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(57) ABSTRACT

An interactive voter choice system providing voters mecha-
nisms they can use to play more pro-active roles in influenc-
ing elections and policy-making by elected representatives in
representative bodies than the relatively passive roles
ascribed to them in the typical rules and regulations govern-
ing these elections, namely mechanisms that enable them to
specify in written policy agendas their preferred policy
options chosen from a comprehensive database of policy
options, transmit their agendas to provide information and
instructions to candidates for office, elected representatives
and others; request candidates and representatives to use the
comprehensive database to specify their preferred policy
options in written agendas; and use voters” own agendas to
build consensus, coalitions and voting blocs that can run and
elect their own candidates for office and induce elected rep-
resentatives to enact their agendas.

12 Claims, 7 Drawing Sheets
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FIG. 2

Step 1. Creation of a comprehensive database

of n, objects, preferably computerized and —_
located on a website accessible via the internet. Database of
n, objects

Step 2. The voter, preferably with a personal Each object
computer and internet access to a website, represents a policy
periodically accesses the database of n, objects option and contains
to create written policy agendas comprised of n, ~ alink to online

1 resources

objects representing policy options chosen from
the database of n, objects, preferably rank
ordered to indicate his priorities from most to least l

preferred.

Step 3. The voter periodically transmits to the
database of n, subsets of n, objects (which is Voter's subset of n, objects
used for polls and coalition-building) his policy —T> (policy agendas)
agenda comprised of a subset of n, objects
chosen from the database of n, objects,
preferably ranked ordered. l

Step 4. The voter transmitting policy agendas to
the database of n; subsets of n, objects provides

the following information: his email address, Voter information
geographical indicator of place of residence (e.g.
ZIP code or electoral district), demographic l

information and indication of interest in building
coalitions and voting blocs.

Step 5. The voter is assigned a unique
alphanumeric indicator attached to his personal Database
of n; subsets

information and subsets of m objects, as well as an ’
of n,objects

internal email address and mailbox on the website.

Step 6. The voter views periodic polls displaying
statistics drawn from the polling database of m ~ l

subsets of n objects comprising the preferred \A
policy options that voters periodically choose from

the database of n objects.

Polls
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INTERACTIVE VOTER CHOICE SYSTEM

CROSS-REFERENCE TO RELATED
APPLICATIONS

This application claims the benefit of U.S. Provisional
Application No. 60/839,876, filed Aug. 24, 2006.

BACKGROUND OF THE INVENTION

(1) Field of the Invention

The present invention is generally related to the field of
elections in which voters elect representatives to make deci-
sions on their behalf in representative bodies in governments,
business enterprises, institutions, associations, labor unions,
political parties, advocacy groups, nonprofits and other
groups and organizations.

More specifically, the invention is directed to interactive
voter choice systems and methods facilitating voters to play
more interactive roles in elections.

(2) Description of the Related Art

Although elections to representative bodies are portrayed
as enabling voters to elect representatives who make deci-
sions on their behalf once the representatives are in office,
typically it is not the voters who put these representatives on
the ballot as candidates to represent them. Candidates are
typically placed on the ballot by nominating bodies rather
than the voters. In other instances, candidates put themselves
on the ballot.

Moreover, election rules and procedures typically do not
comprise mechanisms enabling voters to specify in written
policy agendas their preferred policy options, chosen from a
comprehensive database of policy options, to serve as a guide
to nominating bodies selecting the candidates or to individu-
als who place themselves on the ballot. Once voters are pre-
sented with a slate of candidates whose names already appear
on the ballot, the lack of mechanisms to create written policy
agendas from comprehensive databases of options impedes
voters from providing information and instructions to candi-
dates for office regarding the policies the voters want them to
enact if they are elected.

The absence of such mechanisms also prevents voters from
requesting candidates for office and elected representatives to
provide them with written policy agendas comprised of
policy options chosen from the same comprehensive database
of options from which voters choose their preferences, which
voters can then use to compare their respective agendas,
evaluate candidates’ platforms and hold elected representa-
tives accountable for their performance in office.

