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Equitizing Citizen Inputs In Policy Development with POLIWOGS and POSOM

An Economics and Public Finance Policy Brief 

By Krystyn Hartman

The problem is Lawmakers care too little about messages from affected Citizens in 

proportion to special interest Groups when it comes to public policy. 

Why? Because for Lawmakers the Marginal Benefits of engaging with special interest 

Groups far outweigh the Marginal Costs. Special interest Group MB also overshadows the MB 

of a single Citizen input, meaning special interest Groups and their resources provide more 

value to Lawmakers 

than do individual 

affected Citizens 

within the 24-hour 

Time constraints of any 

given day. An 

individual Citizen or 

one Q is worth one 

Vote in political 

currency plus maybe a 

$5 donation and a 

token like or share on 

social media, if they’re 

lucky. Conversely, a 

special interest Group 

is worth many Votes 

plus resources, which 

can include campaign donations, inside information, influencer networking and connecting, 

and so on. And, because of the 24-hour day Time constraints, Lawmakers must prioritize their 

time and attention relative to the Total Social Utility pie of each piece of legislation being rushed 

through the legislative session at any given time so that they are making Social Utility 

Krystyn Hartman Policy Brief - POLIWOGS & POSOM  of 3 12

The Graph: Indifference Curve of Lawmaker interest in policy inputs 
from Citizen Individuals (QC) relative to Special Interest Groups (QG).



Maximizing decisions — as often as possible. Lawmakers want each investment or spend of a 

unit of their Time, whether with a special interest Group lobbyist QG or individual Citizen QC, 

to result in the greatest amount of Social Utility possible. For that reason, they might want to do 

point (A) on The Graph, which would be 15 Groups QG + 6 Citizens QC, but that totals 21 Time 

units and they only have 18T. They can justify not doing the opposite, which would be (C) 6 QG 

+ 15 QC = 21 T, for the same reason of it being outside the Maximum Utility Constraint. Yet, 

even if they went for the equilibrium as a compromise (B) 9 QG + 9 QC = 18 T in attempt to 

equalize the two different Q inputs as a solution, the magnitude of the special interest Group QG 

relative to the lone vote of a single Citizen QC would not even make a dent in the outcome as 

shown in The Table below.

While the Time constraint shows us the amount of Time lawmakers have for special interest 

Group lobbyists and affected Citizens within a given Time period, it does not tell us about the 

magnitude or what economists refer to as the “relative utility” of each Q. The magnitude takes us 

from an equality to an equity perspective. Fortunately, economists have developed tools for 

doing just that called Marginal Utility and Substitution Effect. So, what are the Marginal Utility 

and subsequent Substitution Effect of each Q in terms of their relative value to Lawmakers?

Marginal Utility and Substitution Effect

A Citizen QC is worth 1 Vote plus (or minus) $5 in support resources in the form of 

donations and sharing of related social media posts, etc., while a special interest Group 

lobbyist’s QG, is worth, for example, 1000 Votes plus support resources valued at $10,000. When 

applying the marginal substitution effect, we can see that

 QC + $5 = - (1000 QG + $10,000)

which means for every Time unit spent with a Citizen for a gain of 1 QC, lawmakers must 

forgo 1000 Votes and $10,000 in resources from 1 QG. Therefore, from an economics perspective, 

Total Utility bundle (D) 15 QG + 3 QC = 18 T indicated on the graph is the most beneficial or 

Social Utility maximizing decision for Lawmakers and special interest Groups relative to TU 

bundles (B) and (E).
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The Table. Building on the Lawmaker Indifference Curve shown on The Graph, we can compare 
outcomes of Total Utility Bundles within Lawmaker Time Constraints. Bundle D with 15 special 

interest Group QG and 3 individual Citizen QC offers the Maximum Social Utility at 15,003 Q and 
$150,015 in resources relative to Lawmaker Time Constraints. 

