Gil Delannoi’

Foreword

This journal has its origins in the 2008-2013 Tirage au Sort workshop series
sponsored by CEVIPOF/Sciences-Po, which took place in Paris, Dublin, London,
and Lausanne, where we started a general discussion on sortition with scholars,
academic authors and some practitioners. The research programme was sub-
sequently extended to other continents, in Montreal, New York, Hong Kong, and
Beijing until 2015. Ten years have passed since then.

While our meetings had shown a renewed theoretical and practical interest in
drawing lots, this remained limited in terms of its political and cultural impact.
Interest in sortition has increased markedly in the following years. Although its
practice has multiplied at a slower pace, it is nevertheless gaining in intensity and
diversity in more and more places. It is too early to measure all the successes and
failures of this return to a neglected procedure. It is certain, however, that a
change of scale has occurred. The different types of use of the draw are
numerous, and the potential combinations of procedures are clearly visible.

The creation of a journal should accompany this more-or-less democratic trans-
national movement that sometimes even goes beyond democratic regimes. Let us
discard optimism and reluctance, postures and dogmas; let us explore both the
expected and the unexpected, the imagined, the critical spirit without obsession,
the experimentation without propaganda. In our journal, the discussion can be
even slower and more reasoned than during a forum or a conference. We will
avoid the instant ping-pong of social networks.

The guiding principle will be open-mindedness, providing a scholarly forum to
cover all aspects of sortition and having no prejudices for or against any
particular use. The journal’s publisher, Imprint Academic (IA), has an excellent
policy on open-mindedness, as the Journal of Sortition is being launched along-
side the edited collection Against Sortition? The Problem with Citizens’ Assem-
blies (Grandjean, 2024). The philosopher Daniel C. Dennett described an earlier
IA collection (Libet, Freeman and Sutherland, 1999) as ‘an unsurpassed paragon
of open-mindedness, the proof of which is that it includes as its closing essay a
trenchant review of itself, that incisively but fairly exposes all the major errors
and many of the confusions in the essays that precede it” (Dennett, 2004).

The association of Sciences-Po (Cevipof) University with the journal will offer
a harbour for meetings around and beyond the journal’s content. This is not going
back to square one as another research programme: the Journal of Sortition
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should serve as a global forum where ideas, concepts, calculations, comparisons,
institutional designs, experiences, and conversations meet. IA is already the
leading publisher in this field — its Sortition and Public Policy series, edited by
Barbara Goodwin, has published fifteen books on sortition since its
establishment in 2005.

The launch issue of the journal opens with Sortition: Past and Present (p. 8),
in which the members of the editorial advisory board explain what made them
interested in sortition (and are frank about any concerns they have over its recent
explosion into the public domain). Our hope is that the sheer variety of interests
and expertise — from Greek history to practical reason, allocative justice,
prophylaxis against misrule, lottery voting, and improving (or replacing) electoral
democracy via statistical representation — will encourage an equally wide range
of submissions. Board members include both enthusiastic sortition advocates,
sceptics, and those for whom the jury (sic) is still out.

The variety of possible approaches to the design space of sortitional institutions
are explored in papers by Oliver Dowlen (p. 24), and Oliver Milne et al. (p. 93),
Milne’s paper was originally titled ‘Sortition for Radicals’ and is the only paper
in this edition (outside of the review section) that outlines the case for the ‘end of
politicians’ that has been advocated by a variety of recent books and articles,
whereas Dowlen is more concerned to protect existing political arrangements
against factionalism and corruption.

The case for descriptive or ‘statistical’ representation (Pitkin, 1967) is central to
the proliferation of citizens’ assemblies, although representativiy is often assumed
rather than demonstrated. But is it the case that a policymaking body that, in the
words of Bill Clinton, ‘looks like America’ is necessarily more representative
than the male, pale, and stale alternative? Marcin Gerwin et al. (p. 48), seek to
demonstrate that their use of a simulated annealing algorithm in random selection
leads to a more accurate representation of the target population than its Panelot
competitor. The commentary by Alex Kovner (p. 60), whilst praising Gerwin’s
statistical methodology, concludes that it would be unlikely to convince a
sceptical public; Paolo Spada and Tiago Peixoto (p. 137), are even more
doubtful, arguing that — given the problems with the tiny size of most voluntary
minipublics — it is better to abjure the representative claim in favour of
addressing failures in democratic inclusion and protection against domination.

We are determined that the journal should reach beyond the political potential
of sortition, so are delighted to publish an article on the Good Council for
Redistribution by Martin Haselmayer (p. 67). The council was convened by the
Austrian activist Marlene Engelhorn to deliberate on wealth distribution and to
decide how to allocate her €25 million inheritance. Our hope is that this article
will stimulate future submissions on sortition as a tool for allocative justice —
especially the fair distribution of scarce resources in education and other domains,
along with the ‘tragic choices’ that fall beyond rational human decision-making.

The issue includes revisionist studies in the history of political thought. An
influential body of scholarship draws on the political history of ancient Athens to
argue that elections are inherently aristocratic. Matthew Simonton (p. 109) takes
issue with this, arguing that ambition for office was just as much a characteristic
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of ancient democracies as their modern equivalent, thereby underwriting the
claim by Cristina Lafont and Nadia Urbinati (2024) that the political party is the
modern incarnation of isegoria (equal speech). Not wanting to be trumped in the
revisionist stakes, Keith Sutherland (p. 160), argues that representation by lot
would not undermine Rousseau’s strictures on popular sovereignty; not so, says
Daniela Cammack (p. 182), frequent referendums are the best way to ensure that
the démos continues to exercise krdtos in large modern states. The issue also
includes edited excerpts from Thomas Gataker (p. 213), Of the Nature and Use
of Lots (1627), the first in a series of reprints of foundational texts in sortition.

