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Consultation Issue
Werespondedto the2002review of thePoliticalParties,ElectionsandReferendumsAct
2000,suggestingthatany amendmentto PPERAtakesaccountof thepossible
implementationof electronicvoting.As amemberof theresearchteamcommissioned
by, interalia, theElectoralCommissionto researchtheImplementationof Electronic
Voting,wearepleasedthatthereareexplicit questionsaboutrelevantissuesin this
consultation.

In general,weurgecautionin theintroductionof changes:theview of a memberof the
focusgroupsin theImplementationof ElectronicVotingprojectis appropriate:“Why
look for trouble?Why �x it if it isn't broken.” (asquotedin BMRB, 2002,p22)
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It is worthnotingthatelectronicvotingusingVDU displays,properlyimplemented,
offerssubstantialadvantagesin ballot designoverpaper, sincemultipleviewsof the
ballot areavailable.Someof thewaysthis canbeusedareindicatedbelow.

Section1.7.Wewholeheartedlywelcometheaim to makeballot papersmore
user-friendly.

Ourview of theelectoralprocessis thattheaim shouldbeaccuratetransmissionand
aggregationof thewishesof thevoters.

In our recentpaperon theseissues(FairweatherandRogerson,2003)wearguethatin
electronicvoting,securityshouldgenerallytakeprecedenceoverotherissuesof interface
design.This is becausemostof thedangerof inaccuratetransmissionandaggregationof
thewishesof thevotersin electronicvotingcomesfrom securityissues.Evenso,we
arguethatsecuritymustnotbeachievedat theexpenseof confusingvoters1. Where
paperballotsareused,issuesof securityarelessrelevantto ballotpaperdesign,andeven
in electronicvoting, thequestionsof interfacedesignaresubstantial.We hold �rmly our
view thatif securityis notat issue,theaccuratetransmissionof thewishesof voters
requiresmakingballotpapersasuser-friendly aspossiblewithout introducingother
distortions.

Weareawarethatpoordesignof paperballotscouldhavesevereimpactsoncon�dence
in theelectoralsystem.Oneof thekey issuesthatmeansthatthelegitimacy of theUS
presidentialelectionis still disputedwasadesignof ballot papersin partsof Floridathat
wasatbestconfusingin use(seeResnick,2000).

2.1 Q1(a)

Theeffectsof alphabeticallisting of candidatesaremitigatedunderpresentarrangements
by eachof thepolitical partieshaving candidateswith awide varietyof names.Thus,if
onepartydoesgainanadvantagein onedivisionby having a candidatewith asurname
earlyin thealphabet,they will looseout in anotherdivisionby having acandidatewith a
surnamelatein thealphabet.While thismaybeunfair to particularcandidates,the
overalleffecton thepolity is minimised.

Therecanbenodoubtthatthereis aproblemwith theorderingof namesof candidatesin
situationswhereelectronicvotingusesballot displayswhere(at leastfor aproportionof
voters)notall candidatesaredisplayedsimultaneously. A typical situationwouldbe
analogousto theuseof awebbrowser(suchasInternetExplorer),wherethedesignerof
thewebpagedoesnotknow how muchof thewebpagewill bevisibleon theuser's

1. In principle security could be aided by omitting any reference to the political party, either visual or
verbal, since these are the parts of the interface most likely to exploited by virus attacks, but voters would
find this excessively difficult.
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computer:if toomuchis puton theweb-page,theuserneedsto 'scroll' to view someof
thepage.While ahigherproportionof webuserscannow copewith scrollingthan
previously, scrollingstill reducesusability(Nielsen,1997).Sincevotingshouldbe
universallyavailableonequalterms,thefactthata proportionof theelectoratecannot
copewith scrolling(SCOPE,2002,p44)is anincomparablymoresevereproblemfor
electronicvoting thanit is for commercialwebsites(wherethelossof thebusinessof a
proportionof potentialuserscanbeoffsetby gainsof additionalbusinessamongstother,
moretechnicallysavvy andprobablywealthier, users).

If alphabeticalorderingis usedwith electronicvoting in situationswherescrollingmight
occur, aproportionof theelectoratewill never realisethatcandidateslaterin the
alphabetarestanding,andthosecandidateswill bedisadvantagedin avastlymore
substantialway thanwith paperballots.

Similarly in situations,suchastelephonevoting,wherevotersarepresentedwith a
time-sequentiallist of candidates,thereis adangerthatthoselastin thelist will be
disadvantaged,sinceaproportionof voterswill alreadyhavemadetheir selectionbefore
beingpresentedwith thatoption.

Giventhatdifferentethnicgroupshaveadifferentalphabeticaldistributionof surnames,
thereis a dangerthatif positionon theballot paperhasanimpactonelectionresults,
ethnicbiaseswill becomeproblematicor will beperceivedasbeingproblematic.

Q1(b)

Theevidenceof Rallingsetal (1998pp123-5)is clear thatalphabeticallisting doesgive
an advantage to candidateswith surnamesnearer thebeginningof thealphabet.While
their original researchrelatedto multi-memberwards,thereis no reasonto believethat
theeffectwill beabsentin singlevacancy divisions(althoughit wouldbemuchharderto
research,controllingfor partyeffects).They referencenumerousotheracademicpapers
thatprovideother, independentevidence.