Consequently, candidates tend to use vague language dur-
ing their campaigns to describe their platforms and policy
agendas. They typically cite a limited number of general
policy objectives so as to avoid controversy, a practice which
often hampers voters’ efforts to discern what the candidate’s
positions are so they can decide whether they want to be
represented by any of the candidates.

Likewise, elected representatives tend to use vague lan-
guage to describe their policy agendas and provide their con-
stituents little information about how they voted on specific
legislation. As a result, voters often have to choose a candi-
date and platform from a slate of candidates that includes
incumbent officeholders and first-time candidates about
whom they know little. These slates of candidates and their
platforms may be quite different from those the voters would
prefer to see on the ballot.

Because of these practices and the lack of mechanisms
available to voters and candidates to create written policy
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2

agendas, which voters can use to evaluate candidates and their
platforms, there tends to be a “loose fit” between voters’
policy agendas, the campaign platforms and policy agendas
adopted by candidates for office and the policy agendas
enacted by elected representatives once they are in office.
Research indicative of this discrepancy between voters’
policy preferences and those of elected representatives in
contemporary American government is provided by a recent
Pew Research Center poll, which found that “Americans feel
increasingly estranged from their government”. A majority of
Americans (52%) say that “government is not run for the
benefit of all the people”, according to a poll entitled, Trends
in Political Values and Core Attitudes: 1987-2007, Section 6:
Government, Trust and Political Participation, published by
the Center in Washington, D. C., Mar. 22, 2007, pp. 5 and 46.

BRIEF SUMMARY OF THE INVENTION

The present invention is designed to assist voters alleviate
the discrepancy between voters’ policy preferences and those
of elected representatives in contemporary American govern-
ment. It provides voters mechanisms under their control for
specifying in written policy agendas their preferred policy
options that they choose from a comprehensive database of
policy options to which they can add their own options. The
voter can transmit his policy agenda to candidates for elective
office and elected representatives to provide them informa-
tion and instructions regarding the policy options the voter
wants to see enacted into law.

The voter can also use these mechanisms to request candi-
dates for office and elected representatives to create their own
written policy agendas by selecting their preferred policy
options from the comprehensive database and transmitting
their agendas to the voter. The voter can then compare, con-
trast and evaluate their respective agendas and engage in
dialogs with the candidates and representatives to build con-
sensus about what policy options they share, and whether and
how divergent preferences can be reconciled. Moreover, vot-
ers can also use their evaluations of the respective policy
agendas to decide whether to vote for incumbent representa-
tives who stand for re-election or other candidates on the
ballot.

The present invention also provides mechanisms by which
voters can identify and contact other voters whose policy
agendas and preferred policy options chosen from the com-
prehensive database are statistically similar to their own, for
the purpose of building coalitions and voting blocs that can
place their own candidates on the ballot who advocate policy
agendas similar to their own. Voters may find these mecha-
nisms particularly useful in U.S. electoral districts in which
voters’ policy preferences diverge from those of the political
parties that traditionally place candidates on the ballot.

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE SEVERAL
VIEWS OF THE DRAWING

The detailed description of the present invention is best
understood when read in conjunction with the FIGURES
below:

FIG. 1 is a schematic diagram of the interactive voter
choice system.

FIG. 2 is a step-by-step diagram showing how the voter
utilizes the basic interactive voter choice mechanisms pro-
vided by the invention.

FIG. 3 Key to Deck 1. This drawing from a prototypical
application of the invention to the U.S. government provides
a screenshot of the names of the first 52 policy options of the
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104 policy options provided in a comprehensive database of
n, objects, accessible via a computer network and/or website
on the internet. Per FIG. 5 below, the first 52 options are
visually displayed as cards in suits contained in the first of two
decks of cards in which each suit has an umbrella policy
theme.

FIG. 4 Key to Deck 2. This drawing provides a screenshot
of'the names of the second 52 policy options of the 104 policy
options provided in the comprehensive database of n, objects,
per the prototype of the application of the invention to the
U.S. government accessible via a computer network and/or a
website on the internet. The second 52 options are visually
displayed as cards in suits contained in the second of two
decks of cards in which each suit has an umbrella policy
theme.

