the true Will of The People 

there will be constant conflict and often violent confrontation between The People and their 

governments, and between governments themselves. 

3) Externalities: The completely predictable outcome of any government decisionmaking system 

that does not correct for tribalism and misrepresentation is that lack of control over 

externalities becomes a fundamental operating characteristic of the system. It makes no 

difference whether these externalities have primarily global impact (like climate change), 

state/national impact (like polluted waterways), or local/individual impacts (unsustainable 

resource consumption leading to scarcities), the underlying causes and therefore the available 

solutions are the same. 

For example, the problem of climate change could be completely solved at the local level even without 

the existence of a national level, let alone any elaborate system that attempts to work at a global level 

by constraining nations (and thereby indirectly the people who live in them) whether or not the leaders 

of those nations even accept these Goals of The People. In fact polling has shown that this in fact would 

automatically be the outcome if public policy decisions reflected the true Will of The People rather than 

the goals of the tribalists and misrepresentatives who currently end up making these decisions. 

Therefore, the primary need for any system that operates at a global level is only to ensure that The 

People have the right to “good government” (government that accurately reflects The Will of The People) 

at a local level and to facilitate cooperation between these localities. 
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Government and the decisionmaking systems are just technology, and technology is what humans do 

best. Indeed advanced technology seems to be the only thing that distinguishes human cultures from 

those of other animals, at least if you also consider language the resulting inter-generational transfer of 

information to be examples of technological artifacts (and they are). The rapid disruptions in technology 

that have occurred over the past several hundred years have clearly shown that humans will adopt a 

superior technology in mere decades *regardless* of the cost burden of creating a new infrastructure to 

support it: Examples include railroads, automobiles, utilities like electricity and running water, and the 

abandonment of billions of dollars in copper wire and switching stations required for a land-line phone 

infrastructure in favor of creating a whole new infrastructure requiring expensive smart phones and cell 

towers, a transition that we’re already more than half the way through. 

Of course this willingness to change system also applies to government, as the various fascist and 

communist revolutions, and even the “election” of authoritarians who make no secret of the fact that 

they intend to use their new power to strip The People of the right to self-governance, have 

demonstrated: The People are willing to take a leap of faith into any sort of new system, regardless of 

how well it has been designed or how thoroughly it has been tested so as long as it promises them a 

better life. The proper path, therefore, is not to put unnecessary constraints on these advances in 

government decisionmaking technology but merely to ensure that the proposed changes are attractive, 

will be an improvement over existing forms, and that any disruptions are carefully managed. Fortunately 

advances in computer and communication technology, along with advances in psychological research, 

now enable us do this. 

So, this proposal is merely for a system that properly assesses The Will of The People and then utilizes 

existing governmental organizations to execute and monitor those decisions. That is, the executive and 

judicial branches of governments, including even those governments where decisionmaking currently 

operates in a less than democratic fashion, remain operational and so don’t need to be reconstructed. 

Nor do any new organizations even need to be created: Indeed, many of the existing city/state/national 

divisions will be merged as part of the process, reducing the hierarchy depth and total number of 

government organizations. The new system will achieve this via an architecture called “Democracy by 

Matched Proxy” (DeMP), a form of representative democracy that is built not on political parties and 

elections, but instead directly on the fundamental personality and ideological characteristics of each 

individual. It is not specifically designed to handle international issues, or local issues, but merely to 

ensure that The People get the government that they deserve. 

 

What democracy is (or at least is supposed to be) 

DeMP, and indeed democracy in general, is designed around the concept of the "correct vote", the vote 

each individual would cast if they had the experience, motivation, and time to completely investigate an 

issue. Our current political systems are generally classified as "representative democracies" where The 

People are required to delegate responsibility for the vast majority of decisions about the laws and 

policies that affect us to "representatives", the general theory behind that being that these 



"representatives" are somehow "representative" of us and would therefore make decisions that the 

same ones we would make if we were in their position. That is, what they're supposed to be doing is a 

kind of averaging over all of our "correct votes". 

But how are these representatives supposed to know how each of us would vote to perform this 

calculation? And if they don't really know what we would do, does that free them to rely on their own 

predispositions, or worse, are they just supposed to do what their political party bosses tell them to do? 

We all know the answers to these questions: Not only are the representatives not like us and so are 

unlikely to vote like we would, in most cases we can't even really predict (or control) how they vote at 

all. 