With bundle (D), lawmakers get the most Votes and the most resources — and have little if 

any incentive to solve the inequities between Citizens and Groups. However, because of the 

publicness of the problem — number of Citizens impacted by the policies influenced by special 

interest Groups and that the Total Marginal Utility clearly favors special interest Groups at 1000 

QG to 1 QC, the problem of concentrated policy benefits with the policy costs dispersed far 

beyond the beneficiaries, points to a Government failure and Public Choice Theory.

Government Failure

“Government fails when policy benefits are concentrated and the policy cost is dispersed” 

(Propheter 2023-B). In this case, the policy benefits are concentrated for special interest Groups 

and Lawmakers, while the policy costs are dispersed among Citizens. Government failures also 

occur when lawmakers’ or bureaucrats’ incentives do not correct a market failure.

Lawmaker indifference to and low participation rates by Citizens relative to the volume of 

special interest Group driven policies is a Public Choice Problem. “Public choice theory tells us 

that politicians will grow the public budget in excess of voters’ preferences” (Propheter 2023) in 

order to accommodate special interest Groups. In economics, the term for a special interest 

Group is “rent seeker.” Economic rent “equals the amount in excess of the socially desirable or 

productively necessary amount to put a good into service” (Propheter 2023). Rent seeking 

special interest Groups QG extract favors from Lawmakers at Citizens QC expense.

Understanding that Citizens and special interest Groups are “Demanders” or “Consumers” 

of policy and that Lawmakers are “Suppliers” or “Producers” of policies demanded, lawmakers 

Utility Bundle Q Groups + Q Citizens Total Utility of Bundle

TU Bundle (D) 15 (1000 QG + $10,000) + 3 (QC + $5) 15,003 Q + $150,015

TU Bundle (B) 9 (1000 QG + $10,000) + 9 (QC + $5) 9009 Q + $90,045

TU Bundle (E) 3 (1000 QG + $10,000) + 15 (QC + $5) 3015 Q + $30,075
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and their rent seekers want to pass policies that concentrate political benefits but disperse the 

costs of those benefits beyond the realm of the beneficiaries. The more dispersed the costs, the 

fewer Citizens there are with the time and resources to fight it.

By dividing the policy cost X by the number of taxpayers Y, we can know the cost per 

individual taxpayer. As the Y number of taxpayers increases, keeping the X policy cost constant, 

the average cost to the average Citizen decreases, which makes it more expensive for any one 

Citizen to fight it because the opportunity cost (Time and Money) exceeds the average cost 

gained (benefit) should the policy get rejected as a result of the fight. So, Lawmakers get fewer 

objections and protests.

The unused Citizen demand inputs, or what economists call “Deadweight Loss,” depends 

on the relative elasticities of supply and demand. When supply is Time elastic, it is more Time 

sensitive to demand. When supply is Time inelastic, it is less Time sensitive to demand. Because 

there are only 24 hours in a day, the amount of Time that Lawmakers have available on any 

given day is limited to 24 hours, which means it is inelastic. No matter how much Citizen and 

special interest Group demand for their time increases or decreases, they are still bound to no 

more than 24 hours per day, so what ever inputs they take in, they have to do it within 24 hours, 

including sleeping, eating, checking in with their attention-starved families, and so on. 

Therefore, we can assume that the producers of policy, the Lawmakers, are working with an 

inelastic supply of Time to engage with and produce for demanders, who have an almost 

perfectly elastic demand in constant flux. 

Low Voter Participation and Lack of Public Engagement

Low voter participation and lack of public engagement in the policy process are often cited 

as lack of incentive for Lawmakers to correct the Government failure of concentrated policy 

benefits with dispersed policy costs. Some of the most common reasons given for low 

participation are that people are “busy,” they feel “the system is corrupt,” they don’t feel 

“informed enough” or connected enough to issues to weigh in on them beyond “liking” or “not 

X Policy Cost

Y Quantity of Taxpayers
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liking” a few related social media posts, are “apathetic” and feeling that their “voice doesn’t 

matter” (Khalid 2018). Considering the Marginal Benefits to Lawmakers and special interest 

Groups, along with a Government failure that concentrates those benefits for them, while 

dispersing the policy costs to the “apathetic” citizens whose “voices don’t matter,” it would 

appear that the perceptions of the Citizens are accurate when viewed through an economics 

lens, as illustrated in The Graph and The Table presented in this paper. Citizen individual voices 

do not matter because whoever is elected will likely do the Socially Maximizing Efficient thing 

and supply the special interest Groups with the policies that matter to them. And, since 

Lawmakers tend to make vague laws based on all those special interest inputs, more pre-vetting 

of policies overall is needed if correction of the Government failure is to be achieved.

