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Foreword
Arend Lijphart

In my critical survey of the field of electoral systems research published in 1985, I
began by quoting the negative judgment that the late Stein Rokkan (1970: 166) had
expressed fifteen years earlier. It is worth citing again: ‘Given the crucial importance
of the organization of legitimate elections in the development of the mass democ-
racies of the twentieth century, it is ... astounding to discover how little serious
effort has been invested in the comparative study of the wealth of information
available.” In particular, Rokkan argued, the problem was one of quality rather
than quantity: ‘There is no dearth of literature, but exceedingly little of it stands
up to scrutiny in the light of current standards of social science methodology.” This
was indeed a surprising state of affairs because, when Rokkan wrote in 1970, most
other fields and subfields in political science had progressed a great deal in the
preceding decade and a half under the influence of the behavioural movement. It
is even more surprising that in my own survey, written fifteen years later, I noted a
few improvements but I still concluded that the study of electoral systems was
‘undoubtedly the most underdeveloped subject in political science’ (Lijphart
1985: 3).

Now, almost twenty years later, we can fortunately reach a much more favourable
judgment. As Matthew Shugart writes in Chapter 2 of this volume, the field can be
said to have caught up with the rest of political science: it has reached maturity with
regard to several themes, like the impact of electoral systems on the number of
parties and electoral disproportionality, although there are also still significant gaps
and underdeveloped themes, like the internal organization of parties and the rela-
tionships of parties and candidates to their constituents. I agree with Shugart’s
analysis, and there is no need to elaborate on these points here.

I welcome the present volume, The Politics of Electoral Systems, as a further
outstanding contribution to the electoral systems literature. Its publication actually
entails one more surprise: the fact that a book of this nature, with detailed examin-
ations of the electoral systems of a large number of democracies, has not appeared
much earlier during the years of rapid scholarly progress since the mid-1980s. Its
clearest predecessors were both published in 1983: Democracy and Elections edited
by Vernon Bogdanor and David Butler and Les modes de scrutin des dix-huit pays
libres de I’ Europe occidentale edited by Jacques Cadart. The only partly comparable
volumes are the series of books edited or co-edited by Dieter Nohlen (for instance,
Nohlen 1993, and Nohlen, Krennerich, and Thibaut 1999), and the recent volumes
edited by Josep Colomer (2004), by Bernard Grofman and myself (Grofman and
Lijphart 2002), and by Matthew Shugart and Martin Wattenberg (2001). However,
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the Nohlen volumes are primarily compilations of election statistics rather than
studies of electoral systems, and the Colomer, Grofman—Lijphart, and Shugart—
Wattenberg books have more specific foci: respectively, the origins of electoral
systems, the Nordic countries, and mixed-member systems. The Politics of Electoral
Systems is a most worthy successor to the old Bogdanor—Butler and Cadart volumes.
The major difference is that the chapters of The Politics of Electoral Systems all
reflect the greater theoretical sophistication that the study of electoral systems has
achieved in recent years; another important contrast is between the almost exclu-
sively west European focus of the two 1983 volumes and the worldwide coverage of
The Politics of Electoral Systems, including, notably, non-west European countries
such as Russia, Hungary, India, South Africa, and Chile.

The Politics of Electoral Systems and its predecessors are particularly helpful in
providing and highlighting the details of electoral systems that comparative analyt-
ical studies are forced to neglect. I have become more and more impressed with how
different each country’s electoral system tends to be. This is true even of the
plurality single-member districts systems—a category that Douglas W. Rae (1967:
40) described as ‘by all odds the most homogeneous’. They differ very substantially,
for instance, in the rules for drawing their election districts and in their efforts to
promote the representation of minorities (like ‘affirmative gerrymandering’ in the
United States and the reservation of seats for the ‘scheduled’ castes and tribes in
India). But Rae was undoubtedly right that systems of proportional representation
(PR) exhibit much greater variation.

Understanding the details of electoral systems is obviously vital for scholars and
students interested in the subject, and they are likely to be the most frequent users of
this book. In addition, I strongly recommend it to political practitioners and advisers
engaged in electoral reform in established democracies and to those who are writing
constitutions and electoral laws for newly democratizing countries. A great deal can
be learned from both the successes and the weak points of existing systems.
Because, as Richard Katz shows in Chapter 3, electoral reforms in established
democracies tend to be infrequent and minor, these lessons do not have the greatest
relevance there. But they can be of crucial importance to constitution-writers for
new democracies.

Can one of the electoral systems of the established democracies, many of which
are analysed in this book, serve as the ‘optimal’ model for new democracies? My
own thinking on this question is that, first of all, since most countries that are not yet
fully democratic have significant ethnic or religious divisions, the plurality model is
clearly not advisable. I believe that there is a strong scholarly consensus on this
point. Larry Diamond (1999: 104) expresses it in the following words: ‘If any
generalization about institutional design is sustainable ... it is that majoritarian
systems are ill-advised for countries with deep ethnic, regional, religious, or other
emotional and polarizing divisions. Where cleavage groups are sharply defined and
group identities (and intergroup insecurities and suspicions) deeply felt, the over-
riding imperative is to avoid broad and indefinite exclusion from power of any
significant group.’ For the election of broadly representative bodies, PR is clearly
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optimal. I would also discard semi-proportional and mixed systems (except for those
in Germany and New Zealand that have completely compensatory PR components)
because, while these may be able to secure minority representation, they can never
do so as accurately and consistently as PR.

But which of the many PR systems that are currently in use is best? For new
democracies, my recommendation would be to give the highest priority to the
selection of a PR system that is simple to understand and operate and that has a
high, but not necessarily perfect, degree of proportionality. From the simplicity
criterion several further recommendations can be derived: multimember election
districts that are not too large (roughly in the range of 7 to 10 seats), list PR instead
of the single transferable vote, and closed or almost closed lists. These choices can
also be defended on additional grounds. Election districts should not be too large in
order to minimize the distance between voters and their representatives. And closed
(or almost closed) lists can encourage the formation of strong and cohesive political
parties. The question of whether or not to add a set of national compensatory seats
presents a dilemma. They can obviously increase the overall proportionality of the
system a great deal, but this advantage comes at the expense of simplicity. For new
democracies in which nationwide parties have not yet developed, they make little
sense. For other situations, however, I am on balance in favour of a system with
compensatory seats, and, since their objective is to maximize proportionality, I also
favour a relatively low threshold of about 2 or 3 per cent in order to give very small
minorities that are not geographically concentrated a chance to be represented in the
national legislature.

Of the electoral systems analyzed in this book, I nominate the Danish system as
the closest approximation to my ‘ideal’ model. Its details are described very well by
Jgrgen Elklit in Chapter 22, so let me merely highlight its main features here: list PR,
an average district magnitude of about eight seats, national compensatory seats with
a low 2 per cent threshold, and highly proportional allocation formulas. My one
misgiving concerns the high degree of openness of the list system and the complex-
ity of how the partly open lists work. No system is perfect!

I began this foreword by mentioning several surprises. Let me conclude with two
more surprises, both having to do with my nomination of the Danish electoral system
as a model for new democracies. One is that I believe that Danish-style PR is
especially suitable for ethnically and religiously divided countries—although Den-
mark itself is among the most homogeneous countries in the world. Second, as Elklit
shows, while the Danish system has undergone several adjustments over the years, it
was invented and first implemented as long ago as 1920—that is, at a time when
there were very few examples of operating PR systems and when academic research
on this subject was virtually non-existent. Those who designed the system almost a
century ago clearly did a much better job than their contemporary counterparts: most
of the recently designed systems—Italy, Russia, Hungary, Japan, and Chile—stray
far from my ideal model, because they violate one or both of the basic criteria of
simplicity and proportionality.
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Preface

The genesis for this book lay in the realization of the editors that despite the rapid
expansion of the space on their shelves that was taken up by works on electoral
systems, there remained a rather sizeable gap. The growth, it seemed to us, lay in
two areas in particular. First, there were studies on single countries by authors who
were not always familiar with the specialist electoral systems literature. Second,
there were comparative works by electoral systems authorities who, while highly
knowledgeable about the diversity of electoral systems, simply did not have the
space to explore cross-national variation or specific countries’ experiences in
depth.

The gap, then, was waiting to be filled by a book combining the merits of both of
these approaches. In other words, we would not be taking it as read that readers
already know how particular methods work or that they are familiar with the impact
of the electoral system in any specific country. Accordingly, we aim to ensure that
the book explains how each electoral system has really worked in each country
covered, examining the strategic incentives the system provides to voters, candi-
dates, and parties. Although the standard ‘performance criteria’ are included (pro-
portionality, effective number of parties, etc.), we also wanted the book to cover the
politicization of electoral institutions and the issue of electoral reform. At the same
time, we set out to put together more than merely a disconnected series of country
studies. The country chapters are written to a common framework by authors who
place their discussion within the context of the broader electoral systems literature.
In this way, we believe, the finished product justifies its title by focusing on the
‘politics’, rather than just the ‘political science’, of electoral systems.

In Chapter 1 we present an overview of the book, so we will not repeat its points
here, but, very briefly, the heart of the book consists of in-depth studies of the politics
of electoral systems in twenty-two different countries. With such a wide range of
close observations we are able to include countries exemplifying all the main
‘families’ of electoral systems: single-member plurality, the alternative vote, the
two-round system, mixed systems, closed-list systems, open list systems, and PR-
STV. In addition, two chapters tackle broad themes: Chapter 2 surveys the existing
electoral systems literature and sets out a future research agenda, while Chapter 3
explores the question of electoral reform. Appendices explain in detail the
mechanics of how electoral systems actually work, while a Glossary and List of
Acronyms demystify the terms that are liberally sprinkled around most books on the
subject. In addition, given the indispensability of the Internet these days to anyone
conducting research that requires access to electoral data, Appendix E offers a list of
useful sites.

All the chapters are, of course, original contributions prepared specifically for this
book. The twenty-two country chapters adhere to a common format so that the same
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important questions and themes are addressed for all the countries covered.
The politics surrounding the initial choice of electoral system, the operation of
that system, its impact on various aspects of the political process, and the extent
and motivation of pressure for electoral system reform, are all examined. The final
chapter synthesizes findings from the country chapters and not only validates our
starting assumption—that electoral systems matter—but also helps to identify how
and why they matter. The book takes account of developments to the end of 2004.

Our debts, inevitably, are many. The task of bringing together a book with thirty-
one contributors needs to make allowance—to a greater extent than perhaps we
initially realized—for the different levels of achievability that our deadlines would
represent for different authors. However, we got there in the end, and it is only fair to
record that the great majority of our contributors not only delivered on time but also
responded patiently to our many requests for clarification, reconsideration, or a
closer adherence to the common framework. We thank them all. We are particularly
grateful to Arend Lijphart, whose scholarship over several decades has been a
crucial factor in the development of systematic research into electoral systems, for
contributing a Foreword and for identifying his own choice of ‘best’ electoral
system. Among our other contributors, we would like to thank in particular David
Farrell, who invariably and promptly replied to many requests for information or
comments on our own contributions to the book, and Matthew Sgberg Shugart, who
generously offered extensive comments on several chapters. And at OUP we have
appreciated the support of Dominic Byatt, who was enthusiastic about our initial
proposal and has remained supportive throughout, Claire Croft, who has helped to
guide the book to publication, not least by periodically but politely reminding us that
yet another promised date of delivery had slipped by and Lizzy Suffling, who
oversaw the production process.

Michael Gallagher and Paul Mitchell
Dublin and London
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Introduction to Electoral Systems
Michael Gallagher and Paul Mitchell

Electoral systems matter. They are a crucial link in the chain connecting the
preferences of citizens to the policy choices made by governments. They are chosen
by political actors and, once in existence, have political consequences for those
actors. They are an important object of study for anyone interested in the political
process, and in this book we subject them to systematic analysis.

In all but the smallest-scale societies, government is representative government,
in which the people do not govern themselves directly but rather delegate the task of
political decision-making to a smaller set of public officials. In democratic societies
these representatives are elected, and it is the question of how they are elected that is
the focus of this book. In particular, we are interested in exploring variations in these
methods of election, and in knowing whether, and in what ways, it makes a
difference how they are elected. The method of election is, quite obviously, a crucial
link in the chain of representative democracy.