DeMP, as instantiated in the system https://www.proxyfor.me/, works from the opposite direction: 

Rather than requiring you to thoroughly research and then cast a direct vote on each proposal, or even 

research and then pick "representatives" from a very limited set of choices and then trust them to make 

good decisions, in proxyfor.me you provide information about yourself that is used to match you to 

proxies that have already most likely voted like you  would have if you had the time, experience, and 

motivation to properly research a proposal. You then have the opportunity to verify this automatically-

calculated vote by examining the justifications for those votes provided by your proxies. If you agree 

with their reasoning, or if you have learned that you can trust the system's proxy-matching ability and so 

don't even check up on them, this proxy vote will be recorded on your behalf. If you don't agree, you 

can cast a direct vote to override your proxies. 

DeMP therefore combines the best features of direct and representative democracies: It provides total 

control over your vote of the former in the rare cases when that is needed while leveraging the 

"expertise" and enormous individual labor savings of the latter to handle more routine operation. 

How proxyfor.me works 

Like any democracy, the proxyfor.me system includes a queue of proposed laws/regulations/policies 

produced by domain experts (it is expected that the executive branch of government will be responsible 

for preparing most of them as a result of public feedback, with “special interests” being the second most 

common source). These proposals appear in a queue which is sorted by the ratio of “yes” to “no” votes, 

ensuring that proposals that only appeal to some minority will sit at the bottom of the queue and never 

get seen or voted on by the majority of voters. 

 Any voter can vote on any proposal at any time, but the final voting on the top element in the queue is 

scheduled to happen every weekend. The proxy batch calculation runs every Friday at midnight UTC 

(4pm US Pacific time). After the proxy votes are calculated everyone who hasn't cast a direct vote will 

get an email or text message telling them what vote has been calculated for them based on votes of the 

5 proxies who are most psychologically and ideologically similar to them (i.e., their matches). These non-

voters then have the weekend to look at how the proxy candidates voted and why, and to cast a direct 

vote to override the calculated vote if they disagree with it. Voting closes Sunday at midnight UTC and 

an email/text is sent to all direct and proxy voters with the final tally and announcement of the next 

weekend's proposal(s). 

https://www.proxyfor.me/


If a voter has the time and inclination to do the research and consideration necessary to cast a direct 

vote and want to make themselves available as a proxy to other voters they’ll have at least 10 days with 

each proposal to do so: The next week’s proposal is locked into the queue every Monday the week prior 

to the final vote. These early voters will have access to the information in the proposal and to comments 

provided by any proxies who have voted before them, but must be sure to vote carefully: Other voters 

will be relying on their decision and once a vote has used to calculate a proxy vote changing it won't 

affect any proxy votes that relied on it. 

The distinguishing characteristic of proxyfor.me is the way voters are matched to their 

proxies/delegates/representatives. Unlike other systems, this system is specifically designed to 

maximize the chances that the vote recorded for an individual is most likely to be the same vote that 

voter would cast if they had the time, experience, and motivation to properly research an issue prior to 

casting a direct vote (i.e., casting a “correct vote”, as defined in Ha & Lau 2015 and Milic 2012). It does 

this by matching the voter based on relatively invariant personality characteristics such as the Five 

Factor Model (aka the Big 5 personality traits) along with measures of political orientation. Although 

there isn’t any direct research to support the viability of this design yet, there is considerable research 

that these traits have high predictive value for things like party affiliation (for a review see Gerber, 

Huber, Doherty, & Dowling 2011), which in turn is at least somewhat predictive of positions on specific 

issues. Indeed, by bypassing parties and the commonly used yet relatively crude measures of political 

orientation as intermediates we may find that the predictive power of the statistical match is far greater 

than in any existing system or research. 

Proxyfor.me also differs significantly from other systems in that these matches are made automatically 

and by statistical analysis rather than relying on human’s rather horrible ability to pick their own proxies. 