FIG. 5 provides a screenshot of the policy options provided
by 6 objects from the comprehensive database presented visu-
ally as cards in decks of cards, per the prototype of the
application of the invention to the U.S. government accessible
via a computer network and/or website on the internet.

FIG. 6 provides a sample of the contents of a Uniform
Resource Locator (URL) link to online information acces-
sible via the internet found on one of the objects presented as
a card in Deck 1, entitled “Jobs, Tax Cuts and the Economy”
in a suit with the theme “Livelihoods”.

FIG. 7 provides a sample of the contents of a Uniform
Resource Locator (URL) link to online information acces-
sible via the internet found on one of the objects presented as
a card in Deck 1, entitled “Job Availability” in a suit with the
theme “Livelihoods”.

DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF THE INVENTION

The preferred embodiment of the invention is its applica-
tion to popular elections to elective bodies in governments of
nation states, such as the U.S., and legislative policy-making
by elected representatives in these bodies.

The invention provides interactive voter choice mecha-
nisms that voters can use to play more pro-active roles in
influencing elections and policy-making by elected represen-
tatives in representative bodies in governments than the rela-
tively passive roles ascribed to them in the typical rules and
regulations governing these elections. These mechanisms
enable them to specify in written policy agendas their pre-
ferred policy options chosen from a comprehensive database
of policy options, transmit their agendas to provide informa-
tion and instructions to candidates for office, elected repre-
sentatives and others; request candidates and representatives
to use the comprehensive database to specify their preferred
policy options in written agendas; and use voters’ agendas to
build consensus, coalitions and/or voting blocs that can run
and elect their own candidates for office and induce elected
representatives to enact their agendas.

In general, and with respect to the U.S. government in
particular, voters can use the invention’s voter-controlled
mechanisms independently of existing electoral laws and
regulations governing the conduct of elections without
changing them or awaiting completion of current reforms that
are underway (e.g. redistricting of electoral districts, cam-
paign finance reform, changes to the way the Electoral Col-
lege functions, etc).

The U.S. Constitution and amendments and the laws and
regulations of Congress and the fifty states provide the legal
framework for the popular election of candidates to represen-
tative bodies in American government at local, state and fed-
eral levels.
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The preamble to the U.S. Constitution specifies that the
“people of the United States” established the U.S. Constitu-
tion, rather than the states. In a landmark decision of the U.S.
Supreme Court in 1819, McCulloch v. Maryland, U.S. Chief
Justice John Marshall affirmed that government “proceeds
directly from the people” and that “in form and in substance
it emanates from them”. The U.S. Constitution and subse-
quent amendments and the laws and regulations of Congress
and the 50 states established the right of all citizens to vote in
governmental elections and specified the rules and regula-
tions by which they elect their representatives.

Despite the fundamental role this legal framework grants to
U.S. voters in electing their representatives, it is not the voters
who actually select and place the candidates on the ballot
from whom the voters must choose when they are deciding
who they want to elect to represent them. Nor do voters
typically play a decisive role in determining the platforms on
which these candidates run. Moreover, the existing legal
framework for elections in the U.S. does not provide voters or
coalitions and voting blocs of voters the mechanisms pro-
vided by the present invention for creating policy agendas that
enable them to build coalitions and/or voting blocs through
which they can play pro-active roles in placing their own
candidates on the ballot, determining the content of the plat-
forms of their candidates for office, and holding their elected
representatives accountable for the legislative policies they
vote to enact while they are in office.

Lack of written policy agendas drawn from a comprehen-
sive database of options and mechanisms like those offered by
the present invention also hampers voters from providing
policy-specific information and instructions to candidates for
office they do not place on the ballot or to the nominating
bodies that place these candidates on the ballot, such as those
belonging to political parties, regarding the policies the voters
want the candidates to vote to enact if they are elected.

