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SYSTEMS AND METHODS FOR PROVIDING
DISTRIBUTED RECURSIVE VOTING

REFERENCE TO RELATED APPLICATION

[0001] This patent application is claims the benefit of pro-
visional patent application 61/972,499 filed Mar. 31, 2014
and entitled, “Systems and Methods for Distributed Recur-
sive Voting” and the disclosure is incorporated herein by
reference in its entirety.

COPYRIGHT NOTICE

[0002] A portion of the disclosure of this patent document
contains material which is subject to copyright protection.
The copyright owner has no objection to the facsimile pre-
production by anyone of the patent document or the patent
disclosure, as it appears in the Patent and Trademark Office
patent file or records, but otherwise reserves all copyright
rights whatsoever.

BACKGROUND OF THE INVENTION

[0003] 1. Field of the invention

[0004] This invention relates to methods and processes for
removing inefficiencies and barriers to entry from the direct
democratic process, making direct democracy a more funda-
mental component of everyday life in society.

[0005] The present invention allows users to efficiently and
effectively track votes and attribute those votes to their “net-
work” and multiple networks. The present invention also
allows for modifiable ballots within a recursive voting envi-
ronment.

[0006] The foregoing has outlined, rather broadly, the pre-
ferred feature of the present invention so that those skilled in
the art may better understand the detailed description of the
invention that follows. Additional features of the invention
will be described hereinafter that form the subject of the
claims of the invention. Those skilled in the art should appre-
ciate that they can readily use the disclosed conception and
specific embodiment as a basis for designing or modifying
other structures for carrying out the same purposes of the
present invention and that such other structures do not depart
from the spirit and scope of the invention in its broadest form.
[0007] Other aspects, features, and advantages of the
present invention will become more fully apparent from the
following detailed description, the appended claim, and the
accompanying drawings.

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE INVENTION

[0008] The present invention relates to voting systems and
methods. According to one aspect of the present invention, a
computer processor implemented method of providing recur-
sive voting is provided comprising the steps of: creating an
initiative requiring a predetermined vote response or a modi-
fied vote response by a creator on a computing device for
transmission to at least one first level recipient selected by the
creator on a computing device; transmitting the initiative to
each of the at least one first level recipients computing
devices; receiving in a computing device by at least one first
level recipient either a first level predetermined vote
responses or a first level modified vote responses, wherein the
first level modified vote responses are sent to the creator on a
computing device and must be accepted to be an accepted first
level modified vote response; transmitting each accepted first
level modified vote response to each first level recipient com-

Oct. 1, 2015

puting device; receiving in a computing device by at least one
first level recipient at least one first level modified vote
response in response to the accepted first level modified vote
response; tabulating the first level predetermined vote
responses and the first level modified vote responses to pro-
vide a first level vote tabulation; recursively modifying the
initiative to include the accepted first level modified vote
responses as predetermined vote responses; transmitting the
initiative by at least one first level recipient computing device
to at least one second level recipient selected by a first level
recipient on a computing device enabling selecting of second
level recipients; receiving in a computing device by at least
one second level recipient either a second level predetermined
vote responses or a second level modified vote responses,
wherein the second level modified vote responses are sent to
the creator on a computing device and must be accepted to be
an accepted second level modified vote response; transmit-
ting each accepted second level modified vote response to
each second level recipient computing device; receiving in a
computing device by at least one second level recipient at
least one second level modified vote response in response to
the accepted second level modified vote response; tabulating
the second level predetermined vote responses and the second
level modified vote responses to provide a second level vote
tabulation; recursively modifying the initiative to include the
accepted second level modified vote responses as predeter-
mined vote responses; recursively transmitting by the creator
computing device a first level vote update containing at least
the first level vote tabulation to each first level recipient com-
puting device; and recursively transmitting, by each first level
recipient computing device a second level vote update con-
taining at least the second level vote tabulation to each
selected second level recipient computing device.

[0009] According to another aspect of the present inven-
tion, a system for providing recursive voting on a distributed
network of computing devices is provided, the system com-
prising: an end user voting tool on at least two voter comput-
ing devices, each end user voting tool having at least an
initiative package message type, a voter response message
type and a voter update message type; an initiative created by
a creator on a creator computing device which requires a vote
response, wherein the vote response is at least one of a pre-
determined vote response or a modified vote response and
wherein the creator selects first level recipients to be sent the
initiative as an initiative package message type from the cre-
ator to the first level recipients; wherein the end user voting
tool in at least one first level recipients computing device
receives an initiative package message type from the creator
computing device and provides an initiative to each of the at
least one first level recipients which requires either a prede-
termined vote response to the initiative or a modified vote
response, and wherein a predetermined vote response is
received by a first level recipient a voter response message
type containing a vote response for each at least one first level
recipient is sent back to the creator computing device as a
voter response message type, wherein a modified vote
response is received by a first level recipient a modified voter
response message type containing a modified vote response
for each at least one first level recipient is sent back to the
creator computing device as a modified voter response mes-
sage type, wherein the creator accepts the modified voter
response message type each of the at least one first level
recipients computing devices recursively receives an updated
initiative package message type from the creator computing
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device which provides an updated initiative to each of the at
least one first level recipients which requires either a prede-
termined vote response to the initiative or a modified vote
response; wherein the first level recipient transmits the initia-
tive package message type through a computing device to at
least one second level recipient to provide a first level recipi-
ents selected second level recipients; wherein the end user
voting tool in at least one second level recipients computing
device receives an initiative package message type from the
first level recipient computing device and provides an initia-
tive to each of the at least one second level recipients which
requires either a predetermined vote response to the initiative
or a modified vote response, and wherein a predetermined
vote response is received by a second level recipient a voter
response message type containing a vote response is sent back
to the first level recipient computing device as a voter
response message type, wherein a modified vote response is
received by a second level recipient as a modified voter
response message type containing a modified vote response,
the modified voter response message type is sent back to the
creator computing device and wherein the creator accepts the
modified voter response message type each of the at least one
second level recipients computing devices recursively
receives an updated initiative package message type from the
creator computing device which provides an updated initia-
tive to each of the at least one second level recipients which
requires either a predetermined vote response to the initiative
ora modified vote response; wherein the end user tool on each
at least one first level recipients computing devices tabulates
each vote response received for each at least one second level
recipient that they transmitted the initiative to, to provide a
second level vote tabulation; wherein the end user tool on the
creators computing device tabulates each vote response
received for each at least one first level recipient to provide a
first level vote tabulation; wherein the end user tool on the
creators computing device generates an originator total tabu-
lation and sends a vote update by a voter update message type
containing at least the originator total tabulation to the creator
and each first level recipient by a voter update message type;
wherein the end user tool each first level recipients computing
device sends a vote update by a voter update message type
containing at least the originator total tabulation to each first
level recipients selected second level recipients; and wherein
the end user tool on the creators computing device tabulates a
cumulative branch vote tabulation to provide an originator
total tabulation, wherein the cumulative branch vote tabula-
tion is at least the first level vote tabulation and the second
level vote tabulation.

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE DRAWINGS

[0010] FIGS. 1-8 ILLUSTRATE RECURSIVE VOTING
[0011] FIG. 1 shows Initiative Creation;

[0012] FIG. 2 shows First Level Response;

[0013] FIG. 3 shows First Level Voter Update;

[0014] FIG. 4 shows Second Level Send;

[0015] FIG. 5 shows Second Level Response;

[0016] FIG. 6 shows Second Level Response Received;
[0017] FIG. 7 shows Second Level Updates;

[0018] FIG. 8 shows Level Updates Reach Second Level;

[0019] FIGS. 9-28 ARE END USER VOTING FLOW-
CHARTS

[0020] FIG. 9 is a flow chart of Main Program Loop;
[0021] FIG. 10 is a flow chart of Process User Input;
[0022] FIG. 11 is a flow chart of Create New Initiative;
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[0023] FIG. 12 is a flow chart of Search Initiatives;

[0024] FIG. 13 is a flow chart of Display Initiative;

[0025] FIG. 14 is a flow chart of Edit Existing Initiative;
[0026] FIG. 15 is a flow chart of Send Existing Initiative;
[0027] FIG. 16 is a flow chart of Recursive Send Process;
[0028] FIG. 17 is a flow chart of Vote on Initiative;

[0029] FIG. 18 is a flow chart of Voter Response Process;
[0030] FIG. 19 is a flow chart of Voter Update Generation
Process;

[0031] FIG. 20 is a flow chart of Process Inbox Messages;
[0032] FIG. 21 is a flow chart of Initiative In-processing;
[0033] FIG. 22 is a flow chart of Voter Response In-pro-
cessing;

[0034] FIG. 23 is aflow chart of Vote Update In-processing;
[0035] FIG. 24 is a flow chart of Update User Profile;
[0036] FIG. 25 is a flow chart of Voter Management Server

Message In-processing;

[0037] FIG. 26 is a flow chart of Send Petitions;

[0038] FIG. 27 is a flow chart of Petition Status Change
Process; and

[0039] FIG. 28 is a flow chart of Petition Signature Process.
[0040] FIGS. 29-42 ARE VOTING MANAGEMENT

SERVER FLOWCHARTS

[0041] FIG. 29 is a flow chart of Main Program Loop;
[0042] FIG. 30 is a flow chart of Process Administrator
Requests-Part 1;

[0043] FIG. 31 is a flow chart of Process Administrator
Requests-Part 2;

[0044] FIG. 32 is a flow chart of Group Administration
Process;

[0045] FIG. 33 is a flow chart of User Administration Pro-
cess;

[0046] FIG. 34 is a flow chart of Petition Administration
Process;

[0047] FIG. 35 is a flow chart of Forum Administration
Process;

[0048] FIG. 36 is a flow chart of Server Configuration Pro-
cess;

[0049] FIG. 37 is a flow chart of Auto Process Inbox;
[0050] FIG. 38 is a flow chart of Auto Process Membership
Request;

[0051] FIG. 39 is a flow chart of Auto Process Petition
Request;

[0052] FIG. 40 is a flow chart of Auto Process Petition

Signature or Link Request;

[0053] FIG. 41 is a flow chart of Admin Inbox Process;
[0054] FIG. 42is a flow chart of USER Details Process; and
[0055] FIG. 43 depicts distributed recursive voting.
[0056] FIG. 44 depicts an initiative in a social networking

environment according to the present invention;

[0057] FIG. 45 depicts an initiative in a social networking
environment according to the present invention;

[0058] FIG. 46 depicts an initiative in a social networking
environment according to the present invention;

[0059] FIG. 47 depicts an initiative in a social networking
environment according to the present invention;

[0060] FIG. 48 depicts an initiative in a social networking
environment according to the present invention;

[0061] FIG. 49 depicts an initiative in a social networking
environment according to the present invention;

[0062] FIG. 50 depicts an initiative with layers of informa-
tion;
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[0063] FIG. 51 depicts an initiative with layers of informa-
tion;
[0064] FIG. 52 depicts forwarding options.

DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF THE INVENTION

[0065] Thereis disclosed a global infrastructure that would
help change the world’s political landscape. Utilizing the
distributed technology of end-user voting tools—installed on
computers, cell phones, and other digital devices across the
globe—this new infrastructure would facilitate a viral virtual
democracy process identified as distributed voting. When
integrated with the centralized management capabilities of a
Voting Management Server into a Direct Democracy Frame-
work, this process can dovetail into petitioning, registration,
congress, and ratification. Such a system makes it clearly
possible to represent the will of the people far more effec-
tively than the often slow-moving voting systems that serve
us today, either by providing a conduit of the people’s will to
existing representative governments or, where appropriate,
by facilitated governance by direct democracy.

[0066] Inaprevious embodiment, the End User Voting Tool
only allowed recipients to respond with predetermined
responses. For example, the predetermined responses may be
support, opposition or no opinion. The term “in support”
means that recipients agrees with and supports the initiative.
For example, the initiative may be “A new traffic light at the
corner of Main and North Street” A “support” response
means that the person supports or agrees with a new traffic
light at the corner of Main and North Street. An “opposition”
response means that the voter does not want a new traffic light
at the corner of Main and North Street. A response of “no
opinion” means that the voter has no opinion on the matter
and is not in support of or opposition to the new traffic light at
the corner of Main and North Street. Such a tool might be very
handy for making extremely quick group decisions, such as
where to meet our friends for dinner or whether or not to
approve the latest bylaw in a home owners association. Indi-
viduals would be able to author something they would like a
group or organization to decide on—here referred to as an
initiative—and select recipients from their contact lists to
gather their input. Note that each step of the present invention
may be implemented in and/or by a computer. The computer
may or may not be networked and may be any type of micro-
processor based computing device. For example, the present
invention may be carried out on a network of smart phones or
tablet computers without departing from the scope of the
present invention.

[0067] Communication related to the initiative could take
advantage of various communication methods including,
email networks, cell phone data networks, and the Internet.
Within minutes, responses would begin to come back and a
list of people supporting and opposing the decision would
emerge. Group actions could then move forward based on the
simple and democratic process driving them. Such a tool
could be called simply an End User Voting Tool. It is the first
of two pieces of technology that are envisioned as part of the
larger concept of the Direct Democracy Framework that is
discussed in this document. Given the constraints of a tool of
this nature, perhaps installed in a personal computer, a laptop
computer, personal digital assistant or a cell phone, it
becomes a practical solution for groups of any size (for
example, a hundred people or less) to make decisions effec-
tively and consider those decisions final.
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[0068] The Global Reach of Recursive Voting—With
today’s technology, a single email is sent and resent and can
eventually end up arriving in millions of different inboxes.
This principle can affect the reach of the End User Voting Tool
if security concerns are put aside for a second. Imagine that
the user interface of the End User Voting Tool includes a
checkbox to allow recursive voting; when this feature is
selected, users receiving an initiative have the ability to for-
ward it on to a user list of their own choosing. Those users in
turn would be able to forward it on to users of their choosing
and so on. In this manner, it’s possible for an initiative to
spread out to vast numbers of people within a few iterations of
the process. For example, if you ask people to respond to an
initiative, and they in turn each ask more people—a process
that continues for cycles—the initiative in question will reach
ten billion people—more than the population of our globe and
far more than the practical limits of the number of people who
would have access to the appropriate technology to partici-
pate in this voting tree.

[0069] The process by which people connect to the voting
tree might also be accelerated by allowing users to transmit an
initiative to an open forum in which other interested parties
could subscribe and add themselves to the voting roster.
Undoubtedly, users would also use conventional communi-
cation techniques such as email, instant messaging, chats, or
just meetings over a cup of coffee to exchange dialogue about
the initiatives outside the voting process itself. New ideas
could then become integrated into the process by allowing the
End User Voting Tool to generate a counter-initiative (an
initiative that automatically records a vote to oppose the origi-
nal initiative in conjunction with a vote to support the counter-
initiative) or an amended initiative (still allowing the user to
record a vote of support or no opinion to the original initia-
tive). Through the constant exchange of initiatives, counter-
initiatives, and amended initiatives, the contribution of every-
one in the voting tree would be absorbed to ensure that the
very best available thinking is included in the final output of
the process. In this process of group thinking the true benefits
of'the End User Voting Tool can be realized.

[0070] FIGS. 1 through 8 graphically illustrate an example
of recursive voting. First, an initiative is created. In this case,
illustrated is an example in which an initiative is first sent to
five other users, FIG. 1. The next step involves the first-level
recipients of the initiative sending back their responses, F1G.
2. In the third step in the process, once the votes have been
received by the initiating end user voting tool, the vote count
can automatically be sent out to the first level in the appro-
priate voter update packages, FIG. 3. At this point in the
process, the voting cycle is completed assuming that no recur-
sive voting is desired. For the purposes of illustration, five
additional steps have been added to show how a second level
is added to the voting tree. This happens when a first-level
recipient initiates recursive voting (in this case, Recipient 1),
FIG. 4. In the fifth step of the process, recipients in the second
level of the tree can now vote. Their responses are sent back to
the first level in the form of voter response packages.
Although additional votes have been cast, the vote tally has
not changed because the newly placed votes have not yet
reached the author of the initiative, FIG. 5. The next step
consists of the updates from the second level reaching the
author and joining the total vote count. This step is automated.
At this point, the vote tally now changes, FIG. 6. The seventh
step is simply the automated update of the vote tally back to
the firstlevel, FIG. 7. Finally, in the automated eighth step, the
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total vote count reaches the second level, FIG. 8. The process
is complete until the status of the initiative changes, any
recipient in the tree chooses to change his or her vote or
perhaps a recipient initiates further recursive voting.

[0071] The Five Steps ofthe Direct Democracy Framework
and the Role of the Voting Management Server—The End
User Voting Tool might be very handy if we are looking to
make decisions in groups of perhaps a hundred individuals or
less. However, larger groups—or even any group where we
incorporate recursive voting into the system and create the
voting tree previously described—may be vulnerable to fraud
and corruption and may not be counted on as a final and
reliable electoral process.