For example, Kling, Kunegis, Hartmann, Strohmaier, & Staab 2015 looked at the operation of the 

LiquidFeedback system as it was used by the German Pirate Party and found that when votes cast prior 

to delegation were compared, the votes of voter-selected delegates only correlated 0.6 with the votes 

cast by the voters themselves. Yet there was a 0.5 correlation among voters chosen at random, which 

means that manually selecting delegates is not significantly better than using random sampling (albeit 

without the flaws in lottocracy/demarchy/sortition, all of which have at least the same fatal flaw 

exhibited by the judicial jury selection process: Anybody who wants to get out of serving can almost 

certainly do so, leaving only the least capable (or frequently the most authoritarian) to render the 

decision, which is exactly the opposite of what you want when making public policy decisions). This 

inability to choose appropriate proxies is undoubtedly due to the fact that people use inappropriate 

characteristics to select their representatives (i.e., they use name familiarity, friendliness/extraversion 

(who you’d most like to have a beer with!), recommendations of other non-representative individuals, 

etc.) just as they do in our existing misrepresentative democracies. 

Kling et al. also found several other serious flaws in the operation of the LiquidFeedback delegation 

system, including inadequate utilization (less than 15% of participants ever used this feature), dead ends 

(voters delegating to a person who didn’t cast a vote), and a significant effect of what they called 

“supervoters”, individuals who somehow managed to amass hundreds of proxies and were therefore 

granted the ability to act as oligarchs, subjecting them to the same sorts of corrupting influences that 
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currently plague our existing misrepresentative democracies. By automatically recalculating proxy 

matches for each vote, proxyfor.me solves all of these problems, and achieves vastly better 

representation to boot. Further improvement results from providing the voter with multiple proxies (5 

in the current version) whose votes are averaged, reducing the effects of outliers, some of which could 

be individuals who are attempting to game the system by providing fake personality profiles. 

Automatic proxy matching also solves what is undoubtedly the biggest problem of both LiquidFeedback 

and our existing systems: Low voter turnout. In the Pirate Party LiquidFeedback runs most decisions 

were made with only 20% of the members casting a vote. In the US 2016 general election only about 

40% of the population voted. Even the Swiss system, currently the most widely used direct democracy 

system in the world, generally has turnouts below 50% of registered voters. But once established, every 

vote in proxyfor.me will have near 100% turnout, ensuring that the opinions of the all of the population, 

most of whom are not represented at all in our currently elections, will be taken into account when 

making public policy decisions. The vast majority of these newly-represented voters will be Neurotypical 

(i.e., not having any extreme mental characteristics) and so far less likely to be aggressive, discriminatory, 

or authoritarian in their voting preferences (those SDAP personality characteristics being the dominating 

characteristic among misrepresentatives in our current systems). 

After voting, each voter is given the ability to write a comment (or even a whole dissertation) 

on why they voted the way they did, or to choose posts that they found most influential in making their 

decision. To prevent these voters from attempting to game the system by suppressing the opinions of or 

explicitly attacking the other side, they are only allowed to contribute to their side of the argument (i.e., 

if they voted “no” they’ll only be able to post in the column of reasons to vote against a proposal, or to 

choose the posts from that column that they found influential). Other voters will be able to use this 

information to make their own decision, or to evaluate the quality of their matched proxies, an 

instinctive ability every human has from a young age even when they have little personal expertise in a 

domain (e.g., see Keil 2010). This maximizes the information each direct voter will have access to, while 

preventing the same type of trolling behavior that has become endemic in all other social media: Unlike 

them The System is designed to allow The People to make decisions, not to collect eyeballs to sell to 

advertisers. The best social engineering techniques can therefore be used to ensure a civil and efficient 

debate rather than just using the system to stir up emotions to attract marketable attention. 

Key features/benefits of proxyfor.me 

 A resilient design that is distributed across servers in multiple locations. 

 Robust cross-platform support, from browsers and apps on all platforms to support for voting by 

email or SMS in very low bandwidth environments. 

 Open source, such that anyone can inspect and improve it. 

 Security sufficient to protect against or at least detect vote rigging or other tampering, although 

nowhere near enough to guaranty 100% accuracy of results immediately (and of course 

http://www.matchism.org/refs/Keil_2010_FolkScience.pdf


individuals who insist on this are probably SDAP and so not interested in efficiency or fairness, 

but primarily in control). 