First, we need to start with a definition. By an electoral system we mean the set of
rules that structure how votes are cast at elections for a representative assembly and
how these votes are then converted into seats in that assembly. Given a set of votes,
an electoral system determines the composition of the parliament (or assembly,
council, and so on as the case may be). The electoral system is narrower than what
we term electoral regulations, by which we mean the wider set of rules concerning
elections. Such rules—concerning, for example, ease of access to the ballot for
would-be candidates, the right to vote, the fairness of the administration of the
election, the transparency of the counting of the votes—are all very important in
determining the significance and legitimacy of an election. However, they should
not be confused with the more narrowly defined concept of the electoral system
itself.

Sceptical readers faced with a large book on electoral systems thus defined
might wonder whether it really matters so much which electoral system a country
adopts. Why should anyone care whether a country opts for the D’Hondt or the
Sainte-Lagué method of allocating seats? What difference does it make if the
weight of preference votes is increased or decreased? Would anyone other than
a few electoral system fanatics with nothing better to do with their time even notice
if a country moves from a parallel mixed system to a compensatory one or vice
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versa?' Anecdotal evidence suggests that many practising politicians do, indeed,
frequently react with bored indifference to what they see as trivial technicalities that
can be left to the anoraks in the back room to sort out while they decide the really
important questions. Ordinary citizens, too, might wonder whether the analysis in
this book is really something they need to know. The choices might seem obscure,
the terminology arcane, and the issues at stake unclear.

Needless to say, we believe these questions do matter—otherwise we and the
authors of the following chapters would not have taken the trouble to put this book
together. Moreover, even a little bit of reflection should be enough to convince
anyone that electoral systems can make a difference. Even those who do not feel
they need to understand the distinction between the highest averages and largest
remainders methods of seat allocation realize that there is a big difference between
single-member constituency systems (such as ‘first-past-the-post’) and proportional
representation (PR) systems. That is one choice that very few politicians would be
willing to leave to someone else to decide.

To illustrate this, consider the history of British government since the late 1970s.
Throughout the 1980s, the Conservative Party under Margaret Thatcher enjoyed
huge parliamentary majorities and implemented a series of radical right-wing
changes to economic and social policy. In 1997 and 2001, the Labour Party under
Tony Blair achieved equally large majorities in the House of Commons. Yet, each of
these majority governments was elected on 4143 per cent of the votes. If Britain
had had a PR system then, even if there was no change in the way votes were cast,
the pattern of government formation would have been very different. In 2001, for
example, Labour, having won 41 per cent of the votes, would have had either to
negotiate a coalition with the third-placed Liberal Democrats or to try to form a
minority government on its own. Under either option, Tony Blair would not have
been nearly as free to commit British troops to the war in Iraq in 2003. Individuals
will have their own opinions as to whether this would have been a good thing or a
bad thing—what cannot be disputed is that a different electoral system would have
made a big difference to policy output.

Electoral systems matter in other ways too, as we shall see. They may make a big
difference to the shape of the party system, to the nature of government (coalition or
single-party), to the kind of choices facing voters at elections, to the ability of voters
to hold their representative(s) personally accountable, to the behaviour of parlia-
mentarians, to the degree to which a parliament contains people from all walks of
life and backgrounds, to the extent of democracy and cohesion within political
parties, and, of course, to the quality of government, and hence to the quality of
life of the citizens ruled by that government.

In this book, we are looking at two kinds of issues. First, we are interested in the
‘political science of electoral systems’—this book aims to join the canon of works
that have attempted to explore various relationships between electoral systems on

! Or, as David Farrell (2001: 1) puts it, ‘How many wars were fought over whether the electoral
formula was ‘largest remainder’’ or ‘‘highest average’’?’
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the one hand and the kind of ‘outputs’ that we mentioned in the previous paragraph.
We do not, though, see electoral systems merely as causal agents—we will also be
examining the origins of those systems. Second, the book studies the ‘politics of
electoral systems’. It treats each country’s electoral system as, potentially at least,
constituting a political issue in its own right. We will be asking who supports an
electoral system and who opposes it, who benefits from it and who loses out, and we
will be focusing on the current debate in each country on the question of electoral
reform. This will highlight issues relevant to normative debates about which elect-
oral systems ‘work well” and which ones do not, which ones operate uncontentiously
and which ones are a focus of division in the countries employing them.

Shortly, we will elaborate on these points by outlining the structure of this book.
First, we will present a brief overview of the various ‘families’ of electoral systems.

DIMENSIONS OF ELECTORAL SYSTEMS

‘It is the easiest thing in the world to get inextricably tangled among the complex-
ities of electoral systems’, wrote Eckstein (1963: 249) in the middle of the last
century. To avoid bogging the reader down in a morass of detail at this stage of the
book, we refer readers to Appendix A for a discussion of the mechanics of electoral
systems and an explanation of exactly how they work. Here, we outline some broad
categories into which electoral systems fall. For the purposes of this book, we have
assigned electoral systems to one of five categories, listed in Table 1.1, although in
some cases there is considerable variation within these.

Table 1.1 Categories of electoral system

Broad category Specific types Country examples
Single-member Single-member plurality Chapters 4-9
constituency systems (SMP) Australia, Canada,
Alternative vote (AV) France, India,
Two-round system (2RS) UK, USA
Mixed systems Mixed compensatory Chapters 10-15
Mixed parallel Germany, Hungary,

Italy, Japan, New
Zealand, Russia
Closed-list systems — Chapters 16-18
Israel, South Africa, Spain
Preferential list systems Open list Chapters 19-24
Flexible list Austria, Belgium, Chile,
Denmark, Finland,
Netherlands
PR-STV — Chapter 25
Ireland
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The first category consists of those systems under which all seats are allocated
within single-member constituencies (known in the USA as single-member districts
and hence often abbreviated, even outside the USA, to SMDs). There are many
different ways of allocating a single seat, and we will elaborate on these later in the
chapter and in Appendix A, but since such systems have a lot in common in terms of
their effects, it makes sense to treat them as a single broad category. As Table 1.1
shows, we will be looking in detail at six countries with such systems.

The second broad category is that of ‘mixed’ systems, in which some MPs are
elected by a plurality or majority formula (usually from SMDs) and others are elected
by PR. This type of system is growing in popularity, and six chapters examine the
operation of mixed systems. List systems are based on the idea of parties presenting
lists of candidates within each multimember constituency. They are conventionally
divided into two types: those using closed lists, in which the voter cannot express a
choice for individual candidates on the list, and those based on preferential lists,
where voters can do so. We will be looking in depth at three countries with closed list
systems and at six with preferential list systems. Finally, under PR-STV (proportional
representation by the single transferable vote) voters are able to rank-order all
candidates within each multimember constituency, and the final country chapter
examines the record of this system in Ireland. Before we move on to the country
studies in chapters 4-25, though, we need to outline more fully the main dimensions
on which electoral systems differ, and these are set out in Table 1.2.

District magnitude

The first dimension is district magnitude, the number of seats per constituency. As
we shall see throughout the book, this is not just a useful taxonomic aid but a factor
that makes a big difference to the effects of an electoral system and thus to a
country’s politics. Measuring average district magnitude is straightforward in coun-
tries where all constituencies are of the same size: single-member constituency
systems such as Australia, Canada, France, India, the UK, and the USA, or those
few other countries where all the constituencies are multimember and of uniform
size such as Chile (2) and Malta (5). In a few countries there is only one (national)
constituency, so the number of seats is the district magnitude in the Netherlands
(150), Israel (120), and Slovakia (150).

In some other countries district magnitude varies, but we can easily work out an
average value. For example, in Spain 350 members of parliament (MPs) are returned
from 52 constituencies, so average district magnitude equals 6.7, while in Ireland
there are 42 constituencies and 166 MPs and average district magnitude is 4.0. We
might wonder, though, whether it matters how this mean is arrived at. In Ireland, as it
happens, all constituencies return either three, four, or five MPs—but suppose its
166 MPs were instead returned from 40 two-seat constituencies and 2 forty-three-
seat constituencies? Would this make any difference to the kind of outcomes we
could expect? Simulations conducted by Taagepera and Shugart (1989: 264-6)
suggest that in many ways it would not make a difference, but small parties can
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expect to fare better if there are at least a few really large constituencies. More
detailed study by Monroe and Rose (2002) of the consequences of this ‘magnitude
variation’ concludes that this factor is more important than generally recognized
and, because district magnitude in urban areas is usually larger than in rural areas,
the effect is to disadvantage large parties with a predominantly urban base.
We might also wonder whether the number of constituencies, as well as their
average size, makes a difference. The simple answer is that it does, and this question
is explored more fully in Appendix C.

Things become a bit trickier when there is more than one ‘tier’ of seat allocation,
but since we have not discussed that dimension yet, we will postpone the full
consideration of district magnitude until the end of this section.

Number of votes cast

Since ‘one person one vote’ is a hallmark of a democratic system, why would we
encounter any variation here? The reason is simple: giving people more than one
vote does not violate democratic principles provided everyone still has the same
number of votes. Having just one vote is very much the norm, but in most cases
within the family termed ‘mixed’ systems everyone has two votes. For example,
when voters in Germany or New Zealand go to the polling station on election day
they are confronted with a ballot paper that invites them to cast one vote for a
candidate to represent their local single-member constituency, and another vote for a
party in the contest for seats awarded at the national level (see Figure 10.1 or 14.1).

Ballot structure

Douglas Rae (1971: 17-18) was the first to make a distinction between ballot papers
under which voters must cast a vote for one and only one party, which he termed
‘categorical’ or ‘nominal’, and those under which the voter can rank-order the
parties or candidates, which he called ‘ordinal’. The significance of the distinction
is explained by Rae (1971: 18) in this way: ‘Categorical systems channel each parcel
of electoral strength into the grasp of a single party, while ordinal balloting may
disperse each parcel of electoral strength among a number of competing parties’.
Unfortunately, Rae seemingly did not realize that this ‘clarification’ goes beyond his
initial definition and leaves considerable confusion about how we should classify
ballot structures that allow the voter to ‘divide’ his or her vote between two or more
parties but not to do any rank-ordering.

The first category, at least, is clear enough. It covers ballot papers in most
countries. In these cases, the voter expresses support for the sole candidate of a
party (under single-member plurality), for a party list (Spain, Israel), or for one
candidate (Finland, the Netherlands, and others) or perhaps several candidates
(pre-1994 Italy) on one party’s list.

Rae’s ‘ordinal’ category, as we have said, is a little confused, and does not cover
all the systems in which the ballot structure is not categorical. Rae’s own treatment
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Table 1.2 Dimensions on which electoral systems vary

Dimension of
variation

Value

Examples

District magnitude
(number of seats
per constituency)

How many votes
can a voter cast?

Ballot structure

How much choice
does the voter
have regarding
individual
candidates?

1

More than 1

1

Categorical (also
termed nominal
or integral)

Dividual: can
‘divide’ vote
among different
parties

Ordinal: can rank-
order candidates

No choice of
candidate within
party

Choice of candidate
within party

Choice of candidate
within party and
across party lines

Single-member plurality (Canada,
India, UK, USA)

Alternative vote (Australia)

Two-round system (France)

PR-list systems (Israel, Spain, South
Africa, Austria, Belgium, Chile,
Denmark, Finland, Netherlands)

Mixed systems (Germany, Hungary,
Italy, Japan, New Zealand, Russia)

PR-STV (Ireland)

Mixed systems (Germany, Hungary,
Italy, Japan, New Zealand, Russia)
All other systems

Single-member plurality (Canada,
India, UK, USA)

Two-round system (France)

Virtually all PR-list systems

Mixed systems (Germany, Hungary,
Italy, Japan, New Zealand, Russia)

PR-list with panachage (Luxembourg,
Switzerland)

Alternative vote (Australia)

PR-STV (Ireland)

Single-member constituency systems
(Australia, Canada, France, India,
UK, USA)

Mixed systems (Germany, Hungary,
Italy, Japan, New Zealand, Russia)

Closed-list PR systems (Israel, South
Africa, Spain)

Preferential-list PR systems (Austria,
Belgium, Chile, Denmark, Finland,
Netherlands)

PR-STV (Ireland)

(Continues)
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Table 1.2 (Continued)

Dimension of
variation Value

Examples

How many levels of 1
seat allocation
does electoral
system have?