[0072] To solve this problem, we must combine cultural
and organizational components with technology to achieve a
workable solution. With that said, let’s consider the possibil-
ity that the voting process we have described serves as the first
of five process steps of the Direct Democracy Framework, a
system to support the creation of ideas and law that any
individual in the world can initiate. By creating a bright idea
and asking our friends and colleagues to support it as well as
allowing them to invite their own friends and colleagues to in
turn support it, we have now tossed our creative energies into
the ring of democratic thinking

[0073] Step 1—Distributed Voting. We can think of this
distributed voting process as the first of the five process steps
in the Direct Democracy Framework. We may find that we get
a large number of supporting votes; we might then decide to
take the second step and submit our initiative for petition to
one or more organizations.

[0074] Step 2—Petition. To create a virtual petition, we
would simply check another box on our end user tool that
indicates our ability to petition the initiative. In parallel, we
would indicate where we are sending our petition—perhaps
to a Direct Democracy Portal hosted by our local town coun-
cil, our fantasy football league, or even a Global Democratic
Union of Humanity. The hosting organization might also host
open forums that allow initiatives to spread to users who are
proactively interested in a given topic but may not have been
contacted yet by someone in the voting tree for a given issue.
The technical system that hosts this petition might be thought
of as a Voting Management Server; it serves as the second
piece of technology required in this process. In addition to
hosting petitions and open forums, the Voting Management
Server would also serve other purposes, some of which will
be discussed later.

[0075] The petition process would be simple and similar to
the paper petition process with which most people are famil-
iar. An electronic record of the initiator’s identity would be
sent to the Voting Management Server while the fact that the
initiative in question was now being petitioned would simul-
taneously be transmitted out across the voting tree created
when we launched the initiative. Voters further up the tree
would receive notification that the initiative they previously
supported or opposed was being petitioned; they would then
have the opportunity to automatically or manually sign the
petition for or the petition against the initiative as well as
forward the petition to the users to whom they originally
forwarded the initiative.

[0076] To support large-scale petitions, Voting Manage-
ment Servers would have the ability to distribute petitions
across multiple servers. A small organization might host a
petition on a single Voting Management Server whereas a
global institution gathering millions of votes might collect the
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petition through hundreds or even thousands of intercon-
nected Voting Management Servers. Over time, the petition
would grow. The number of people supporting an initiative or
opposing the initiative would be tracked, and the sponsoring
agency would be able to make a determination—at a point it
deems appropriate—to take further action, which might sim-
ply be to act on the petition immediately or perhaps move to
the third step in the Direct Democracy Framework.

[0077] Step 3—Registration. In the third process step in the
proposed Direct Democracy Framework, our virtual system
moves into the brick-and-mortar realm and begins to mimic
how representative democracy is orchestrated in our modern
world. For those organizations that require authentication of
user voting, such as larger governments or other large public
or regulated institutions, we could ask users to register their
direct democratic activities. During this process a user would
physically visit a site that facilitates direct democracy regis-
tration, which could be set up at local libraries and schools
and administered by competent and neutral groups—similar
to those who administer voter registration in the current
democratic system. In fact, the direct voter registration pro-
cess and the traditional voter registration process could easily
be integrated into a single activity.

[0078] Once registered, the users would then confirm, in a
secure environment provided by a Voting Management
Server—perhaps at a terminal located directly in the register-
ing agencies office—all of their positions on all of the direct
democratic initiatives in which they were involved. This
could be facilitated in a very trouble-free manner by allowing
direct democracy participants to forward their registration
data ahead of time, followed by simply proving their identity
and confirming their positions during the registration process
itself. Through the registration process, participants in the
Direct Democracy Framework would also gain the ability to
participate anonymously, as they do in most representative
democracies. Their votes and petitions could be tied not to
their complete identity, but to a registered voter identification
that protects their privacy. Interestingly, once they have con-
cluded the registration process, users of the Direct Democ-
racy Framework will have voted in a system that includes all
the same security and verification components of a traditional
representative democracy. Instead of voting for individuals,
however, they have voted for direct initiatives. The Voting
Management Server could also easily produce a paper ballot
during the registration process that replicates the audit trail of
traditional voting systems.

[0079] Once a voter is registered, digital signature technol-
ogy could be used to authenticate future voting activities in
future petitions. With the third step in the process completed,
the relevant agencies would again have the opportunity to act
upon registered direct voting or—if a further level of valida-
tion and a final confirmation vote were required—move to the
forth step.

[0080] Step 4—Congress. The next step would leverage the
ability of the Voting Management Server to create a statisti-
cally valid sampling lottery and randomly select delegates,
the term statistically valid means that a sufficient number of
delegates are selected to attend the congress such that the
votes of those delegates represents the voting trend of all
registered voters within a statistical margin of error that is less
than the difference between an affirmative and negative vote
for the initiative by the delegates. In this process, a limited
number of the registered voters would be selected to appear as
delegates to a congress to validate the registered vote. The

Election Systems & Software, LLC - Exhibit 1052
Election Systems & Software, LLC v. Hart Intercivic, Inc.

Pace 57



US 2015/0279139 Al

voters may be any recipients of the initiative at any level, or
recipients from only certain levels. When attending the con-
gress, which could be as short or as long as required and could
involve as many locations and delegates as appropriate, the
delegates would simply reiterate their voting positions.
Through this process, a final and conclusive confirmation of
the will of the people would be conducted. Perhaps only the
largest of voting organizations, such as national or global
direct democratic initiatives, would require a congress of this
fashion.

[0081] Step 5—Ratification. Finally, we must recognize
that, although a Global Direct Democracy becomes a possi-
bility with the implementation of the Direct Democracy
Framework, it will not emerge overnight. In fact, many
decades may pass before the Direct Democracy Framework
serves as the primary tool of government anywhere. But, even
during this period, the Direct Democracy Framework will be
able to provide an infrastructure that supports and enhances
the democratic process throughout the world. As such, the
fifth and final step of the Direct Democracy Framework—
ratification—is critical. It is in this step that the parallel exist-
ence of direct democracy and representative democracy is
facilitated. During ratification the appropriate conventional
government bodies and non-governmental entities would
confirm the legitimacy of the initiatives sent to them through
the direct process and write into law the process by which
these initiatives would be enforced. Ratification might take
place by individual legislative voting on each initiative, gain-
ing sufficient momentum to warrant inclusion into law, or it
might take place by constitutional process, whereby a gov-
ernment defines criteria such as the percentage of the voting
population that has voted on an initiative, the percentage of
supporting votes, and the longevity of the initiative as criteria
for automated ratification.

[0082] Of course, not all of these steps are mandatory. It
would depend on the particular protocols of the organization
in question as to what steps were required. In the case of
initiatives seeking to become global law, all five steps would
likely take place.

[0083] End User Voting Tool: Capabilities Definition. The
End User Voting Tool is the tool responsible for the first step
in the Direct Democracy Framework process; the distributed
voting and more importantly, is the tool that each individual
user of the framework uses to create, send and view initiatives
as they move through the process. It is therefore important to
document the core functionality of this tool that is used to
implement the Direct Democracy Framework. Functional
capabilities.

[0084] There are the following functional capabilities: Cre-
ate initiative—The user is able to create and edit a direct
democracy initiative a manner that is as intuitive and easy as
composing an email then (optionally) send the initiative out to
selected recipients. See FIGS. 9-15. See also Initiative Pack-
age

[0085] Edit Initiative. The user is able to find and edit an
existing direct democracy initiative a manner that is as intui-
tive and easy as updating a draft email then (optionally) send
the initiative out to selected recipients. See FIGS. 10-15 and
in particular FIG. 14. See also Initiative Package.

[0086] Send Initiative. The user is able to find and send an
existing direct democracy initiative a manner that is as intui-
tive and easy as sending a draft email. See FIGS. 10-15 and in
particular FIG. 15. See also Initiative Package.
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[0087] Vote on Initiative. The user is able to receive a sent
direct democracy initiative and vote on it in a manner as
intuitively as responding to an email the resulting information
should be sent back to the original author of the initiative. See
FIGS. 17-19. See also Initiative Package & Voter Response
Package.

[0088] View Vote Tally. The user is able to find a direct
democracy initiative and review the current vote tally. The
current vote tally is also referred to as the originator total
tabulation. See FIG. 23. See also Initiative Package & Voter
Update Package

[0089] Send Initiative (Recursive). The user is able to find
and send an existing direct democracy initiative to additional
users (if permitted by the author) in a manner that is as
intuitive and easy as forwarding an email. See FIGS. 15-16.
See Also Initiative Package & Voter Update Package.

[0090] Petition Initiative. The user is able to petition an
initiative either automatically based on achieving a certain
voting Quorum or manually through an easy confirmation
process. See FIGS. 26-28. See Also Voter Update Package,
Voting Management Server Membership Request Package
and Voting Management Server Petition Request Package.
[0091] Sign Petition. A user who has previously voted on an
initiative which has subsequently been petition is able to send
a signature to the petition in an intuitive way. See Also Voter
Update Package, Voting Management Server Membership
Petition Signature Package

[0092] Create and Send Counter Initiatives and Amended
Initiatives. The user is able to attach existing initiatives to an
existing initiative and, in the case of counter initiatives, auto-
matically register a vote against them. See also Initiative
Package.

[0093] Vote on Initiatives including Amended and Counter
Initiatives. The user is able to receive a sent direct democracy
initiative together with attached initiatives and able to vote on
all initiatives in the package. See FIGS. 17-21. See also Ini-
tiative Package & Voter Response Package.

[0094] Set, Update and Maintain User Profile Information.
The user is able to set, update and maintain user profile
information and automatically generate the appropriate
updates and messages to associated Voting Management
Servers. See FIG. 24. See also End User Voting Tool Con-
figuration Elements.

[0095] End User Voting Tool: Message Data Structures.
The end-user voting tool technically enhances the typical
email client software tool in a similar manner as a calendar
software package enhances the same solution. A calendar tool
adds specific message types, such as calendar event invita-
tions and calendar event replies, adds a user interface to view
and edit the user’s calendar and then defines underlying pro-
cess by which those elements interact; similarly, the end-user
voting tool adds specific message types that can be sent, an
associated end-user interface and certain new underlying pro-
cesses. The new message types defined are either utilized in
response to the end user’s direction or driven by the automa-
tion within the end-user voting tool (described later in this
document).

[0096] The present invention may be implemented as an
enhancement package or “plug-in”to email systems. The End
User Voting Tool would be implemented as a “plug-in” to
client email systems such as Microsoft Outlook for example
and the Voting Management Server would be a “plug-in”
enhancement to the email server such as Microsoft Exchange.
Access to your end user voting tool, would consist of clicking
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on a new icon or menu option within your email application.
Currently you would have options, like mail, calendar, con-
tacts, and tasks. This new option may be called, for example,
initiatives, voting or direct democracy. Once you select this
option, you would have various folders you can access to view
your initiatives. By default these might include drafts, inbox
and outbox. The inbox would contain initiatives you have
received. The Outbox would include initiatives you’ve sent
and drafts would contain initiatives you have written but not
yet sent. The email plug-in might also allow the user to select
certain initiatives to update a desktop application or widget
that would display current vote tabulation in a live manner. As
new voter updates the Desktop Display would update auto-
matically and display it to the user.

[0097] The discussion of message types is critical to tech-
nically defining the framework. Three specific message types
are required and used by the End User Voting Tool during the
distributed voting process, with additional ones needed by the
Voting Management Server and interaction with it. The mes-
sage types needed by the End User Voting Tool are: Initiative
message types (Packages), Voter Response message types
(Packages), and Voter Update message types (Packages). It
should also be noted that in addition to being sent between
End User Voting Tools, these message packages form the
records within the internal database structure of the End User
Voting Tool. Referred to as the repository this database stores
all the required information the tool needs to function. The
following sections will examine these three message types
and in further detail.

[0098] The Initiative Package is a message generated by the
end-user voting tool when the original author starts the pro-
cess of gathering votes on a Direct Democracy Framework
initiative. The user enters the data of choice into a user inter-
face screen that looks similar to an email program’s “send
message” screen. The specific look and feel of the screen is
defined by the specific software developer. The Initiative
Package can also be resent by other users when recursive
voting is employed (described in more detail below). How-
ever, under these circumstances, unlike email, the Initiative
Package cannot be altered, merely forwarded with changes
made only to certain fields. The initiative package message
type may have initiative package data elements selected from
the group consisting of message type, initiative 1D, Title,
content, date/time sent, first level recipients, recursive voting
levels permitted, recursive voting levels used, sender, author,
attachments, voting deadline, minimum update response
delay, digital signature required, required memberships,
required security certifications, attached initiatives, voter
update data, allow secondary petition servers and other data.

[0099] The initiative package supports, the inclusion of the
data element “Message Type” which provides System-de-
fined indicator states that this is an Initiative Package. Gen-
erated by the system when the user selects the option to send
or resend an initiative. There may be a data element named
“Initiative ID” which provides a unique identifier for the
Initiative as a type of data. Includes sufficient data to ensure it
is always a unique number and can never be duplicated by any
other end-user voting tool at any time this field never changes
after creation

[0100] There may be a data element named “Title” which
provides a type of data stringfield labeling the initiative. It
may be entered by author and the initiative does not change
after the author sends the initiative making it active.
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[0101] There may be a data element named “Content”
which provides a type of data “Appropriate content data in
various formats, such as Text, HTML, and Rich Text” It may
be written by the original author, the content cannot be
changed once the initiative is sent by the author making it
active.

[0102] There may be a data element named “Date/Time
Sent” which provides data on Date and Time Information. It
may be automatically generated by the tool and does not
change after the initiative is first sent by the author.

[0103] There may be a data element named “Recipients”
which provided data as a “List of the recipients of the initia-
tive” It may be selected by author or sender; and can also
include forums or mailing lists and it only includes the imme-
diate recipients of the message; previous recipients in recur-
sive voting are not included meaning that this field is cleared
and repopulated with new recipients each time it is resent.
[0104] There may be a data element named “Attachments”
which provides a type of data “file attachments”. Any addi-
tional documents needed and cannot be added or deleted once
initiative is sent and made active. Related initiatives can be
attached as required.

[0105] There may be a data element named “Recursive
Voting Levels Permitted” which provides a type of data as an
integer between zero and unlimited. It may be entered by the
user to control recursive voting and cannot be changed once
the initiative is sent by the author. by the author

[0106] There may be data element named “Recursive Vot-
ing Levels Used” which provides an integer between zero and
unlimited. It identifies the number of levels removed from the
original author of the initiative and is used to control the
growth of the tree on recursive voting this field automatically
increases by one each time the initiative is received by another
level in the voting tree.

[0107] There may be the data element “Sender” which pro-
vides the Sender’s electronic contact added address (typically
email). It may be automatically added by the system, is the
author the first time the system is sent, changes when the
initiative is sent recursively with the original sender being
stored to the repository and associated to this initiative, facili-
tating the delivering of Voter Response Packages to the cor-
rect sender.

[0108] There may be the data element “Author” which may
be the authors electronic contact address (typically email).
This field would be different than the sender in the case of
recursive voting and is an optional field. It would not change
once the initiative is sent by the author.

[0109] There may be the data element “voting deadline”
which provides date and time information and indicates the
time by which a response is required to be included in the
vote.

[0110] There may be the data element “minimum update
response delay” which provides a time period ranging from
zero or instant to some upper limited—most likely no more
than a few hours. This defines the amount of time that a
responder has to wait in order to send an updated Voter
Response Package after sending the first response package;
this is used to manage data transmission requirements of the
framework.

[0111] There may be the data element “Digital Signature
Required” which is a boolean field that indicates whether a
digital signature is required or not in the response. This is an
optional feature that may be implemented in some versions of
the software
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[0112] There may be the data element “Required Member-
ships” which is a field that identifies the membership(s) that
are required in order to vote in this particular initiative. It may
be selected by the author and linked to membership certifi-
cates issued by a Voting Management Server. This field would
not change after being sent by the author.

[0113] There may be the data element “Required Security
Certifications’. This is a field that identifies the security cer-
tification(s) required in order to vote on this initiative. Secu-
rity certificates would be issued by Voting Management Serv-
ers based on security scans and software updates performed
by the Voting Management Server. This field would not
change after being sent by the author.

[0114] There may be the data element “Attached Initia-
tives” which may be a boolean field that identifies whether or
not this initiative has any attached initiatives or not. It may be
created by the author (or “creator”) when the initiative is
created and would not change after being sent by the author.
Note the terms “author” and “creator” are interchangeable.
[0115] There may be the data element “Voter Update Data”
which may be the initial Initiative Package, and also contain
a complete copy of the Voter Update Package. All data is
included in the Voter Update when the initiative is first sent
out subsequently Voter Update Packages are sent by them-
selves to avoid resending redundant data.

[0116] There may be the data element “Allow secondary
petition servers” which identifies whether a petition can be
sent to auser’s own preferred petition server or not. This may
be used for large initiatives to allow distribution of petition
data across a large number of servers, secondary servers can
link into the primary petition servers (see below). In this way,
the voting management server may transmit the petition
across multiple servers.

[0117] There may be a data clement “Other data” as
needed. This would be as defined and required by the specific
software developer.