 A “party prevention” design: Not only does this system not include any support for political 

parties, it is specifically designed to prevent them from arising spontaneously. Political parties 

develop because they are a means of aggregating political power from individuals of a particular 

personality type and then wielding it to achieve that group’s goals. Unfortunately, parties don’t 

even properly represent their members because individual variations are far too large to be 

captured by any party system unless it supports at least dozens of parties: Any party system by 

definition therefore prevents people from casting a “correct vote”. Because the philosophy 

underlying the design of this system (Matchism) is based on the fundamental assumption that 

the power of all personality types must be weighted in proportion to their prevalence in the 

general population, political parties can only be considered to be a means of “gaming the 

system” because they facilitate some personality types wielding political power out of 

proportion to their numbers. This is obviously incompatible with Matchist philosophy and social 

engineering principles. It probably should even be considered explicitly immoral in all 

philosophies that profess to include democratic or egalitarian goals because some personality 

types simply don’t aggregate the way others do. For example individuals with high 

Conscientiousness and low Big-5 Openness scores (authoritarians and other conservatives) 

naturally aggregate, whereas organizing high Conscientiousness + high Big-5 Openness 

individuals (some Greens, but most of whom are not well represented by any current political 

party) is akin to herding cats. The result of course is that public policy is biased toward achieving 

the goals of conservatives more than those of the herdless “cats”, or indeed of The People as a 

whole. 

 The ability to block certain proxies from being matched with them if they find that a proxy takes 

positions or makes comments that the voter disagrees with on principle. This will also address 

any proxy’s attempt to game the system by faking their personality profile: The research has 

shown most people will be able to detect this because they can determine most relevant 

dimensions of the Big 5 personality profile using only the potential proxy’s on-line posts 

(Darbyshire, Kirk, Wall, & Kaye 2016). 

 The ability to record a changed vote after the voting has closed. If a large number of these 

reversals are recorded, the proposal will automatically be rescheduled for a revote. 

 Although it expected that the vast majority of proposals to be voted on will come from qualified 

Social Engineers in the Executive branch of government, add-on systems will aid in creation and 

refining of proposals submitted by individuals. Note, however, that The System itself is not a 

deliberation or consensus-building system, all of which have the fatal “last man standing” flaw 

where even a single user who insists on getting their way holds up all progress until a 

compromise acceptable to them is made. This kind of behavior was simply not tolerated in the 

EEA (Era of Evolutionary Adaptation, as is evidenced most commonly by interactions that are 

http://www.matchism.org/refs/Darbyshire_2016_big5FB.pdf


characteristic of small-scale societies), is fundamentally incompatible with human social 

Clinations, and so does not need to be included in any modern decisionmaking system. 

Justifications for Open Voting 

This proxy system addresses most of the problems raised in Hibbing’s 2002 Stealth Democracy which 

showed that although people greatly dislike our current systems and yet don’t want to be involved in all 

of the low-level details of running a government, they do want to be able to ensure that the people they 

chose to represent them are not capable of exploiting those positions for their own personal gain. Most 

people also do want to retain the ability to vote directly on those few issues that are important to them. 

The results of all votes would be available at closing so that The People can check that their vote had 

been recorded and that there was no ballot-box stuffing, just as is the practice for representatives in 

representative-based government. After each vote, they will also get a text/email showing what vote 

was recorded for them along with the vote totals. This virtually eliminates the possibility of fraud 

because any tampering would be instantly detectable by anyone who even glanced at their phone. It 

also vastly simplifies the infrastructure: No need for fingerprints or other exotic authorization methods, 

no need for The System to be able to verify individuals using their financial information (i.e., recording 

credit card or bank account or other information useful for identity thieves), and no need for armies of 

system administrators to monitor and protect the system from attack. Indeed, it may not even be 

necessary to validate any sort of voter ID at all so long as citizenship rolls are properly maintained: If 

someone else votes using your name/ID, it’s your own fault, and this alone should provide a proper 

incentive to make sure that every person at least signs up with the system and does at list a minimal 

monitoring of the votes cast on their behalf. If the system does at some point get hacked, large numbers 

of users will discover this and the only negative consequence will be that a vote or two may have to be 

redone in the weeks to come (i.e., you’re not stuck with the wrong representative for years as is the 

case with inaccurate or even fraudulent election results in misrepresentative democracy). 

Although this is different from the secret ballot system used in most representative democracies, the 

choice between support for proxies and making fraud straightforward to detect versus the possibility of 

making vote buying and voter intimidation easier is a clear one. Indeed, by making the latter easier to 

detect (e.g., via statistical analysis of voting patterns and comparisons with the personality inventories) 

public voting would seem to be the best of both words in a technologically advanced civilization. 