It is alsoclearfrom theevidencethatwith poorlydesignedballot paperspositionon the
ballot papercanin�uence voterbehaviour (Resnick,2000).

While wearenotawareof any researchinto theeffectof positionon theballot on
electronicvoting,considerationof interfacedesignfor thosewho areless
computer-literatesuggeststhattheeffectwill beevenstronger thanany effectwith paper
ballots.Weconsiderthis to beanareain needof furtherurgentresearchprior to any
widespreadimplementationof electronicvoting.
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2.2 Q2(a)

If thereis reasonto changefrom alphabeticalorderingby candidatesurname,changing
to alphabeticalorderingby partynamewouldmake thingsworse.Alphabeticalordering
by partynamewouldbeunfair bothto individualcandidatesof disadvantagedpartiesand
alsoto thosepartiesasa whole;andtheeffecton thepolity of suchunfairnesswouldbe
maximised.

Wedo nothaveaclearview betweentheotheroptionsfor paperballotsbeyondour
oppositionto orderingby partyname.

Q2(b)

Rotatingtheorderof namesin mosttypesof electronicvoting is a trivial issuecompared
with thetechnicalchallengesof ensuringadequatesecurityfor electronicvoting.
Methodssuchasuseof softwarewherethesourcecodewasopento inspection,which is
alreadyanecessaryelementof bringingadequatechecksandbalancesinto theelectronic
votingprocess,wouldprovide thenecessaryprocessesto ensureeachrotation'sordering
werepresentedto votersanequalnumberof times.Therewouldnotbetheadditional
problemswith countingthatrotationwouldpresentwith paperballots.

Q4(a)

Weareawareof partieschoosingto publicisethenumber(s)of their candidate(s).We
notethatif votingbehaviour is in�uencedby theuseof numberson theleft handsideof
theballot paper, it is mostlikely thatthereis anadvantageto having a low number
associatedwith your candidate(seeanswerto Q4(b)).If this is thecase,underUK
electoralarrangements,any differentialimpactof candidatenumberingwouldbe
indistinguishablefrom theimpactof alphabeticalorderingoutlinedabove.

Q4(b)

Wesuspectthatnumberson theleft handsideof ballotpapersareconfusingto a
proportionof votersnow thatwearein anerawherevotersareonoccasionpresented
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with numberedpartylistsof candidates,andmayoralelectionswith �rst andsecond
preferencevotes.We arealsoawarethatasigni�cant numberof votersmayalsohave
encounteredpreferentialvoting in otherelections(suchastrades-andstudent-union
elections).Thesecontextsall provide for thecandidateassociatedwith thenumber̀ one'
to bethemostfavoured.Sincemany of theseusesof numberingof candidatesare
relatively recentchanges,theeffectsof this couldbeexpectedto increasewith time,as
morevotersencounterthem,andasvotersencounterthemmoretimes.

Thenumberingof candidateson theballot paperappearsto usto bea legacy from anera
whenpartyemblems(or evennames)werenotpresenton ballotpapersandwhena
signi�cant proportionof theelectoratewereinsuf�ciently literateto readcandidate
names.Giventhatballot papersnow displaypartynamesand,importantly, emblems,it
appearsto usthatthereis little casefor theretentionof numberson theleft handsideof
ballot papersif thecombinationwith otherusesof numberscouldleadto confusionor
biasin theelectoralsystem.

2.5 Q5(a)

Oneof the�ndings of thefocusgroupsconductedaspartof theImplementationof
ElectronicVotingprojectwasthatin themock-upof electronicvoting, “The useof party
coloursandlogoswasappreciatedasit wasfelt thesemadeit easierto seewhoyou were
voting for” (BMRB, 2002,p28).

Weareclearthatthepresenceof emblemson ballot papersis importantin improving
access,andin thecaseof electronicvoting improving interfaceusability. Analyseshave
demonstratedthatthevastmajorityof votersdecidewhich party to votefor, ratherthan
decidebetweenindividualcandidates,andthatpersonalvotesrepresentlessthan10%of
thosecast(eg Butler& Kavanagh,1992,p340;Rallingsetal 1998,p121).

While it mightbedesirablefor morevotersto votefor individualsratherthanparties,
fairnessto voterswith limited literacy or restrictedintellectualabilitiesrequiresthatthe
electoralprocessoughtto recognisethereality of thesituationasit is, giving the
designatorsof partygreaterprominencethanthoseof individualcandidates.Thusthe
default view of theballot for electronicvotingshouldhavepartyemblemsasthe
dominantpartof thedisplay, andclicking on theemblemshouldbesuf�cient to select
thatpartyor candidate.Makingpartyemblemssimilarly prominenton paperballots
appearsto usto besimilarly appropriate.

Againstthisbackground,weconsiderit likely thatbeingdenieduseof anemblemwill
disadvantageacandidate.However, sincethevastmajority of votersalreadyvotefor
partieswith emblemsand�nd thoseemblemsuseful,wewouldbestronglyopposedto
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theideathat“If oneof thecandidatesin any particularelectiondoesnot haveanemblem
thenthosewhodo shouldnot beallowedto usetheirsasit givesthemanunfair
advantage.”Thereshouldbeothermethodsusedto avoid any effectof unfair
discriminationagainstcandidateswhoarenotof�cially authorisedcandidatesof parties
with emblemsregisteredwith thecommission.