[0118] Voter Response Package. When the Initiative Pack-
age is received by another End User Voting Tool, the recipient
sees the initiative in a very similar manner as when viewing a
normal email. However, instead of allowing the recipient to
respond to the initiator with a message of his or her own, the
tool only allows the recipient to respond with predetermined
responses, such as support, in opposition, or with no opinion.
(Other voting formats may be supported as well, but they are
not discussed in detail here.) The Voter Response Package is
the message that is sent back, either in response to the user
making or changing the vote or in response to incoming
recursive voting. Thus, it can be sent either by the user or
automatically. At a minimum, the voter response package
data supports the inclusion of the following data.

[0119] There may be the data element “message type” in
the voter response package which is a system defined indica-
tor that this is a voter response package. This may be gener-
ated by the system when the user selects the option to send a
certain response.

[0120] There may be the data element “Initiative ID” in the
voter response package which provides a unique identifier for
the initiative. It is linked to the original.

[0121] There may be the data element “date/time sent” in
the voter response package which provides data regarding the
Date and time and may be automatically generated by the
tool.

[0122] There may be the data element “sender” in the voter
response package which provides data on the Sender’s elec-

Oct. 1, 2015

tronic contact address, in this case the recipient of the initia-
tive who is responding (typically their email address). It may
be automatically added by the system.

[0123] There may be the data element “voter response” in
the voter response package which provides data on the selec-
tion as determined by the voting format of the initiative. This
may be automatically added by the system

[0124] There may be the data element “digital signature” in
the voter response package which is an optional field provid-
ing the digital signature of the sender. May not be supported
by all versions of the Software.

[0125] There may be the data element “Recursive Votes
Supporting Initiative” in the voter response package which
may be an integer between zero and a ten-digit number. Tal-
lies up the additional votes received through recursive voting
and sends them on to the next level. This is to say that each
time a voter submits a vote in support of an initiative another
vote is added to the total number of votes in support of the
initiative. As stated previously, a vote in “support” indicates
the voter agrees with and supports the initiative.

[0126] There may bethe data element “Recursive Votes Not
Supporting Initiative” in the voter response package which
may be an integer between zero and a ten-digit number. This
tallies up the additional votes received through recursive vot-
ing and sends them on to the next level. The term “not sup-
porting” is the same as rejecting the initiative. Itis to say, they
do not agree with or support the initiative.

[0127] There may be the data element “Required Member-
ship Certificates” in the voter response package. This field
confirms the membership(s) that are required in order to vote
in this particular initiative. This may be linked to membership
certificates issued by a Voting Management Server.

[0128] There may be the data element “Required Security
Certificates” in the voter response package. This may be fields
that confirm the security certification(s) required in order to
vote on this initiative. Security certificates would be issued by
Voting Management Servers based on security scans and
software updates performed by the Voting Management
Server

[0129] There may be the data element “Petition Status™ in
the voter response package which is a field that records
whether the petition status for each petition of this Initiative
for this user status would be not-sent, sent, confirmed. This
may be managed automatically by the tool based on outbound
and inbound messages to the Voting Management Server.
[0130] There may be the data element “Other Data” in the
voter response package. This may be as needed, as defined
and required by the specific software developer.

[0131] Voter Update Package. The third and final message
type required to support the distributed voting step in the
Direct Democracy Framework is the Voter Update Package.
This message type is automatically generated by the End User
Voting Tool when the votes tally or status of the initiative
changes. Its purpose is to keep all recipients of the initiative
updated in regards to the total vote of the initiative. It is
therefore resent by all users who have participated in recur-
sive voting to their own recipients. It also supports the petition
process (described later).

[0132] The voter update package may contains the follow-
ing data elements: message type, initiative ID, date/time sent,
sender, total votes supporting imitative, total votes rejecting
initiative, voting status, petition status, quorum, registered
voting status, extended initiative status, petition location.
There may be the data element “Message Type” in the voter
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update package. System-defined indicator that is a Voter
Update Package. Automatically generated by the tool peri-
odically as updates are necessary

[0133] There may be the data element “initiative ID” in the
voter update package. A unique binary identified for the ini-
tiative. This is typically linked to the original.

[0134] There may be the data element “Date/Time Sent” in
the voter update package. This provides data on the date and
time sent and may be automatically generated by tool.
[0135] There may be the data element “Sender” in the voter
update package. This provides data on the sender, such as the
senders contact address—in this case, the sender of the ini-
tiative or the recipient one level up who is resending via
recursive voting (typically email). It may be automatically
added by the system

[0136] There may be the data element “Total Votes Sup-
porting Initiative” in the voter update package. This may be an
integer between zero and a ten-digit number. Tallies up the
total votes received through all voting and sends that number
out to all recipients.

[0137] There may be the data element “Total Votes Not
Supporting Initiative” in the voter update package. This may
be an integer between zero and a ten-digit number. Tallies up
the total votes that do not support the initiative received
through all voting and sends that number out to all recipients.
[0138] There may be the data element “Voting Status” in
the voter update package. Identifies the current voting status
of'the initiative as draft (cannot yet be voted on), active (open
for voting) or closed (voting is completed). Automatically
managed by the voting process from the author’s End User
Voting Tool.

[0139] There may be the data element “Petition Status™ in
the voter update package. Like the voting status, the petition
status determines where the petitioning process stands. Sta-
tuses include pre-petition, petition in progress, petition-
closed. Either modified manually when the initiative is peti-
tioned or automatically when the quorum is reached.

[0140] There may be the data element “Registered Voting
Status™ in the voter update package. Like the voting status
registered voting status determines where the registered vot-
ing process stands statuses include pre-registered voting, reg-
istered voting in progress, registered voting-closed. Con-
trolled by the sponsoring agency through the Voting
Management Server.

[0141] There may be the data element “Extended Initiative
Status” in the voter update package. This is a selection field
that indicates additional status information about the initia-
tive (extended status types might include options such as
in-process, passed, cancelled, expired, in congress, pending
ratification, and ratified.) Software developers need to define
standards for the types of initiative status their version sup-
ports.

[0142] There may be the data element “Petition Location
(s)” inthe voter update package. Contains a list of locations of
Voting Management Servers to which the initiative has been
petitioned. Is defined by the author, if he or she wishes to
submit a successful initiative to some type of organization for
consideration.

[0143] There may be the data element “Quorum” in the
voter update package. This may be data in the form of an
integer and provide the total number of votes required before
a initiative is considered valid. Maybe used to automatically
trigger a petition.
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[0144] There may be the data element “Other Data” in the
voter update package, as needed and as defined and required
by the specific software developer.

[0145] By incorporating all three of these voting packages
into a recursive voting process, we can reach any size of
audience in a relatively trouble-free manner.

[0146] End User Voting Tool: User Configuration. In addi-
tion to retaining message data regarding initiatives, the
repository also stores certain information that controls the
function of the End User Voting Tool. This is referred to as
configuration data. The following table defines the configu-
ration data needed to implement the core functionality of the
End User Voting Tool:

[0147] There may be the data element “Owner Contact
Data” in the End User Voting Tool Configuration Elements.
Contains multiple fields recorded appropriate data about the
owner such as name, address, phone number, email address,
etc. Linked to the contact database so that user data can easily
be sent as appropriate.

[0148] There may be the data element “Membership(s)” in
the End User Voting Tool Configuration Elements. Lists orga-
nizations and the associated Voting Management Servers for
which the end user is registered or is registering each organi-
zation listed would include a current membership status such
as applied, accepted, registered and not-active. Links to Vot-
ing Management Servers for Petitions and Registered Voting
[0149] There may be the data element “Minimum Required
Delay Setting” in the End User Voting Tool Configuration
Elements. The setting that determines the delay setting asso-
ciated with all outbound initiatives and defines the delay
setting for outbound voter responses and voter updates. Ini-
tially defined by the user, would be very low for high perfor-
mance server based End User Voting Tools and very high for
low bandwidth devices.

[0150] There may be the data element “Auto Display Set-
ting(s)” in the End User Voting Tool Configuration Elements.
Determines whether or not user automatically votes on
inbound initiatives automatically displays inbound initiatives
and if initiatives that have just been voted on are displayed.
This may be set by the user.

[0151] There may be the data element “Auto Petition Set-
tings” in the End User Voting Tool Configuration Elements.
Defines whether or not the user automatically submits peti-
tions signatures or should be requested by the tool to send
petition signatures. This may be set by the user.

[0152] There may be the data element “Default Initiative
Data” in the End User Voting Tool Configuration Elements.
Initiative Template that defines the default field entries for a
newly created initiative. Multiple templates may be sup-
ported.

[0153] There may be the data element “Preferred Petition
Server” in the End User Voting Tool Configuration Elements.
Identifies a location where Petition signatures are sent when a
preferred or secondary petition signature server is allowed.
This is set by the user.

[0154] There may be the data element “Other Data” in the
End User Voting Tool Configuration Elements. This may be
as needed, as defined and required by the specific software
developer

[0155] End User Voting Tool: Additional Notes. Having
discussed the capabilities of the End User Voting Tool, the
core data structures it uses (with additional structures defined
below), and the process flow utilized, it is important we close
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the discussion of this component of the Direct Democracy
Framework by notating some other important aspects of this
tool.

[0156] Data Transmission Capacity Management. An
important issue addressed is the accumulation of massive
amounts of data being generated if recursive voting allowed
all data associated with an initiative—including every user’s
identification data and vote—to be passed on through the
voting tree. Therefore, to protect both the users’ privacy and
the technical viability of the system, as the earlier example
and data structures indicate, we limit the size of the Voting
Response Package to only the most critical data. Initiators
receive the votes of all users to whom they sent the initiative
directly as well as the total tally of all the votes collected.
They do not receive a complete list of all voters as such a list
could not be built until the petition and registration process of
the Direct Democracy Framework (described below).

[0157] Data Transmission Frequency Management.
Another issue addressed is the impact that even small Voter
Response Packages might have on the communications net-
work if the frequency of their transmission rate is too high.
This problem is alleviated through simple response delays
incorporated into the tool. For example, requiring a
10-minute delay before an updated Voter Response Package
or Voter Update Package is transmitted would significantly
reduce the quantity and frequency of packages being sent
across the communications network. This time delay could be
defined by the end user based on the resources available and
impact to the system and network in which the end-user
voting tool is being operated. An end-user voting tool embed-
ded in a high performance server might not need such a delay,
whereas an end-user voting tool sitting on a cell phone might
be best served by a long delay. All recipients of an initiative
would be notified of the minimum delay associated with the
sender’s device and would set the delay for that initiative to
the higher value of their own delay setting and the setting of
the initiative. Even with this delay mechanism included, a
massive volume of users can be reached and the most distant
response would still arrive in a matter of hours. Most would
agree this is a very reasonable amount of time to begin gath-
ering millions—or even billions—of votes from across the
globe. Such heartbeat control of the frequency of transmis-
sions would consequently reduce network load significantly.
[0158] Voting Frequency Management. The end-user vot-
ing tool ensures that a user can only vote on an issue once by
tracking the unique initiative identification and the identity of
the user who sent the initiative to users. Subsequent attempts
by others to reach the same user on that initiative result in a
response that signals the user previously supported, opposed,
orindicated no opinion; this process occurs in the background
so users are not bothered by seeing the same initiative repeat-
edly unless they choose to review the initiative again and
change their response.

[0159] Broken Voting Tree Branch Management. Finally,
the last issue to note that we have tackled above involves
determining what happens when a branch of the voting tree
becomes broken or disconnected—a problem that results in
the downstream recursive voting portion of the voting tree
linked to the disconnected recipient not being able to reach
the initiator so that a complete and accurate tally of the votes
is maintained. In determining an approach to this challenge
several approaches were reviewed.

[0160] One approach is simply to allow broken branches to
continue to grow as they normally do and recognize that—
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like any distributed system—our voting tree will be imper-
fect. Ultimately, a strong initiative that reaches the petition or
registration phase carries a certain media awareness with it
that enables users who become disconnected and do not hear
about the petition through the voting tree to become informed
about what was happening and send in their petitions anyway.
[0161] Another approach is to rely on the timestamp of the
Voter Update Package sent from the initiating end-user voting
tool. We can subsequently restrict recursive voting to being
initiated only after an indication is received down the voting
tree that determines the original vote has most likely already
been tallied. This can be done by waiting to send out recursive
votes until the timestamp of the latest Voter Update Package
has aged by at least the send delay setting multiplied by the
number of levels removed from the initiator. Note the term
initiator is interchangeable with creator, author. This control
mechanism could stunt the growth of any broken branches of
the voting tree until the breach is reconnected, thereby pre-
venting new users from becoming connected to the broken
branch of the tree. This method is discussed in more detail
below.

[0162] Finally, perhaps the most complicated method for
handling broken branches involves allowing those areas of
the voting tree to reconnect to the tree through an alternate
path. This could be facilitated by allowing open forums built
into the voting tree to be passed down the voting tree. With
this information, a branch that is unable to pass its tally up
could instead connect to any of the listed open forums and
pass its tally up that way. The part of the tree that has lost the
branch could, after a certain period of time, remove the tally
of'the disconnected branch from its own tally. As a result, the
vote count is correctly maintained while reaching the initiator
through a different route.

[0163] Calculating Distribution Timeframes. An interest-
ing technical aspect of recursive voting to explore is the
timeframes required for a tree to grow, which can be per-
formed by analyzing the method of broken branch manage-
ment we chose to use and then determining the number of
levels in the tree in question. For example, as we have used the
Voter Update Package timestamp method to control the
growth ofthe tree, the time required for each layerto be added
to the tree is calculated as follows:

Time to add level=Time Delay Settingx(1+(total lev-
els in treex2))

[0164] By utilizing this formula, we can estimate the fol-
lowing defining the time required to build voting trees based
on the number of levels in the tree: If there is 1 tree level, it
would take approximately Ten Billion average recipients per
send to reach Ten billion voters and 10 minutes to build the
tree based on a 10-minute response delay. If there are 2 tree
levels, it would take approximately 100,000 average recipi-
ents per send to reach Ten billion voters and 1 hour to build the
tree based on a 10-minute response delay. If there are 3 tree
levels, it would take approximately 2,000 average recipients
per send to reach Ten billion voters and 2 hours, ten minutes
to build the tree based on a 10-minute response delay. If there
are 4 tree levels, it would take approximately 300 average
recipients per send to reach Ten billion voters and 3 hours, 40
minutes to build the tree based on a 10-minute response delay.
If there are 5 tree levels, it would take approximately 100
average recipients per send to reach Ten billion voters and 5
hours, 30 minutes to build the tree based on a 10-minute
response delay. If there are 6 tree levels, it would take
approximately 47 average recipients per send to reach Ten
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billion voters and 7 hours, 40 minutes to build the tree based
on a 10-minute response delay. If there are 7 tree levels, it
would take approximately 27 average recipients per send to
reach Ten billion voters and 10 hours, 10 minutes to build the
tree based on a 10-minute response delay. If there are 8 tree
levels, it would take approximately 18 average recipients per
send to reach Ten billion voters and 13 hours to build the tree
based on a 10-minute response delay. If there are 9 tree levels,
it would take approximately 13 average recipients per send to
reach Ten billion voters and 16 hours, 10 minutes to build the
tree based on a 10-minute response delay. If there are 10 tree
levels, it would take approximately 10 average recipients per
send to reach Ten billion voters and 19 hours, 40 minutes to
build the tree based on a 10-minute response delay.

[0165] As this table indicates, this methodology enables us
to reach the entire world’s population—even if each sender is
only contacting an average of ten recipients in less than a day.
This is the amazing power of recursive voting.

[0166] Voting Management Server: Capabilities Defini-
tion. To recap the role of the Voting Management Server it is
the tool responsible for the second through fourth steps in the
Direct Democracy Framework process; petition, registration
and congress and also provides a server based version of the
End User Voting Tool. It is therefore critically important to
document the core functionality of this server system that is
required to implement the Direct Democracy Framework.
[0167] There may be “web based end-user voting tool func-
tionality” as a functional requirement feature in the voting
management server. The Voting Management Server must
provide a multi user web based End User Voting Tool envi-
ronment that is intuitive and provides all the functionality
discussed above. See end user voting tool flowcharts.

[0168] There may be “Registered Users” as a functional
requirement feature in the voting management server. The
Voting Management Server administrator must be able to
accept and approve requests for membership(s) on the Voting
Management Server. See FIG. 25.

[0169] There may be “Create New Petitions” as a func-
tional requirement feature in the voting management server.
The Voting Management Server administrator must be able to
accept and approve requests for petitions from existing mem-
bers either automatically or by manual approval. There may
be “Receive and Accept Petition Signatures™ as a functional
requirement feature in the voting management server. The
Voting Management Petition Server administrator must be
able to accept Signatures and approve requests for petitions
from existing members either automatically or by manual
approval.

[0170] There may be “Register Initiative” as a functional
requirement feature in the voting management server. The
Voting Management Server administrator must be able to
assign an existing petitioned initiative into the voter registra-
tion process either automatically or by manual approval.
[0171] There may be “User Registration” as a functional
requirement feature in the voting management server. The
Voting Management Server administrator must be able to
accept the in-person identity verification of users and assign
them registered status.