This type of open voting is not unfamiliar to most people: Caucuses used in primaries in many states 

work this way, as do most votes held in meetings in most organizations. Most people do not even have 

any reluctance to share their voting preferences with others (e.g., Gerber, Huber, Doherty, & Dowling 

2012). Kling et al. (private communication) received virtually no reports of reluctance to cast a direct 

vote in LiquidFeedback as a result of it having open votes. It has also been shown that the individuals 

who are most insistent that a secret balloting system be used are the very people who are the least 

informed on the issues and so would most benefit from having their votes cast by a matched proxy 

instead of directly (Gerber, Huber, Doherty, Dowling & Hill 2013). 
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Justifications for Direct Democracy 

It is a common criticism of direct democracy systems that the large number of decisions that (at least 

supposedly) need to be made by government effectively prohibit individual participation in making them. 

But if you actually look at the number of substantive decisions made at the local, state, and national 

levels you’ll find the number is already quite manageable: A weekly vote on 1 or 2 proposals would be 

sufficient (although a lot of bridges and post offices will probably end up with boring and utilitarian 

names, nor is there any chance there will be over 60 votes to repeal Obamacare as the US congress has). 

For each proposal an individual would at most have to read a few concise and well-written statements in 

favor of the proposal, and equally concise and well-written statements opposed. Of course, if they 

needed more information prior to voting they could read the proposal itself along with every comment 

(in ratings order) about it that anyone else had written (and there will be a lot of that information 

available because instead of whining about the way things are on Facebook or some other social media 

platform, people will instead express their opinion in a place where it actually matters!). Making a 

full evaluation and casting a direct vote should take less than an hour a week for most people, and once 

people learn to trust the proxy-matching system the vast majority of them will only spend a few seconds 

a week monitoring the system. 

It is also frequently observed (including by the Founding Fathers of the United States) that direct 

democracy can’t work because The People are not up to the job (too stupid, too apathetic, too prone to 

mob effects, etc.). Many evolutionary psychologists would extend this assessment to human 

performance in large-scale political systems in general: Humans simply don’t have the evolution-tuned 

hardware to perform well in that environment (Geher, Carmen, Guitar, Gangemi, Aydin, & Shimkus 

2016, Petersen & Aarøe 2012). But these criticisms assume The People are unaugmented by technology. 

Proxyfor.me is designed and engineered to improve human decisionmaking ability by providing exactly 

the information needed and in a directly usable form. It will facilitate voters making decisions rationally 

using only this information instead of relying on lower-level processes, biases, or prejudice. It provides 

an environment that behaves and feels more like a small-scale society even though it is designed to scale 

to accommodate the entire global population. It amplifies collective power while minimizing mob effects 

and therefore will allow us to function far more efficiently and competently than we are able to now in 

any current political system. 

Proxyfor.me (and DeMP) Implementation Process 

At first proxyfor.me will primarily be a source of new and oftentimes unconventional proposals and The 

People’s evaluations of them. As the number of people using it grows this system will gradually begin to 

replace slacktivism (petition-oriented) and polling organizations because of the greater diversity and 

consistency of the participation rates of the people here: Everyone effectively votes on everything, 

rather than having the “voting” done by extremists or demographic outliers as is the case for slacktivism 

sites and polling that relies on people answering land-line phones or responding on social media. 

Politicians will increasingly start paying attention to the outcomes when this threshold is reached. Some 

will submit their own proposals to this system instead of the old one to gain preliminary support, and 
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others will voluntarily commit to casting votes to reflect the Will of The People as recorded on 

proxyfor.me.  

Another milestone will occur when participation rates approach 25% in some locality, as this is the range 

of popular approval in existing misrepresentative democracies (51% approval when less than 50% of 

those eligible to vote participate). Proxyfor.me will at that point be more legitimate than the existing 

decisionmaking system because of the psychological/ideological breadth of the participants, at least for 

proposals that pass with large supermajorities. Politicians will increasingly call for controversial 

proposals to be voted on here rather than taking the risk of voting on something themselves or even 

pushing a proposal to a conventional referendum. 

When participation rates approach 50% in some locality the dynamic changes again because the new 

system becomes the legitimate decisionmaking system for that locality. At that point it will merely be a 

matter of organizing the transfer of power to the new system and the shutting down of the old one. 