Q5(b)

For reasonsoutlinedlaterin this response,weareopposedto theuseof photographson
ballot papers,andasalreadyoutlinedweopposetheideaof `all or none'usingemblems.

We favourallowing candidateswhowouldnototherwisehavea registeredemblembeing
allowedto registeremblems.Werecognisethatit mayprove impossiblefor this to be
achievedwithin thetimetablefor anelection.However, few electionscomeasasurprise,
sincemostelectionstakeplaceon a �x edtimetable,andparliamentaryGeneralElections
canusuallybepredictedto takeplacefour to � veyearsaftertheprecedingelection,
unlessahungparliamentresults(in whichcaseaquickly-following secondelectioncan,
equally, bepredicted).Similarly, by-electionsareusuallypredictablefrom thedaya
vacancy arises.Thusweconsiderthatit shouldbepossiblefor emblemsto beregistered
beforenoticeof theelectionis published.A rulecouldbeestablishedthatcandidatescan
useany emblemregisteredat leastthreemonthsprior to thepolling dayif they have
permission(whichcouldbedelegated)of thepersonregisteringtheemblem.Giventhat
candidateswith wildly contradictoryaimsin different(but perhapsneighbouring)local
authoritiescouldseekto registerthesameemblemif local returningof�cers wereableto
registeremblems,it appearsto usthatonly theElectoralCommissionis in apositionto
registeremblems.

Wehavenodoubtthatprovidedsuitableemblemsareselected,colouremblemswould
makeballot-papersmoreuser-friendly. It maybethatcostsaretoogreatto justify theuse
of colouremblemsfor local electionpaperballotsin theimmediatefuture,however in
electionsof greaterimportanceandwhereprint runsof ballot papersarelonger, the
balanceis morelikely to comedown alreadyin favourof theuseof colouremblems.

Many typesof electronicvotingenablethedisplayof colour. We areutterlyconvinced
thatcolouremblemsshouldbeusedin thesecontexts,sincethebene�tsaresigni�cant
andthecostsminimal.

It thusseemsappropriatethatcolouremblemsareregisteredfor eachparty, soasto
provideade�niti vereferencesourcefor thoseimplementingelectronicvoting,andto
enabletheCommissionto ensurethatcolouremblemsdo notgiveriseto confusion
betweenparties.
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Q5(c)

To reducethefrequency of candidateswithoutanemblemandreducetheadministrative
burdenoncandidatesandagents,wewouldsuggestthatit shouldbepossiblefor a
candidateto usetheemblemsof apartywithoutsignedauthorityfrom theparty,
providedthatpartyhasno othercandidatein thatdivision.

Sound

Goodcomputerinterfacedesignfor thosewho arelessfamiliarwith computersor who
haveotherdif�culties operatingcomputersrequirestheuseof appropriatesoundswhere
possible,andwheretherearenototherfactorsmilitating againsttheuseof sound.
Similarly, in someelectronicvotingcontexts (notablytelephonevotingandinterfacesfor
useby peoplewith severelyimpairedvision),soundoutputis vital.

Thesefactorssuggestthatit is appropriatefor partiesto registersound̀ emblems'for use
whenappropriatein electronicvoting.

It shouldbenoted,however, thatin casesof electronicvotingusingfamily Digital
Televisionsetsor computersin family roomsor in theworkplacewherethey canbe
overheard,soundoutputshouldnot includeany sound(neithera sound̀ emblem',nor
partyname,norcandidatenamein audibleform) thatindicatesthevoteselectionof the
voterin away thatcouldbeoverheardviolatingprivacy. Thustheuseof sound
`emblems'canbeexpectedto remainlimited, althoughit couldbeimportantin contexts
whereit is appropriate.

As well astelephonevoting, theuseof sound̀ emblems'is appropriatein othertypesof
electronicvoting in conjunctionwith headphonesandshouldbegenerallyavailableasan
optionto assistthosewith visualimpairmentsto voteindependently. Preferences,suchas
for full audiooutput2, would ideallybecollectedat thevoterregistrationstageunderany
full implementationof electronicvoting.

2.6.We concurwith theattitudeof theCommissionthatcandidatesshouldnotbe
obligedto usetheir full legalnamesastheirmainnameon ballotpapers.In ouropinion,
goodusabilitydesignrequiresthatthenamethecandidateis mostcommonlyknown by
shouldbethemostprominentidenti�er of theindividualcandidate.

We favourvotershaving readyaccessto otherinformationby which they canidentify the
candidate,namelytheir full legalname,theiraddressandany namesthey have formerly
beenknown by or areknown by for otherpurposes,but donotseeaneedfor this to be

2. Linguistic preferences, as outlined below, might also usefully be collected.
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presentedon theballot paperitself, or onany mainvoteselectionscreenwith electronic
voting. In thepolling station,wewould favour full legalnamesandaddressesof
candidatesbeingondisplayin thepolling booth.For postalvoting,wewould favour this
informationbeingprintedon thematerialsthataccompany theballot paper, andfor
electronicvotingwewould favour it beingaccessibleasanoptionfrom thevote
selectionscreen(theequivalentof themainballot paper)3.