[0172] There may be “Registered Voting” as a functional
requirement feature in the voting management server. The
Voting Management Server administrator must be able to
grant access to End User Voting Tool functionality in a secure
location to allow users to re-vote in a secure registered envi-
ronment. See end-user voting tool flowcharts.
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[0173] There may be “Congress Selection” as a functional
requirement feature in the voting management server. The
Voting Management Server administrator must be able to
assign an existing registered initiative for selection of del-
egates for a congress.

[0174] There may be “Congressional Voting” as a func-
tional requirement feature in the voting management server.
The Voting Management Server administrator must be able to
grant access to End User Voting Tool functionality in a secure
location to allow users to re-vote in a secure registered envi-
ronment during a congress.

[0175] There may be “Delegate Check-in” as a functional
requirement feature in the voting management server. The
Voting Management Server administrator must be able to
accept the in-person identity verification of delegates and
assign them check-in status during a Congtress.

[0176] There may be “Ratify Initiative” as a functional
requirement feature in the voting management server. The
Voting Management Server administrator must be able to
assign an existing registered initiative into a ratified status.
[0177] There may be “Create New Forums™ as a functional
requirement feature in the voting management server. The
Voting Management Server administrator, must be able to
accept and approve requests for open forums from existing
members either automatically or by manual approval.
[0178] There may be “Manage Existing Users” as a func-
tional requirement feature in the voting management server.
The Voting Management Server administrator must be able to
search for an update existing user profiles including security
access, membership, forums and profile data.

[0179] There may be “Manage Existing Groups™ as a func-
tional requirement feature in the voting management server.
The Voting Management Server administrator must be able to
search for an update existing groups including security
access, membership, forums and profile data.

[0180] There may be “Manage Existing Petitions” as a
functional requirement feature in the voting management
server. The Voting Management Server administrator must be
able to search for any update petitions including status.
[0181] There may be “Manage Existing Forum™ as a func-
tional requirement feature in the voting management server.
Voting Management Server administrator must be able to
search for an update existing Forums including Initiative
Status.

[0182] Voting Management Server: Message Packages. In
this section of the document we will describe all the data
structures of the message types that are used when interacting
with the Voting Management Server. There are in all eight
message packages that we need to discuss and they are as
follows:

[0183] Voting Management Server Membership Request
Package. The Voting Management Server Membership
Request Package is sent by an End User Voting Tool to request
a user be added, group be added or membership status of a
user be changed. It is sent automatically by the End User
Voting Tool in response to the user making changes to the user
configuration.

[0184] The Voting Management Server Membership
Request Package supports at a minimum the inclusion of the
following data elements: message type, user contact data,
membership(s), status request(s), time and date, certificates,
digital signatures and other data. The package supports, at a
minimum, the inclusion of the following data.
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[0185] The Voting Management Server Membership
Request Package data element “message type” is a system-
defined indicator that is a Voter Management Server Mem-
bership Request. It may be automatically generated by the
tool based on End User Voting Tool user configuration
changes.

[0186] The Voting Management Server Membership
Request Package data element “User Contact Data” contains
multiple fields and recorded appropriate data about the owner
such as name, address, phone number, email address, etc.
Linked to the contact database from End User Voting Tool.
[0187] The Voting Management Server Membership
Request Package data element “Membership(s)” lists organi-
zations and the associated Voting Management Server for
which the end user is requesting a membership or status
change. Groups would be configured on the Voting Manage-
ment Server. See FIG. 27.

[0188] The Voting Management Server Membership
Request Package data element “Status Request(s)” specifies
the status change requested such as application, extension,
cancelation, etc. Would then be validated by the administrator
of the Voting Management Server.

[0189] The Voting Management Server Membership
Request Package data element “Time and Date” provide date
on the Time and Date of Request. It may be generated by End
User Voting Tool when sent to the Voting Management
Server.

[0190] The WVoting Management Server Membership
Request Package data element “Certificates” attaches any
security certificates that may be required to get membership.
It may be provided by this or other Voting Management
Servers.

[0191] The Voting Management Server Membership
Request Package data element “Digital Signatures™ attaches
digital signatures if required. Provided by this or other voting
management servers.

[0192] The Voting Management Server Membership
Request Package data element “other data” is as needed, as
defined and required by the specific software developer. Vot-
ing Management Server Membership Request Response
Package. The Voting Management Server Membership
Request Response Package is sent by the Voting Management
Server either automatically when a Voting Management
Server Membership Request Package is processed by the
server, or when the server administrator manually responds to
the request. The Voting Management Server Membership
Request Response package supports, at a minimum, the
inclusion of the following data: data elements “message
type”, “memberships™, “status request”, “time and date”,
“certificates” and “other data.”

[0193] The Voting Management Server Membership
Request Response Package data element “Message Type”is a
system-defined indicator that is a Voter Management Server
Membership Request Response. It may be generated by the
Voting Management Server based on either automated mem-
bership assignment of Administrator authorization.

[0194] The Voting Management Server Membership
Request Response Package data element “Membership(s)”
lists organizations and the associated Voting Management
Server for which the end user is requesting a membership or
status change. Groups would be configured on the Voting
Management Server.

[0195] The Voting Management Server Membership
Request Response Package data element “Status Request”
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specifies status change granted or denied in this response. It
would then be validated by the administrator of the Voting
Management Server.

[0196] The Voting Management Server Membership
Request Response Package data element “Time and Date”
provides data on the Time and Date of the Request. It may be
generated by Voting Management when sent to End User
Voting Tool.

[0197] The Voting Management Server Membership
Request Response Package data element “Certificates”
attaches any security certificates assigned as part of this pro-
cess. [t may be provided by the Voting Management Servers.
[0198] The Voting Management Server Membership
Request Response Package data element “other data” may be
as needed, as defined and required by the specific software
Developer.

[0199] Voting Management Server Petition Request Pack-
age. The Voting Management Server Petition Request Pack-
age is sent by the End User Voting Tool either automatically
when an initiative passes its quorum or manually at the
request of an end user. It is the step that progresses an initia-
tive from step one to step two in the Direct Democracy Frame-
work Process. The package supports, at a minimum, the
inclusion of the following data: “message type”, “initiative
package”, “time and date” and “other data.”

[0200] The Voting Management Server Petition Request
Package data element “Message Type” is a system-defined
indicator that is a Petition Request. Generated by End User
Voting Tool either manually or automatically, when Quorum
is achieved in voting numbers.

[0201] The technical implementation of a quorum would
consist of allowing the creation of an initiative to include the
entry of an additional integer field identifying the desired
quorum in order to petition the Initiative or take other actions.
Once the number of votes received reaches the entered quo-
rum this could automatically trigger certain events such as the
posting to special open forums for high interest initiatives, or
the launching of a partition. A user might be able to setup
multiple quorums depending on their goals, based for
example of the qualification criteria of different voting man-
agement server hosts. As an example a user might create an
initiative to put a certain road sign onto a road they frequently
travel, they may setup petition criteria for their local govern-
ment, county government and state government each at dif-
ferent levels of voting. The primary purpose of Quorums
within the Direct Democracy Framework is to trigger peti-
tioning, see FI1G. 26. The Voting Management Server Petition
Request Package data element “Initiative Package” provides
the complete Initiative Package being petitioned and is pro-
vided by the End User Voting Tool as part of the Petition
Request.

[0202] The Voting Management Server Petition Request
Package data element “Time and Date” provides data about
the Time and Date of Petition Request. Generated by End
User Voting Tool at time of send.

[0203] The Voting Management Server Petition Request
Package data element “Other Data” is provided as needed, as
defined and required by the specific software developer.
[0204] Voting Management Server Petition Request
Response Package. The Voting Management Server Petition
Request Response Package is sent by the Voting Management
Server either automatically when a Voting Management
Server Petition Membership Request Package is processed by
the server, or when the server administrator manually
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responds to the request. The package supports, at a minimum,

2 <

the inclusion of the following data: “Message type”, “initia-
tive package 1d”, “time and date”, “status” and “date”.
[0205] The Voting Management Server Petition Request
Response Package data element “Message Type” is a System-
defined indicator that is a Petition Request Response. It may
be Generated by Voting Management Server either automati-
cally or at the request of the Administrator

[0206] The Voting Management Server Petition Request
Response Package data element “Initiative Package” provide
the id (or identification) of the Initiative in question. It may be
provided by the End User Voting Tool as part of the Petition
Request.

[0207] The Voting Management Server Petition Request
Response Package data element “Time and Date” provides
the Time and Date of Petition Request Generated by Voting
Management Tool at time of send.

[0208] The Voting Management Server Petition Request
Response Package data element “Status” provides the Status
of'a Petition as a result of this request. It may be generated by
the Voting Management Server either automatically or at the
request of the Administrator.

[0209] The Voting Management Server Petition Request
Response Package data element “Other Data” provides infor-
mation as needed, as defined and required by the specific
software Developer.

[0210] Voting Management Server Petition Signature
Package. The Voting Management Server Petition Signature
Package is sent by the End User Voting Tool either automati-
cally when the End User Voting Tool receives and processes a
Voter Update Package that indicates the initiative has gone
into petition or manually at the request of an end user. The
Voting Management Server Petition Signature package sup-
ports, at a minimum, the inclusion of the following data:
“message type”, “initiative package id”, “time and date”,
“vote”, “certificates”, and “other data”. See FIGS. 29-42,
which depict voting management server flowcharts.

[0211] The Voting Management Server Petition Signature
package data element “Message Type” is a system -defined
indicator that is a Petition Signature. It may be generated by
End User Voting Tool when the user signs the petition.
[0212] The Voting Management Server Petition Signature
package data element “Initiative Package id” provides the id
(identification) of the Initiative in question. It may be Pro-
vided by the End User Voting Tool as part of the Petition
Request.

[0213] The Voting Management Server Petition Signature
package data element “Time and Date” provides the Time and
Date of Petition Request. It may be generated by Voting
Management Tool at time of send.

[0214] The Voting Management Server Petition Signature
package data element “Vote” Indicates whether Signature
opposes or supports initiative. It may be Generated by End
User Voting Tool when the user signs the petition.

[0215] The Voting Management Server Petition Signature
package data element “Certificates” Contains any security
certificates that were required to authenticate signature to this
server. Generated by this or other Voting Management Serv-
ers originally.

[0216] The Voting Management Server Petition Signature
package data element “Other Data” provides data as needed,
as defined and as required by the specific software developer.
Voting Management Server Petition Signature Response
Package. The Voting Management Server Petition Signature
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Response Package is sent by the Voting Management Server
when a Voting Management Server Petition Signature
Request Package is acknowledged. The Voting Management
Server Petition Signature Response Package supports, at a
minimum, the inclusion of the following data: “message
type”, “initiative package id”, “time and date”, “confirma-
tion”, and “other data”.

[0217] The Voting Management Server Petition Signature
Response Package data element “Message Type” provides a
system-defined indicator that is a Petition Signature
Response. It may be generated by Voting Management Server
automatically.

[0218] The Voting Management Server Petition Signature
Response Package data element “Initiative Package id”
which provides the identification (id) of the Initiative in Ques-
tion. It may be provide by the End User Voting Tool as part of
the Petition Request.

[0219] The Voting Management Server Petition Signature
Response Package data element “Time and Date” provides
data on the Time and Date of Petition Signature Request
Response. Generated by Voting Management Tool at time of
send.

[0220] The Voting Management Server Petition Signature
Response Package data element “Confirmation” provide con-
firmation of whether signature opposes or supports Initiative.
Generated by Voting Management Server when the user signs
the petition.

[0221] The Voting Management Server Petition Signature
Response Package data element “Other Data” provides data
asneeded and as defined and required by the specific software
developer.

[0222] Voting Management Server Petition Link Request
Package. The Voting Management Server Petition Link
Request Package is sent from one Voting Management Server
to another when a petition is sent to a preferred Voting Man-
agement Server during a petition process. The Voting Man-
agement Server Petition Link Request package supports, at a
minimum, the inclusion of the following data elements:
“message type”, “Initiative Package 1d”, “Time and date”
“server address” and “other data”

[0223] The Voting Management Server Petition Link
Request Package data element “message type” is a system-
defined indicator that is a Voting Management Server Petition
Link Request Package. It may be Generated by Voting Man-
agement Server automatically.

[0224] The Voting Management Server Petition Link
Request Package data element “Initiative Package id” which
provides the id of the Initiative in question. It may be provided
by the End User Voting Tool as part of the Petition Request.
[0225] The Voting Management Server Petition Link
Request Package data element “Time and Date” provides data
about the Time and Date of Voting Management Server Peti-
tion Link Request Package. It may be generated by Voting
Management Tool at time of send.

[0226] The Voting Management Server Petition Link
Request Package data element “Server Address” provides
information (the server address) identifying the server that is
requesting the petition link. It may be Generated by Voting
Management Server when it sends the Package.

[0227] The Voting Management Server Petition Link
Request Package data element “Other Data” provides data as
needed, as defined and required by the specific software
Developer.
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[0228] Voting Management Server Petition Link Request
Response Package. The Voting Management Server Petition
Link Request Response Package is sent from one Voting
Management Server to another when a petition is sent to a
preferred Voting Management Server during a petition pro-
cess. It confirms receipt of the link. The Voting Management
Server Petition Link Request Response Package supports, at
a minimum, the inclusion of the following data elements:
“message type”, “initiative package id”, “time and date”,
“confirmation” and “other data”.

[0229] The Voting Management Server Petition Link
Request Response Package data element “Message Type”is a
system-defined indicator that is a Voting Management Server
Petition Link Request Response Package. [t may be generated
by Voting Management Server Automatically.

[0230] The Voting Management Server Petition Link
Request Response Package data element “Initiative Package
id” provides the id of the Initiative in question. It may be
provided by the End User Voting Tool as part of the Petition
Request.

[0231] The Voting Management Server Petition Link
Request Response Package data element “Time and Date”
provide the Time and Date of Voting Management Server
Petition Link Request Response Package. [t may be generated
by Voting Management Tool at time of send.

[0232] The Voting Management Server Petition Link
Request Response Package data element “Confirmation” pro-
vides information confirming (or alternatively denying) the
link to the petition. It may be Generated by Voting Manage-
ment Server when it sends the package.

[0233] The Voting Management Server Petition Link
Request Response Package data element “other data” pro-
vides data as needed and as defined and required by the
specific software developer.

[0234] Voting Management Server: Server Configuration.
Inaddition to retaining message data regarding initiatives, the
Voting Management Server repository must also store certain
information that controls the function of the Voting Manage-
ment Server. This is referred to as server configuration data.
The following table defines the configuration data needed to
implement the core functionality of the Voting Management
Server:

[0235] Voting Management Server Configuration Ele-
ments. There may be the following data elements for voting
management server configuration elements: “Auto Process
Setting(s)” and “other data.”” Auto Process Setting(s) may
provide data in multiple fields that defined whether requests
for new users, new groups and new group membership
requests are approved automatically, denied automatically or
manually processed. They may be Enter by Voting Manage-
ment Server administrator to define how the server should
react to inbound Messages. There may also be “other data” as
needed, as defined and as required by the specific software
developer.

[0236] The following notes apply to the above Voting Man-
agement Server flowcharts: (a) The Forum Manager is a ses-
sion of the End User Voting Tool running automatically, so
that the Forum itself votes “no opinion” on all received ini-
tiatives, and automatically sends recursive voting to every
member of the group associated with the Forum.

[0237] Additional Features. There may be additional tech-
nical capabilities provided by the Direct Democracy Frame-
work. A few examples are introduced in order to demonstrate
the potential flexibility of this system.
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[0238] Integration and Automation. An important capabil-
ity of the Direct Democracy Framework is its ability to auto-
mate the interactions of other technologies. Such integration
uses APIs for the end-user voting tool and the Voting Man-
agement Server, which enables the framework to define
potentially complex voting rules (e.g., unanimous support or
majority support combined with a yes vote of named key
stakeholders) with other technologies to automate certain key
processes.

[0239] A simple scenario might be the automated schedul-
ing or cancelation of a calendar event, based on the approval
or disapproval of attendees, or a local government that pro-
actively implements democratically controlled electronic
speed limits on local streets. Another far more serious sce-
nario might be the automated activation of lethal force capa-
bility with the unanimous vote of a set of well-trained security
officers monitoring an emerging security threat. As military
forces around the world increasingly rely on unmanned com-
bat systems, such capabilities might become critical.

[0240] Weighted Voting. Another powerful feature for the
Direct Democracy Framework could be the implementation
of' weighted voting. This feature would work by allowing the
author to designated an initiative as a weighted initiative then
apply a particular percentage weight to each recipient. When
recursive voting is utilized, the percentage assigned to a par-
ticular recipient could then be broken down by that recipient
to their own list of recipients. Such a feature might be very
valuable in the financial services industry where the voting on
a particular issue is weighted by the number of shares or
percentage of ownership. A given public company could send
a stockholder initiative to all shareholders, then if a given
stockholder happened to be a mutual fund, that fund could
then forward to fund member based on the number fund
shares they owned.