There is one possible exception to this evolutionary process: When a coup/revolution/counter-

revolution occurs in a locality with a significant participation rate. In that case the new system may be 

called on to take over decisionmaking in a matter of days or weeks rather than years. This system has 

been designed to accommodate this need, but it will still require a leap of faith from the population. It is 

perhaps worth all of us considering what we would do if we found ourselves in this situation: If your 

local/state/national government were to somehow become non-functional, and especially if crucial 

infrastructure (power, Internet service, etc.) is also shut down, would you prefer to transfer control to 

whoever tries to claim authority and fill the power vacuum, or would you maybe prefer to rely on the 

people who are psychologically much more similar to you but who may live in other 

cities/states/countries? 

The entire adoption process could take years or decades, but the new system could also become 

influential or even binding in a matter of months. This is because there is an almost magical aspect to 

"government": The legitimate government of a place depends solely on what people believe it to be. If 

the majority of The People in a locality sign up for this system and at some point vote to confirm it to be 

the legitimate government, it simply becomes the government of that place. No need for rioting in the 

streets or beheading of the existing leaders, just a quiet transfer of power from the old system to the 

new one. Unlikely nearly every other aspect of the world, perception is reality in this domain. 

 
3. Argumentation demonstrating how the model meets the assessment criteria 
(no more than 2750 words) 

 
For each of the criteria listed below, the participant must provide convincing arguments as to how the 

proposed model meets the criterion. 

Assessment criteria 

Entries will be assessed based on how well they can be expected to manage global challenges and meet 

the criteria listed below: 



1. Core Values. 

It is admittedly a leap of faith that a truly accurate democratic decisionmaking system will facilitate the 

stated goals of the GCP (“the good of all humanity”, “respect for the equal value of all human beings”, 

etc.). Nor is there even any guarantee that it will “solve” the climate change or any other environmental 

problem in any way that has been proposed or predicted so far. But it is (or will be) what it is: A 

reflection of the Will of The People. To claim that the result of this change will be counter to any 

particular set of moral principles would mean believing that it’s reasonable to establish these principles 

without the full participation of The People and furthermore that existing government architectures 

(dictatorship, oligarchy, and misrepresentative democracy) are somehow more motivated or capable to 

implement them than one that ensures that The People wield the power. Does anyone believe that? 

But what happens if The People decide to not change their lifestyles by reducing their energy 

consumption but instead decide that their response to climate change will be an adaptation strategy 

where they force (albeit also fund) the relocation of people in low-elevation nations/areas? While this 

would be a “failure” by the criteria implicitly imposed for the GCP, it is hard to make a coherent 

argument that it is actually “wrong”: What is wrong, at least with respect what’s the best match for the 

human species as a whole, is for elites of any sort to prescribe the outcomes of public policy 

decisionmaking, The Will of The People be damned. 

This means that although the proposed model has a large overlap with the overall goals and specific 

requirements for this competition, it explicitly and by design does not comply with all of them. It is 

necessary here to make a choice, and the right choice is clear: You can either prescribe the outcome of a 

decisionmaking process and design a system to achieve that result, or you can decide in advance to 

accept the result of a global and truly democratic process and then work to create a system that 

implements that process, even if that means putting aside your prescriptions (biases) about how (or 

even whether) any particular problem is solved.  

For example, one requirement that is deliberately disregarded in this entry:  “This requirement 

eliminates models that rely on time-consuming and controversial changes in the political system of 

individual states, e.g. models that postulate that all states should be democracies.” The problem is that 

it is simply not possible to design a system that corrects for externalities if it is a requirement that 

tribalism and misrepresentation remain fundamental operating characteristics of the system. We 

humans all seem to implicitly know this, and it is straightforward to derive via the application of 

psychological and political theory, but it has also been shown to be the case experimentally. Perhaps the 

best example of this is the Global Change Game experiments summarized in Altemeyer 2003 where 

groups of different personality types participated in a simulated world government of exactly the sort 

proposed by the GCF. The result? The kinds of people who are most likely to rise to power in our current 

misrepresentative democracies (SDAPs) initiated a nuclear holocaust whereas the kinds of people who 

currently have little or no input into public policy decisionmaking (mostly Neurotypicals )had superior 

outcomes to even randomly selected populations. So, again, entries to this contest must address this 

issue and therefore must make a choice between following the rules and creating a system that would 

actually result in a better outcome than those we’re using now. 

http://matchism.org/refs/Altemeyer_2003_RWAInheritEarth.pdf


2. Decision-Making Capacity 

Proxyfor.me ensures decisions weekly, and while its current design renders easy decisions (large 

supermajorities) much quicker than hard ones, this may in fact be an optimal design. If it’s not, minor 

tweaks in the prioritization scheme (e.g., an executive branch override) can be implemented to ensure 

necessary decisions are made even with only small majorities. 