2 (higher tier and
lower tier)

2 (both allocations
are at same level)
3 (lowest, middle
and highest levels)

Measures to limit Small district
the degree of magnitude (DM)
proportionality

Significant vote
thresholds that
parties need to
cross in order to
get any (or ‘fair’)
representation

Malapportionment

Single-member plurality (Canada,
India, UK, USA)

Alternative vote (Australia)

Two-round system (France)

Some PR-list systems (Belgium, Chile,
Finland, Israel, Netherlands, Spain)

PR-STV (Ireland)

Compensatory mixed systems, also
termed corrective or MMP
(Germany, Italy—partially
compensatory, New Zealand)

Some PR-list systems (Denmark, South
Africa)

Parallel mixed systems, also termed
MMM (Japan, Russia)

Some mixed systems (Hungary—
partially compensatory)

Some PR-list systems (Austria)

DM = 1 (Australia, Canada, France,
India, UK, USA)

DM = 2 (Chile), average 4 (Ireland)
DM is in effect small in mixed systems
when list seat allocation is separate
from single-member seat outcomes

(Japan, Russia)
Germany, Hungary, New Zealand,
Russia

USA (Senate), Chile, Spain, Canada,
France, India

Source: Chapters 4-25 of this book. The classification scheme draws in particular on the ideas and
discussions of Blais and Massicotte (2002); Cox (1997: 37-68); Farrell (2001: 4—10); Lijphart (1994:

10-56); Taagepera and Shugart (1989: 19-37).

of such systems does not clear up the confusion, and Lijphart (1994: 119) has already
called attention to Rae’s ‘errors of classification’ here. Rae (1971: 42—4) describes
the German two-vote system as categorical (even though voters can cast their two
votes for different parties, thus ‘dividing’ their vote, in his terms). Logically, then, we
might expect him to deal similarly with those PR systems under which voters are
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provided with the facility termed panachage, under which they have a number of
preference votes at their disposal and can distribute these among candidates on more
than one party’s list. This is used in Luxembourg and Switzerland (countries not
covered in this book). Inconsistently, though, Rae describes these as ordinal sys-
tems, even though the voter cannot rank the options.

In reality, Rae’s classification would have been more useful with three categories,
allowing us to distinguish systems permitting rank-ordering from those permitting
simple vote-splitting. We term the latter ‘dividual’, since they enable votes to be
‘divided’ among more than one party.” This category includes mixed systems in
which voters may, if they wish, cast their constituency vote for a candidate of one
party and their list vote for a different party, an option exercised by many voters in
New Zealand and by rather fewer in Germany. In a two-round system, voters may
switch from one party at the first round to a different one at the second—though
since voters cannot split their vote in any one round, and only one of their votes
can contribute towards the election of a candidate, this is probably better classified
as categorical. PR-list systems with the option of panachage belong in the
dividual category.

Ordinal voting, correctly defined, permits voters to rank-order the candidates on
the ballot paper. This is a central feature of both the alternative vote and PR-STV. In
each case, voters are faced with a list of all candidates in the constituency and may
rank all of them (or, at least, as many as they wish, depending on the specific
electoral laws) in order of their choice.

Choice of candidate within parties

The structure of the ballot will also make clear whether voters have any power to
choose among the candidates of their party. This facility is self-evidently unavail-
able under single-member constituency systems, when parties do not offer more than
one candidate in the first place.’

PR-list systems differ on this dimension. Some, broadly termed preferential-list
systems, enable the voter to indicate a preference for one candidate (or sometimes
several candidates) on their party’s list, and these preference votes then play arole in
determining which candidates fill the seats that the party receives. Some preferen-
tial-list systems are more open than others, and in Chapter 2, where this dimension is
explored fully (see pp. 41-4), a distinction is drawn between fully open lists, where
the voters alone determine which candidates receive the seats, and flexible lists,
where the party’s initial ordering of the candidates determines the outcome unless
sufficient numbers of voters combine to overturn this. How much of a role the
preference votes play therefore varies from case to case. In some countries, under

2 ‘Dividual’ is defined by the Oxford English Dictionary as meaning ‘capable of being divided into
parts, divisible, divided into parts, fragmentary, divided or distributed among a number’.

3 As s0 often, an exception can be found even to this apparently solid generalization: in Japan the LDP
in safe seats sometimes allows two candidates to run and then admits the victor to its parliamentary party,
treating the election in effect as a primary (see Chapter 13, p. 283 below).
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fully open lists, they completely determine it (if the party wins three seats, for
example, the seats go to the three candidates with the highest numbers of preference
votes). In others, using flexible lists, the impact of preference votes is muffled by the
details of the rules. Chile and Finland epitomize the former approach, Belgium and
the Netherlands the latter. The sweeping generalization of Sartori (1997: 17-18),
based on Italian experience, according to whom party ‘machine bosses’ can mani-
pulate preference voting to ensure that they and their favoured candidates are elected
no matter how apparently ‘open’ the lists are, does not stand up to empirical scrutiny
as a broad proposition.

Other PR list systems, in contrast, employ ‘closed lists’, in which the voter can
choose among parties but not among candidates within parties, and the order of
candidates’ names that is decided by the party determines which of them receive its
seats. As it happens, in most of the mixed systems used to elect national parliaments
(and in all of those covered in this book) the list element employs closed lists, though
this is not an essential feature of mixed systems and in principle the lists could be
open, as they are in Lithuania. It is possible to see two different concepts of
representation underlying the choice to be made between preferential list and closed
list systems, a distinction that emerged when the question of which variant to adopt
was discussed in Sweden in the 1990s. According to one concept, the purpose of
elections is to enable the direct representation of the people, and consequently
preferential list systems, allowing the people to choose their own representatives,
are more appropriate. According to the other, representation takes place through the
political parties and the purpose of elections is to enable the parties to secure their
proper share of representation; consequently, closed lists are more appropriate than
open ones because the parties’ candidate selectors are better judges than the voters of
who is best able to realize the ideas and goals of the parties (Petersson et al. 1999:
117-23). In ‘principal-agent’ terms, MPs are the agents; closed list systems seem to
assume that parties are the sole principals, while open list systems assume that MPs
have two principals, parties and voters.

Finally, PR-STV gives voters a choice not only among their party’s candidates but
also across party lines; voters are not constrained by party lines when deciding how
to rank-order the names of all the candidates on the ballot paper.

Levels of seat allocation

Most of the dimensions that we have looked at so far are fairly straightforward, but,
all too often, it is when we get on to levels of seat allocation that those not
instinctively enthused by the subject of electoral systems find their eyes glazing
over. This is a pity because, even though the details of specific systems can be
complicated to master, the basic principles are easy enough to grasp.

In many countries there is only one level of seat allocation. In other words, each
voter casts a vote in a constituency; seats in that constituency are awarded, in
accordance with the rules, to parties (and candidates); and each party’s national
total of seats is simply the sum of the seats it won in each of the constituencies. There
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is, by definition, only one level of seat allocation in single-member constituency
systems such as Australia, Canada, France, India, the UK, and the USA. There is
also just one level in about half of the PR systems that we cover in detail in this book
(see Table 1.2).

Why, then, complicate matters by having more than one level or ‘tier’ of seat
allocation? There are various reasons for doing this, perhaps the most common of
which is that it gets round the problem caused by one of the most robust findings in
electoral systems research, namely that the smaller the average district magnitude,
the greater the disproportionality. This relationship is unfortunate because it points
to a trade-off between two desirable properties of electoral systems, namely ensur-
ing a close correspondence between the overall levels of electoral support and seats
in parliament for parties, and providing a local constituency representative for
voters. With just one tier, the two poles are a single-member constituency system,
which scores well on the local representation dimension but poorly on proportion-
ality, and a PR system with just one constituency covering the whole country (as in
Israel and the Netherlands), which gives excellent proportionality but no direct
representation for localities. With only one level of seat allocation, we are forced
to sacrifice a bit of one desirable property in order to get more of the other.

Having more than one level means that we might be able to have our cake and eat
it. Archetypal mixed systems, such as that in Germany, illustrate this point. Here,
half of the MPs are elected from single-member constituencies, while the other half
are elected from party lists. The list seats are awarded to parties in such a way as to
ensure that the total number of seats received by each party is proportional to its
share of the list votes.* Hence, the system delivers a high degree of overall propor-
tionality, while at the same time each voter has a local constituency MP. Mixed
systems have thus been described as ‘the best of both worlds’ (Shugart and Watten-
berg 2003¢: 595). While the details differ greatly, the same kind of thinking, i.e.
supplying both proportionality and local representation, underlies the choice of a
two-tiered or even three-tiered seat allocation in some other countries too: those
using mixed systems, such as New Zealand, and single-vote systems such as Austria
and Denmark.

Of course, in the real world, there are also less noble reasons to have higher tiers.
Sometimes these tiers mainly have the effect of giving additional benefit to the
larger parties, as in the ‘reinforced PR’ used in Cyprus and Greece in the past,
because of the high threshold a party needed to pass in order to qualify for any of
these seats. In Hungary, the existence of three tiers is not, as those confronted by the
system might initially suppose, designed to confuse and to ensure that only a handful
of initiates really understand what is going on but, as explained in Chapter 11,
reflects the outcome of bargaining at the time of the transition to democracy in the
late 1980s coupled with a degree of inertia.

4 This is a somewhat simplified account of the German system, omitting details such as the threshold
and Uberhangmandate, which are explained fully in Chapter 10.
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In the above cases (other than Cyprus and Greece) the higher tier is convention-
ally® termed compensatory or corrective, because the seats awarded at the higher
tier(s) are used to compensate the parties that were underrepresented at the lower
level and to correct disproportionalities that arose there (Shugart 2000). In Germany,
for example, the smaller parties such as the Greens and the FDP win few, if any, of
the single-member seats and so they are brought up to their ‘fair’ overall share by
being given the appropriate number of list seats. In other cases, though, the two
‘tiers’ are parallel; really, each is on the same level and neither can be seen as higher
or lower. In Japan and Russia, for example, voters have two votes just as in
Germany, but the list seats are awarded in proportion to the list votes only, without
any regard for the seats that the parties won in the single-member section of the
election, so large parties retain the seat bonus that they usually achieve in the
SMD component. Hungary and Italy are somewhere between the two, having
elements of parallel allocation but also providing for a degree of compensation, so
they can be seen as partly compensatory. In the terms of Shugart and Wattenberg
(2003b: 14—15; see Chapters 11 and 12 for details), they provide for ‘vote linkage’
rather than ‘seat linkage’ between the PR and SMD components, in that parties’ list
vote totals are in effect reduced for each SMD seat that they win. In parallel mixed
systems, the over-representation of the large parties in the single-member seats is
only partially ‘corrected’ by the list seats and proportionality is not particularly high.

Limitations on proportionality

Proportionality is generally regarded as a ‘good thing’—in moderation. Few elect-
oral systems go for broke on the proportionality dimension; most have, in practice,
some way of limiting it.

The most explicit entry barrier is the use of thresholds. Virtually every PR system
employs some kind of threshold that prevents the smallest parties getting their ‘fair’
share of the seats. In Germany, for example, the only parties that qualify for any list
seats are those that either win 5 per cent of the list votes, or win three single-member
constituencies. In Russia, there is a threshold that has an initial value of 5 per cent (to
be increased in future to 7 per cent) but can be adjusted downwards if this figure
debars parties representing too many voters—a rare example of a floating threshold
(see Chapter 15). In a number of other postcommunist countries (Czech Republic,
Latvia, Poland, Slovakia) parties receive no seats at all unless they win 5 per cent of
the national votes (Rose and Munro 2003). This discrimination against small parties
and their supporters is usually justified in terms of preventing excessive fragmenta-
tion and thereby making it easier to form stable governments, a particular concern in
postcommunist countries given their usually weakly structured party systems.

Non-PR systems generally do not have rules specifying a threshold, mainly
because they do not need to. As has often been pointed out in the electoral systems

5 This is something of an overstatement given the terminological profusion in the field.
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literature, in practice there is always an ‘effective threshold’ that makes it next to
impossible for parties below a certain size to win a seat. This effective threshold is
determined above all by the district magnitude, with the seat allocation formula also
playing a part. While we cannot specify a formula that will tell us the effective
threshold in all circumstances, Lijphart (1997: 74) and Taagepera (1998: 394)
concur that it can best be estimated by the formula (75/(m+-1)), where m refers to
the district magnitude. In other words, in a constituency with 10 seats, for example,
the effective threshold equals 75/(1041), i.e. 75/11 or 6.8—meaning that a party
with fewer than 6.8 per cent of the votes in such a constituency is unlikely to win a
seat.® Hence, if there is a formal threshold that is fixed at a level lower than 6.8 per
cent then it is likely to prove superfluous, while if it is higher than 6.8 per cent it may
well prove meaningful. In a two-seat constituency the effective threshold is 75/3, i.e.
25 per cent, meaning that only parties above this level of strength have a realistic
chance of gaining representation. Thus the effective threshold imposed by small
district magnitude is usually even more deadly to small parties than a legal threshold
in a PR system. In single-member constituency systems, certainly, proportionality is
already low enough to satisfy even its harshest critics, so there is no need for formal
thresholds. Proportionality increases as district magnitude increases (when a PR
formula is being used, that is), but even when district magnitude is in the 2—4 range
we can expect a significant deviation from complete proportionality.