So, how do we solve for the Government failure that concentrates policy benefits while 

dispersing policy costs when it is more Socially Efficient for Lawmakers within their Time 

constraints to leave the inequity as it is? Doing nothing as a solution works for Lawmakers and 

special interest Groups, but doesn’t address or leverage the Deadweight Loss of consumer 

Citizen demand surplus. 

Because it’s a jungle out there, to use an old but accurate cliche, I chose to evaluate the 

following two proposals that attempt to solve the inequity of inputs problem by taking 

advantage of the Consumer Surplus of inputs but with elevated consideration of Lawmaker 

incentives. Proposal One, POLIWOGS, addresses the Government Failure directly, while 

Proposal Two, POSOM, acknowledges not only the Government Failure in the problem, but also 

reveals a Market Failure as well as a Market opportunity. 

Proposal One: Citizen POLIWOGS  PolicyWorkGroups.org

Citizen POLIWOGS, pronounced polliwogs as in baby frogs, are a network of Citizen-

driven Policy Work Groups and subgroups in each legislative district who meet in person and 

online to review, evaluate and discuss direct impacts of policies with the goal of reporting the 

impacts, key points and recommendations to Lawmakers and to local news media.

How are Citizen POLIWOGS supposed to solve the initial problem of Lawmakers caring too 

little about messages from affected Citizens in proportion to special interest Groups when it 
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comes to public policy? Based on the economics, we need to incentivize Lawmakers by 

increasing or at least equitizing the Marginal Benefit of Citizen QC inputs relative to the 

Marginal Benefits of special interest Group QG inputs. Citizen POLIWOGS increase the 

Marginal Utility of the Citizen Q from one QC to more than one, a lot more than one. If we keep 

the special interest Group QG constant at QG 1000, but increase the Citizen POLIWOGS QG to, 

say, 100 participants as a start, then network all the district POLIWOGS on a policy area or issue 

and suddenly a Citizen POLIWOGS Q is worth QC 100 x 20 districts = QC 2000, twice that of 

the special interest Groups — with an entire untapped Consumer Surplus pool of Citizens 

across the State for growing that QC 100 in each district to QC 1000 on to QC 10,000 and more 

based solely on the millions of unused “apathetic” Consumer surplus Citizen inputs that 

suddenly do matter. At that point, the Citizen POLIWOGS QC 10,000 is worth 10 times the 

special interest QG 1000. How might that impact the Lawmakers’ Indifference Curves when it 

comes to Citizen Q relative to special interest Group Q?

For the proposal to work as intended if would first have to be plausible. Is it? Yes, but there 

would have to be knowledgeable organizational leadership teams led by Citizen volunteers and 

partnered with local news media. If the proposal works as intended, Lawmakers and Citizens 

would be the winners and special interests the losers. Lawmakers would get 10+ times more of 

what they want as the Marginal Utility of each Citizen QC increases by way of growing and 

networking POLIWOGS. Citizens would not only increase their individual value and inputs 

into the policy process, but POLIWOGS could even have leverage over special interest Groups 

whenever those Groups attempt to concentrate policy benefits. POLIWOGS are likely to spot 

the concentrated policy benefits as well as the policy cost disbursements earlier rather than later 

in the policy development process. The web domains PolicyWorkGroups.com and .org would 

need to be available or attainable as part of the POLIWOGS brand equity package. Full 

disclosure, I own both urls as of an hour before turning in this paper as I began to realize that 