Two scholars who played a vital role in the rebirth of sortition passed away in
2024. Dino Piovan (p. 204), pays tribute to Mogens Herman Hansen, whose
Athenian Democracy in the Age of Demosthenes (1999) has been an inspiration
for several modern proposals for legislature by lot. Hansen himself, in a hard-to-
obtain pamphlet The Tradition of Greek Democracy and its Importance for
Modern Democracy (2005), was prepared to blur the lines between historical
scholarship and advocacy. Bernard Manin’s Principles of Representative Govern-
ment (1997) included a detailed study of sortitional governance (in Athens and
elsewhere) and went on to coin the (arguably anti-democratic) ‘principle of
distinction’ as a characteristic of modern electoral regimes. Although Manin was
not a sortition advocate — he was happy to cite Gustave Glotz’s view that
‘appointing rulers by lot seems so absurd to us today that we find it difficult to
imagine how an intelligent people managed to conceive of and sustain such a
system’ (ibid., p. 26) — nevertheless his book is frequently referenced by
sortition advocates claiming to offer a legitimate system of representative
government. His 1987 paper, ‘On Legitimacy and Political Deliberation’, helped
launch the deliberative wave in democratic theory, although by the time of his
contribution to the Daedalus symposium on the Prospects and Limits of
Deliberative Democracy (2017) he was advocating an ‘adversarial’ principle for
political deliberation, based on the ‘confrontation of opposing views and
arguments’. Gil Delannoi (p. 210) was a close colleague for four decades (and
hosted a tirage au sort symposium in his honour) and pays tribute to his life and
work. A full assessment of the impact of Manin’s work for the revival of interest
in sortition will appear in the next issue of this journal.

Meanwhile, in the reviews/opinion section, Paul Cartledge (p. 228), authors a
review of recent works on sortition, based around a new study of Athenian
democracy, Drawing Lots (Malkin and Blok, 2024), followed by a brief
assessment of Alexander Guerrero’s Lottocracy: Democracy Without Elections
by Yoram Gat (p. 234). A longer review article on this book and its nemesis: The
Lottocratic Mentality: Defending Democracy Against Lottocracy by Cristina
Lafont and Nadia Urbinati, will be published in the next issue of this journal.

In the first of our Vox Populi columns, David Snelling (p. 237) reviews several
offerings on sortition aimed at a general readership. Some wags have asked
whether contributors to the journal are selected by lot and (in this case only) the
answer is yes (albeit with names drawn from a very small hat). As sortition now
features in the mass media, we wanted a reviewer with no prior knowledge of the
field (Snelling is a retired veterinary surgeon and model railway engineer). With
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this exception, the journal’s policy is industry-standard double-blind peer review.
If we are overwhelmed with high quality submissions, we may well have to
involve an additional randomization stage, but we’ll cross that bridge when we
come to it.

Submissions

As should be clear from this analysis of the table of contents of the launch issue,
the editors actively seek opposing views in this emerging field of sortition
studies. One of our authors opined that ‘sortition = random selection +
stratification’; however, two members of the editorial board have published books
anathematizing weighted lotteries (Dowlen, 2008; Stone, 2011), and the disagree-
ment between our managing editor and another member of our advisory board on
sortitional vs. plebiscitory democracy may well have to be resolved by the
famous Hansen-Ober procedure (arm-wrestling). Meanwhile, the disagreements
between Alex Guerrero and Cristina Lafont on Lottocracy are unlikely to be
resolved any time soon. If the normative goal of deliberative democracy is
unanimity, then clearly this journal does not fall under that rubric. We actively
encourage submissions (both supportive and critical) on all aspects of sortition.
Instructions for authors at imprint-academic.com/jos.

Subscribe!

The publisher (Imprint Academic) has adopted an antediluvian approach and is
launching the journal as a traditionally printed and bound product (although
digital options are (reluctantly) available). This is because we want readers to
view the field in the round (rather than just keyword-searching for a term that
matches their own narrow subfield), as we view the journal as an exercise in
liberal arts education, in the nineteenth- and twentieth-century sense. This is
incredibly expensive, given the exorbitant cost of postage, especially as bound
copies of the first issue are available free of charge to anyone who registers for
our sortition newsletter at imprint-academic.com/sortition-hub. Notwithstanding a
modest subvention from Sciences Po (Cevipof) this is costing the publisher an
eye-watering amount of money and the journal currently generates no income at
all, so we strongly encourage anyone with an interest in the field to subscribe at
imprint-academic.com/jos.

As well as having a provenance in open-mindedness, Imprint Academic (IA)
also has a track record in establishing new academic domains. History of Political
Thought, which is acknowledged as the leading journal in its speciality (Norris
and Crewe, 1993), was launched in 1980, when no other journal covered this
cross-disciplinary field in an integrated manner. IA went on to launch the Journal
of Consciousness Studies (JCS) in 1994, when the very mention of the ‘¢’ word
sent eyeballs rolling towards the ceiling, such was the long tail of behaviourism
and its cognitivist derivatives. This led the new journals feature in Nature to
describe the launch of JCS as ‘a defining moment’ (Gray, 1995) and Baroness
(Susan) Greenfield to claim in the Times Higher Education Supplement that ‘with
JCS, consciousness studies has arrived’. The plan is to do the same thing with



FOREWORD 7

sortition studies so, if you like what you see, please take out a personal
subscription and/or encourage your institution to subscribe. It’s only two issues
per year, so very affordable!
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