3.1.Weareclearthatgoodinterfacedesignfor electronicvoting requiresthattheamount
of verbiageon thedefault voteselectionscreenbeminimised,andthatpartyemblemsbe
giventhegreatestprominencepractical.Wesuspectthatthesameprincipleshouldapply
to printedballotpapers.In neithercase,however, doesthisprecludetheprovisionof
informationto thevotersin otherplacesor in otherways.

Q7(a)

If their aresimultaneouselectionsto differentbodiestakingplace,it appearsto usthatit
is preferablefor thefront of printedballotsto show theelectionto which they apply. In
othercircumstanceswewould favour this informationbeingpresentin thepolling booth,
but noton theballot paper.

With electronicvoting,wewould favour theinformationaboutwhattheelectionis being
availableon adisplayscreen(or audiointroduction)prior to thepresentationof thevote
selectionscreen(or audiomenu).For simultaneouselections,this informationshouldbe
presentedimmediatelybeforethevoteselectionscreen(or audiomenu)for eachelection.

Q7(b)

With electronicvotingwe would favour theuseof bothaudioandtextual remindersof
theright to votein secretprior to thepresentationof thevoteselectionscreen(or audio
menu)whenever thereis thepossibility.

Wearedeeplyconcernedby proposalsto allow electronic(and,equally, widespread
postal)voting in contextswheresecrecy cannotbeassuredby polling stationstaff.

3. We would favour the link to this further information being a minor, unobtrusive option of a sort
that could not be accessed by accident. We would also favour it being possible to vote from this ’further
information’ screen (or listing, in the case of telephone voting) without needing to return to the original
presentation of the ballot.
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Weconsiderit vital thatpostalvotingballot papersincludewordingsuchas“You have
theright to votein secret”printedhorizontallyat thetopof thepaperin sucha wayasto
make thosewordsthemostprominenton theballot paper.

Within thepolling station,thereareotherwaysof promotingacultureof secretvoting,
however, evenin thesecircumstancesweconsiderthatit is advantageousfor votersto be
givenremindersof theright to votein secreteitherby notices,by wordson theballot
paperor by beingtold by polling of�cials.

Q7(c)

It appearsadvantageousto usfor informationabouttheelectedbodyto beavailableto
votersin thevotingcontext. However, wedo notbelieve theinformationthatcouldbe
presentedonaballot paper, asillustratedby thesampleballot papers,is suf�cient to be
useful,beyondidentifying to whichelectiontheballot paperapplies.

For electronicvoting,wewouldanticipatethatby default votersshouldbegivenan
optionof �nding outmoreabouttheelectedbodyandtheroleof electedrepresentatives
within it. Wewouldanticipatethis informationbeingaccessedin thesamesortsof ways
asinformationaboutfull legalnamesandaddressesof candidates,asexplainedabove.

In apolling station,having a lea�et abouttheelectedbody(andtheroleof elected
representativeswithin it) availablefor inspection,andanoticeto thateffect, is probably
suf�cient.

3.5 Q8(a)

It is usefulfor votersto have informationon how to voteavailablethroughoutthe
processof markingtheir vote.

For electronicvotingusingDigital TV or computersaway from polling stations
informationon how to votecan,andshould,bepresentedbothby informationon the
voteselectionscreenandanaudiblemessagethatis heardasthescreenis displayed.

For postalvoting, it maybethatinformationonhow to voteis bestpresentedon the
ballot paper, to ensurethatthevoteris ableto �nd andseeit asthey vote.
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Q8(b)

For paperor electronicvoting in thepolling station,weconsiderthatmakinginformation
availableon how to votethroughouttheprocessof markingthevoteis probablybest
achievedby noticesin thepolling booth.Bothballot papersandelectronicvoteselection
screensshouldideallybeasunclutteredaspossible,andit appearsto usthatnoticesin
thepolling boothcanpresentthis informationmoreeffectively.

3.6 Q8(c)

Wedo notconsiderthereis any advantagein makinginformationonhow votesare
countedavailableon ballot papers,exceptfor preferentialvotingwhenvotersareaway
from thepolling station(eg Mayoralelectionswith postalvotingor off-siteelectronic
voting).

However, informationonhow votesarecountedshouldbeavailableto voterseither
within thepolling stationor asaselectableoptionwithin theelectronicvotingprocess.

With preferentialvotingasusedin Mayoralelections,weconsiderthatit is important
thatvotersknow thatchoosingasecondpreferencecannotharmthechancesof their �rst
preference,andthatif thereis no resulton the�rst round,a run-off will beconducted
betweenthetwo candidatesgettingthemostvotesin the�rst round,in which thesecond
preferencesof peoplewho votedfor othercandidateswill betakeninto account.Away
from polling stations,this informationmight bebestconveyedon theballot paper, or
with electronicvotingeitherby audibleor visiblemessageavailableduringthevote
selectionprocess.

3.7 Q9(a)

It appearsto usthatmakingavailableinformationrelatingto thecandidatesandtheir
partieswouldbeanenhancementof thedemocraticprocess,increasingthechancethat
voterswill makeaninformeddecision.