POLIWOGS really is a possible solution! So, I snagged them and am happy to consider 

donating them to a POLIWOG sponsoring entity should the proposal get advanced for 

consideration. I checked to see if they were available at the club price of $9.99 a year and they 

were. So, I figured, yeah, I can risk a $20 investment on this proposal and secured them.
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Possible unintended consequences of Citizen POLIWOGS are the intrusion of partisan 

politics on the issues as Citizens need to be able to discuss the direct impacts on them and their 

families as individuals in a safe Working Group without fear of partisan harassment. Ground 

rules of agreement and engagement would have to be established, but enforcing them, safely, 

could be a security issue if participating Citizens don’t feel safe amidst partisan hate and 

righteous superiority flexing and threats. Having to constantly keep everyone on the productive 

side of sensitive policy topics so that the Work Group sessions are not just bitching sessions 

could also be an unintended consequence. 

Proposal Two: POSOM  PolicySocialMedia.org

POSOM, pronounced possum the animal, stands for Policy Social Media, which is a policy 

discussion Forum and real-time policy position monitor for Citizens hosted by the University of 

Colorado School of Public Affairs, funded by major grantors Pew Charitable Trust, Becher 

Foundation, El Pomar, and others, monitored and moderated by students and faculty. POSOM 

is ad free in order to minimize special interest Group intrusion into and disruption of policy 

discussions and eliminates any need for collecting of Citizen personal data used by commercial 

social media for their special interest Group advertisers. POSOM would be free to the public as 

a public media service. Developed by CU School of Public Affairs, POSOM could later spin off 

as a nonprofit public education media organization similar to NPR and PBS, for example. If 

POSOM was created as a nonprofit educational media organization, portions of donations could 

be tax deductible too.

Current social media reflects Allocative Inefficiency in the Market because it is free to 

consumers paid for by targeted ads. Social media companies, as with Lawmakers, cater more to 

the special interest Groups, the advertisers and sponsors, the pay-to-plays, than to the Citizen 

consumer. Because the market price is too low, as in free, excess consumption of misinformation 

and disinformation by Citizens about public policies continues unabated. POSOM, on the other 

hand, is what economists call a “positive externality” because of the public policy education 

and engagement focus in its platform versus the “negative externalities” imposed by special 

interest Groups in current social media that leverages and exploits the low impact value of 

individual Citizen QC. 
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POSOM solves the problem of Lawmakers not caring about Citizen inputs because 

Lawmakers get the policy Benefit of concentrated Citizen inputs in real time and can even 

participate in the Forums as well as see at a glance the real time policy position monitor. 

Citizens already spend hours each day on social media platforms because they can engage and 

have their “voices matter” to someone, at least, and there is a lot of misinformation and 

disinformation about policy related issues being served to them because of it. They do want to 

engage via social media, even if it is only to share news about the new puppy they adopted 

from the animal shelter where they volunteer on Thursdays. There are all kinds of animal 

related policies that might be of interest and about which that person could learn and contribute 

if they spent some of their social media time on the animal policy section of their local POSOM, 

complete with valuable insights from local veterinarians and educators who also share on the 

site. POSOM combines the best of the best in social media technology and public policy higher 

education pedagogy.

Several plausible assumptions have to be made for POSOM to work as intended.

1. The Marginal Utility of the new Citizen QC will be incentive enough for the Lawmakers 

to reprioritize their Indifference Curve options.

2. Citizens will want to participate based on their current usage, content and engagement 

of social media.

3. POSOM is a safe and productive space in which to learn and discuss with clear rules of 

engagement for civil discourse with an equally civil enforcement mechanism.

4. The web domain PolicySocialMedia.com and .org would need to be available or 

attainable as part of the POSOM brand equity package, which they are attainable because I 

own them as of an hour before turning in this paper as I realized that POSOM too really is a 

possible solution and would be happy to consider donating them, or to put it in economic 

terms, to introduce them as “positive externalities” to a POSOM entity should the proposal 

get advanced for consideration. I checked to see if they were available at the club price of 

$9.99 a year and they were. So, I figured, yeah, I can invest $20 on this proposal and secured 

them too. (Might be a policy entrepreneur thing, not sure as I am barely at the end of my 

first semester as a policy entrepreneur major, but it is beginning to look that way.)
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Winners of this proposed solution are Citizens because they increase the Marginal Utility of 

their QC relative to special interest Groups QG and Lawmakers get to stick with the goal of 

Maximizing Social Utility in their policy decisions. Special interest Groups would be the losers if 

the proposal works as intended, if we need to call equity a losing position, because they would 

lose their concentrated QG competitive advantage over Citizens original one QC within 

Lawmaker Time Constraints.