[0241] Variable Format Voting. Although the greatest value
of the Direct Democracy Framework might be its ability to
enable voting on issues in a simple support/do not support/no
opinion format, nothing is preventing the framework from
enabling additional voting formats. Multiple-choice surveys
or multi-question initiatives could be added through a custom
voting format configured by the initiative author or selected
from a group of templates. In such a scenario, information for
articulating the custom voting format would be sent along
with the initiative for each end-user voting tool receiving it to
decode and present information to the voter in the appropriate
format.

[0242] Bundled Initiatives. Another important technical
feature of the Direct Democracy Framework is its ability to
bundle initiatives together. It may be important for a user to
receive not only the initiative, but also other initiatives linked
to it. Through this mechanism, the Direct Democracy Frame-
work supports the amended initiatives and counter-initiatives.
[0243] Initiative Templates. The technical concept of an
initiative template consists of a standard format for the cre-
ation of an initiative. This could include the formatting of
content, allowable attachments, pre-defined quorum required
and other attributes. Templates could be created by organiza-
tions that participate in the direct democracy framework and
could be designed to facilitate easier petition, registration and
ratification processing of the initiative in question.

[0244] Dynamic Initiatives. A dynamic initiative is one that
focuses not on achieving an accurate vote at a certain point in
time, but rather tracking a vote over a specific period of time.
This would be implemented by allowing the End User Voting
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Tool to either record each individual transaction, or just
recording the vote tally periodically at given time intervals.
An example of a dynamic initiative might be one for example
that tracks the approval rating of a certain political figure over
time.

[0245] Vote Transaction Audit Trail. It is also a possibly
valuable addition to the end user voting to permit it to track
activities that the end user performs. This might be critical in
highly secure or regulated voting environments. The voting
activity audit trail could also be a source of data to create
dynamic initiatives.

[0246] EndUser Voting Tool Replication, Backup and Soft-
ware Updates. For users who wish to take advantage of the
performance security and redundancy that can be built into an
End User Voting Tool embedded into a voting management
server, yet also take advantage of the convenience of a client
device based End User Voting Tool, the Direct Democracy
Framework could allow the configuration of replicated End
User Voting Tools.

[0247] Inthis structure, one or more End User Voting Tools
could be configured to manage the data associated with a
single user and automatically forward data sent and received
from each copy of the software to each other. This might be
thought of as something very similar to the email configura-
tion of someone using both an email server and a client based
device to access the same email account.

[0248] This capability could easily be expanded to support
the backup of data on an End User Voting Tool and the
updating of the software on those tools.

[0249] Content Management. Another important role pro-
vided by the Voting Management Server is to store a reposi-
tory of initiatives and their associated attachments that have
been submitted to it—either in its forums or by petition—and
their status. This would form a searchable database that would
also be capable of automatically updating itself based on
voter activity and date changes. Effective dates and expiration
dates could be employed to automatically change the status of
an initiative. This creates a virtual ‘book of law,” allowing
users to search and review proposed, current, and obsolete
laws for a given institution or government. In addition, when
the web based End User Voting Tool is employed, the content
management features of the Voting Management Server can
help make much more efficient use of storage space and vastly
accelerate the time required to distribute initiatives through
the use of a centralized content repository.

[0250] Inthis scenario, Initiative Packages would have key
data elements such as content and attachments replaced by
pointers to a centrally managed content repository. This
would mean that any given attachment or content component
that was references many times by initiatives on the server
would only have to exist once. An initiative could be written
and sent to hundreds or even thousands of users, and the
content would only need to be replicated when a user whose
End User Voting Tool did not reside on the server itself
received the initiative. These content management capabili-
ties leverage the existing technologies associated with inter-
net-based content management.

[0251] Subscriber Notifications. In addition to subscribing
to open forums, users of the Direct Democracy Framework
would also be able to create profiles on the Voting Manage-
ment Servers allowing them to receive initiatives of their
choosing. This might include any initiative submitted to an
open forum, only initiatives that are petitions, only registered
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initiatives or perhaps even only initiatives having gained a
certain level of votes, petition signatures, or registered votes.
[0252] Enforcing Security. The primary purpose of the five
steps of the Direct Democracy Framework is to create an
environment that is flexible and yet secure enough to support
a democratic process on any scale. There are additional tech-
nical features that the Voting Management Server can provide
to enhance and streamline the implementation of effective
security.

[0253] Additional Security Features of the Direct Democ-
racy Framework. The following describes the various secu-
rity features that can be integrated into the technology of the
End User Voting Tool and the Voting Management Server.
These features supplement rather than replace the security
inherent in the five steps of the Direct Democracy Frame-
work.

[0254] Initiative Validity. Certificate, encryption and hash-
ing technologies could be used to ensure that an initiative is
valid when it is received by an End User Voting Tool. If
somehow an initiative became corrupted or changed and the
content of the initiative did not hash correctly when compared
by an appropriate algorithm to the initiative id, the End User
Voting Tool would not allow a user to vote on it.

[0255] Digital Signature. As mentioned earlier in the docu-
ment, during the registration phase, the digital signatures can
optionally be attached to Voter Response Packages in order to
ensure that the user’s identity is valid.

[0256] Required Membership. The required membership
feature of the Direct Democracy Framework would work by
having initiatives labeled in accordance with the organiza-
tional membership required in order to vote on them. It would
be implemented by allowing Voting Management Servers to
issue certificates for registered membership in an organiza-
tion, and adding a field to the Initiative Package & Voter
Response Package that include a field for identifying required
memberships.

[0257] Required Security Certification. Implemented in an
identical manner to the membership feature discussed above,
a required security certification feature, would identify the
level of security that’s successfully implemented in the End
User Voting Tool being used. This security level would be
established by updating, scanning and auditing of the End
User Voting Tool by a Voting Management Server very simi-
lar to how virus scanning software and software distribution
servers work today.

[0258] Centralized Voting Tree Implementation. By lever-
aging membership and/or security certification to require all
users within a given organization to utilize an End User Vot-
ing Tool embedded into a secure and high performance server
or set of servers, we are creating a highly secure and central-
ized voting tree. In this environment, response delays as well
as the requirement to utilize the additional four steps of the
Direct Democracy Framework could be eliminated. This
could create an extremely fast and efficient mechanism for
making formal democratic decisions within secure environ-
ments.

[0259] Security Fences. In the above example of the cen-
tralized voting tree implementation, it would further be pos-
sible to configure Voting Management Servers to prevent
initiatives having certain membership or security restrictions
to actually leave a server. Instead where a user outside a server
was addressed, they could be sent an invitation to register with
the organization managing the server in question. This feature
could allow organizations to institute voting on classified or
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confidential items. This would be extremely convenient of
users working in jobs requiring high security or confidential-
ity. They could use a single End User Voting Tool for all their
voting activity and rely on security fences to keep important
initiatives inside their secure environment. Security fences
would compliment not replace other electronic security mea-
sures. For example a security fence sits above and beyond
standard firewall security that would exist in a secure net-
work.

[0260] According to one aspect of the present invention, a
computer processor implemented method of providing recur-
sive voting is disclosed. The term “recursive” means repeated
and in the context of the present invention refers to the fact
that an initiative may be forwarded (and voted on) repeatedly.
An initiative is a message that presents a new proposition, bill
or measure. The initiative may be an original initiative,
counter-initiative, bundled initiative, dynamic initiative (vote
responses are changed and tracked over time) and amended
initiative. The term “initiative” would be appreciated by those
skilled in the art and is frequently used in a legislature of a
new bill or measure. As depicted in FIGS. 1-4, there may be
the step of creating an original initiative (18) by a creator (or
author (12)) on a computing device (10) for transmission to at
least one first level recipient (e.g. 14, 18, 22, 26, 30) on a
computing device (e.g. 16, 20, 24, 28 and 32) wherein the
original initiative (18) requires a vote response. There may
predetermined vote responses such as support for the initia-
tive, rejection of the initiative, or no opinion to the initiative,
and each first level recipient (e.g. 14, 18, 22, 26, 30) is
selected by the creator. As will be appreciated by those of skill
in the art, a vote response of support for the initiative means
that the first level recipient (e.g. 14, 18,22, 26, 30) agrees with
or supports the proposition proposed in the initiative. Simi-
larly, a vote response of rejection of the initiative means the
firstlevel recipient (e.g. 14,18, 22, 26, 30) does not agree with
or does not support the proposition proposed in the initiative.
See also FIG. 22, depicting voter response in-processing.

[0261] Although the present invention envisions allowing
recipient to vote on issues in a simple support/do not support/
no opinion format, nothing is preventing the framework from
enabling additional voting formats. Multiple-choice surveys
or multi-question initiatives could be added through a custom
voting format configured by the initiative author or selected
from a group of templates. In such a scenario, information for
articulating the custom voting format would be sent along
with the initiative for each end-user voting tool receiving it to
decode and present information to the voter in the appropriate
format. There may, optionally, be the step of authenticating
each vote response. Where authentication of user voting is
required, each voter may be requested to register by physi-
cally visiting a site. Also users may be required to register and
confirm their vote response in a secure computing environ-
ment provided by a voting management server.

[0262] The next step may be transmitting the original ini-
tiative (18) to each first level recipient (14, 18,22, 26 and 30),
wherein the original initiative (18) may not be altered once
transmitted. The next step may be transmitting the initiative
by at least one first level recipient (e.g. 14, 18, 22, 26 and 30)
through a computing device (e.g. 16, 20, 24, 28 and 32) to at
least one second level recipient (e.g. 36, 40), wherein each
second level recipient (e.g. 36, 40) is selected by a first level
recipient (e.g. 14) to provide selected second level recipients.
It is important to note that the term “selected second level
recipients” refers to those recipients selected by a first level
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recipient. For example, in FIG. 43, recipient first level recipi-
ent (14) transmits or forwards the initiative to selected second
level recipients (34 and 38). The next step may be receiving in
a computing device by each first level recipient (e.g. 14) a
tabulation of vote responses from selected second level
recipients (e.g. 24 and 38) to provide a second level vote
tabulation, wherein each first level recipient receives a tabu-
lation of vote responses from only their selected second level
recipients. This is to say that first level recipient (14) receives
a tabulation of vote responses from only those second level
recipients (e.g. 24 and 38) that they have transmitted the
initiative to, that is what is meant by “their selected second
level recipients”. Also note that the term “recipient” may
mean an electronic address (typically an email address) asso-
ciated with an intended person. The next step may be provid-
ing a first level vote tabulation for each first level recipient
(e.g. 14) according to the second level vote tabulation and a
vote response from the first level recipient. For example,
recipient 34 may be in support of the initiative, recipient 38
may rejects the initiative and recipient 14 may be in support of
the initiative. So the first level vote tabulation would be 2 in
support and 1 rejecting the initiative. Note that the first level
vote tabulation for a given first level recipient includes the
second level tabulation for only their (the given first level
recipients) selected second level recipients. So, for example,
with reference to FIG. 43, First level recipient (30) would
receive a second level vote tabulation tabulating votes from
second level recipient (46) and second level recipient (42) and
the first level tabulation for first level recipient (30) would be
votes tabulation for recipients (42 and 46) and first level
recipient (30)’s vote. It is important to note that the first level
tabulation for first level recipient (30) would not include votes
for those second level recipients that were forwarded the
initiative from other first level recipients (For example, first
level recipient (30) would not receive vote tabulations from
second level recipients (34) and (38)), who were forwarded
the initiative from first level recipient (14). The next step may
be sending by a computing device the first level vote tabula-
tion for each first level recipient to the creator of the original
initiative to provide an originator total tabulation. There may
be the step of creating a petition upon receiving a preponder-
ance of a predetermined vote responses for the initiative trans-
mitting said petition to a hosting organization. The next step
may be submitting a petition to at least one organization
(which may be a hosting organization) according to the origi-
nator total tabulation, wherein a preponderance of support
responses in the originator total tabulation is needed for the
initiative to be submitted for petition. This is to say that there
must be more vote responses in support of the initiative than
vote responses rejecting the initiative. Vote responses of no
opinion are not counted. The creator’s identity may be trans-
mitted with the petition to the hosting organization. There
may be the step of notifying each of recipient that the initia-
tive is now being petitioned. Also, only selected recipients at
designated levels may be notified that the initiative is now
being petitioned.

[0263] The next step may be transmitting by the creator a
first level vote update to each first level recipient, wherein the
first level vote update tabulates each vote response from each
recipient. So for example, as shown in FIG. 43, a vote update
would be sent from the creator computer (10) to recipient (14)
computer (16), recipient (18) computer (20), recipient (22)
computer (24), recipient (26) computer (28) and recipient
(30) computer (32) and would tabulate all vote responses (e.g.
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vote responses by 12, 14,18, 22, 26, 30, 38,34, 74, 78, 54, 50,
58, 62, 66, 70). Vote responses may be anonymous. Anony-
mous voting can be supported in several different ways. First,
in distributed voting each author or sender only know the
identity of users they themselves send the Initiative to, all
votes that reach them via recursive voting, are presented to
them only as numbers of tabulated votes. Finally, Initiatives
could be configured or individual End User Voting Tools
could be configured so that the individual votes of even the
recipients that a given Initiative was sent directly to are not
displayed. The identity and vote would, of course, be con-
tained in the Voter Response message, but it could be
encrypted and not displayed directly in the Initiative. This
would provide anonymous voting.

[0264] First level recipient 14 may receive a vote update
saying there were 10 vote responses in support of the initiative
and 6 vote responses rejecting the initiative. There may be the
next step of transmitting by a computing device a vote update
to each second level recipient, wherein the vote update tabu-
lates all vote responses. While the vote update tabulates all
vote responses received, it is transmitted by the first level
recipient to their selected second level recipients. This is to
say that second level vote updates are associated with a first
level sender and their selected second level recipients. So,
second level recipients would receive a vote update from a
level one recipient who forwarded the initiative to them. So,
for example, second level recipients (34) computing device
(36) and second level recipient (38) computing device (40)
would receive a vote update containing vote responses for all
recipients (e.g. vote responses by 12, 14, 18, 22, 26, 30, 38,
34,74,78,54,50,58, 62, 66, 70) from first level recipient (14)
computing device (16). Second level recipients (74) comput-
ing device (76) and second level recipient (78) computing
device (80) would receive a vote update containing vote
responses for all recipients (e.g. vote responses by 12,14, 18,
22,26,30,38,34,74,78,54,50,58, 62, 66, 70) from first level
recipient (30) computing device (32). The vote update may
also contain other update information such as the petition
status. Third level recipient (54) computing device (56) and
third level recipient (50) computing device (52) would
receive a vote update containing vote responses for all recipi-
ents (e.g. vote responses by 12, 14, 18, 22,26, 30, 38, 34, 74,
78, 54, 50, 58, 62, 66, 70) from second level recipient (38)
computing device (40).

[0265] The method may further comprise the steps of for-
warding the initiative by at least one recipient (e.g. recipient
50 at a third level) to selected recipients (e.g. recipient (58
and) and (64) at a fourth level) to provide at least one for-
warding recipient (50) and their associated selected recipients
((58) and (62)) at a numbered level (e.g. 4™ level), the level
being the number of times removed the initiative is from the
creator. The term “number of times removed” denotes the
number of levels the initiative has been transmitted from the
creator. In FIG. 43, the Recipient (54) and Recipient (50) are
at a third level, as the initiative was transmitted from the
creator to a recipient (14) at a first level, recipient (14) trans-
mitted or forwarded the initiative to a recipient (38) at a
second level and recipient (38) transmitted the initiative to
recipient (50) at a third level. The step of forwarding the
initiative may be performed a predetermined number of lev-
els. By way of example, the initiative may be forwarded a
maximum of 20 levels. The next step would be iteratively
receiving by each said at least one forwarding recipient (e.g.
38) in a computing device a leveled vote tabulation containing
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a tabulation of vote responses for that forwarding recipients
associated selected recipients at a numbered level (e.g. vote
responses for recipient (54) and recipient (50) and all at least
one subsequent forwarding recipients (and their associated
selected recipients up to the predetermined number of levels).
So for example, (38) would receive a leveled vote tabulation
containing a tabulation of votes for their associated selected
recipients (e.g. (50, 54) at a numbered level (e.g. third level)
and all subsequent forwarding recipients (e.g. recipient 58
and 62), transmitting by each said forwarding recipient a
leveled vote tabulation update containing a tabulation of vote
responses for that forwarding recipients associated selected
recipients at that level.

[0266] There may be the steps of recursively forwarding an
initiative by at least one recipient at a number level to selected
recipients at a next numbered level to provide at least one
forwarding recipient at a numbered level and their associated
selected recipients at a next numbered level. So, for example,
Recipient (50) at a third level may forward an initiative
received from recipient (38) at a second level. Recipient (50)
becomes a forwarding recipient by forwarding the initiative
to their associated selected recipients (58 and 62) at a next
level (a fourth level). Recipient (58) at a fourth level may then
forward the initiative to recipients 66 and 70 at a fifth level. In
this way it may be recursively forwarded.