Additionally, lack of such mechanisms prevents voters
from requesting candidates and elected representatives to
formulate written agendas of policy options chosen from the
same comprehensive database from which voters chose their
options so that the voters can compare and contrast their
respective agendas, evaluate their positions when deciding
who to vote for and hold representatives accountable for the
policies they vote to enact or fail to vote to enact when they are
in office.

As aresult, the large majority of voters tend to be confined
to a relatively reactive mode of voting for candidates whom
they have not placed on the ballot and acquiescing in plat-
forms that the candidates have formulated with scant input
from voters.

Voters” choices and options are particularly likely to be
narrowed in gerrymandered electoral districts where candi-
dates backed by the dominant party enjoy electoral advan-
tages over other candidates.

These are districts whose geographical boundaries have
been redrawn to provide one political party with decisive
electoral advantages. In gerrymandered districts, which
include the vast majority of all U.S. electoral districts, the
majority party is typically able to successfully run incum-
bents for re-election term after term without competitive
races, often with campaign financing that comes from outside
the district.

In 2004, for example, all but 36 of the 435 seats in the U.S.
House of Representatives were considered non-competitive
districts because they lacked viable electoral contests due to
gerrymandered districts with artificially-created single-party
majorities, according to the nonpartisan League of Women
Voters. (See Thomas E. Mann, “Redistricting Reform”, The
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National Voter, published by the League of Women Voters,
June 2005, page 4, Washington, D.C.

Not only do incumbents in gerrymandered electoral dis-
tricts tend to get re-elected time after time in non-competitive
races, but they also tend to finance their campaigns with
campaign contributions received from individuals, special
interest groups and business enterprises that are located out-
side the electoral district and are not entitled to vote.

Candidates for government office in most electoral districts
in the U.S. are legally entitled to solicit and accept campaign
contributions from individuals, special interest groups and
business enterprises that are located outside their electoral
districts even though these individuals, groups and enter-
prises are not entitled to vote for them.

Once these candidates are elected to office, they may be
inclined to enact policies favored by their campaign contribu-
tors residing outside their electoral district rather than those
favored by the voters who reside inside their electoral district.

As aresult, in many typical elections, voters are faced with
a “take it or leave it” choice of electing candidates whom they
have had little or no influence in placing on the ballot, who are
running their campaigns with funds from outside sources that
are not entitled to vote for them, and who have formulated
platforms with scant input from voters. These candidates and
platforms may be quite different from the candidates (and the
policy agendas that the voters would have preferred to see in
their platforms) that the voters themselves and their own
coalitions and voting blocs might have put on the ballot.

The lack of mechanisms such as those provided by the
invention, which enable voters to create written policy agen-
das from a comprehensive database and use these agendas to
build coalitions and/or voting blocs among people with simi-
lar agendas that select their own candidates for office and
attune the policy agendas of the candidates to the agendas of
the voters, has been found to result in a “loose fit” between
voters’ policy agendas and those of candidates, as well as
between the agendas of voters and the agendas enacted by
representatives who are elected to office.

Evidence of this loose fit as it affects constituents and
elected representatives in American government is provided
by arecent Pew Research Center poll, which found that barely
a third (34%) of Americans agree with the following state-
ment: “Most elected officials care what people like me think”.
(See Trends in Political Values and Corve Attitudes: 1987-
2007, Section 6: Government, Trust and Political Participa-
tion, published in Washington, D.C. by the League of Women
Voters, March 22, 2007, pp. 45-6.)

The present invention addresses this loose fit between vot-
ers, on the one hand, and candidates for elective office and
elected representatives, on the other hand. It provides voter-
controlled interactive voter choice mechanisms focused
around a comprehensive database of policy options and voter-
created policy agendas of policy options chosen from the
comprehensive database. Voters can use the mechanisms to
attune the policy agendas of candidates for office and elected
representatives to their own, build their own coalitions and
voting blocs that can run their own candidates for office, as
well as hold representatives accountable for the decisions
they make in office. They can use the mechanisms to identify
and contact other voters with similar policy agendas and
preferred policy options chosen from the comprehensive
database of options to build coalitions and voting blocs in
their electoral districts that are comprised of a sufficient num-
ber of voters to run and elect their own candidates in primary
and general elections against the candidates they oppose. (As
used herein, a similar policy agenda or subset of n, objects
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preferably means statistically similar as determined by gen-
erally accepted statistical methods.)