Possible unintended consequences of POSOM are intimidation of participants by other 

participants outside the Forum that could discourage Citizen engagement. Although, many 

social media users scroll and read without ever posting or commenting, which we would expect 

to see a lot of on POSOM as well since it is has an educational core. Partisan and faith-based 

intrusion and intimidation, as with the Citizen POLIWOGS proposal, could also be an 

unintended consequence for POSOM.

Conclusion

“Economic costs and benefits are not the same as Political costs and benefits” (Propheter 

2023). The solution to the problem of Lawmakers not caring about individual Citizen messages 

is to equitize, at minimum, the Marginal Utility of Citizen QC relative to the MU of special 

interest Groups QG so that the Marginal Benefit of Citizen QC outweighs or is at least equitable 

relative to the MB of QG. Either or both of these proposed solutions POSOMS and POLIWOGS 

could separately or in combination help solve the problem and are worth further exploration.

Closing Note

I want to say thank you Dr. Propheter. As challenging as this class and this assignment have 

been for me (and as challenging as I am sure I was for you), I want you to know that the lessons 

learned and the contextual investigative journey of discovery involved in this entire Policy Brief 

assignment was truly exhilarating, eye-opening, and makes me want to better understand the 

economic concepts and investigative tools learned in this class as I move through the Public 

Policy program, albeit with a less heavy load going forward. I am truly grateful for the attention 

and the adventure. I feel really lucky, honored to be taught by you. Oh, and if I do need to 

retake the class, I won’t protest. I learned that I can still learn, even in hard subjects like this, and 
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that to me is encouragement enough. I’m so very happy to be part of this program, learning, 

stretching — and enjoying it! Again, thank you. 
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Senate State, Veterans, & Military Affairs 

04/02/2026 

SB26-147 Lobbyist Regulation 

Typed Text of Testimony Submitted 

 

Name, Position, 
Representing 

Typed Text of Testimony 

Bennett Rutledge 

Against 

themself 

 

Chair Wallace and members of the Committee, thank you for looking at 
SB26-147, 

 

As far as I can see this adds unnecessary complexity to the regulations 
on the lobbying system. The only benefit I can possibly imagine is that it 
allows a person who lives far from the Denver area to ask a friend who 
does live close to the capital to say "My friend in Grand Junction asked 
me to talk to you about..." to a covered official on days specifically 
designated as a "advocacy day." The go-between doesn't even get to ask 
reimbursement for lunch.  

 

It's not worth the bandwidth, in confusion or compliance, and raises 1A 
questions to boot. Vote NO on SB26-147 PLEASE. 
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EXCLUSION  ALERT

Transforming Criminal & Juvenile Justice . Innovation Leadership Opportunity

Equitize affected citizen inputs 
for TCJJ with co-design strategies


Many citizens feel our individual voices don't matter to 

lawmakers relative to lobbyists and special interest 

groups. Economically speaking, that is true. So, how 

do we increase the marginal benefit of citizen voices relative to 

special interest groups, lobbyists and policy monopolies when it 

comes to lawmakers' time and priorities on any given day? By 

taking a policy co-design strategic approach to criminal and juvenile 

justice issues that increases citizen inputs while respecting the time 

and attention limits of lawmakers and related influencer 

bureaucrats. Enter: Citizen Policy Work Groups.

Citizen-driven Policy Work Groups, as one example of a co-

design strategy, could increase the magnitude and value of affected 

citizen inputs relative to special interest groups. Affected citizen 

Policy Work Groups can identify problems, work through solutions, 

and present them to lawmakers on behalf of the group, which 

increases the value of citizen voters in the solution inputs. KH

Co-design in public 

policy is experiencing 

promising growth using 

tools and processes not 

compatible with CCJJ’s 

rigid structure


C o-design in public 

policy is inclusive of 

affected citizens when 

developing policies that 

impact them.