For electronicvoting, it is technicallyfeasiblefor very largeamountsof further
informationto beavailablethroughselectionof particularon-screenoptions.Thereis a
strongargumentfor this to bedonein waysthatensurethatvotersdo not losetrackof
wherethey werein thevotingprocedure(CaliforniaTaskForce,2000,10v).Thiscould
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beachievedby useof asplit screen,wheretheleft handsideremainsavoteselection
screen,while theright handsidepresentsthefurtherinformation.

Q9(b)

With electronicvoting, it is technicallyeasyfor accessto beallowedto partywebsitesto
providesuchadditionalinformation:however, to dosowouldalmostcertainlyviolatethe
necessarysecurityof thevotingprocess.Accordingto Mercuri (2001,p34) “interfacing
to theInternetcouldbe,in itself, consideredto constituteasecuritybreach,in thatwide
attackandmonitoringopportunitiesareprovidedthatwouldnotbepossiblewith
individualDRE[votingmachine]kiosks,or in aclosednetwork setting”.Thusit is better
for electronicvoting to provideaccessto a limited amountof approvedinformation,in
thesamewayasis suggestedfor traditionalpolling stationvoting.

For electionswherefreeRoyal Mail delivery is available,makingavailablethesame
informationthatvirtually thewholeelectoratehashadtheopportunityto seealready
serveslittle purpose.Theimprovementin thequalityof deliberative judgementthat
wouldbepossibleby makingmoreextensive informationavailableto votersappearsto
usto justify thecostsassociated.It appearsto usthat,giventhatonly asmallminority of
candidatesareindependents,requiringeachReturningOf�cer to checkall suchmaterials
wouldbeeitherbeexcessively andunnecessarilydemandingonReturningOf�cers, or
requireinappropriaterestrictionson theamount,or type,of materialavailableto voters.
Weconsiderthatit is appropriatethatanationalmanifestoof up to 20 pagesA4 would
beavailablefor eachParty, aswell asashortindividualstatementfrom eachcandidate,
whichcouldoutlineany pointson which they takeapositionthatdiffersfrom the
nationalmanifesto.

Q9(c)

Whatwewouldsuggestis thatfor everyParty registeredby theCommission,anational
manifestois checkedby theCommission(perhapsonceevery twelvemonths)of up to 20
pagesA4 paperthatis madeavailablein polling stationsor aspartof any electronic
votingapplication.In addition,wewouldsuggestthatindividualcandidatesbeallowed
to presentapersonalstatementof up to onepageA4 paper, whichwouldbecheckedby
theReturningOf�cer, alongwith any manifestosof independents(of up to 21 pagesper
candidate,exceptthatjoint independentcandidateswouldshareone20 pagemanifesto
andwouldeachbeentitledto asinglepagepersonalstatementin addition).
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3.9 Q10(a)

In our reporton technicalissuesin theimplementationof electronicvoting (Fairweather
andRogerson,2002,p19)wecall for `multilingualsupportfor asuf�cient rangeof
languages',sinceprivacy violationsmayarisefrom failureto allow voting in voters'own
languages.Wecontinuein thebelief thatthis is appropriate.

Therelationshipof thosewith visualimpairmentsto ballot papersis differentfrom that
of thosewith linguistic constraints.Giventheinability of thosewith profoundvisual
impairmentsto learnto readprintedEnglish,nomatterhow hardthey try, or to seeparty
symbols,it is appropriatethatif a requestis madeasuitableperiodin advanceof polling
day, aBraille ballot paperis alwaysmadeavailable.

Wewouldanticipatethatmakingthepartyemblemsthedominantfeatureof ballot
papers(seeanswerto Q5a, above)would reducetheneedfor ballotpapersin languages
otherthanEnglishandWelsh,however it is ourbelief thatlocalauthoritiesshouldbe
entitledto produceballot papersin any languagethey considerit appropriateto use,in
additionto alwaysproducingpapersin English,WelshandBraille if needed.

Othermaterialssuchasexplanatorynotesshouldbeavailablein thefull rangeof
languagesfor which ballot papersareproduced.It maynotbeappropriatefor such
materialsto beondisplay(asthey will make it harderfor themajorityof votersto seethe
informationthatthey canread),but if aballot paperis requestedin aparticularlanguage,
thepresenceof thosematerialsin thesamelanguageshouldbebroughtto theattention
of thevoter.

Q10(b)

It is appropriatefor thereto bea threshold,asapercentageof theelectorate.It is also
appropriatethatin electionsto largerdivisions(asoccurswith Parliamentary, Mayoral,
AssemblyandEuropeanelections,for example),if therearemorethananabsolute
numberof votersof a linguisticgroupwithin thedivision,ballot papersshouldbe
producedin thelanguageof thatlinguisticgroup.

While wedo nothaveexpertisein assessingthecosts,thresholdsof 10%of the
electorateor 1,000people(whichever is lower)appearto usto bebroadlyappropriatefor
themandatoryproductionof paperballotsin minority languages.
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For electronicvoting, thesamecostconsiderationsdo notapply, howevergiventhat
complexity of theinterfaceis deprecated4, thenumberof languagesavailableas
on-screenoptions5 mayneedto berestricted.

Q10(c)

For electronicvotingusingVDUs, wewouldanticipatethatlanguageselectionwouldbe
accomplishedin threeways.