Per FIG. 1 and FIG. 2, voters can surmount the obstacles
described above and play more pro-active roles in elections
and legislative policy-making by elected representatives in
representative bodies in nation-state governments, one
example of a preferred embodiment, than voters typically
play by using these mechanisms to:

1. Create their own written policy agendas of preferred
policy options (subsets of n, objects) that they choose
from a comprehensive database of n, options;

2. Transmit their agendas to candidates for office and/or
elected representatives and other individuals, groups
and organizations;

3. Request candidates for office, elected representatives
(and other individuals, groups and organizations) to
chose their preferred options from the same comprehen-
sive database to create their own written policy agendas
and transmit them to the voter;

4. Use their respective agendas to evaluate candidates who
are already on the ballot and pressure them to advocate
the options preferred by the voters;

5 Use their agendas to pressure elected representatives to
enact the policy options preferred by the voters, as well
as hold them accountable for legislative policy decisions
they make that diverge from voters’ policy agendas by
voting against them in future elections;

6. Use their agendas and other mechanisms provided by the
present invention (particularly the database of n, subsets
of n, objects and methods and requirements for submit-
ting policy agendas and options to the database) to iden-
tify and contact voters whose policy agendas and options
are similar for the purpose of building consensus, coa-
litions and/or voting blocs that can put their own candi-
dates on the ballot, elect them to office, oversee the
formulation and enactment of their policy agendas and
hold them accountable for the legislative policies they
vote for or against while they are in office. (Coalitions
are comprised of groups and organizations that have
their own missions which may or may not include voting
as a bloc, whereas a voting bloc consists of individuals,
groups and organizations that come together to vote
alike in order to win elections.)

In preferred embodiments, the process of making and using
the invention is described in the steps below, as illustrated in
the schematic diagrams provided in FIG. 1 and FIG. 2: Step 1.
First, A comprehensive database of n, objects in which each
object represents a policy option of concern to the voter is
compiled. There should be at least two objects in the compre-
hensive database. There is no maximum number of objects
that can be contained in the comprehensive database. For
example, there could be 25 objects, 50 objects, 100 objects,
200 objects or more. The comprehensive database is main-
tained independently of all formal election laws, regulations,
procedures and operations and accessed by voters indepen-
dently of these laws, regulations, procedures and operations.

It is preferable that:

1. The comprehensive database of n, objects contains a
broad spectrum of policy options, pro and con, from
which the voter and others can periodically select their
preferences to create written policy agendas;

2. The comprehensive database can be computerized and
searched via a personal computer;

3. The comprehensive database is accessible via a com-
puter network and/or website on the internet;
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4.New objects can be added to the comprehensive database
as needed and existing objects can be modified or
deleted;

5. The voter can formulate his own policy options and
propose to the system administrator that they be added to
the comprehensive database;

6. Per FIG. 6 and FIG. 7, each card and policy option
accessible via a computer network and/or website on the
internet can contain any number of computerized links,
via Uniform Resource Locators (URLs), to information
about each option that is accessible on other websites
which the voter can access to compare, contrast and
evaluate the options;

7. The system administrator can periodically update, add,
modify and delete the computerized URL links to infor-
mation about each policy option that is accessible on
other websites;

8. The comprehensive database contains mechanisms by
which the voter can rank order his preferred policy
options from most to least preferred;

9. The voter who periodically chooses a new subset of n,
objects from the comprehensive database of n, objects
can submit each subset to a personal digital archive
located on the website and/or elsewhere;

10. The voter can periodically access his personal archive
and retrieve one or more selected subsets of n, objects
previously stored by the voter in the archive for trans-
mission to third parties, electronically or non-electroni-
cally.