Another way of building in a limit to proportionality is through malapportion-
ment: awarding some areas of a country more seats in relation to population than
others (Katz 1998).7 This is not an important factor in most of the countries
mentioned in this book, but it is in some. Both Chile and Spain feature in the ‘top
twenty’ most malapportioned lower houses of parliaments, with Canada, France,
and India not very far behind, and malapportionment in the US Senate is over twice
as high as in Chile’s Chamber of Deputies (Samuels and Snyder 2001: 660-2).
Malapportionment might be effected by the party in power for blatantly partisan
reasons—obviously, it would then give more seats to the areas where it is
strongest—but that is not always why it occurs. Small, peripheral, predominantly
rural regions of a country where population density is lowest and contact between
voters and MPs may be relatively difficult to bring about are the areas most likely to
receive generous representation—although, of course, this usually has political
consequences, with parties of the left typically losing out since they are weak in
such regions. The constitution or laws in many countries place some constraints on
how far the ratio of representation in each constituency can deviate from the national

S Tt should be emphasized that this relationship applies only within an individual constituency. It does
not purport to tell us the effective national threshold in a country whose parliament is elected from a large
number of ten-seat constituencies. It is also worth noting that just as the effective threshold can be
computed from a known district magnitude, so an effective magnitude can be computed from a known
threshold. See Appendix C for a fuller discussion.

7 Arelated concept—in that both result in some parties paying a higher ‘price’ in terms of votes per seat
than others—is gerrymandering (see Glossary).
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average figure but, even so, the range of variation within a country is often surprising
(see also Grofman and Lijphart 2002).

District magnitude revisited

As we noted earlier, it is easy to calculate average district magnitude in single-tier
systems but more complicated when there are two or more tiers. For example, of the
598 MPs in Germany, 299 are elected in single-member constituencies, while the
other 299 are returned from lists. The list seats are awarded in such a way as to
ensure that the tofal number of seats (not the list seats) received by each party is
proportional to the share of the list votes it received. So, should we regard district
magnitude in Germany as being 1.99 (598 divided by 300, i.e. the 299 single-
member constituencies plus the one national constituency), or as being 598 (on the
ground that all 598 seats are shared out in a single allocation among the parties in
proportion to their votes)? Or should we settle on a plausible-looking value some-
where in between?

Rae (1971: 20-1) adopts the first of these approaches, but, perhaps inevitably for a
pioneering study, his work contained flaws that subsequent researchers were able to
identify. Lijphart (1990: 486) observes that in many instances, his method produces
a result that is simply logically impossible, being even smaller than the lower-tier
district magnitude. The correct calculation of district magnitude in two-tiered
systems (and, by extension, systems with more than two tiers) depends on which
tier is decisive in determining seat allocations, and this depends on the specific rules
in each case. A key factor is the relative number of seats awarded at the two levels.
In a compensatory or corrective two-tiered system, the question is whether the
number of higher-tier seats is sufficient to ‘correct’ the disproportionalities arising
at the lower level. As Taagepera and Shugart (1989: 129) put it:

The magnitude of the basic district becomes irrelevant to the final votes-to-seats conversion,
if sufficient numbers of remainder seats or compensatory seats are allocated at a second stage,
so that they compensate for district-level deviation from PR.

In Germany, the 50 per cent of seats returned from lists have proved enough to
correct these deviations, so if there were no legal thresholds restricting access to the
share-out of these seats, we should treat Germany as having a district magnitude of
598. If, on the other hand, Germany had 588 single-member constituencies and just
ten higher-tier seats, it is obvious that the district magnitude would in effect be very
little different from 1.

How many higher-tier seats, then, do there need to be to overcome the dispro-
portionalities arising at the lower level? Clearly, this depends on how much dis-
proportionality was generated at the lower level, and that in turn depends heavily on
average district magnitude (Taagepera and Shugart 1989: 131; Shugart and Watten-
berg 2003b: 19-22). Whether it is possible to frame a precise relationship between
the two is a question for future research. The aim would be to find the function of M
(district magnitude at the lower tier) that generates an equation telling us what
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proportion of seats need to be reserved for the higher tier if we are to reduce
disproportionality to the bare minimum—an equation that would have the form:

HTS 1
TS (M)

where HTS is the number of higher-tier seats and TS the total number of seats. For
example, the equation

HTS 1

TS M+1
would mean that when single-member constituencies are employed at the lower tier,
half the total number of seats need to be allocated at the higher tier, while if the
average district magnitude at the lower tier is 9, then only 10 per cent of seats need to
be reserved for the higher tier. A refined version could start with an agreed
‘acceptable level’ of disproportionality and a predetermined average district mag-
nitude at the lower tier, to establish how many higher-tier seats need to be provided
to ensure that disproportionality is unlikely to exceed the set limit.

Preliminary investigation suggests that the number of higher-tier seats needed is
probably lower than would be produced by the formula above. The biggest com-
ponent in the total amount of disproportionality is usually generated by the over-
representation of the largest party, so in practice the seats-to-votes ratio of the largest
party is a key variable.® Even under SMP systems, this is rarely significantly in
excess of 3:2 (the approximate ratio seen in the example that we analyse in
Appendix C, where in the SMD component of the 1998 German election the
SPD won 65 per cent of the seats for 44 per cent of the votes). Hence, higher-
tier seats would need to amount only to a third of the total number in order to
ensure something close to full proportionality even when the lower-tier seats
are filled in SMDs, since the largest party’s SMD seats would now amount to
something very close to its ‘fair’ share of the total number of seats. This suggests
that the equation

HTS 1
TS  2M +1

8 To be precise, the important variable in achieving full proportionality is technically the highest seats-
to-votes ratio achieved by any party. Of course, this might not be the largest party; a party with 0.6 per cent
of the votes might win 1.2 per cent of the seats and thus achieve a ratio of 2, which would require there to
be as many higher-tier seats as lower-tier seats, with this party receiving no higher-tier seats, to bring its
lower-tier seats down to 0.6 per cent of the total seats. However, a small party can be left with a high seats-
to-votes ratio without doing much damage to overall proportionality (because it has only a seat or two
more than its entitlement) whereas a large party, even if its seats-to-votes ratio is ‘only’ 3:2, is likely to
have tens or hundreds of seats more than its ‘fair’ share. Hence, in practical terms, the seats-to-votes ratio
of the largest party is usually what matters.



Introduction to Electoral Systems 17

might produce a reasonable estimate of the number of higher-tier seats needed to
achieve near-complete proportionality in a compensatory mixed system.

Even in the absence (for the time being) of a more precise formula, it seems safe
to say that in nearly all the countries covered in this book, district magnitude is
determined by the higher tier. In New Zealand, as in Germany, there are enough
higher-tier seats to ensure that (again leaving aside thresholds) the district magnitude
is in effect equivalent to the number of seats in parliament. In Denmark, although the
number of higher-tier seats is smaller (40 out of a total of 175), the lower tier itself
does not generate much disproportionality (135 MPs elected in 17 constituencies,
each with an average district magnitude of 7.9), so the 40 higher-tier seats are quite
sufficient to ensure that the overall results are highly proportional. The exception is
Italy, where only a quarter of the 630 seats are available at the higher tier, the rest
being awarded by plurality in single-member constituencies—moreover, the higher-
tier seats are only partially compensatory rather than fully compensatory, as we
noted earlier.

We should mention two further aspects of two-tier seat allocations. The first is
that, as Lijphart (1994: 32) points out, higher-tier seats may be either adjustment
seats or remainder-transfer systems. Those discussed above (Germany, New Zea-
land, Denmark) are adjustment seat cases in that the number of higher-tier seats is
fixed and preset. In remainder-transfer systems, in contrast, all seats are in theory
available to be awarded at the lowest tier, but in practice this never happens.
Usually, in the lower-tier constituencies, each party receives a seat for each
‘quota’ of votes it wins, and any remaining votes the parties win over and above
their full quotas, along with any seats not awarded, are transferred to the higher tier.
What happens at the higher tier depends on the precise rules in a particular country.
In Austria, for example, seats are awarded in such a way as to make the outcome
proportional in terms of the fotal number of votes (not just the higher tier, or
remainder, votes) won by each party, and so district magnitude, again leaving
aside the thresholds in operation, is in effect the number of seats in parliament: 183.°

The second aspect concerns parallel mixed systems where, as we have said, the
two components of the election—the single-member constituency section and the
list section—are on the same level rather than constituting different tiers. In Japan,
for example, 300 MPs are elected from single-member constituencies and the other
180 from 11 multimember constituencies. In analytic terms it makes perfect sense to
treat this as if the country were divided into two, with single-member constituencies
used in one part and a PR-list system in the other. Here, then, it is valid for once to
employ Rae’s approach and to calculate district magnitude simply by dividing the
total number of seats (480) by the total number of constituencies (311), giving a
district magnitude of 1.5. Likewise, in Russia, the average district magnitude in the
2003 election equalled the number of seats (450) divided by the number of con-
stituencies (226), i.e. 2.0.

® For a detailed account see Chapter 19 on Austria. Another example is South Africa, for which see
Chapter 17.
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THE STRUCTURE OF THE BOOK

In order systematically to explore the questions outlined in the first section of this
chapter, we have gathered together a large team of collaborators (thirty-one in all)
with expertise in the field of electoral systems, in one country or in many. The plan
of this book is straightforward. The core of the book is devoted to twenty-two
country studies in Chapters 4—25. Table 1.3 indicates where the electoral system
of each of these countries can be placed on the four most important of the dimen-
sions that we have just discussed (Table 26.1 presents a more detailed summary of
each country’s electoral system). The country chapters are grouped according to the
broad category into which their electoral systems can be placed.

In Chapters 4-9, contributors explore the dynamics of electoral systems in six
countries employing single-member constituencies to elect all their MPs. Four of
these use the simplest method of all of electing MPs, single-member plurality
(commonly, if misleadingly, termed ‘first-past-the-post’): Canada, India, the UK,
and the USA. Australia uses the alternative vote, while in France, deputies are
elected by the two-round system.

Chapters 10-15 focus on what are usually termed ‘mixed’ systems, under which
some MPs are elected in single-member constituencies while others are returned
from party lists. Of the six countries in this section, only Germany had such a system
in 1989, indicating that systems in this mould hold attraction for those setting the
rules in democratizing countries such as Hungary and Russia and for reformers in
established democratic regimes such as Italy, Japan, and New Zealand. As the
chapters make clear, even though these systems all look pretty similar at a superficial
glance, some of the differences in the rules can make a really big difference to the
outcomes.

The next nine chapters deal with countries employing some kind of list system to
elect all their MPs. In the first three (Israel, South Africa, and Spain, covered in
Chapters 16—18), voters merely cast their vote for a party list and have absolutely no
say in which individual candidates get elected; the votes determine how many seats
each party has, but which individuals get to fill those seats is a matter that is decided
entirely by the political parties themselves. In the other six list system countries
(Chapters 19-24), voters have some kind of choice as to which individual candidate
they wish to see elected, because they can cast a vote for a specific candidate as well
as (or instead of) just indicating which party they are voting for. The impact of these
preference votes for individual candidates varies dramatically. Preference votes
count for a lot in Chile, Denmark, and Finland, for somewhat less in Belgium, and
for relatively little in Austria and the Netherlands.