3. Effectiveness 

Under proxyfor.me the effectiveness of public policies is entirely dependent on The Will of The People 

to create and enforce them. This is as opposed to current systems where effectiveness depends on the 

willingness of misrepresentatives to legislate and then enforce these policies with no ability for The 

People to impose any requirements on either phase (other than in some cases the ability to choose 

different misrepresentatives). 

For example take burning coal to generate electricity in the domain of climate change. Currently The 

People have very little control over any step of the process:  

1. We can’t prohibit the miners from extracting the coal (local decisions are made by local 

misrepresentatives who primarily represent the elites within that locality rather than The People 

as a whole, and those of us outside the jurisdiction have no control over local policies and no 

way to impose sanctions directly on a locality within a sovereign state/nation). 

2. We can’t prohibit the transport of the coal to generating stations (interstate commerce is 

regulated by elites via their misrepresentatives, a process that is very susceptible to log-rolling 

and other political tactics for gaming the system). 

3. We don’t have direct control over the fuels a power plant uses or in most cases where our 

electricity comes from (interstate commerce again). 

4. We don’t have control over carbon emissions from any nation (no way to create binding 

international agreements). 

Contrast that with the much greater control available under a truly democratic locality-based 

government architecture using proxyfor.me for decisionmaking: 

1. Locals may act directly to create and enforce policy at any stage (extraction, transportation, 

generation, consumption) for their locality. 

2. The People outside a locality gain the ability to sanction any non-compliant locality because 

individual localities are not protected by sovereign states/nations that leverage 

misrepresentation and tribalism to prevent such action (e.g. The People of the entire planet, 

acting directly through their locality governments, could impose sanctions on the locality of the 

Powder River Basin in Wyoming, cutting off all transportation and economic exchange with that 

locality until coal production stops. Presumably The People would offer retraining or relocation 

of the locals as the “carrot” to complement the “stick” of sanctions). These types of sanctions 

could of course be imposed on any locality with coal-transporting rail lines, or a coal-burning 

power plant, or any locality that accepts electricity from a coal burning power plant. Note that 



no specific global organization is necessary to achieve this; it is an emergent phenomenon that 

is a direct consequence of providing The People with local control over public policy. 

3. There could also of course be a global federation of these localities that could facilitate creation 

and enforcement of policies designed to address externalities (carbon taxes, fishing quotas, 

species protections, etc.). These decisions can be made using exactly the same system as is used 

for local decisionmaking. 

4. Resources and Financing. 

Server time and maintenance staff required to run proxyfor.me are minimal: A small fraction of what is 

required to run conventional elections or what we pay to keep misrepresentative democracy functioning. 

This architecture is designed to be self-funding (via crowdfunding and then eventually via tax dollars), 

but bootstrap capital would be useful to pay for server time (proxyfor.me currently runs on the AWS 

cloud computing platform) and system administrators to maintain it. It would also be useful to have 

some funds for marketing (advertising, etc.), although word-of-mouth on social media will be the 

primary means of information dissemination. No funds have been or will ever be allocated for 

development as the founders and open-source partners, all volunteers, can handle that. No funds will be 

allocated to salaries or perks for the founders or for other administrative overhead, for the same 

reasons. 

5. Trust and Insight. 

Because this is a ground-up proposal it will be the only truly open and trustable form of public policy 

decisionmaking: All votes are verifiable by anyone and everyone’s position has a truly equal weight in 

the final decision. The source code for proxyfor.me is, and will always be, available as open source: 

https://github.com/metamerman/proxyfor.me 

6. Flexibility. 

It’s software, portable across many platforms (with a functioning communication system it could be run 

on a network of cell phones), and open source so that anyone can analyze and improve it (adoption of 

the original system and any upgrades pending voting approval by The People by vote, of course). 

7. Protection against the Abuse of Power and Accountability 

By definition and design this system assesses The Will of The People. It therefore is fully immune to any 

sort of abuse of power or to any failure of accountability. 