1. For voterswhohave indicateda languagepreferenceat registration,assoonasthey
initially identify themselvesto thesystem(evenbeforeentryof any furthershort
PIN or othersecuritycode),thesystemwould re-setits languageto thelanguage
they have registeredastheirpreference(but with anoptionto changelanguageas
outlinedin 2).

2. All voterswill bepresentedwith anon-screeǹchangelanguage'optionon eachof
thescreensanormalvoterwouldseeprior to the`ballotpaper'screen(andchanging
languagewouldbeanoptionthatcouldbeobtainedfrom a multi-purposèoptions'
selectionon thatscreen).

3. For voterswhohavenotalreadyindicateda languagepreference(at registration,or
earlierin thevoting interaction),or apreferencefor asimpli�ed interface(for
exampledueto disability), following theidenti�cation andauthenticationscreens,
therewouldbea languageselectionscreen,from whichany of thelanguagesof
morethan5%6 of theelectoratecanbeimmediatelyselected(if thatlanguageis
supported).It maybepossiblefor furtherlanguagesto beselectedvia an'other
languages'option.

Wedo nothavesuf�cient knowledgeof relevantlanguagesto commenton theparticular
issuesof designwithin eachscreen,or of paperballots,in languagesotherthanfor
EnglishandWelshlanguages.

4. Since great complexity may make it unusable for voters with low levels of computer literacy, and
since complexity makes security assurance disproportionately more difficult.
5. It may be possible to allow other languages to be seen by voters as their default language if they
indicate a language preference at registration stage.
6. 5% would restrict the number of languages available for selection on the one screen to manageable
numbers
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3.11 Q11(a)

Sincetherearefarmorevotersfor whomballot papersarecurrentlytoo smallthanfor
whomthey arecurrentlytoo large,it seemsappropriateto increasethesizeof ballot
papers.Suchanincreasemayaid thosewith visualor motor-controlimpairmentsmore
thanmany implementationsof electronicvoting.

Q11(b/c)

Ourunderstandingis thatwhitepapercanbeparticularlydif�cult for peoplewith
dyslexia, andthata palelavendershadecanbeparticularlyhelpful.Particularcareneeds
to betakensothatif thewholeballot paperis printedon colouredpaper(or if coloured
bandingis used,anda backgroundcolouris usedfor theotherpartsof thepaper),the
choiceof colourdoesnot favourany of theparties.Thefourthsampleballotpapermight
beseenasfavouringtheLiberalDemocrats,or thesixth asfavouringLabour, for
example.Similarly, therewill needto becarein thechoiceof colourfor usein electronic
voting interfaces(all screensapartfrom thevoteselectionscreen(s)will probablyneed
someuseof colour, which shouldbeparty-neutral).

To achieve this,wewouldsuggestthattheElectoralCommissionreserveanumberof
coloursandshadesfor usewithout any appearanceof partybias.As asteptowardsthis,
it might beappropriatefor partiesthatwereregisteredundertheRegistrationof Political
PartiesAct 1998to begivenachanceto selectacolourbeforetheElectoralCommission
reservescolours.

Preeceetal (1993,p76)suggestthat“colour shouldbeused... as... anadditionalform of
coding”.

As mentionedabove(atQ5(a)) a conclusionof thefocusgroupresearchfor the
Implementationof ElectronicVotingprojectwasthat “The useof partycoloursand
logoswasappreciatedasit wasfelt thesemadeit easierto seewhoyou werevoting for”
(BMRB, 2002,p28).

Theseconsiderationswouldseemto applyasmuchto papervotingaselectronic
(althoughcostconsiderationsmayrestricttheuseof colourto electionswith larger
electoratesin thedivision).

Theuseof colourshouldnot berestrictedto emblems.It is appropriatethatfor each
candidate(etc)thepartycolouris usedasthebackgroundto thetext of their nameand
any otherdetailsdisplayedon theballot paperor any primaryvoteselectionscreenin
electronicvoting.
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Caremustbetakenwherepartycoloursincludeadarkcolourthattext hassuf�cient
contrast.Thismightbeachievedby allowing partiesto nominateasecondcolourfor text,
but if this is done,colourcombinationsshouldbechosenwhichdo notcauseproblems
for peoplewith colour-blindness,to preventtheintroductionof disabilitydiscrimination.

Furtheranalysisof datafrom theelectronicvoting focusgroupsindicatesthatwhere
appropriateachangein backgroundcolourshouldindicatewhichoptionsareselected(a
featureof oneversionof themock-uptestedby our focusgroupswhichwasappreciated),
or perhapswhenamouse(etc)is over thatsectionof thescreen.It maybeappropriatefor
partiesto bepermittedto selectanothershadeof their chosencolourto beusedin such
circumstances,althoughthechoiceof asecondshadeshouldnot precludeanotherparty
from having thatsameshade,or somethingverysimilar, asits maincolour, provided
thereis suf�cient contrastbetweenthemaincoloursof thetwo partiesconcerned.

3.14 Q12(a)

While it is possiblethattheinclusionof photographswill make theballot paperor
electronicvoting interfacemoreuser-friendly, thereis asigni�cant possibilitythat
photographswill introducedistortionsinto theelectoralprocessthatwill interferewith
theaccuratetransmissionof thewishesof voters- for exampleit maycausevotersto be
inhibitedfrom voting for a candidatewith a facialdis�gurementor prominentmarking
(suchasabirth mark),andcolourbalanceissuesmaymeanthatthereis amismatch
betweentheapparentandactualethnicorigin of thecandidate(thiscouldbeespecially
problematicwith printedpaperballots,sincecolourbalanceissuesmaybein thecontrol
of printersin thesecircumstances).