The last of the country studies (Chapter 25) concerns Ireland, whose electoral
system, PR-STV, cannot readily be placed in any of the above categories, although it
might be seen as sharing more of the characteristics of open list systems than of any
other type of system.
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Table 1.3 Main features of electoral systems in 22 countries

Average Levels Choice of
district Ballot of seat candidates

Country magnitude  structure allocation  within party
Single-member constituency systems

Australia 1 Ordinal 1 None

Canada 1 Categorical 1 None

France 1 Categorical 1 None

India 1 Categorical 1 None

UK 1 Categorical 1 None

USA 1 Categorical 1 None at election stage; choice

provided by primaries

Mixed systems

Germany 598 Dividual 2 None

Hungary 2.2 Dividual 3 None

Italy 1.3 Dividual 2 None

Japan 1.5 Dividual 2 None

New Zealand 120 Dividual 2 None

Russia 2.0 Dividual 2 None
Closed-list systems

Israel 120 Categorical 1 None

South Africa 400 Categorical 2 None

Spain 6.7 Categorical 1 None
Preferential list systems

Austria 183 Categorical 3 Within party

Belgium 13.6 Categorical 1 Within party

Chile 2 Categorical 1 Within party

Denmark 175 Categorical 2 Within party

Finland 13.3 Categorical 1 Within party

Netherlands 150 Categorical 1 Within party
PR-STV

Ireland 4.0 Ordinal 1 Within and across parties

Note: The figures for average district magnitude here do not take any account of the legal thresholds that
might be imposed, and are not necessarily the same as the ‘effective magnitude’, for which see discussion

in Chapter 26 and Appendix C.

In Hungary and Italy the complex (partially compensatory) linkage between the two tiers makes it
difficult to establish a precise average district magnitude. The figures given in the table are based on the
simplifying assumption that both systems are parallel, i.e. have no linkages between the tiers.
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The structure of the country chapters

Each of these twenty-two country chapters follows a common structure, with five
main sections:

Background to the country’s political system
Origins of the current electoral system

The electoral system as it stands today
Political consequences of the electoral system
* Impact on the party system

¢ Impact on the parties themselves

e Impact on parliament

* Impact on government

5. The politics of electoral reform

b

First, there is a brief overview of the country’s political and party systems. Second,
there is an explanation of the origins of the current electoral system, of which actors
chose it, and why. Third, each chapter explains fully how the electoral system works.
It does this not just in general terms but in sufficient detail, we hope, that no reader
will feel the need to turn to other sources to find out exactly how the system functions.
The chapters take this approach not to provide thoroughness for its own sake, but
because it has occurred to us, as students of electoral systems, that it can be surpris-
ingly difficult to obtain a complete picture of many PR systems in particular, and that
as a result different comparative studies sometimes have rather different ideas of how
exactly a given system operates. The country chapters, then, explain the options
facing each voter when they cast a ballot, and exactly how votes are converted into
seats: not just how it is determined how many seats each party wins, but also which
individual candidates get to occupy those seats. These chapters might be read in
conjunction with the Glossary and Appendix A. The former defines a number of terms
that recur throughout the book, and the latter explains in detail many of the mechanics
of the main electoral systems, in order to avoid repetition between chapters.

Each of the country chapters then explores the consequences of the electoral
system.'® It looks at the impact on the party system. There is a lot of research to
suggest that the shape of a party system will be strongly affected—though of course
not absolutely determined—by the electoral system. Party systems vary a lot, with
some countries having something close to a two-party system (USA, Malta, UK in
the past), others having a dominant party faced with several smaller rivals (Canada,
India, Ireland), and others again having several or many parties that either compete
full-bloodedly with each other (Belgium, Denmark) or usually group into two
large alliances (Chile, Germany, Italy, Japan). Some electoral systems give
parties an incentive to build alliances or even to merge, while others facilitate the

10" Conventionally, the introductory chapter to a book such as this might be expected to review the
existing literature on these points. In this case, to the considerable gratitude of the editors, that task is
executed with great expertise by Matthew Sgberg Shugart in Chapter 2.
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splitting of existing parties or the formation of new ones. Two central features of
party systems are readily open to quantitative analysis. One of these is dispropor-
tionality, that is the disparity between the distributions of votes and seats, which we
measure throughout the book by the least squares index (explained in Appendix B).
The other is fragmentation, for which we also use a standard indicator, namely the
‘effective number of parties’ measure (see Appendix B).

The electoral system might also have an impact on the internal life of the parties
themselves. Aspects of the electoral system might generate intraparty conflict, or
might enhance the power of specific actors within the party (such as the leader, MPs,
or ordinary members). They might make for greater or lesser cohesion within
parties, affecting those parties’ ability to offer voters clear policy options. The
candidate selection process, often seen as the key battleground within parties
(Hazan 2002; Marsh 2000), is the most obvious place to look for evidence of this.

Another area of potential electoral system effect is on parliament. Quite apart
from the allocation of seats, an electoral system might well make a difference to the
backgrounds of MPs. It is often argued that PR systems lead to a parliament that is
more representative in the microcosmic sense of the voters than non-PR systems,
and the easiest aspect of this to measure is the proportion of women among MPs.
Beyond this, electoral systems may affect the behaviour of MPs. Those that offer the
voters a choice among candidates of the same party may engender constituency-
oriented behaviour among MPs keen on cultivating a ‘personal vote’ (Carey and
Shugart 1995); the same has been said about single-member constituency systems.
Closed-list systems seem to give MPs an incentive to respond only to the demands of
those who determine the list order, and this usually means being very loyal to the
party line in parliament. Yet, it may be that the behaviour of MPs is decided more by
other factors, such as voter demands and MPs’ role expectations, than by the
electoral system. Additionally, the electoral system may be responsible for a rela-
tively high or low rate of turnover among MPs.

If electoral systems affect the shape of a country’s party system, then, almost by
definition, they will affect the process of government formation. In some countries a
coalition government is nearly inevitable, while in others it is virtually unknown. At
some elections voters have a good idea what kind of government their vote is
making (marginally) more likely; at others, voters know only that their vote is
helping a particular party, with little idea of whether that party might end up in
government and, if it does, of who its coalition partners might be. This phenomenon,
known as ‘identifiability’ (Powell 2000: 71-6), is likely to vary according to the
electoral system.

The final substantive section of each chapter looks at the prospects for electoral
reform. In some countries, the electoral system itself is a major political issue. The
chapters address the question of how the main political actors view the electoral
system. Who wants it changed, and why—and, conversely, who opposes change and
why? In cases where there has recently been a significant change in the electoral
rules, the chapter assesses the impact of these in the light of the hopes and
expectations that motivated the reform.
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Chapter 26 (Conclusion) reviews the patterns revealed by the evidence and
discusses some of the normative issues underlying the question of electoral system
choice. Before we reach that point, and indeed before the twenty-two country
studies, there are two chapters in which contributors survey broad and important
questions in the field of electoral systems research. In Chapter 3, Richard S. Katz
looks specifically at the topic of electoral reform, asking why it sometimes takes
place and, just as importantly, why it so often does not. Before that, in Chapter 2,
Matthew Sgberg Shugart reviews the extensive literature on electoral systems,
assessing the most important findings, indicating the areas where existing research
has made the greatest advances, and identifying those areas where future research is
likely to prove most valuable.
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Comparative Electoral Systems Research:
The Maturation of a Field and New
Challenges Ahead

Matthew Soberg Shugart*

In 1985, when Arend Lijphart undertook a survey of the literature, he concluded that
the field of comparative electoral systems was underdeveloped. Now, I believe we
can speak of a mature field. This maturity is reflected in the publication of several
important books and the rapid increase in the number of journal articles published on
the general topic of electoral systems. We have seen the rise to prominence of
specialized journals that focus on elections, parties, or democracy more generally,
and each of these has become a prominent venue for the publication of articles on
electoral systems—examples include Electoral Studies, which began publication in
1982, Representation (1995),1 and the somewhat more general Journal of Democ-
racy (1990) and Party Politics (1995)—as well as the increasing presence of the
field in the major mainstream journals of the discipline. In this chapter I shall review
several strands of the literature, focusing mostly on the period after about 1990, and
identify what I take to be both the major accomplishments of the field, as well as
some areas in which its development is still lagging.

If we look back to the early years of the field of comparative electoral systems, we
find that the earliest works were largely either descriptive or advocacy pieces. One
example of a descriptive work is Seymour’s How the World Votes (1918), which is a
magisterial two-volume cataloguing of electoral systems then in existence, but
which offers little in the way of generalizations about effects of different rules. In
the category of advocacy works, several stand out. In 1859, Hare presented a
proposal for a new electoral system for Great Britain and Ireland. Mill (1861), in

* T thank the editors of this volume and David Farrell for comments, Bernie Grofman, Arend Lijphart,
and Rein Taagepera for always being so generous with advice on how to approach the topic of electoral
systems, and Melody Ellis Valdini for research assistance. None of the above are responsible for any
remaining errors or omissions.

' Representation previously existed in the form of an in-house newsletter for the Electoral Reform
Society. The year 1995 marks its transition into a journal with an academic editorial board and a process of
peer review.
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his Considerations on Representative Government, promoted Hare’s idea, which
was essentially what we now know as the single transferable vote (STV), and which
Ireland has used since its independence in 1922 (see Chapter 25). Mill argued
against the idea of representation based solely on geography—as in plurality rule,
particularly in single-seat districts, which is still the electoral system used today in
Great Britain, as well as in Canada, India, the USA, and many other countries with
British heritage (see also Chapters 5-9). Mill promoted the idea of representation
based on voters’ viewpoints on the issues of the day, that is, he provided an early
rationale for proportional representation (PR), which would be adopted by a large
number of countries in Europe over the subsequent decades. Interestingly, while
Mill and other authors who advocated PR almost uniformly have favoured STV, it is
party list PR that is by far the dominant form of PR in the world.

Mill’s work was the spur for the ‘first generation’ of comparative electoral system
research that includes Hoag and Hallett (1926), entitled Proportional Representa-
tion. Hoag and Hallett’s book is a work of advocacy in that it makes the case that the
‘worst’ form of PR (list PR) is superior to the ‘best’ form of majority voting (held to
be the alternative vote, which uses transferable votes like STV, but in pursuit of a
single majority winner; see Chapter 4). The book is particularly interesting today for
the way in which it traces the early history of electoral reform movements in a wide
range of countries and in how it captures the almost missionary zeal of the reformers.
Like Hoag and Hallett, Lakeman and Lambert (1955), in Voting in Democracies,
explicitly favour STV. Lakeman and Lambert additionally offered a rejoinder to the
view, commonly held at the time, that PR had been a contributing factor in the
breakdown of democracy in Europe before the Second World War. The best known
of the works to which Lakeman and Lambert were responding was Hermens (1941),
Democracy or Anarchy? Hermens made the claim that PR leads to anarchy by
causing a proliferation of parties. His principal case was the Weimar Republic of
inter-war Germany, where, Hermens argued, PR (in a particularly ‘pure’ form) had
propelled the rise of Adolf Hitler. He explicitly favoured the two-party system and
stable one-party governments of the British single-seat district system.

The works just reviewed form the foundation upon which the field would later be
built. That foundation consisted of both theoretical and empirical contributions. The
theoretical contribution was in positing that there were systematic relations between
electoral systems and political outcomes. The principal empirical contributions lay
in advancing their arguments through case studies of real-world political develop-
ments. Although I cannot speak for other scholars in this field, I certainly suspect
that many can tell a personal story similar to my own, which was a self-conscious
entry into the field through observation of, and often misgivings about, the way
electoral systems have worked in my own country and elsewhere. In this regard,
of course, we share a lineage with Hermens and Lakeman and Lambert. More
explicitly sharing this lineage are scholars who continue to produce works of
advocacy while maintaining high standards of theoretical and empirical preci-
sion—a non-exhaustive list would include several recent books promoting electoral
reform in the USA: Amy (2002), Barber (2000), Bowler et al. (2003).
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If observations of, and concern about, outcomes in the ‘real world’ still propel
many of us to study electoral systems, the more exacting scientific standards of
contemporary research on comparative electoral systems of course largely reflects
developments in political science as a whole. However, having said that, it still
seems reasonable to credit the field of electoral systems research as having been one
of the pioneers within political science—or at least within comparative politics—of
the application of quantitative methods and the development of theoretical general-
izations.

It is also probably not a stretch to claim credit for our field as being one of the
portions of comparative politics that has been most consumed by real-world prac-
titioners. Numerous scholars in the field have consulted with governments seeking
advice on establishing competitive elections or reforming existing electoral rules,
and some publications have reflected this nexus between the theoretical and the
practical. Reynolds and Reilly’s handbook (1997), The International IDEA Hand-
book of Electoral System Design, is the best example of this nexus. It is a truly
remarkable and wide-ranging compilation of essays on different electoral systems,
written primarily with the goal of bringing current scholarly knowledge to practi-
tioners in newly democratizing states. While the IDEA Handbook probably goes
farthest towards synthesizing the academic and the practical, Norris’s book (2004),
Electoral Engineering; my co-edited volume, Mixed-Member Electoral Systems
(Shugart and Wattenberg 2001a), Colomer’s Handbook of Electoral System Choice
(2004), as well as the present volume, all explicitly address the political process
attendant in selecting and reforming electoral systems.