[0267] The next step may be sending a vote response from
each associated selected recipients (58, 62) at a next num-
bered level to their forwarding recipient (50) at a numbered
level. The number of levels may be limited providing a level
limit and once the level limit has been reached the step of
forwarding an initiative ends. It should be understood that the
vote response only goes from a selected recipient to the for-
warding recipient. For example, at the fifth level vote
responses would be sent from recipient (70) and recipient (66)
to forwarding recipient (68).

[0268] The next step may be recursively calculating a
cumulative branch vote tabulation to provide creator with said
originator total tabulation. The term cumulative branch vote
tabulation is intended to denote that the votes are each
counted and added to create an originator total tabulation for
each vote in response to an initiative that has been sent or
forwarded. The term recursively is intended to denote that the
calculation is repeated. In this way, we arrive at total vote
responses by returned vote responses from associated
selected recipients at a next level which includes all vote
responses from any recipients they may have forwarded the
initiative to. It is important to note that the vote responses at a
given level (for example a fifth level) for recipients (66) and
(70)) are sent back to the forwarding recipient (for example
58) at a prior level (e.g. fourth level) who forwarded the
initiative. The vote response of recipients (70), (66), (58) and
(62) are then sent to recipient (50) as a cumulative branch vote
tabulation. The vote response of recipients (70), (66), (62),
(58), (50) and (54) are sent to second tier recipient (38). The
vote response of recipients (70), (66), (62), (58), (50), (54),
(38), (34) are sent to recipient (14). The vote response of
recipients (70), (66), (62), (58), (50), (54), (38), (34), (14),
(18), (22), (26) and (30) are then sent to author (12) to create
an originator total tabulation. Note that end user tools on each
of'the recipients computers would send the vote responses to
their forwarding recipient (or the person who sent them the
initiative). This would result in a distributed computer envi-
ronment which would allow for large scale petitioning with-
out the need for large scale infrastructure.

Election Systems & Software, LLC - Exhibit 1052
Election Systems & Software, LLC v. Hart Intercivic, Inc.

Pace 69



US 2015/0279139 Al

[0269] Each vote response may be weighted. The weight-
ing may be, for example, according to shares in a company.
The vote response may also be weighted according to the
level. For example, the vote response of a first level recipient
may be given more weight than the vote response of a second
level recipient. This may be desirable were a personhas a core
group they would like to receive input from, and feel that
input from anyone they forward it to is important, but may not
be as important (for example). Accordingly, they may say that
vote is given half of the weight of the forwarding recipient.
So, for example, the first level are given full votes, the second
level is given a 50% vote (so it takes 2 votes “in support of” to
register as 1 vote in support of) and so on. This feature may
also work by allowing the author to designated an initiative as
a weighted initiative then apply a particular percentage
weight to each recipient. When recursive voting is utilized,
the percentage assigned to a particular recipient could then be
broken down by that recipient to their own list of recipients.
Such a feature might be very valuable in the financial services
industry where the voting on a particular issue is weighted by
the number of shares or percentage of ownership. A given
public company could send a stockholder initiative to all
shareholders, then if a given stockholder happened to be a
mutual fund, that fund could then forward to fund member
based on the number fund shares they owned.

[0270] Each vote response and the tabulation of vote
responses may be anonymous. This is to say, when a particu-
lar recipient submits a vote response of “in support of” it just
shows up as 1 vote “in support of”. There is no indication who
the vote has been placed by. This may be accomplished by
invisible message types. Within your End User Voting Tool
area of your email application, the only message type that
would be visible to you as the user would be the Initiatives.
New Voter Responses and Voter Updates would not appear in
any ofthe folders themselves, they would only serve to update
the tabulation of voting and the petition status within an
Initiative. Information received from these invisible message
types would not be displayed independently it would be dis-
played within the initiative in the appropriate context.
[0271] The voting management server may create a statis-
tically valid sampling lottery and randomly select a limited
number of voters to appear as delegates to a congress to
validate the registered vote. The validated registered vote may
be ratified by the appropriate conventional government bod-
ies. Non-government entities may confirm the legitimacy of
the initiatives sent to them and write into law the process by
which these initiatives would be enforced.

[0272] Another important technical feature of the Direct
Democracy Framework is its ability to bundle initiatives
together. It may be important for a user to receive not only the
initiative, but also other initiatives linked to it. Through this
mechanism, the Direct Democracy Framework supports the
amended initiatives and counter-initiatives discussed in the
original document.

[0273] The present invention also provides a system for
providing recursive voting on a distributed network of com-
puting devices, the system comprising: an end user voting
tool on at least two voters computing devices (e.g. 16, 20),
each end user voting tool having at least an initiative package
message type, a voter response message type and a voter
update message type; an initiative (18) created by a creator
(12) on a creator computing device (10) which requires a vote
response, wherein the creator selects first level recipients (e.g.
14, 18, 22, 26 and 30) to be sent the initiative as an initiative

Oct. 1, 2015

package message type from the creator (12) to the first level
recipients (e.g. 14, 18, 22, 26 and 30). It should be understood
that when we say any level recipients are selected (for
example “the creator selects first level recipients to be sent the
initiative”) we are referring to selecting their email addresses
or other electronic means to send the initiative to them. For
example, it may be on a forum and the recipient may have a
screen name. This will be appreciated by those of skill in the
art to mean that the creator selects electronic addresses for the
recipient, so that the recipient receives, for example, the ini-
tiative. The End user voting tool in each first level recipients
computing device (e.g. 16, 20, 24, 28 and 32) receives an
initiative package message type from the creators computing
device (10) and provides an initiative to each at least one first
level recipient which requires a predetermined vote response
to the initiative and according to the vote response by each
first level recipient (e.g. 14, 18, 22, 26 and 30) a voter
response message type containing a vote response for each at
least one first level recipient is sent back to the creator com-
puting device (10) as a voter response message type. The first
level recipient may transmit the initiative package message
type through a computing device (e.g. 16) to at least one
second level recipient (34, 38) to provide a first level recipi-
ents selected second level recipients (34, 38). The end user
voting tool in at least one second level recipients computing
device (36, 40) receives an initiative package message type
from a first level recipient computing device (16) and pro-
vides an initiative to each at least one second level recipient
(e.g. 34, 36) which requires a predetermined vote response to
the initiative and according to the vote response by each
second level recipient a voter response message type contain-
ing a vote response for each at least one second level recipient
is sent back to the first level recipient computing device (16)
as a voter response message type. The end usertool on each at
least one first level recipients computing devices (e.g. 16, 20,
24, 28 and 32) tabulates each vote response received for each
at least one second level recipient that they transmitted the
initiative to, to provide a second level vote tabulation. The end
user voting tool on each first level recipients computing
device (e.g. 16, 20, 24, 28 and 32) generates and sends a vote
update by a voter update message type to the first level recipi-
ents selected second level recipients computing device (36,
40) containing at least the vote tabulation for all recipients.
So, for example, if first level recipient 14 elected to forward
the initiative to second level recipients (34, 38), the vote
update sent to second level recipients (34, 38) would contain
all vote responses (originator total tabulation) but would only
be sent by the first level recipient to their selected second level
recipients. If, for example, recipient 30 forwarded the initia-
tive on their computing device (32) to two other second levels
recipients (74 and 78) and their computing devices (76 and
80) they would also receive a vote update from first level
recipient (30) containing all vote responses. The end user tool
on the creators computing device (10) tabulates each vote
response received for each recipient to provide an originator
total tabulation. The end user tool on the creators computing
device (10) generates and sends a vote update by a voter
update message type containing at least the originator vote
tabulation to the creator and each first level recipient comput-
ing device (e.g. 16, 20, 24, 28 and 32) by a voter update
message type. The end user tool on the creators computing
device transmits the originator total tabulation to a voting
management server which submits a petition to at least one
organization according to the originator total tabulation,
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wherein a preponderance of predetermined responses in the
originator total tabulation is needed for the initiative to be
submitted for petition.

[0274] The initiative may also be is recursively forwarded
by at least one recipient at a numbered level (for example, a
second level recipient at a second level) may forward the
initiative to selected recipients (e.g. 54, 50) computing
devices (e.g. 56, 52) at a next numbered level (a third level) to
provide at least one forwarding recipient (e.g. 38) at a num-
bered level (second level) and their associated selected recipi-
ents (e.g. 54, 50) at a next numbered level (third level). Each
associated selected recipients (e.g. 54, 50) at a next numbered
level (in this example, the third level) sends a voter response
message type containing a vote response to their forwarding
recipients (38) computing device (40). The end user tool on
each forwarding recipients computing device (e.g. 40) calcu-
lates a cumulative branch vote tabulation. In this example, the
end user voting tool on each forwarding recipients computing
device would tabulate all vote responses received and send it
to the recipient who forwarded them the initiative and add
those vote responses to the tabulation, in this way it is cumu-
lative. For example, Recipient (58) computing device (60)
would receive voter response message type containing vote
responses from recipient (66) computing device (68) and
recipient (70) computing device (72). Recipient (50) comput-
ing device (52) would receive voter response message type
containing a vote responses from recipient 58 (which because
it is cumulative would include vote responses from recipient
(66) and recipient (70)) and recipient (62). Recipient (38)
computing device (40) would receive voter response message
type containing a vote responses from recipient (54) comput-
ing device (56) and recipient (50) computing device (52)
(which because it is cumulative would include vote responses
from recipient (58), recipient (62), recipient (66) and recipi-
ent (70)). Recipient (14) computing device (16) would
receive voter response message type containing a vote
responses from recipient (34) computing device (36) and
recipient (38) computing device (40) (which because it is
cumulative would include vote responses from recipient (50),
recipient (54), recipient (58), recipient (62), recipient (66)
and recipient (70)). Then finally, creator (12) computing
device (10) would receive voter response message type con-
taining cumulative vote responses from recipient (14) com-
puting device (16) (which because it is cumulative would
include vote responses from recipient (34), recipient (38),
recipient (50), recipient (54), recipient (58), recipient (62),
recipient (66) and recipient (70)); recipient (18) computing
device (20); recipient (22) computing device (24); recipient
26 computing device (28); and recipient (30) computing
device (32) (which because it is cumulative would include
vote responses from recipient (74) computing device (76) and
recipient (78) computing device (80). This would represent
the originator total tabulation, which is the total tabulation for
the entire tree. The end user voting tool on each forwarding
recipients computing device would then transmit a vote
update by voter update message type to their associated
selected recipients, wherein the vote update contains at least
the originator total tabulation. So for example, recipient (30)
computing device (32) would transmit a vote update by voter
update message type to recipient (74) computing device (76)
and recipient (78) computing device (80). The vote update
may be a tabulation of vote responses for all recipients or the
originator total tabulation (in this example vote responses for
recipients 14, 18, 22, 26, 30, 74, 78, 34, 38, 54, 50, 58, 62, 66
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and 70). As always the vote update may be a weighted update
and may be anonymous. The voter response packages contain
the tabulations of the branches and flow along the tree in the
direction of the originator, tabulating each level as they go, the
Voter Update is the total tabulation, it does not change as it
moves through the tree until a new Voter Update is sent by the
Originator.

[0275] Theinitiative package message type may be delayed
(or not sent) until the timestamp of the latest Voter Update
Package has aged by not more than the send delay setting
multiplied by the number of levels removed from the initiator
plus some minimal allowed delay. This addresses the issue of
what happens when a branch of the voting tree becomes
broken or disconnected—a problem that results in the down-
stream recursive voting portion of the voting tree linked to the
disconnected recipient not being able to reach the initiator so
that a complete and accurate tally of the votes is maintained.
By relying on the timestamp of the Voter Update Package sent
from the initiating end-user voting tool, we can subsequently
restrict recursive voting to being initiated only after an indi-
cation is received down the voting tree that determines the
original vote has most likely already been tallied. Note the
term initiator is interchangeable with creator, author. This
control mechanism could stunt the growth of any broken
branches of the voting tree until the breach is reconnected,
thereby preventing new users from becoming connected to
the broken branch of the tree. The basic principle is that by
ensuring that the Vote Update received is recent this ensures
the likelihood that the connection to the initiator or author is
still intact. Recipients with old or “stale” Voter Updates,
would not be able to send out recursive votes.

[0276] With references to FIGS. 44-49, the present inven-
tion provides a computer processor implemented method of
providing recursive voting comprising the steps of: creating
an initiative (e.g. Let’s protect our national symbol (1000))
requiring a predetermined vote response (e.g. Like 1002) or a
modified vote response (comment 1004) by a creator (e.g.
1006) on a computing device for transmission to at least one
first level recipient (e.g. 1008) selected by the creator on a
computing device; transmitting the initiative to each of the at
least one first level recipients computing devices; receiving in
a computing device by at least one first level recipient either
a first level predetermined vote responses or a first level
modified vote responses, wherein the first level modified vote
responses are sent to the creator on a computing device and
must be accepted to be an accepted first level modified vote
response; transmitting each accepted first level modified vote
response to each first level recipient computing device;
receiving in a computing device by at least one first level
recipient at least one first level modified vote response in
response to the accepted first level modified vote response;
tabulating the first level predetermined vote responses and the
first level modified vote responses to provide a first level vote
tabulation (e.g. 1011); recursively modifying the initiative to
include the accepted first level modified vote responses as
predetermined vote responses; transmitting the initiative by at
least one first level recipient (e.g. 1008) computing device to
at least one second level recipient (e.g. 1010) selected by a
first level recipient on a computing device enabling selecting
of'second level recipients; receiving in a computing device by
at least one second level recipient (e.g. 1010) either a second
level predetermined vote responses or a second level modified
vote responses, wherein the second level modified vote
responses are sent to the creator (e.g. 1006) on a computing
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device and must be accepted to be an accepted second level
modified vote response; transmitting each accepted second
level modified vote response to each second level recipient
computing device; receiving in a computing device by at least
one second level recipient at least one second level modified
vote response in response to the accepted second level modi-
fied vote response; tabulating the second level predetermined
vote responses and the second level modified vote responses
to provide a second level vote tabulation (e.g. 1013); recur-
sively modifying the initiative to include the accepted second
level modified vote responses as predetermined vote
responses; recursively transmitting by the creator computing
device afirst level vote update containing at least the first level
vote tabulation to each first level recipient computing device;
and recursively transmitting, by each first level recipient com-
puting device a second level vote update containing at least
the second level vote tabulation to each selected second level
recipient computing device. There may be the step of recur-
sively calculating a cumulative branch vote tabulation to pro-
vide an originator total tabulation (1012), wherein the cumu-
lative branch vote tabulation is at least the first level vote
tabulation (e.g. 1011) and the second level vote tabulation
(e.g. 1013).

[0277] The present invention envisions that the initiative
may have many numbered levels beyond the first level recipi-
ent and second level recipient. In these situations, the method
may further comprise the steps of recursively forwarding an
initiative by at least one recipient computing device at a
numbered level (n level) to selected recipients at a next num-
bered level (n+1 level) to provide at least one forwarding
recipient and their associated selected recipients; sending a
vote response from each associated selected recipients com-
puting device to their forwarding recipient computing device,
wherein the vote response is either a predetermined vote
response or a modified vote response and wherein the modi-
fied vote responses are sent to the creator computing device
and must be accepted to be an accepted modified vote
response; recursively calculating a cumulative branch vote
tabulation to provide the creator computing device with an
originator total tabulation; transmitting by each at least one
forwarding recipient computing device to their associated
selected recipients a vote update containing at least the origi-
nator total tabulation. The number of numbered levels may
have a limit providing a level limit and once the level limit has
been reached the step of recursively forwarding an initiative
ends.

[0278] The vote responses may be weighted according to
the level. There may also be the steps of: creating a petition
upon receiving a preponderance of support for an initiative,
wherein the preponderance of support is according to at least
one of the first level vote update and the second level vote
update; transmitting said petition to a hosting organization;
and transmitting with said petition the creator’s identity to
said hosting organization. There may be the step of notifying
each of the recipients in a computing device that the initiative
is now being petitioned. There may be the step of notifying
selected recipients at designated levels that the initiative is
now being petitioned. The first level modified vote responses
and the second level modified vote responses may be tracked
over time to provide a dynamic initiative

[0279] The predetermined vote response may be, for
example, Like, Buy, Donate, Dislike and creator defined vot-
ing options. When at least one of the predetermined vote
responses is buy and the creator may receive a financial
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reward for each predetermined vote response of buy made by
first level recipients or second level recipients.

[0280] There may be the steps of creating a petition upon
receiving a preponderance of support for an initiative,
wherein the preponderance of support is according to at least
one of the first level vote update and the second level vote
update; determining the absence of a hosting organization
equipped with voting management capabilities; providing a
voting management server and email hosting download;
installing the download to create a hosting organization;
transmitting said petition to a hosting organization; transmit-
ting with said petition the creator’s identity to said hosting
organization.

[0281] There may be the step of converting a previously
written message into an initiative by adding initiative package
data elements to the initiative. A previously written message
may be, for example, an existing email message or social
networking post.