Step 2. The voter, preferably with access to a personal
computer and a computer network and/or website on the
internet, periodically accesses the comprehensive database of
n, objects to create policy agendas comprised of subsets of n,
objects representing policy options chosen from the database
of'n, objects.

The entire set of objects in the comprehensive database of
n, objects can be displayed electronically or non-electroni-
cally.

Per FIG. 3 and FIG. 4, the entire set of objects can be
displayed electronically and/or non electronically using
visual metaphors such as decks of playing cards in which the
policy options are grouped by theme under each suit to assist
voters in locating options and recalling their location.

Per FIG. 5, the meaning of the individual policy options
provided by each object, such as those presented in the form
of cards in decks of cards, can be described in words or
illustrated through images or pictures, electronically and/or
non-electronically.

Step 3. Per FIG. 1 and FIG. 2, the voter periodically trans-
mits to the database of n; subsets of n, objects (which is used
for polls and coalition-building as described below) his policy
agenda comprised of a subset of n, objects chosen from the
comprehensive database of n,; objects. It is preferable that the
voter rank orders his choices of policy options to indicate his
preferences from most to least preferred.

Step 4. The voter transmitting his policy agendas to the
database of n; subsets of n, objects is requested to provide the
following information: his email address, geographical indi-
cator of place of residence (e.g. ZIP code or electoral district),
demographic information and indication of interest in build-
ing coalitions and/or voting blocs.

Step 5. The voter is assigned a unique alphanumeric indi-
cator attached to his personal information and the subsets of
n, objects he periodically transmits to the database of n,
subsets of n, objects, as well as an internal email address and
mailbox on the website.
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Step 6. The voter and others can view periodic polls dis-
playing statistics compiled from the database of n, subsets of
n, objects comprising the preferred policy options that voters
periodically choose from the comprehensive database of n,
objects.

Step 7. The voter periodically transmits his policy agendas
comprised of subsets ofn, objects that he has chosen from the
comprehensive database of n, objects to candidates for elec-
tive office, his elected representatives and others (such as
political parties, labor unions, advocacy groups, newspaper
editors, etc.), electronically and/or non-electronically, to pro-
vide the candidates, representatives and others information
and instructions specifying the policy options that the voter
wants the candidates to advocate in their platforms and the
elected representatives to vote to enact.

Step 8. The voter requests the candidates and/or represen-
tatives to access the comprehensive database of n, objects to
create written policy agendas of policy options chosen from
the comprehensive database, preferably rank ordered.

Step 9. The voter evaluates, compares and contrasts their
respective policy agendas and advocates enactment of policy
options on which they agree, as well as those advocated solely
by the voter. The voter utilizes his evaluations of the policy
agendas of the candidates and the agendas and legislative
enactments of his elected representatives in deciding which
candidates to vote for in the next election.

Step 10. The voter uses his policy agendas to build consen-
sus and develop collaborative activities with individuals,
groups and organizations for the purpose of collectively advo-
cating the legislative enactment of preferred policy options by
transmitting his policy agendas and his comments to indi-
viduals, groups and organizations, by electronic or non-elec-
tronic means;

Step 11. The voter requests the individuals, groups and
organizations to access the comprehensive database of n,
objects to choose their preferred policy options from the
database and transmit their policy agendas to the voter, pref-
erably rank ordering their preferences to indicate their priori-
ties from most to least preferred,;

Step 12. The voter collaborates with the individuals,
groups and organizations to compare and contrast their
respective policy agendas, identify shared policy options and
develop consensus regarding collective advocacy of their
agendas and specific policy options for legislative enactment.

Step 13. The voter can build coalitions and/or voting blocs
that enable him to play a more pro-active role in elections and
legislative policy-making by elected representatives than vot-
ers typically play. He can use mechanisms provided by the
invention to identify the number of voters (and their geo-
graphical location) whose policy agendas and preferred
policy options chosen from the comprehensive database of n,
objects are similar to those he has transmitted to the database
of'n; subsets of n, objects.