While the field is thus beginning to take greater note of the origins, or ‘engineer-
ing’ side, of the study of electoral systems, I shall focus the bulk of this review on
those studies that have furthered our knowledge of the consequences of electoral
systems, and established generalizations about those consequences. Of course, by
far the most famous generalization in electoral studies (and perhaps in all political
science) is Duverger’s law, which originated with the statement of Duverger (1954)
that the single-ballot, single-member district system led to a two-party system,
which Duverger said came closest of all his statements in the book Political Parties
to being a ‘true sociological law’.

The question raised by Duverger’s Law—what is the relation between the elect-
oral system and the number of parties?—Ilends itself extraordinarily well to quanti-
tative analysis. In general, electoral systems research would lend itself to
quantification more readily than many of the other areas of concern in comparative
politics because of the availability of ‘hard’ data, such as number of votes and
number of seats. It was this natural advantage to the scientific study of electoral
systems that led Taagepera and me to suggest that electoral systems could even serve
as a ‘Rosetta Stone’ in the sense of advancing the scientific and quantitative study of
politics more generally (Taagepera and Shugart 1989: 5-6, 238-46).

Now, if the standard for maturity of the field is that it discover the equivalent of
the Rosetta Stone, we remain short of the mark. However, if we accept as a standard
having generated an accumulation of knowledge within the field and having much of
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that knowledge recognized and incorporated into the larger discipline, then I believe
we can speak of a mature field of study. Although there are many concerns of
political science that do not centre around elections, the study of democratic
practices—to which elections indisputably are central—is certainly one of the
most crucial topics for the discipline as a whole. The study of elections is more
than the study of electoral systems, and the study of electoral systems is more than
‘seats and votes’, but the numerical values of seats and votes for individual political
parties and candidates are among the most important quantitative indicators that we,
as political scientists, employ in our work.

Indeed, it seems fair to credit Duverger’s Political Parties (1954)* with being the
first truly seminal work. Probably the vast majority of works on electoral systems
that have been published since have continued in Duverger’s tradition, by asking
questions such as: How does the electoral system shape the party system? To what
extent are voters influenced by electoral systems? These continue to be central
themes of the literature today. I will not pretend to offer a detailed review of the
development of this Duvergerian agenda in modern political science. This task has
already been admirably done by several earlier reviews by other authors (notably
Riker 1982 and Cox 1997). What I want to do instead is to identify the areas in which
the field has clearly generated significant and well understood knowledge, focusing
on the most recent works—those published since around 1990. Then I shall turn to
strands of the literature that have identified new research challenges that the field has
yet to probe fully. I shall conclude that the field is unlikely to run out of questions to
motivate it for years or decades to come, and that this is in many respects the very
hallmark of a mature science: the ability to continue generating questions as
knowledge about the subject matter accumulates.

I count seven authored volumes and five edited volumes (not including the present
one) that have the comparative study of electoral systems as their primary subject
and that have been published since 1990. The authored volumes with worldwide
scope are Lijphart (1994), Cox (1997), Katz (1997), Farrell (2001), and Norris
(2004). Jones (1995) and Reynolds (1999) offer theoretical and empirical coverage
of the electoral systems of Latin America and southern Africa, respectively. Al-
though they are not primarily works centred on electoral systems, Lijphart (1999,
updating and extending the scope of his earlier 1984 book), Powell (2000), and
Shugart and Carey (1992) also belong on this list. These books orient their analysis
of whole political systems largely around the role that the electoral system plays in
concentrating or dispersing political authority. All of these authored volumes have
furthered our knowledge of what I would call the core of comparative electoral
systems: the relation between various electoral system features and outcomes such
as proportionality, number of parties, and other macrolevel attributes of political
systems. To varying degrees, as well, each of these books extends the study of
electoral systems to the broader concerns of political science, such as regime
stability, democratic quality, and management of ethnic conflict.

2 The work was originally published in French in 1951.
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The edited volumes include a remarkable series growing out of several Irvine
Conferences on Political Economy: Grofman et al. (1999) on the single non-
transferable vote in East Asia; Bowler and Grofman (2000) on the single transferable
vote in Australia, Ireland, and Malta; Shugart and Wattenberg (2001a) on mixed-
member electoral systems; Grofman and Lijphart (2002) on proportional represen-
tation in the Nordic countries; and a forthcoming volume on variations in redistrict-
ing practices in various countries using single-seat districts.

No review of books on electoral systems would be complete without mentioning
the great improvement in the accessibility of data. Without the raw data—seats and
votes, as well as numbers of eligible voters and the dates of elections and electoral-
law changes—the field simply cannot advance. As recently as the mid-1980s,
finding data on all but the most advanced democracies was challenging, and
sometimes even collecting data on the advanced democracies involved searching
multiple sources. Now, there are multiple volumes and serials containing basic
election data, including Nohlen et al. (1999, 2001), as well as the annual updates
to Mackie and Rose (1991) found in the pages of the European Journal of Political
Research and the regular election reports in Electoral Studies, Representation, and
the Journal of Democracy. Additionally, the Colomer volume (2004) contains a
wealth of basic data on the history of rules changes worldwide.

Among journal articles, the proliferation of studies can be demonstrated by the
results of a search of the Current Contents online database for the term ‘electoral
system’ (or its plural) in their titles or abstracts. Over 400 citations turn up, just for
the period 1990-2003. Of course, a large percentage of these are single-country
studies that do not attempt to generate or test general hypotheses, and a smaller
number mean something other than the set of rules for seat allocation.? Nonetheless,
this rough count reveals a vibrant community of scholars interested in the mechan-
isms by which votes are translated into political power. In the reviews that follow,
necessarily I take a selective view of journal articles, concentrating mainly on those
that are explicitly comparative. I include as ‘comparative’ those that look at the
effects of electoral reform in one country, as these are comparing two electoral
systems even if they are not comparing two or more countries. In fact, such studies
are outstanding examples of theoretically significant research inasmuch as they
allow much to be held constant, and thus help us understand both the power of
electoral rules and their limits to changing political behaviour.

CORE CONCERNS: SEATS-VOTES
RELATIONSHIPS AMONG PARTIES

Most of the research over several decades of the development of the field has been
concerned with how electoral systems affect the translation of votes into seats for
competing political parties, and how electoral systems affect the overall nature of

3 For example, ‘electoral system’ may also refer to an institutionalized pattern of voting behaviour.
However, in the comparative literature, this usage appears not to be common.
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the party system—basically, the number of parties and how proportional the allo-
cation is among them. I consider studies of these sorts of relationships to be at the
core of electoral systems research, and to be firmly in the tradition of Duverger. The
vast majority of works that I consulted in the preparation of this review continue in
this tradition. However, as befits a mature scientific field, much of the research is
now moving beyond these matters—because they are reasonably well understood—
and on to other areas that I shall review separately, including the effects of electoral
systems on how parties organize and how parties and their candidates relate to
constituents. (These latter matters are not absent from earlier work, but have never
been studied as systematically as the core concerns.)

Duverger’s law

Of course, the core concerns of the field can be summed up by the words ‘Duverger’s
law’, the famous dictum that the single-member district, plurality rule, electoral
system reduces the number of parties to two. This proposition is by no means
universally accepted, and numerous works have tried to explain away exceptions
to the general tendency. Again, this is typical of a mature science: seeking to find the
limits of its ‘law-like’ propositions, and seeking theoretical justification for empir-
ical trends in one’s data.

Over the years, Duverger’s law has been approached theoretically from both
macro and micro levels. Macrolevel theories have sought to explain both the
‘mechanical effect’ (the conversion of votes into seats by the electoral system)
and the ‘psychological effect’ (how the distribution of votes is itself affected by
voters’ anticipation of the mechanical effect). Both my collaborative work (Taage-
pera and Shugart 1989, 1993) and Lijphart’s book (1994) fall into the macro
category. For Taagepera and Shugart, the number of parties is a function both of
issue dimensions, a term borrowed from Lijphart (1984) and developed by Taage-
pera and Grofman (1985), and of district magnitude, the effects of which are said to
be interactive. Briefly, when there are few issues, the number of parties does not rise
with magnitude, but when there are many issues, the effect of magnitude is felt more
strongly: low district magnitude—including single-seat districts—has a reductive
effect. Ordeshook and Shvetsova (1994) extend this logic further, using ethnic
heterogeneity as a proxy for issues. This is an advancement, in that it reduces the
risk of tautology inherent in using a measure such as issue dimensions—which is
itself derived from the observed issues dividing existing parties. On the other hand,
of course, it means that non-ethnic cleavages are not pulling any weight in their
statistical model. Nonetheless, Ordeshook and Shvetsova find support for the
Taagepera—Shugart notion of an interactive effect of issues (or cleavages) and
magnitude on a polity’s number of parties, as do Amorim Neto and Cox (1997),
and Cox (1997: 208-21). Recently, Benoit (2002) has argued that each of these
studies has overestimated the size of the mechanical effect, essentially because they
have understood this effect as the observed disproportionality of the conversion
from votes to seats. However, Benoit notes that the input (i.e. votes constellations)
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into the electoral system has already been ‘prefiltered’ by electoral rules through the
psychological effect, implying that this effect is the more important direct effect of
electoral systems.

The macro dimension of Duverger’s law has long been what I might call the ‘core
of the core’ of electoral studies. That is, the field has been largely driven by
the search for generalizations about the relations between electoral systems and
the number of parties and proportionality. Taking the relationships a step further, the
field has been concerned with the implications of electoral systems for the possibil-
ity of one-party or coalition governments. The pinnacle of the studies of the macro
dimension remains Lijphart’s Electoral Systems and Party Systems (1994), which is
notable at once for its brevity and its thoroughness—a remarkable combination.

It has always been understood that there is also a micro dimension to Duverger’s
law—the calculations of presumably rational actors that stand behind the psycho-
logical effect. The psychological effect follows from voters’ internalization of the
maximum number of parties that can win seats at a given district magnitude
(Benoit’s ‘prefiltering’). In this way, the psychological effect leads voters (or at
least those who care about outcomes) not to vote for parties with paltry prospects for
gaining representation. A major step forward in understanding this process is Cox’s
micro-theoretical model (1997) of how electoral systems affect what he calls
‘strategic coordination’. Cox offers a microlevel rational choice model of how
voters and other political actors—party leaders, campaign contributors, and so
on—coordinate (or fail to coordinate) on a given number of candidates or party lists.

The other significant advancement represented by Cox’s book is to generalize the
relation between the district magnitude and the number of ‘serious’ contenders in
various forms of multiseat districts. We meet here the ‘M + 1’ rule—already fore-
shadowed for the case of Japan by Reed (1991)—which states that the number of
viable contenders (candidates or lists) is one more than the magnitude of the district
(abbreviated M). Cox (1997: 99) refers to the M + 1 rule as a ‘direct generalization’ of
Duverger’s law, which states that the number of parties is equal to two when M = 1.
The M + 1 rule states that the number of viable candidates or lists (depending on the
electoral formula) cannot be greater than the magnitude, + 1. Cox tests the M + 1 rule
using a statistic he calls the SF ratio—the ratio of the second loser’s votes to first
loser’s votes. The distribution of SF ratios, Cox hypothesizes, should be bimodal.
Under a ‘Duvergerian equilibrium’, the SF ratio should be near zero (because all
candidates or lists beyond M + 1 drop out), while under a ‘non-Duvergerian equilib-
rium’, the SF ratio should be near one (because it is unclear who is in the running and
who is out). Cox indeed finds bimodality. Perhaps the most significant finding of his
exercise for the broader field is that the height of the mode near zero declines with
increasing district magnitude. Cox’s interpretation, with which I agree, is that the
quality of voter information declines with magnitude. The more seats at stake, and
hence the more winners, the harder it is to estimate which contenders are out of the
running. Thus high-magnitude systems exhibit less strategic coordination.

The studies just reviewed are not an exhaustive catalogue of the work on Duver-
ger’s law, but they are representative of an accumulation of knowledge on the core
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concerns of the field. This accumulation of knowledge, in turn, is one of the key
indicators of the maturation of the field. This body of literature also shows the
increasing complexity of our models, which is both beneficial to scientific progress
(by serving to isolate effects and understand limits) and detrimental (because it may
cause us to lose sight of the most basic elements of what we seek to understand). In
this light, it is refreshing that in a recent article Taagepera (2001) has shown that it is
possible to estimate the vote and seat shares for parties at all size ranks using only
district magnitude and assembly size, for simple electoral systems—those without
national compensation tiers, to which I turn now.