Q12(d)

Wesuspectthattheuseof photographswill increasethelikelihoodof discrimination
against(apparently)non-whitecandidates,andcandidateswith facialdis�gurementsand
prominentmarking.It mayalsoleadto a �nancial bias,aswealthiercandidatesaremore
ableto haveplasticsurgery, andskin lightening.

WearealsoawarethatsomeMuslims�nd picturesof humanfacessacrilegious.We
wonderif they will bedeterredfrom votingby thepresenceof photographsonballots.
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4.1 Q14

As outlinedabove(at2.6), we favour theremoval of all informationfrom theballot
paperotherthanthecommonnameof thecandidate,thenameof theirparty, any party
emblem,andabackgroundcolourfor thatparty.

In thepolling station,wewould favour full legalnamesandaddressesof candidates
beingondisplayin thepolling booth.For postalvoting,wewould favour this information
beingprintedon thematerialsthataccompany theballot paper, andfor electronicvoting
wewould favour it beingaccessibleasanoptionfrom thevoteselectionscreen.

4.3 Q15(a)

Thelegalprocessfor tracingballot papersis usedrarely, andourunderstandingis that
mostof theinformalallegationsof systematicelectoralmalpracticeareof sortswhere
tracingballotpapersafterthepoll wouldbeof no practicaluse.In ouropinion,thus,the
violationof theprincipleof asecretballot thatis inherentin theuseof serialnumberson
ballot papersis unjusti�ed.

Q15(b)

Ratherthanincreasingthedif�culty of tracingballot papers,in ouropinionit is far more
likely thatbarcodesmake it easierto traceballot papers,sincethey facilitateautomated
sortingof ballotpapers.Thepracticaldif�culty of thesortingprocessis boththemain
dif�culty involvedin tracingballot papers,andthegreatestprotectionof thesecrecy of
theballotwith ourcurrentarrangements.In ouropinion,any change,suchastheuseof
barcodes7, thatfacilitatedautomatedsortingof ballotswouldupsetthedelicatebalance
in currentarrangements.

7. Or electronic voting without adequate secrecy protections: see Fairweather and Rogerson, 2002,
pp12-13
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Q15(c)

If theuseof serialnumberswereto continue,or bereplacedby alternativemethodsfor
tracingballots,honestyrequiresthattheelectorateareeducatedthattheballot is not truly
asecretballot,andit is reasonablefor theclaimedjusti�cation to bepartof thisprocess.

4.8 Q18

To eliminateunfairnessasa resultof accidents(or evenbias)on thepartof theReturning
Of�cer, we considerit appropriatefor candidatesor agentsto begiventheopportunityto
proofacopy of theballot paperprior to printing.We similarly havecalled(Fairweather
andRogerson,2003)for theprocessof generating̀ballotpapers'for electronicvoting to
beopento inspection.

4.9 Q19(a)

Giventhatmarkingballot paperswith pencilhasbeenjusti�ably called“astonishingly
quaint”by RobinCook(asquotedin Ashley, 2002),it seemsappropriatethatachangeis
made.Westronglysuspectthatothermeansof markingballot papers,suchasballpoint
pens,wouldbesuitableandcheaper.

Wearealsoparticularlyconcernedthatformsof electronicvotingarebeingtrialled that
meanthatelectronicballotsaremarkedby theequivalentof anordinarypencil,andthen
passedthroughthehandsof multiple,unknown people,beforereachingthe`ballotbox',
with no wayof detectingif they havebeenchangedenroute.

4.15 Q21(a)

Ourattitudeis thatgenerallythedesignof ballot papersfor usein e-votingand
traditionalsituationsshouldbedrivenlargely by thesameconsiderations.The
considerationsthatmake for gooddesignof electronicvotingscreenscan,andshould,
alsobeappliedto ballot paperdesign.
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Q21(b)

Wehavewrittenanacademicarticlelargely abouttheappropriatedesignof 'candidate
selection'screens(FairweatherandRogerson2003),drawing furtheron thefocusgroup
researchconductedaspartof theImplementationof ElectronicVotingprojectthatwas
partfundedby theCommission.Thearticleis beingconsideredfor publicationby a
leadingacademicjournal.We arewilling to make it availableto theCommissionona
con�dential basisat this stage,prior to its publication.Someof theconclusionsare
mentionedelsewherein this responseasappropriate,but they aresummarisedbelow:

Key considerations are

• Thatpenandpapervotingshouldalwaysbeavailableasanaccessibleandviable
optionto thosevoterswho preferit, sinceasigni�cant proportionwill notbeableto
mastervotingelectronically.

• As ageneralprinciple,andwithin limits, ourview is thatsecurityissuesshouldtake
priority overotherissuesof interfacedesign:thuswhile it maybesometimesbe
desirablefor displaysettingsfor font sizesandcolourcontrast(for example)to be
takenfrom existingsettingson theclient machine,thismustnotbeallowedto
compromisesecurity.