[0282] The present invention provides a system for provid-
ing recursive voting on a distributed network of computing
devices, the system comprising: an end user voting tool on at
least two voter computing devices, each end user voting tool
having at least an initiative package message type, a voter
response message type and a voter update message type; an
initiative created by a creator on a creator computing device
which requires a vote response, wherein the vote response is
at least one of a predetermined vote response or a modified
vote response and wherein the creator selects first level recipi-
ents to be sent the initiative as an initiative package message
type from the creator to the first level recipients; wherein the
end user voting tool in at least one first level recipients com-
puting device receives an initiative package message type
from the creator computing device and provides an initiative
to each of the at least one first level recipients which requires
either a predetermined vote response to the initiative or a
modified vote response, and wherein a predetermined vote
response is received by a first level recipient a voter response
message type containing a vote response for each at least one
first level recipient is sent back to the creator computing
device as a voter response message type, wherein a modified
vote response is received by a first level recipient a modified
voter response message type containing a modified vote
response for each at least one first level recipient is sent back
to the creator computing device as a modified voter response
message type, wherein the creator accepts the modified voter
response message type each of the at least one first level
recipients computing devices recursively receives an updated
initiative package message type from the creator computing
device which provides an updated initiative to each of the at
least one first level recipients which requires either a prede-
termined vote response to the initiative or a modified vote
response; wherein the first level recipient transmits the initia-
tive package message type through a computing device to at
least one second level recipient to provide a first level recipi-
ents selected second level recipients; wherein the end user
voting tool in at least one second level recipients computing
device receives an initiative package message type from the
first level recipient computing device and provides an initia-
tive to each of the at least one second level recipients which
requires either a predetermined vote response to the initiative
or a modified vote response, and wherein a predetermined
vote response is received by a second level recipient a voter
response message type containing a vote response is sent back
to the first level recipient computing device as a voter
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response message type, wherein a modified vote response is
received by a second level recipient as a modified voter
response message type containing a modified vote response,
the modified voter response message type is sent back to the
creator computing device and wherein the creator accepts the
modified voter response message type each of the at least one
second level recipients computing devices recursively
receives an updated initiative package message type from the
creator computing device which provides an updated initia-
tive to each of the at least one second level recipients which
requires either a predetermined vote response to the initiative
ora modified vote response; wherein the end user tool on each
at least one first level recipients computing devices tabulates
each vote response received for each at least one second level
recipient that they transmitted the initiative to, to provide a
second level vote tabulation; wherein the end user tool on the
creators computing device tabulates each vote response
received for each at least one first level recipient to provide a
first level vote tabulation; wherein the end user tool on the
creators computing device generates an originator total tabu-
lation and sends a vote update by a voter update message type
containing at least the originator total tabulation to the creator
and each first level recipient by a voter update message type;
wherein the end user tool each first level recipients computing
device sends a vote update by a voter update message type
containing at least the originator total tabulation to each first
level recipients selected second level recipients; and wherein
the end user tool on the creators computing device tabulates a
cumulative branch vote tabulation to provide an originator
total tabulation, wherein the cumulative branch vote tabula-
tion is at least the first level vote tabulation and the second
level vote tabulation.

[0283] The end user tool may be on the creators computing
device and generates an originator total tabulation which
tabulates each first level vote tabulation and each second level
vote tabulation and transmits the originator total tabulation to
a voting management server which submits a petition to at
least one organization according to the originator total tabu-
lation, wherein a preponderance of predetermined responses
in the originator total tabulation is needed for the initiative to
be submitted for petition. The end user voting tool may auto-
matically generate a voter update package when the origina-
tor total tabulation of the initiative changes. The voter update
message may be a voter update package containing data ele-
ments selected from the group consisting of message type,
initiative 1D, date/time sent, sender, total votes supporting
initiative, total votes rejecting initiative, voting status, peti-
tion status, quorum, registered voting status, extended initia-
tive status, petition location, total votes for ballot option 1,
total votes for ballot option 2, total votes for ballot option n
and other data.

[0284] The voter response message type may be a voter
response package containing data elements selected from the
group consisting of message type, initiative ID, date/time
sent, sender, voter response, recursive votes supporting ini-
tiative, recursive votes rejecting initiative, petition status,
digital signature, required memberships, required security
certifications, configuration data, total recursive votes for
ballot option 1, total recursive votes for ballot option 2, total
recursive votes for ballot option n and other data. The initia-
tive package message type may have initiative package data
elements selected from the group consisting of message type,
initiative ID, Title, content, date/time sent, first level recipi-
ents, recursive voting levels permitted, recursive voting levels
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used, sender, author, attachments, voting deadline, minimum
update response delay, digital signature required, required
memberships, required security certifications, attached initia-
tives, voter update data, allow secondary petition servers and
other data. The voter response message type and the voter
update message type may be invisible message types.
[0285] The voting management server may transmit the
petition across multiple servers. The voting management
server may create a statistically valid sampling lottery and
randomly selects a limited number of voters to appear as
delegates to a congress to validate the registered vote.
[0286] The initiative may be recursively forwarded as an
initiative package message type by at least one recipient at a
numbered level to selected recipients at a next numbered level
to provide at least one forwarding recipient at a numbered
level and their associated selected recipients at a next num-
bered level, wherein each associated selected recipients at a
next numbered level sends a voter response message type
containing a vote response to their forwarding recipient,
wherein said end user tool on each said forwarding recipients
computer calculates a cumulative branch vote tabulation to
provide the creator with the originator total tabulation; and
wherein said end user voting tool on each forwarding recipi-
ents computing device transmits a vote update by voter update
message type to their associated selected recipients. The ini-
tiative package message type may be delayed until a times-
tamp of the latest Voter Update Package has aged by at least a
send delay setting multiplied by the number of levels removed
from the initiator.

[0287] The end user tool may convert a previously written
message into an initiative by adding initiative package data
elements to the initiative to provide a converted initiative. The
previously written message may be an existing email message
or social networking post. The end user tool may also link the
converted initiative as a next numbered level up recipient of
the converted initiative.

[0288] End User Voting tools, especially those that may be
integrated into an existing Social Network Platforms, can be
used as the baseline messaging system into which the End
User Voting Tool and Voting Management Server described in
the present invention can be implemented. In such an envi-
ronment functionality could be implemented to “Convert” an
existing Social Networked object into Recursive Voting
object that leverages the benefits for Systems and Methods for
Distributed Recursive Voting. The conversion process would
simply take the data of the identified object and the necessary
additional attributes to it, so that it could be managed through
recursive voting. This would allow something that someone
wants to track the number of single ballot list votes such as
“likes” on that social networking site, to now include the
“likes” of everyone else who shared it. Instead of a frag-
mented picture of where different users each get a separate
distinct list of “likes” of a shared object, to each see how much
the object is liked overall. A converted object, would be able
to track”™, the “likes” that the user received by them self, the
number of “likes” the user received from others who for-
warded or shared the object with the social network after
receiving it from them, and finally the total “likes” received
on the object as a whole.

[0289] The present invention also envisions link function-
ality, similar to the above Convert functionality, link func-
tionality could be used where recursive voting was being
employed in existing social networking environments. It
would allow the connection of a shared object, which was

Election Systems & Software, LLC - Exhibit 1052
Election Systems & Software, LLC v. Hart Intercivic, Inc.

Pagce 73



US 2015/0279139 Al

converted to recursive voting after being shared, into the
newly created voting tree. An object may have received 1,000
“likes” for one user and 200 likes for another user. If a user’s
linked the objects together, after verifying the objects were
the same, the system would then be able to show the 1,200
“likes” for both users. Again, it would be able to show the
“likes” that the user received by them self, the number of
“likes” the user received from others who shared the object
after receiving it from them, and finally the total “likes”. In the
following graphic examples shown in FIGS. 44-49, show
three fictional social networking posts, the first three show the
conventional/current type of methodology for tracking votes
or “likes” the last three show the same three posts when social
networking is enhanced to take advantage of Systems and
Methods for Recursive Voting and the converting and linking
functionality discussed above is deployed.

[0290] The present invention is enhanced to support modi-
fiable ballot formats. One example where this might apply
would be a process by which elected representatives are
nominated and elected. An Initiative could go out with a list
(as little as one) candidate on it, but allow voters to modify the
ballot by proposing new entries. The author of the initiative
might be required to approve those additions and the updated
ballot would go out via the Voter Update Package to all
recipients.

[0291] Another example might be in a social networking
environment where initially, the only ballot option was
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allowed such as “like” and once an object moves into a more
formal approval process, the choices of “Support” or “Do Not
Support” could be added, allowing users to choose whether to
change their “like” into a formal support for the item in
question. Finally, keeping things lighter in a recreational vot-
ing environment, an individual uses an Initiative with a simple
ballot format “like” for a dress she’s thinking about buying
and wants input from friends. The author later decides she
can’t decide between the red dress or the black dress, so she
updates the ballot with an option to “like it even better in red”.
Where the vote values are numeric the tool could also be
designed to display an average value. This would be
extremely helpful where the goal is to rate a given item such
a song or a movie. One technical implementation of this
invention consists of allowing the “Voter Response” package
to include additional data that describes a requested addition
to the ballot and the “Voter Update” package is allowed to
contain the current ballot options, so that the ballot can be
modified with each “Voter Update” package rather than just
with the initial “Initiative” package. Upon receiving a new
“Voter Update,” voters who have already voted on the initia-
tive may choose to be notified of the new ballot options and
may choose to update their original vote. This results in a
scenario where the original initiative has three layers of infor-
mation as depicted in FIG. 50. Information within the Initia-
tive package would be modifiable based on the following
rules depicted in Table 1.

TABLE 1
Implementation Layer
Data Element Name Type of Data Implementation Notes (see FIG. 50)
Message Type System-defined Generated by the system 1,2&3
indicator states when the user selects the
that this is an option to send or resend an
Initiative Package initiative
Initiative ID A unique Includes sufficient data to 1,2&3
identifier for the ensure it is always a unique
initiative number and can never be
duplicated by any other end-
user voting tool at any time
this field never changes after
creation
Title String field Entered by author and does 1
labeling the not change after the author
initiative sends the initiative making it
active
Content Appropriate Written by original author, 1

Date/Time Sent

Recipients

content data in
various formats,
such as Text,
HTML, Rich Text
Date and Time
Information

List of the
recipients of the
initiative

the content cannot be
changed once the initiative is
sent by the author making it
active

Automatically generated by
the tool does not change after
the initiative is first sent by
the author

Selected by author or sender;
can also include forums or
mailing lists and it only
includes the immediate
recipients of the message;
previous recipients in
recursive voting are not
included meaning that this
field is cleared and
repopulated with new
recipients each time the
resent

1,2 & 3 (with each
value containing a
different time date
for the time that
layer was updated)
3
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TABLE 1-continued
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Data Element Name

Type of Data

Implementation Notes

Implementation Layer
(see FIG. 50)

Attachments

Recursive Voting Levels
Permitted

Recursive Voting Levels
Used

Sender

Author

Voting deadline

Minimum Update
Response Delay

Digital Signature
Required

Required Memberships

Required Security
Certifications

File attachments

An integer
between zero and
unlimited

An integer
between zero and
unlimited

Sender’s
electronic contact
address (typically
email)

Author’s
electronic contact
address (typically
email)

Date and time
information

A time period
ranging from zero
or instant to some
upper limited-
most likely no
more than a few
hours

Boolean field that
indicates whether
a digital signature
is required or not
in the response

A field that
identifies the
membership(s)
that are required
in order to vote in
this particular
initiative

A fields that
identifies the
security
certification (s)
required in order
to vote on this
initiative

Any additional documents
needed and cannot be added
or deleted once initiative is
sent and made active.
Related initiatives can be
attached as required

Entered by the user to
control recursive voting
(described in more detail
below) cannot be changed
once the initiative is sent by
the author

Identifies the number of
levels removed from the
original author of the
initiative and used to control
the growth of the tree on
recursive voting (described
in more detail below) this
field automatically increases
by one each time the
initiative is received by
another level in the voting
tree

Automatically added by the
system, is the author the first
time the system is sent,
changes when the initiative is
sent recursively with the
original sender being stored
to the repository and
associated to this initiative,
facilitating the delivering of
Voter Response Packages to
the correct sender

This field would be different
than the sender in the case of
recursive voting and is an
optional field it would not
change once the initiative is
sent by the author

Indicates the time by which a
response is required to be
included in the vote

Defines the amount of time
that a responder has to wait
in order to send an updated
Voter Response Package after
sending the first response
package; this is used to
manage data transmission
requirements of the
framework

Optional feature that may be
implemented in some
versions of the software

Selected by the author and
linked to membership
certificates issued by a Voting
Management Server this field
would not change after being
sent by the author

Security certificates would be
issued by Voting
Management Servers based
on security scans and
software updates performed
by the Voting Management
Server this field would not
change after being sent by
the author

1
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TABLE 1-continued
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Implementation Layer

Data Element Name Type of Data Implementation Notes (see FIG. 50)
Attached Initiatives Boolean field that Created by author when the 1
identifies whether initiative is created would
or not this not change after being sent
initiative has any by the author
attached
initiatives or not.
Voter Update Data The initial All data included in the Voter 2 (See Below)

Initiative Package,
also contains a
complete copy of
the Voter Update
Package

Update when the initiative is
first sent out subsequently
Voter Update Packages are
sent by themselves to avoid
resending redundant data

Allow secondary petition Identifies whether ~ Used for large initiatives to 1
servers a petition can be allow distribution of petition
sent to a users data across a large number of
own preferred servers, secondary servers
petition server or can link into the primary
not petition servers (see below).
Other Data As needed As defined and required by 1,2&3
the specific software
developer
[0292] Information within the Voter Update would be
modifiable based on the following rules in Table 2.
TABLE 2
Implementation Layer
Data Element Name Type Data and Notes Notes (see FIG. 50)

Message Type

Initiative ID

Date/Time
Sent
Sender

Number of
Ballot Options

Content for
Ballot Option 1

Total Votes for
Ballot Option 1

Is Ballot Option
1 still active

Content for
Ballot Option

PTeeH

n

System-defined indicator
that is a Voter Update
Package

A unique binary identified
for the initiative

Date and time

Sender’s electronic contact
address-in this case, the
sender of the initiative or
the recipient one level up
who is resending via
recursive voting (typically
email)

An integer between zero
and some upper limit
defined by the software tool
designer

A string field that defines
what Ballot Option 1 is, for
example “Support”,
“Oppose”, “John Doe”,
“Green”, “Blue”, “Like”,
“Dislike”, etc.

An integer between zero
and a ten-digit number

Boolean Variable defines
whether or not this option is
still available for voting

A string field that defines
what Ballot Option 1 is, for
example “Support”,
“Oppose”, “John Doe”,
“Green”, “Blue”, “Like”,
“Dislike”, etc.

Automatically generated by
the tool periodically as
updates are necessary

Is linked to the original

Automatically generated by
tool

Automatically added by the
system

Defines and restricts number
of entries in the ballot note
lines below would be
includes below for each
Ballot Entry, only 2 are
shown

Manages the discreet choice
of Ballot 1

Tallies up the total votes
received through all voting
and sends that number out
to all recipients

Would be used to turn off
selections such as candidates
who have withdrawn
Manages the discreet choice
of Ballot “n”

2&3

2&3
2&3

2&3
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TABLE 2-continued
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Implementation Layer

Data Element Name Type Data and Notes Notes (see FIG. 50)
Total Votes for An integer between zero Tallies up the total votes 2
Ballot Option and a ten-digit number received through all voting
“n” and sends that number out
to all recipients
Is Ballot Option Boolean Variable defines Would be used to turn off 2
“n” still active whether or not this option is selections such as candidates
still available for voting who have withdrawn
Voting Status Identifies the current voting Automatically managed by 2
status of the initiative as the voting process from the
draft (cannot yet be voted author’s End User Voting
on), active (open for voting) Tool
or closed (voting is
completed)
Petition Status Like the voting status, the Either modified manually 2
petition status determines when the initiative is
where the petitioning petitioned or automatically
process stands statuses when the quorum is reached
include pre-petition,
petition in progress,
petition-closed
Registered Like the voting status, the Controlled by the sponsoring 2
Voting Status registered voting status agency through the Voting
determines where the Management Server
registered voting process
stands statuses include pre-
registered voting, registered
voting in progress,
registered voting-closed
Extended A selection field that Software developers need to 2
Initiative indicates additional status define standards for the
Status information about the types of initiative status
initiative (extended status their version supports.
types might include options
such as in-process, passed,
cancelled, expired, in
congress, pending
ratification, and ratified.)
Petition Contains a list of locations of  Is defined by the author, if he 2
Location(s) Voting Management Servers  or she wishes to submit a
to which the initiative has successful initiative to some
been petitioned type of organization for
consideration
Quorum (s) Integer (multiple values for The total number of votes 2
multiple Quorums required before a initiative is
considered valid. Maybe
used to automatically trigger
a petition.
Other Data As needed As defined and required by 2&3
the specific software
developer
[0293] “Voter Update” packages would replicate all infor- as the Updated Recipient address, so that the sender of the

mation in layers two and three of the “Initiative Package” and
as noted “Voter Update” package would simply allow the
inclusion of additional ballot options.