Step 15. These mechanisms authorize each voter who has
received a unique alphanumeric indicator, as described in
Steps 4 and 5 above, to query the database of n; subsets of n,
objects, via the system administrator of the computer network
or website, to identify the number of voters, their place of
residence and other available demographic information
related to these voters, whose preferred policy options are
similar to the voter’s own preferences contained in the subsets
of'n, objects that the voter has submitted to the database of n,
subsets of n, objects.

Step 16. The results are transmitted to the voter through his
internal email address and mailbox located on the website.

Step 17. The voter who is authorized to query the database
requesting the number of voters who have chosen similar
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policy options and live in his vicinity is also authorized to
request the system administrator of the computer network
and/or website to send an email to each of these individuals
(whose alphanumeric identifier and internal email address are
known to the system administrator) with a short message and
a request that the individual contact the voter using his alpha-
numeric identifier and internal email address and mailbox,
and/or another address provided by the voter.

The voter who is contacted by voters with similar policy
agendas and preferred policy options can collaborate online
and offline with these individuals to create coalitions and/or
voting blocs using tools and services provided by the com-
puter network and/or website through which they have cre-
ated their policy agendas, or independently of it.

Step 18. Voters can use their coalitions and/or voting blocs
to transmit their policy agendas and comments to candidates
and/or elected representatives to provide them information,
instructions and guidance regarding the policy options they
want the candidates and/or representatives to enact.

Step. 19. Voters and their coalitions and/or voting blocs can
request candidates and elected representatives to access the
comprehensive database of n; objects and choose their pre-
ferred policy options from the database, preferably rank
ordering their policy options, and transmit their policy agen-
das to the coalitions and/or voting blocs.

Step. 20. Coalitions and/or voting blocs can evaluate, com-
pare and contrast their own policy agendas with those of the
candidates and representatives and advocate enactment of the
policies and priorities they agree upon, as well as policy
options solely supported by the coalitions and/or blocs.

They can evaluate their candidates” and elected represen-
tatives’ policy agendas, including the actions and enactments
of'the representatives, to decide whether to vote for or against
them in forthcoming elections.

Step 21. Coalitions and/or voting blocs who are dissatisfied
with the track records of incumbent elected representatives
standing for re-election, and/or the platforms of non-incum-
bent candidates running for office, can decide to run their own
candidates on platforms that more closely resemble their own
policy agendas.

These coalitions and/or voting blocs can use mechanisms
provided by the invention to broaden their base of support in
order to ensure that they have enough votes to elect their
candidates in primary and general elections. They can access
the database of n; subsets ofn, objects to identify, contact and
solicit the votes of voters in their vicinity who have submitted
policy agendas and policy options to this database that are
similar to their own.

After coalitions and/or voting blocs have elected their own
candidates to representative office, they can periodically
access the comprehensive database to update their policy
agendas in collaboration with their elected representatives in
order to identify the shared policy priorities they want enacted
and monitor the track record of the representatives in enacting
them.

What is claimed is:

1. A system to create aggregates of voters with similar
preferred policy options to influence elections and policy-
making in representative bodies, comprising:

a plurality of user terminals operated by voters;

a communications network, wherein the network com-
prises at least one of the Internet and a website on the
Internet;

a computerized database of n, objects located in a storage
device on the network, each object representing a stance
on a policy option of concern to voters;
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said user terminals are configured to periodically access
the website, select any number of policy options from
the computerized database of n, objects, and create
policy agendas comprised of subsets of n, objects to
represent voters’ preferred policy options;

said user terminals are configured to transmit via the web-

site to a computerized database of n; subsets of n,
objects located in the storage device on the network the
preferred policy options contained in the voters’ subsets
of n, objects;

said user terminals are configured to periodically query via

the website the computerized database of n; subsets of
n, objects and identify voters who have chosen policy
options that are statistically similar to the querying vot-
ers’ chosen policy options contained in their subsets of
n, objects submitted to the database of n; subsets of n,
objects;

said computerized database of n, subsets of n, objects is

configured to transmit to user terminals of querying
voters a list responsive to the query;