Small regional citizen-

driven Policy Work Groups 

focused on specific policy 

areas for the purpose of 

identifying problems, taking 

the time to work through 

solutions, and presenting 

them to lawmakers on 

behalf of the group could, 

based on economic 

analysis, increase the 

quantity and value of 

affected citizen voters 

represented in the Policy 

Work Group’s inputs.         KH

http://PolicyWorkGroups.com
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What is the “Colorado Way in Policing”?


W e live in fear. The attorney general boasted about “the 
Colorado Way in Policing” in his opening statement to 

IADLAST in May 2023, but never specified what exactly he meant by 
that. This is something that every citizen, especially affected citizens, 
should know and have a right to know and should be made clear 
within the scope of the CCJJ.

• Colorado is 7th in nation of people killed by police.

• 79% of Colorado opioid treatment centers don’t meet state and 
federal requirements (OIG Audit).

• 60% rise in Colorado alcohol deaths surpassing drug overdose 
deaths. When it was fentanyl, the state mobilized. Alcohol gets 
cheap takeout and delivery fees. Victims silenced, forgotten.    KH

Citizen policy work groups as subsets by 
geographic region and by TCJJ category


A ffected citizen work group summary outcomes and proposed 
solutions can feed to lawmakers regionally while networking 

region to region by category. A basic concept website has been created 
at PolicyWorkGroups.com as an example. The URL is available and for 
sale by its owner and author of this policy memo should there be interest. KH

Underutilized university 
students and academic 
resources to engage in 
citizen policy work groups


Developed by a policy 
entrepreneur graduate 

student in the Masters of Public 
Policy program at the University 
of Colorado School of Public 
Affairs, citizen Policy Work 
Groups were the result of a term 
paper policy brief in economics 
and public finance focused on 
increasing the value of citizen 
inputs relative to special interest 
groups in policy design. 


Not only an educational and 
interactive venue for affected 
citizens, but policy work groups can 
leverage underutilized university 
students in public policy, public 
administration, criminal justice, 
political science, social work, etc, 
engaging and moderating within 
the category sectors.                     KH


Krystyn Hartman is a graduate 
student in the Masters of Public 
Policy program at CU Denver. She is 
also an affected family member of a 
service related disabled veteran left 
homeless by a SWAT raid while on 
wait lists for treatment and trying to 
outmaneuver her abuser.              KH
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As a person who has on more than one occasion organized lobby days or advocacy days, I am perplexed 
by the requirements in this bill.  Here are several ques�ons.  
 
The bill summary discusses “a person” who selects a day that individuals may lobby a covered official on 
a person’s behalf.   

1) What exactly is “a person”?  All the Lobby Days I have been involved in were not lobbying for a 
person, rather they were lobbying for “a cause.”  

2) If I par�cipate in an advocacy day as an advocacy day par�cipant, and then atend my house 
district mee�ng or other mee�ng and either publicly or privately speak with my elected 
representa�ve about a par�cular bill, is that a viola�on of the bill?  It is clearly more than 1 mile 
from the capitol, and it clearly not on the same day as the “advocacy day.”  

3) If an “advocacy day” is conducted by an organiza�on, who registers the day with the General 
Assembly? 

4) There is no �me frame provided for when the Advocacy Day is to be registered.  Can it be “the 
day of”?  

5) For a “nonprofit advocate,” it appears that if an Execu�ve Director or other compensated person 
of a nonprofit speaks to a covered official outside of tes�mony for a bill, that even though they 
are not considered a professional lobbyist, they must do all the repor�ng as if they were a 
professional lobbyist.  What is the point of that?   

 
I am very confused by what this bill is intending to do, and how it affects non-profit advocacy 
organiza�ons that conduct lobby days and how it affects advocacy day par�cipants.  
 
 
Eileen McCarron  
Sharing my thoughts as my own, not as from any organiza�on.  
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