• Securitymustnotbeachievedat theexpenseof confusingvoters.

• All thecomputerprogramsinvolvedin thegenerationof electronic̀ ballotpapers'and
elsewherein thevotingprocessshouldbeopento inspection(opensourcecode).

• Thesystemshouldbeuser-customisablefor font sizesandcolourchoices.Ideally
theseshouldbesetthroughthevoterregistrationprocess(SCOPE,2002,p38),and
automaticallycommunicatedto theinterfaceat thestageof identi�cation and
authenticationof thevoter.

• Non-con�dentialpartsof theprocessshould,by default,bepresentedin audibleform.

• Interfacesneedto bedesignedwith theaim of universalaccessbeinga key design
principle.Theapproachof many businessapplicationsof designingfor the`normal'
userandthenadaptingto includeaccessfor thosedisabledpeoplewho caneasilybe
accommodatedis inappropriateandimmoralwhenappliedto electronicvoting.

• Designsneedto enableunassisteduseevenby voterswhoarenotatall familiarwith
ICT.

• Interfacesgenerallyneedto bedesignedto work with a varietyof inputandoutput
devices,includingscreenenlargersandscreenreaders;theavailability of audible
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output;andkeyboardandmiceasalternativesto eachother. Audio outputof
con�dential partsof thevotingprocessshouldbeavailableasanoption.

• Theinitial displayof theballot papershouldshow partyemblemsasthedominantpart
of thedisplay, andclicking on anemblemshouldbesuf�cient to selectthatpartyor
candidate.Votersshouldnot necessarilyberequiredto click on abuttonmarked
`enter',or pressreturnto selectthecandidate.

• Colourshouldbeusedextensively, includingcolouredbackgroundsto indicateparty
(parallelingsampleballot papernumber7), andcolouremblems.

• Informationotherthancommonnameof thecandidate,partynameandcolourand
partyemblemshouldnotappearon theinitial displayof theballot paper. Other
informationmaybeaccessibleasanoption,andit shouldbepossibleto votewhile
viewing thisotherinformation.

• Effortsmustbemadeto minimisethechancesof scrollingbeingneededto seethefull
list of candidates.Sincewith somedeliverymechanismstherecannotbeaguarantee
thatno voterswill befacedwith scrolling,theorderingof candidateson screens
shouldberandom.

• `Ballot papers'suchasthoseproposedby theelectronicvotingsecuritystudy(CESG,
2002,p50)arein ourview unsuitablefor mainstreamuse(seeFairweather, 2002,
responseto Annex C) sincethey aretoodif�cult for mostvotersto useandcould
enablevotebuyingor coercion.

5.1

Theconsultationdocumentstatesthat“ultimately, oneof thecandidatesmustbe
elected”.Thisdoesnotappearto bethecaseto us.If `none-of-the-above' wereto bethe
choiceof theelectorate,it maybethatif anotherelectionwereheld,political parties
wouldoffer othercandidatesfor electionthatwouldbeacceptableto theelectorate.The
mostlikely situationwouldbewhereanelectionwasheldin adivisionwhere
traditionallyoneof thepartieshasenjoyedanoverwhelmingmajority, but their
candidate,beingofferedfor re-election,hasbeendisgracedin away thatmeansthe
electoratedo notwish to supportthatcandidate.If `none-of-the-above' wereelected,an
alternativecandidateof thatpartycouldbeofferedwho wouldcommandmajority
supportof theelectorate,whichwouldbetheoutcomethatwouldmostcloselyre�ect the
wishesof theelectorate.
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5.3

It seemsunlikely to usthatasigni�cant numberof voterswould `�ippantly' make the
effort to go to apolling station.Certainly, withoutcompulsoryvoting,only asmall
proportionof thosewhowish to abstaincouldnormallybeexpectedto attendapolling
stationto votefor `noneof theabove'.

Q22(a)

In principlewesupporttheintroductionof asystemof positiveabstention.Votersthat
attendthepolling stationandvotefor `noneof theabove' re likely to, in general,havea
greatersenseof civic duty thanthosewhodo not: their voting for `noneof theabove'
appearsto usoftento beaseriousmessageof asortthattheelectoralsystemshouldbe
ableto convey. Additionally, with theUK political system,thereis currentlynoother
way for votersto effectively say`I amdeeplydissatis�edwith thecandidateofferedby
thepartyof my choice'withoutassistingtheelectionof anopponent,who mayre�ect the
viewsof thevoterevenlesswell.

Q22(b)

If `positiveabstention'wereto beintroduced,wewould favour theelectionbeingre-run,
but thecandidatesfrom the�rst electionbeingdisquali�ed from standingin there-run
election.

5.9 Q23(a)

Wewould favour thenamesof individualcandidatesin closedlist electionsbeing
availableto all voters,but notpresenton theballotpaper(or default voteselection
screen)itself. Thedisplayof thelist of namesin thepolling booth,onanaccompanying
sheetof paper, or onanoptionalvoteselectionscreenfor electronicvotingshouldbe
suf�cient.
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Q24(b)

Theevidencealreadymentioned(Butler& Kavanagh,1992,p340;Rallingsetal 1998,
p121)suggeststhatonly asmallproportionof voterswill bein�uencedby theinclusion
of namesaswell aspartyidenti�ers onballot papers.
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