Districted versus two-tier PR

An emerging research agenda on the effects of proportional representation is
on the effects of variations in the districting arrangements of PR systems. Up until
recently, little had been made of the distinction between PR systems that are
based entirely on mechanically self-contained multiseat districts (Taagepera’s ‘sim-
ple’ systems) and those that link allocation in separate districts with a national
compensation tier.

Elklit and Roberts (1996) identify ‘two-tier compensatory member electoral
systems’ as a distinct category. These are systems in which there are numerous
electoral districts, but overlaying these districts is a single nationwide district, the
purpose of which is to compensate parties for deviations from proportionality that
may arise at the level of the basic districts. Due to the nationwide compensation,
Elklit and Roberts note that it is unimportant to the votes—seats relationship how the
basic districts are constructed. It should be noted here that the simple systems and
those with national compensation are really two endpoints of a continuum of
compensatory allocation in electoral systems. Intermediate levels of compensation
may result from the use of multiple regional tiers rather than a single national tier,
and the number of seats available for compensation can vary widely across systems.
Either a large number of compensation districts or a small total number of compen-
sation seats would imply a continued importance for overall seats—votes relation-
ships in how the basic districts are constructed.

In the class of single-tier PR, on the other hand, Monroe and Rose (2002) have
recently shown that the structure of districts is enormously important in a way that
has heretofore been ‘unimagined’. With rare exceptions, districts within PR systems
differ widely in their magnitude. While this variation had been noted before, it has
long been subsumed under a single numerical indicator such as average or ‘effect-
ive’ magnitude (Taagepera and Shugart 1989) or an effective threshold (Lijphart
1994). (See also Appendix C of this book for some discussion of the subject.)
However, Monroe and Rose note that there is a partisan bias effect that results
from variation in magnitude. Urban areas routinely have higher magnitudes than
rural areas, and hence urban interests are likely to be fragmented among multiple
parties while rural interests are more likely to be consolidated, due to the effect of
smaller rural magnitudes. Moreover, rural parties will have success in the urban
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districts, while the reverse is not true.* It should be noted that this effect can exist
independently of whether there is malapportionment, which is both possible and
widespread in districted PR (Samuels and Snyder 2001). In fact, it is possible that the
Monroe—Rose effect would actually be greater, the lower the malapportionment. In
PR systems, malapportionment typically results from urban areas having lower-
magnitude districts than they would have if the ratio of voters to seats were more
uniform across districts. When urban magnitude is lower than it might otherwise be,
the variance effect is lessened at the same time that urban interests obtain less
representation owing to their higher voters-to-seats ratio compared to rural districts.
The relationship between the variance effect and malapportionment—and implica-
tions of both for representation of social interests—could be an emerging agenda in
electoral systems research.’

The implication of the literature on two-tier versus single-tier (districted) PR is
that two systems with the same overall thresholds and proportionality indices might,
in fact, have quite different political consequences on the shape of the party system
and the representation of interests. A large national compensatory tier ensures that
votes are effectively translated into the proportional allocation of political power
wherever they are cast, eliminating the Monroe—Rose partisan biases and also
reducing or eliminating malapportionment. At the same time, such a compensatory
system maintains the potential benefits of local or regional representation through
the lower tier (Elklit and Roberts 1996; Shugart and Wattenberg 2001a). The
systematic comparison of PR systems of these two types, and how different
types of parties fare under each, would be a valuable exercise for expanding our
knowledge of the political consequences of electoral laws.

Electoral reform and crucial experiments

Much research in the 1990s, and immediately after the turn of the century, seized the
opportunities provided by the wave of electoral reform in several established
democracies and the increasing number of ‘mixed-member’ systems. A mixed-
member system is one in which a portion of a legislative chamber is elected by
candidate voting (usually in single-seat districts) while another portion is elected by
party lists (in practice, nearly always by proportional representation). Key variables
in mixed-member systems include the percentage elected by each method, and how,

4 Monroe and Rose do not entertain the possibility that a rural party might therefore become less rural
as some part of its caucus owes its election to urban voters. This intraparty effect of varying magnitudes
would be a useful extension of Monroe and Rose’s insights. Another extension is that a party with a large
urban constituency may be able to beat out its urban competition if it establishes a toe-hold in the more
majoritarian rural districts. See Calvo and Murillo (2004) for a case study built in part on Monroe and
Rose’s ideas and applied to the Peronist party of Argentina.

> The Calvo and Murrillo (2004) case study of Argentina emphasizes the reinforcement of malappor-
tionment and small-magnitude rural districts, as both being factors that favour a specific party. However,
more generally, if malapportionment were reduced, rural magnitudes would be even smaller, making any
party with rural strongholds yet more dominant in these areas. Clearly, more case studies of, and
comparative work on, malapportionment and varying magnitude are in order.
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if at all, outcomes in the plurality tier are taken into account as the list-PR seats are
allocated (Shugart and Wattenberg 20015b). If the list-tier seats are allocated in a
compensatory fashion, then the mixed-member system belongs to the family of two-
tier PR systems discussed above. Alternatively, the PR seats may be allocated in
‘parallel’, that is, without regard for the distribution of seats in the single-seat tier.

The recent wave of countries adopting mixed-member systems has afforded
researchers opportunities for ‘crucial experiments’—case studies in which the
effects of specific electoral rules can be isolated from other variables. In cases of
electoral reform—whether the system being adopted is mixed-member or not—we
have the possibility of a crucial experiment, in the sense that many factors affecting
the party system (or other outcomes) aside from the electoral system can be held
constant. More generally, a crucial experiment in electoral systems can be carried
out where there are two tiers of a single electoral system, where there are different
houses of the legislature elected under different rules, or when subnational assem-
blies use varying rules.

Crucial experiments can lead to accumulation of knowledge, and I will take such a
study that I did (Shugart 1985) as an example. I analysed the Venezuelan electoral
system, which at the time contained a ‘fused vote’—a single vote elected senators in
two-seat districts and deputies and state legislators in districts of widely varying
magnitude. This electoral system allows one theoretically to isolate the mechanical
and psychological effects of magnitude, as the psychological effect can exert itself
in only one of the three offices. For the other offices, one observes either exception-
ally high or low deviations from proportionality, as the mechanical effect of
magnitude is not being ‘corrected’ by the psychological effect (a form of Benoit’s
‘pre-filtering’, again). This study led Taagepera and Shugart (1989) to the notion of
the ‘law of conservation of D [deviation from proportionality]’—a tendency to
maintain D at moderate levels. This notion was given further support by Cox
(1997), who amplified on the effect of anticipated D on electoral strategy, and
found empirical support from Japanese district level data. Cox used D from past
elections as his proxy for anticipated D, and found that where D was high previously,
fewer candidates entered the next election.

In the case of electoral reform, the crucial experiment is that we can see in one
country how electoral politics responds to changes in the electoral system. Thus we
can hold constant numerous other factors that might confound the relationship being
tested for when we are using observations from separate countries with distinct
political histories, cultures, and so on. Of course, it is not a perfect control, as other
factors—for example, demographic changes, or the rise or decline of issue cleav-
ages—may have been the underlying cause of the change of electoral system in the
first place. Nonetheless, electoral reform offers a more controlled environment than
we normally confront. The cases of New Zealand and Italy have proven especially
fruitful for this type of controlled experiment.

New Zealand in 1996 held its first election under a highly proportional variant of a
mixed-member system after a decades-long series of elections under plurality. Italy
in 1993 held its first election under a relatively majoritarian mixed-member system
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after decades of elections under a highly proportional electoral system based on
large-magnitude districts. Around the same time, Japan converted from a single non-
transferable vote (SNTV) system to a ‘parallel’ mixed-member system. The growing
body of literature on these reforms has confirmed some basic propositions from the
electoral systems literature, but also pointed out some limitations on the extent of
change that electoral systems can produce. For instance, the introduction of PR in
New Zealand has resulted in a rise in the number of parties represented in parliament
and a dramatic reduction of disproportionality (Gallagher 1998; see also Chapter
14). On the other hand, Barker and McLeay (2000) claim that politics has remained
more adversarial than proponents of the reform had expected. The legacy of two-
party politics has continued to structure post-reform New Zealand politics.

In Italy and Japan, effects appear to have been less substantial—or at least less
rapidly manifested—than in New Zealand. Barker and McLeay’s reservations about
the impacts of the new system in New Zealand notwithstanding, there is no denying
that a change from single-party to coalition cabinets represents one of the most
dramatic changes to the overall political system that an electoral system could be
expected to produce (Lijphart 1984, 1999; Powell 2000). On the other hand, Japan has
continued to be dominated by the same Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) as before the
reform and Italy has continued to have multiparty coalition governments that often do
not last a full term, just as under the old system. In fact, the advantage to the LDP is
less than surprising given that the new system is actually more disproportional than
the former one (Gallagher 1998).° In spite of the LDP’s advantage as a large
established party, the elections since electoral reform have seen a steady consolida-
tion of the opposition, such that a more bipolar party system seems to be emerging
(see also Chapter 13). In the Italian case, the parties have regrouped into blocs to
contest the single-seat districts (Katz 1996), and the number of competitors per
district was reduced between the first and second post-reform elections, leading
Reed (2001) to declare that Duverger’s law is working in Italy (see also Chapter 12).

These cases of electoral reform have provided researchers with unusual oppor-
tunities to vary the electoral system while holding much else constant. Tentatively,
I would conclude from this literature that the impact of a switch from majoritarian to
proportional is greater than the impact of a switch in the opposite direction. In a case
like New Zealand, where the former majoritarian system was regularly ‘manufac-
turing’ parliamentary majorities in the absence of a majority party in the electorate,
the injection of proportionality cannot help but transform the polity immediately
into a system requiring coalitions.” On the other hand, a shift in the opposite

© There has been a debate on how proportional the SNTV system is. A short list of the literature in this
debate would include Lijphart et al. (1986), Taagepera and Shugart (1989: 170), Lijphart (1994: 42), and
most especially Cox (1996).

7 Tam less impressed by Barker and McLeay’s (2000) caveat that the legacy of adversarial politics has
endured despite PR. Because the new system is mixed-member PR, rather than ‘pure’ PR (i.e. a PR system
lacking a tier of single-seat districts), the retention of a party system dominated by two large parties might
be expected, as the plurality-voting tier of the system continues to influence partisan competition,
notwithstanding the fully compensatory allocation of the PR tier (Shugart and Wattenberg 2001c¢).
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direction is likely to take longer to produce an impact, as multiple parties continue to
jockey for advantage in the new system. By this reasoning, the immediate emer-
gence of two blocs of parties in Italy is arguably greater testament to the strategic
imperative of electoral systems than the continued high number of separate parties is
testament to the legacy of old practices. While the extent of post-reform effect has
varied from case to case, we should not overlook the fact that each case of reform
from pure plurality or PR to a mixed variant of the two has produced a moderating
effect on the party system, much as we would expect and as reformers intended
(Shugart and Wattenberg 2001c).

The mixed-member systems that have been adopted in these reforms, as well as in
many newly democratizing cases (notably Russia), have also provided researchers
with crucial experiments in the form of side-by-side employment within one elect-
oral system of both plurality and PR electoral rules. Formerly, students of mixed-
member rules had only the German case. Examples of the surge of interest in mixed-
member systems aside from my co-edited volume (Shugart and Wattenberg 2001a)
include Moser (1999, 2001), studying the number of parties in Russia and other
postcommunist systems; and Gallagher (2001) on vote-splitting between the plur-
ality and PR tiers in Japan’s upper house, compared with other mixed-member
systems. Herron and Nishikawa (2001) offer a caution on studies of these types:
one tier may ‘contaminate’ the other, obscuring the effects of each. Additionally,
Haspel et al. (1998) have found that the mix of members from each tier in a given
parliamentary faction affects its level of cohesion, and Stratmann and Baur (2002)
have considered the differential effects of the two tiers on German parliamentarians’
committee service. These last two studies speak more to the intraparty dimension of
electoral systems.