said user terminals are configured to query the database of

n, subsets of n, objects, identify voters who have chosen
policy options statistically similar to the querying vot-
ers’ chosen policy options are configured to contact the
user terminals of voters with similar policy options, and
create aggregates of voters with similar policy options to
act collectively to influence elections and policy-making
in representative bodies;

said user terminals operated by voters and others are con-

figured to periodically query the computerized database
of n; subsets of n, objects located in the storage device
on the network to obtain and display on user terminals
information regarding the preferred policy options of
voters who have submitted their chosen options to the
database, and changes, patterns and trends in prefer-
ences that correlate with geographical location and other
factors.

2.The system of claim 1, wherein the database of n, subsets
of'n, objects is further configured to display on user terminals
reports, statistics and poll results compiled from the database
of n, objects and the database of n; subsets of n, objects
located in the storage device on the network.

3.The system of claim 1, wherein the database of n, subsets
of'n, objects further configured to rank order voters’ preferred
policy options chosen from the database ofn, objects located
in the storage device on the network, from most to least
preferred, and transmit to said user terminals a list of voters’
rank ordered policy options.

4. The system of claim 1, wherein user terminals operated
by voters are further configured to provide tools and services
accessible on the website on the network to organize and build
consensus within aggregates of voters by creating individual
email addresses and individual web pages on the website and
voting on proposals to create policy agendas of preferred
policy options and act collectively to influence elections and
policy-making in representative bodies.

5. The system of claim 1, wherein the comprehensive data-
base of n, objects is further configured to modify objects in
the database located in the storage device on the network, add
objects to the database, and delete objects from the database.

6. The system of claim 1, wherein the comprehensive data-
base of n, objects is further configured to display on user
terminals operated by voters the objects contained in the
database using digital media, and auditory, visual and textual
metaphors.

7. The system of claim 1, wherein each object in the com-
puterized database of n, objects located in the storage device
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on the network contains any number of computerized links,
via Uniform Resource Locators (URLSs), to information about
each object, said system being further configured to periodi-
cally modify, increase and delete said computerized links.

8. The system of claim 1, wherein the computerized data-
base of'n; objects is further configured to periodically store in
individual personal digital archives located in the storage
device on the network the subset and/or subsets of n, objects
selected from the database by user terminals operated by
voters, said archives further configured for user terminals to
periodically retrieve subsets of n, objects from the archives.

9. The system of claim 1, wherein the computerized data-
base of n; objects is further configured to transmit voters’
preferred policy options to user terminals of candidates and
elected representatives, with or without comments, to provide
information and instructions regarding the policy options vot-
ers want candidates and representatives to enact; and request
that candidates and representatives access the computerized
database of n, objects, choose their preferred policy options
from the database and transmit their policy agendas to the
voters’ terminals for evaluation, with or without rank order-
ing their preferred options.

10. The system of claim 1, wherein the database of n,
objects is further configured to transmit the preferred policy
options of individual voters and aggregates of voters, with or
without comments, to user terminals of individuals, groups

15

20

25

12

and organizations; request individuals, groups and organiza-
tions to access the database of n; objects to choose their
preferred policy options, transmit their preferred options to
the computerized database of n, subsets of n, objects, and
query the database to identify the policy options preferred by
the individuals, groups and organizations and build consen-
sus by voting on proposals to form voting blocs and electoral
coalitions around preferred policy preferences to act collec-
tively to influence elections and policy-making in represen-
tative bodies.

11. The system of claim 1, wherein the computerized data-
base of n, subsets of n, objects is further configured to pro-
vide user terminals of aggregates of voters with similar pre-
ferred policy options tools and services accessible on the
website to build consensus on acting collectively to influence
elections by voting on whether to support or oppose candi-
dates seeking elective office.

12. The system of claim 1, wherein the computerized data-
base of n, subsets of n, objects is further configured to pro-
vide user terminals of aggregates of voters with similar pre-
ferred policy options tools and services accessible on the
website to build consensus on acting collectively to influence
elections by voting on proposals to place electoral candidates
on the ballot.