[0294] In the above technical design we describe how the
data transferred between nodes on a voting tree in Systems
and Methods for Distributed Recursive Voting are transfer-
ring data contained in a package. Obviously, if a recipient
receives a Systems and Methods for Distributed Recursive
Voting data package to an email account that does not include
an End User Voting tool, and wanted to participate in the use
of'this technology, they could forward the package to another
email or messaging account or install the End User Voting
Tool on with their existing account. Links allowing installa-
tion could be included within the message that includes the
“Initiative” package. When an “Initiative” Package was for-
warded to another email account, the “Voter Response” pack-
age could include both the Original Recipient address as well

package would be able to either automatically, or by user
acceptance, update the address of the intended recipient to an
address where End User Voting tool messages can be success-
fully accepted and processes.

[0295] This technique of data packaging and forwarding
could also be applied to the Petition Process, creating the
ability to assign an email address as the target of a petition, or
even assign a configurable target “role” as the target of a
petition is made possible. The target of a petition could be set
for example to “My Congressman” where “My Congress-
man” is an email address configured in each user’s End User
Voting Tool, based on their specific congressional district.
Lists of legislative representatives and their email addresses
could be made available as data updates to the End User
Voting Tool.

[0296] This provides a powerful capability to Systems and
Methods for Distributed Recursive Voting to leverage exist-
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ing legislatures with mass public pressure to take action on
critical issues even if those legislative representatives are not
yet using the technology. This may be most easily be done by
allowing an author, or another member of the voting tree with
consent of the author, to launch an initiative and to allow that
initiative to move forward without a targeted petition address
that already has a Voting Management Server. By combining
this technique with the fact that users receiving Systems and
Methods for Distributed Recursive Voting messages would
see the content of the message in their conventional email
combined with an invitation to download the Voting Manage-
ment Server in the previously described standard messaging
wrapper.

[0297] In this scenario a congressman or their staff might
receive literally thousands of emails, and would be highly
incented to download a Voting Management Server (or per-
haps sign up for a hosted Voting Management Server, ser-
vice). This would translate all these inbounds petition
responses from a single initiative into a single entry on their
Voting Management Server with an associated petition sig-
nature list. This would be a valuable and positive tool for
legislatures.

[0298] These forwarding options can be visualized, as
depicted in FIG. 52. As shown the user receives message
package (5100), if the user has tool already (5110), the user
can respond to message received (5120), if user does not have
tool (5102), user can install tool or forward message (5104),
user chooses to forward message (5106), user can install tool
on new email account (5108), user chooses to install tool
(5114), the tool will install and scan inbox for any messages
to process (5116), the user now has tool (5118) and user can
respond to message received (5120). If at step 5104, the user
chooses to install tool (5112), tool will install and scan inbox
for any messages to process (5116), user now has tool (5118),
user can response to message received (5120).

[0299] To trigger actions by organizations who require let-
ters from individual constituents, unsolicited petitions could
also be integrated into mass mailing services, where the
sender of each letter is the petition signature and their return
mailing address could be attached, but the letter is generated
in bulk by a mailing house, or printed manually by the user
and mailed.

[0300] A powerful revenue earning opportunity for tool
creators might be the ability to vote on or like licensed content
or the quality of a product that would be purchased. The End
User Voting Tool could be configured such that when an item
is received, it identifies whether or not a user has a license for
that item or has previously purchased this item and offers the
opportunity for them to buy their own copy so they can watch
the movie, listen to the song or use the product in question
before they vote on it. A content format that separates the
vendor offering an item for sale from the identity of the item
might allow a universal voting on a given song or movie,
independent of the vendor purchased on.

[0301] Such an innovation could be further enhanced with
a multi-step voting process where the first options presented
are “Buy”, “Already Own This”, or “Not Interested”. If “Not
Interested” is selecting voting is completed, if “Buy” or
“Already Own This” are selected then the item would allow a
second stop in the voting where an opinion is given on the
item in question. It would be far more valuable to find out how
many people have liked a movie than to know how many
people within a given viewing community have liked a movie.
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[0302] To build on the power of integrating a “Buy” button
within a recursive voting initiative, an entire business model
of network based marketing could be built around this tech-
nology. Companies such as Anway have built long term suc-
cess on network marking and the use of Recursive voting and
Buy buttons could make this network marketing model
extremely efficient.
[0303] Users shopping for products might find a website
where they buy those products and shop online they might
then be encouraged to become a “Member” of that website for
adiscount. As a “Member” they would then be encouraged to
send opinions of the products they purchase and use via
recursive voting initiatives to friends and colleagues. The
message would give the to vote on how well they liked the
product if they already own it, or perhaps based on the rec-
ommendation of their friend, or the ongoing updates on the
overall vote of how well the product is liked overall might
influence their decision to buy or not buy that product over
time. “members” might be compensated a referral free if
someone purchases a product based on a recommendation
from someone, this would be captured simply by having the
“Buy” button include the sender of the message as well as the
buyer. The initial creator of the Marketing Initiative might
also receive a referral fee, compensation structures could also
be created where all the members within a voting receive a
referral fee.
[0304] Ultimately such a marketing network would grow
rapidly on the involvement of “Members™ to buy products,
create marketing initiatives and forward other marketing ini-
tiatives from other “Members”, “Buyers” who don’t bother
becoming a member, but shop carefully by watching the vote
of a given product as an indication as to whether or not they
want to make a purchase decision or not and finally “Voters”
who perhaps prefer to buy their products outside the network,
but use the network as a tool to give and receive product
feedback.
[0305] Existing network marketing organizations and
online opinion trackers could increase revenues tremen-
dously be employing this business model. When these details
are added, it would now look like FIG. 51.
[0306] The present invention has been described in relation
to particular examples, which are intended to be illustrative
rather than restrictive, with the scope and spirit of the inven-
tion being indicated by the following claims and their equiva-
lents.
What is claimed is:
1. A computer processor implemented method of providing
recursive voting comprising the steps of:
creating an initiative requiring a predetermined vote
response or a modified vote response by a creator on a
computing device for transmission to at least one first
level recipient selected by the creator on a computing
device;
transmitting the initiative to each of the at least one first
level recipients computing devices;
receiving in a computing device by at least one first level
recipient either a first level predetermined vote
responses or a first level modified vote responses,
wherein the first level modified vote responses are sent
to the creator on a computing device and must be
accepted to be an accepted first level modified vote
response;
transmitting each accepted first level modified vote
response to each first level recipient computing device;
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receiving in a computing device by at least one first level
recipient at least one first level modified vote response in
response to the accepted first level modified vote
response;

tabulating the first level predetermined vote responses and
the first level modified vote responses to provide a first
level vote tabulation;

recursively modifying the initiative to include the accepted
first level modified vote responses as predetermined vote
responses;

transmitting the initiative by at least one first level recipient
computing device to at least one second level recipient
selected by a first level recipient on a computing device
enabling selecting of second level recipients;

receiving in a computing device by at least one second level
recipient either a second level predetermined vote
responses or a second level modified vote responses,
wherein the second level modified vote responses are
sent to the creator on a computing device and must be
accepted to be an accepted second level modified vote
response;

transmitting each accepted second level modified vote
response to each second level recipient computing
device;

receiving in a computing device by at least one second level
recipient at least one second level modified vote
response in response to the accepted second level modi-
fied vote response;

tabulating the second level predetermined vote responses
and the second level modified vote responses to provide
a second level vote tabulation;

recursively modifying the initiative to include the accepted
second level modified vote responses as predetermined
vote responses;

recursively transmitting by the creator computing device a
first level vote update containing at least the first level
vote tabulation to each first level recipient computing
device; and

recursively transmitting, by each first level recipient com-
puting device a second level vote update containing at
least the second level vote tabulation to each selected
second level recipient computing device.

2. The computer processor implemented method of claim

further comprising the steps of:

recursively forwarding an initiative by at least one recipient
computing device at a numbered level to selected recipi-
ents at a next numbered level to provide at least one
forwarding recipient and their associated selected
recipients;

sending a vote response from each associated selected
recipients computing device to their forwarding recipi-
ent computing device, wherein the vote response is
either a predetermined vote response or a modified vote
response and wherein the modified vote responses are
sent to the creator computing device and must be
accepted to be an accepted modified vote response;

recursively calculating a cumulative branch vote tabulation
to provide the creator computing device with an origi-
nator total tabulation;

transmitting by each at least one forwarding recipient com-
puting device to their associated selected recipients a
vote update containing at least the originator total tabu-
lation.
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3. The computer processor implemented method of claim
2, wherein the number of numbered levels has a limit provid-
ing a level limit and once the level limit has been reached the
step of recursively forwarding an initiative ends.
4. The computer processor implemented method of claim
2, wherein said vote response is weighted according to the
level.
5. The computer processor implemented method of claim
1, further comprising the steps of:
creating a petition upon receiving a preponderance of sup-
port for an initiative, wherein the preponderance of sup-
port is according to at least one of the first level vote
update and the second level vote update;
transmitting said petition to a hosting organization;
transmitting with said petition the creator’s identity to said
hosting organization.
6. The computer processor implemented method of claim
1, further comprising the step of notifying each of the recipi-
ents in a computing device that the initiative is now being
petitioned.
7. The computer processor implemented method of claim
2, further comprising the step of notifying selected recipients
at designated levels that the initiative is now being petitioned.
8. The computer processor implemented method of claim
1, wherein the first level modified vote responses and the
second level modified vote responses are tracked over time to
provide a dynamic initiative.
9. The computer processor implemented method of claim
1, wherein said initiative is selected from the group consisting
of initiative, counter-initiative, bundled initiative, dynamic
initiative and amended initiative.
10. The computer processor implemented method of claim
1, wherein the predetermined vote response is selected from
the group consisting of Like, Buy, Donate, Dislike and creator
defined voting options.
11. The computer processor implemented method of claim
1, wherein at least one of the predetermined vote responses is
buy and the creator receives a financial reward for each pre-
determined vote response of buy made by first level recipients
or second level recipients.
12. The computer processor implemented method of claim
1, further comprising the step of recursively calculating a
cumulative branch vote tabulation to provide an originator
total tabulation, wherein the cumulative branch vote tabula-
tion is at least the first level vote tabulation and the second
level vote tabulation.
13. The computer processor implemented method of claim
1, further comprising the steps of:
creating a petition upon receiving a preponderance of sup-
port for an initiative, wherein the preponderance of sup-
port is according to at least one of the first level vote
update and the second level vote update;
determining the absence of a hosting organization
equipped with voting management capabilities;
providing a voting management server and email hosting
download;
installing the download to create a hosting organization;
transmitting said petition to a hosting organization;
transmitting with said petition the creator’s identity to said
hosting organization.
14. The computer processor implemented method of claim
1, further comprising the steps of:
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converting a previously written message into an initiative
by adding initiative package data elements to the initia-
tive.

15. A system for providing recursive voting on a distributed

network of computing devices, the system comprising:

an end user voting tool on at least two voter computing
devices, each end user voting tool having at least an
initiative package message type, a voter response mes-
sage type and a voter update message type;

an initiative created by a creator on a creator computing
device which requires a vote response, wherein the vote
response is at least one of a predetermined vote response
or a modified vote response and wherein the creator
selects first level recipients to be sent the initiative as an
initiative package message type from the creator to the
first level recipients;

wherein the end user voting tool in at least one first level
recipients computing device receives an initiative pack-
age message type from the creator computing device and
provides an initiative to each of the at least one first level
recipients which requires either a predetermined vote
response to the initiative or a modified vote response,
and wherein a predetermined vote response is received
by a first level recipient a voter response message type
containing a vote response for each at least one first level
recipient is sent back to the creator computing device as
a voter response message type, wherein a modified vote
response is received by a first level recipient a modified
voter response message type containing a modified vote
response for each at least one first level recipient is sent
back to the creator computing device as a modified voter
response message type, wherein the creator accepts the
modified voter response message type each of the at least
one first level recipients computing devices recursively
receives an updated initiative package message type
from the creator computing device which provides an
updated initiative to each of the at least one first level
recipients which requires either a predetermined vote
response to the initiative or a modified vote response;

wherein the first level recipient transmits the initiative
package message type through a computing device to at
least one second level recipient to provide a first level
recipients selected second level recipients;

wherein the end user voting tool in at least one second level
recipients computing device receives an initiative pack-
age message type from the first level recipient comput-
ing device and provides an initiative to each of the at
least one second level recipients which requires either a
predetermined vote response to the initiative or a modi-
fied vote response, and wherein a predetermined vote
response is received by a second level recipient a voter
response message type containing a vote response is sent
back to the first level recipient computing device as a
voter response message type, wherein a modified vote
response is received by a second level recipient as a
modified voter response message type containing a
modified vote response, the modified voter response
message type is sent back to the creator computing
device and wherein the creator accepts the modified
voter response message type each of the at least one
second level recipients computing devices recursively
receives an updated initiative package message type
from the creator computing device which provides an
updated initiative to each of the at least one second level

27
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recipients which requires either a predetermined vote
response to the initiative or a modified vote response;

wherein the end user tool on each at least one first level
recipients computing devices tabulates each vote
response received for each at least one second level
recipient that they transmitted the initiative to, to provide
a second level vote tabulation;

wherein the end user tool on the creators computing device
tabulates each vote response received for each at least
one first level recipient to provide a first level vote tabu-
lation;
wherein the end user tool on the creators computing device
generates an originator total tabulation and sends a vote
update by a voter update message type containing at
least the originator total tabulation to the creator and
each first level recipient by a voter update message type;

wherein the end user tool each first level recipients com-
puting device sends a vote update by a voter update
message type containing at least the originator total
tabulation to each first level recipients selected second
level recipients; and

wherein the end user tool on the creators computing device

tabulates a cumulative branch vote tabulation to provide
an originator total tabulation, wherein the cumulative
branch vote tabulation is at least the first level vote
tabulation and the second level vote tabulation.

16. A system as in claim 15, wherein the end user tool on
said creators computing device generates an originator total
tabulation which tabulates each first level vote tabulation and
each second level vote tabulation and transmits the originator
total tabulation to a voting management server which submits
a petition to at least one organization according to the origi-
nator total tabulation, wherein a preponderance of predeter-
mined responses in the originator total tabulation is needed
for the initiative to be submitted for petition.

17. A system as in claim 15, wherein the end user voting
tool automatically generates a voter update package when the
originator total tabulation of the initiative changes.

18. A system as in claim 15, wherein said voter update
message is a voter update package containing data elements
selected from the group consisting of message type, initiative
1D, date/time sent, sender, total votes supporting initiative,
total votes rejecting initiative, voting status, petition status,
quorum, registered voting status, extended initiative status,
petition location, total votes for ballot option 1, total votes for
ballot option 2, total votes for ballot option n and other data.

19. A system as in claim 15, wherein said voter response
message type is a voter response package containing data
elements selected from the group consisting of message type,
initiative ID, date/time sent, sender, voter response, recursive
votes supporting initiative, recursive votes rejecting initia-
tive, petition status, digital signature, required memberships,
required security certifications, configuration data, total
recursive votes for ballot option 1, total recursive votes for
ballot option 2, total recursive votes for ballot option n and
other data.

20. A system as in claim 15, wherein said initiative package
message type has initiative package data elements selected
from the group consisting of message type, initiative ID, Title,
content, date/time sent, first level recipients, recursive voting
levels permitted, recursive voting levels used, sender, author,
attachments, voting deadline, minimum update response
delay, digital signature required, required memberships,
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required security certifications, attached initiatives, voter
update data, allow secondary petition servers and other data.
21. A system as in claim 16, wherein said voting manage-
ment server transmits said petition across multiple servers.
22. A system as in claim 16, wherein a voting management
server creates a statistically valid sampling lottery and ran-
domly selects a limited number of voters to appear as del-
egates to a congress to validate the registered vote.
23. A system as in claim 15, wherein said a voter response
message type and a voter update message type are invisible
message types.
24. A system as in claim 15, wherein said initiative is
recursively forwarded as an initiative package message type
by at least one recipient at a numbered level to selected
recipients at a next numbered level to provide at least one
forwarding recipient at a numbered level and their associated
selected recipients at a next numbered level,
wherein each associated selected recipients at a next num-
bered level sends a voter response message type contain-
ing a vote response to their forwarding recipient;

wherein said end user tool on each said forwarding recipi-
ents computer calculates a cumulative branch vote tabu-
lation to provide the creator with the originator total
tabulation;
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wherein said end user voting tool on each forwarding
recipients computing device transmits a vote update by
voter update message type to their associated selected
recipients.

25. A system as in claim 24, wherein said initiative package
message type is delayed until a timestamp of the latest Voter
Update Package has aged by at least a send delay setting
multiplied by the number oflevels removed from the initiator.

26. A system as in claim 15, wherein the predetermined
vote response is selected from the group consisting of Like,
Buy, Donate, Dislike and creator defined voting options.

27. A system as in claim 15, wherein at least one of the
predetermined vote responses is buy and the creator receives
a financial reward for each predetermined vote response of
buy made by first level recipients or second level recipients.

28. A system as in claim 15, wherein the end user tool
converts a previously written message into an initiative by
adding initiative package data elements to the initiative to
provide a converted initiative.

29. A system as in claim 28, wherein the end user tool links
the converted initiative as a next numbered level up recipient
of the converted initiative.
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