INTRAPARTY EFFECTS

In Lijphart’s earlier review of the field (1985), he noted that one of the overlooked
areas of electoral systems research was the effects of electoral rules on what I shall
call the intraparty dimension. That is, how do variations in electoral rules affect the
internal organization of parties and the ways in which individual legislators (or
legislative candidates) relate to constituents? If we take Lijphart’s observation to
mean that this effect of electoral systems had been almost neglected at that time,
when we take a sweep of the literature since then, we can see this as one of the areas
of most profound progress in the field. That is, it has gone from almost complete
neglect to an ongoing agenda of several scholars. Research on the intraparty
dimension has shown how electoral systems affect the representation of women,
and has begun to enlighten us on variations in the ‘personal vote’, including
constituency service and specialized committee assignments of legislators. None-
theless, there are many questions that have only begun to be asked. The study of the
intraparty dimension has been hampered by a sometimes nebulous characterization
of the dependent variables, a lack of data, and even worse, a lack of clear under-
standing of what the rules being investigated across countries are.
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Conventional classifications of electoral systems, by focusing on the dimension of
proportionality (or the ‘interparty’ dimension), assume away the intraparty dimen-
sion of seat allocation. Nonetheless, as Grofman (1999) advises us in a self-declared
heresy, the distinction between systems in which voters select parties and those in
which voters select candidates is at least as important as PR versus plurality/
majority. This becomes clear if we think of electoral systems as working on two
dimensions:

(a) Interparty (the allocation of seats to parties) and

(b) Intraparty (the allocation of seats to candidates).®

For an electoral system to allocate seats to parties directly, there must be party
lists, which reflect the party’s collective decision over which candidates will bear its
label. If there are no party lists, then allocation on the interparty dimension is
incidental to allocation to candidates. Intraparty allocation rules require the use of
nominal votes, by which I mean simply votes given to candidates by name. Only
with such votes can the rules specify which individual candidates obtain seats. Some
electoral systems, as we shall see, provide for both lists and nominal voting, but the
most commonly understood systems each operate on only one dimension.

These dimensions are illustrated in Table 2.1, which classifies electoral rules on
the two dimensions by asking whether they specify an allocation process for con-
verting votes into seats either among parties or among candidates. Interestingly, if
we take the two systems that the conventional classification of electoral systems—
plurality versus PR—would consider ‘purest’, we find that for each of these systems
one of the dimensions of seat allocation is merely incidental. That is, the allocation
rules work directly on just one dimension. In plurality in single-seat districts, with
rare exceptions, each party nominates a single candidate. So, the process of assign-
ing a seat to a party is incidental to the process of allocating a seat to a candidate,
which is the only thing the plurality rule does. Even in the rare case of parties having
multiple nominees in a general (interparty) election,” plurality electoral rules do not
consider party affiliations—rather than necessarily coming from the largest party,

Table 2.1 Effect of different electoral systems on interparty and intraparty dimensions

Allocation to parties (interparty dimension)

Incidental to rules (M = 1) Specified by rules (M > 1)

. Incidental to rules None Closed list
Allocation to

candidates Specified by rules Nominal (non-list) Preferential list

8 Obviously, this distinction does not apply to systems that lack parties, such as municipalities in some
states of the USA. In such cases, what I am calling the intraparty dimension is the only aspect of an
electoral system, which reduces to the rules for determining which candidates are elected.

° Sometimes in the Philippines, or in the USA before the adoption of primaries, for example.
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the winner of a single-seat district race containing multiple candidates from any
given party is simply the candidate with the most nominal votes, regardless of party.

Similarly, because by far the largest portion of the literature on electoral systems
has studied PR only as it relates to allocations on the interparty dimension (i.e.
thresholds of inclusion/exclusion, degrees of proportionality, numbers of parties
winning votes and seats), we have to conclude that the literature implicitly has
equated PR with closed lists. In closed-list PR (CLPR), parties present ranked ballots
and voters simply select one party list over another. Because the order of seats is
determined by a ranked list prepared before the election and submitted by the party,
the allocation of seats to candidates is incidental to the electoral rules under CLPR—
the exact opposite case to that of plurality. Just as it makes no difference to the
functioning of a plurality system whether or not the candidates are nominated by
parties or whether party labels even appear on the ballot, it makes no difference to
CLPR whether the candidates are nominated before an election or simply appointed
afterwards by parties once they know how many candidates they have slots for.

Closed-list systems are the only family of systems in which there is no role for the
electoral rules in allocating seats to candidates. And that family is populated almost
exclusively by PR systems, and hence by multiseat district systems. However, there
are cases of closed-list plurality or majority systems, including the rules used for the
parliament of Mali, the electoral college in American presidential elections,'® and
the senate elections of Argentina, Bolivia, and Mexico.!!

The category of non-list systems—those in which there are no allocation rules
related to the interparty dimension—contains several subdivisions. These are illus-
trated in Table 2.2. The formulae listed on the left side of Table 2.2 are mostly on the
order of ‘first-M-past-the-post’ systems, where M is the magnitude. In the case of

Table 2.2 A typology of non-list electoral systems

Type of vote
Non-transferable Transferable
M=1 Plurality Alternative vote
Two-round majority
Magnitude (M)
M>1 Single non-transferable vote Single transferable vote

Limited vote
Unlimited vote (block vote)

1% n both Mali and the American electoral college, parties submit lists of candidates (or electors) in
multiseat districts and the list with the most votes in the district wins all the seats. It should be noted that a
few US states have used other systems for allocating electors (see Chapter 9).

' These countries have a variant of limited-nominations list plurality. Typically districts elect three
seats, and parties submit lists of two candidates each. Voters vote only for the (closed) list. The party with
the plurality elects both its candidates, and the runner-up party elects the first candidate on its list.
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single-seat districts, this reduces to ‘first-past-the-post’, another name for the plur-
ality rule. In multiseat districts, if the voter continues to have one vote, this is the
single non-transferable vote, in which the M candidates with the highest vote totals
are elected, regardless of party affiliation. The same principle applies to the limited
vote, where the voter has more than one, but fewer than M votes, or to the unlimited
vote (also known as block vote) where the voter has M votes (these are explained
more fully in Appendix A). These systems are all subtypes of the plurality rule;
however, the same basic ‘first-M-past-the-post’ principle also applies to runoff
systems, if we think of M in the first round as the number of candidates (usually
two) who advance to the runoff in the event no candidate obtains the threshold
(usually 50% + 1, but sometimes 40% or some other level) required to win the seat
outright without a runoff.

On the right side of Table 2.2, we have systems that employ ordinal ballots, such
that voters indicate their first, second, third choices and so on among the candi-
dates.'” These systems determine the winners as the M candidates who obtain a
quota of votes, where the quota itself is defined in relation to M. Typically (though
not necessarily), under the single transferable vote (STV) the quota is the Droop
quota:

QDROOP = [V/(M + 1)] +1,

where V is the number of valid votes, and M is the magnitude.13 The candidates who
obtain the quota are determined by transferring votes from candidates with too few
votes to be elected and transferring the surplus votes from candidates who have
already been elected (see Appendix A for a full explanation). When M=1, this
quota is 50% + 1, and the winner is likewise the candidate who surpasses the
majority threshold owing to transfers from eliminated candidates (assuming no
candidate has a majority of first preferences). This is the alternative vote, also
known as instant runoff.

Conventional classifications of electoral systems, ironically, have very little to say
about what might be the most common electoral system: preferential-list (PL)
systems. If we turn our attention back to Table 2.1, these systems, indicated in the
lower right of the table, belong to the only family of electoral rules that must specify
allocation criteria on both interparty and intraparty dimensions. In a preferential list,
individual candidates compete for votes, as in nominal systems, but these votes are
aggregated at the level of a party list, as in closed-list systems. The rules must sort
out not only how seats are allocated amongst competing party lists, but also how
preference votes are counted and allocated to determine which of the candidates on
each list takes the seats allocated to it. For many years, Uruguay was the one national
level example of the use of a PL system in a single-seat district. Presidential

12 Rae (1967) applied the term, ordinal ballots, to a wide range of formulae that permit cross-party or
intraparty voting. However, I am using this term to refer only to ballots that permit voters to give their own
preferred rank order to candidates (see Chapter 1, pp. 9-10).

13 So defined, the quota is the smallest number of votes that ensures that only M candidates can
obtain it.
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elections were conducted by competing party slates, which usually contained more
than one candidate. Voters voted for a candidate, but the winner was defined as the
candidate with the most votes within the party with the most votes. In this way,
uniquely among single-seat district systems, a party could present multiple candi-
dates without fear of dividing its vote and throwing the seat to another party.

In practice, all PL systems used in multi-seat districts are PR systems,'* and hence
may be studied on the interparty dimension as no different from CLPR—and,
indeed, that is how most of the literature has dealt with them, by simply collapsing
them into one unified family of PR systems (that then vary in district magnitude,
interparty allocation formula, thresholds, and so on). However, these rules differ a
great deal in how they allocate seats to candidates—and in the set of options
available to the voter—yet these distinctions have barely been mentioned in the
literature on electoral systems.

Marsh (1985) may represent the first comparative work to note systematically the
range of variation within list PR systems. Katz (1986) further categorized rules
regarding the allocation of preference votes. The principal contributions of Marsh
and Katz were to separate those systems in which preference voting alone deter-
mines the order of election within a party from those in which a party rank prevails
unless some share of voters coordinate to elevate a lower-ranked candidate above
co-partisans who had a higher rank on the (pre-election) list.

Understanding of the role of preference voting remains underdeveloped, as even
today systems are often misclassified. And we lack the kind of ready access to basic
information on intraparty allocation rules that we have for the interparty dimension.
Katz (1986) still remains the most comprehensive source, but obviously some
countries have changed their rules in the intervening years. Cox (1997) provides
‘formulaic structures’ for electoral rules, including useful summaries of intraparty
allocation for some systems, but not systematically, given the author’s primary focus
on the interparty dimension of PR systems.'”

Perhaps it could serve to spur the development of research into the large category
of preferential-list PR (PLPR) systems if we orient them clearly with respect to
other systems that can be termed ‘preferential’. A preferential-list electoral system is
one in which interparty allocation takes place across party lists, but voters are
permitted (or sometimes required, as we shall see) to indicate a preference for one
or more candidates within one list, or, rarely, across more than one list. Thus a
preferential-list system should not be confused with the ordinal ballots of STV
or the alternative vote, which are also sometimes termed ‘preferential’ but are not
list systems.

' That need not be the case, however. For instance, list plurality systems could employ open lists if
parties were permitted to nominate more than M candidates, with preference voting determining which M
candidates would be elected by the plurality party. (We could substitute for M the maximum number of
seats a party is permitted under rules of interparty allocation that limit parties to less than M seats, such as
Mexican senate rules dictate.)

!5 1t is a positive development that the authors of chapters of this volume concerned with PLPR
systems (Chapters 19—-24) provide details about the allocation of seats to candidates.
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I am advocating the same distinction that Cox (1997) makes between a transfer-
able vote and a pooling vote. Under a transferable vote, the voter decides on a rank-
ordering of candidates, which need not follow party lines. The voter thus controls the
set of candidates over which her vote can be used to elevate one candidate over
another. Under a pooling vote, the set of candidates over which a vote may be used is
determined by those actors who prepare and submit lists. Thus, a preference vote
within a list is always a pooling vote, and it makes sense to refer to electoral systems
in which voters cast preference votes that pool over a set of candidates nominated by
a given party (or electoral movement or alliance of parties, as the case may be) as
preferential-list systems. Assuming the interparty allocation process is proportional,
then we have a PLPR.

It is possible for electoral systems with preferential voting to combine both
transferable votes and pooling votes, although such combinations are rare. For
instance, since 1983, Australia’s senate electoral system has allowed voters the
option of: (1) ordering candidates on their own ballot as they prefer or (2) accepting
a party-provided ranking. As shown in Chapter 4, a very high percentage of voters
chooses what I have called option 2 (known as an ‘above the line’ vote). These
voters are effectively casting a pooling vote, in that they are voting for their party
and accepting the party’s preferred ranking of candidates.'® The minority of voters
who rank candidates on their own are casting a transferable vote, in that they
determine to which candidate their vote will transfer if their first (or second, etc.)
choice candidate is either eliminated or already declared elected.

Pooling and transferable votes could also be combined by using list PR on the
interparty vote (such that a vote pools over the entire list), but using STV for
intraparty allocation. Apparently, this option has never been used, but is an obvi-
ous—if complex—hybrid system that could be employed to maximize in one system
both party level proportionality and voter choice of candidates.

Variations in preferential-list PR

Within the category of PLPR systems, the primary dimension of variation is whether
