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<CN>Chapter 2</>
<CT>Electoral Rules and Ethnic Representation and Accommodation: Combining Social Choice and Electoral System Perspectives</>
<AU>Bernard Grofman</>
Decisions about voting rules can be regarded as one of the four most important choices structuring sociopolitical relationships, each of which has implications for ethnic representation, the central concern of this essay. Unlike the other three major choices—choosing between a unitary versus a federal system,
 choosing a parliamentary as opposed to a presidential system,
 and choosing between imposing a set of universally applicable laws on all citizens versus arrangements that allow for religious- or ethnic-specific laws and lawmaking bodies to govern many aspects of day-to-day life—specific electoral system rules are rarely constitutionalized.
 Thus while electoral systems tend to be "sticky," they are usually easier to modify than these other important aspects of institutional design. 
Here no attempt will be made to address all the relationships between voting rules and ethnic relations. Furthermore, our discussion of the properties of various voting methods is limited to the expected consequences of the use of the rules in the situation of (largely or locally) bipolar ethnic conflict—where voter preferences can be treated as falling along a single ethnically defined (single-peaked) dimension—the nature of which will be explained. Insights are offered into the ways in which voting outcomes can incorporate minority preferences by examining competing normative criteria to judge voting rules that are directly or indirectly inspired by social choice theory. The goal is to integrate ideas from social choice with the mainstream political science electoral system tradition. Special attention will be paid to eight voting rules, which will be defined subsequently. In each case they enable electing a single alternative from among several. They are simple plurality, the alternative vote (AV), anti-antiplurality, approval voting, the Borda rule, the Coombs rule, the méthode majoritaire, and the two-round majority runoff. Then extensions of two of these rules are considered that permit the simultaneous election of multiple candidates. 

The electoral systems literature on the linkages between interethnic relations and choice of electoral rule has largely emphasized one of two dichotomies: proportional representation (PR) versus plurality rule, and PR versus so-called vote-pooling methods such as the alternative vote. Arend Lijphart, for example, advocates the use of pure list PR in divided societies because it facilitates proportional descriptive representation for minorities at the same time as it allows strong party leaders (perhaps from ethnically-ethnically based parties) to broker inter-ethnic deals. Lijphart (1968, 1969, 1977, 1991, 1996) also argues that stable democracy in plural societies requires other consociational arrangements, which are discussed elsewhere in this volume 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 

(1968, 1969, 1977, 1991, 1996, 2008)
. A related but still distinctive argument for PR is that in deeply divided societies, it allows powerful actors a stake in the system. Thus the focus is less on the moderates than on the ability to incorporate extremists who might have the ability to bring an end to the democratic process (Brendan O’Leary, personal communication, February 2008). 
Donald Horowitz, on the other hand, distinguishes what he calls vote-pooling methods from methods aimed at guaranteed or proportional descriptive representation of minorities. Horowitz wishes to create incentives for pan-ethnic coalitions, or broad multi-ethnic parties based on other interests (e.g., regional or economic) that transcend ethnic identities, or candidates who make cross-ethnic appeals. To achieve these ends, Horowitz has been rather insistent that the alternative vote is the best electoral rule to foster voting patterns that will cross ethnic lines and coalitions that will adopt accommodative or moderate policies with respect to ethnic divisions 
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(Horowitz 1989a, 1989b, 1997)
.

The social choice literature on voting rules is also often oriented around two competing, but rather different, normative perspectives. One is rooted in the view of the eighteenth-century philosophe the Marquis de Condorcet, the other in ideas of his contemporary, Jean Charles de Borda. Each proposed a different way of aggregating individual preferences into a collective choice. 
A central argument of this essay is that all three dichotomies (PR versus plurality, PR versus vote pooling, and Condorcet versus Borda) are of limited utility in making choices about what electoral rules are sensible in situations of actual or potential ethnic divisions. This argument rests on seven claims sketched here. 
First, PR and plurality have much more in common than is usually supposed. Second, and relatedly, the differences between different types of PR (e.g., list PR and the single-transferable vote) can, for some purposes, be more important than differences between PR viewed generically and plurality rules viewed generically. Third, and similarly, the differences among different types of pluralitarian (or majoritarian rules) can be more important than the differences between such rules viewed generically and PR viewed generically. Fourth, when we consider which normative properties we would like voting rules to satisfy, the approaches of Borda and Condorcet are just two of the more important ways to think normatively about what we want a voting rule to achieve in the way of representing voter preferences. Fifth, how rules operate in practice and how they operate in theory can be quite different. For example, when we look at the formal properties of the alternative vote and when we consider evidence for its operation in Fiji, Donald Horowitz’s views of its expected moderating effects can be shown to confuse potential with actuality, and he is not sufficiently mindful of the contextual factors that must hold if the alternative vote is to work as he thinks it will to foster moderation 
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(Fraenkel and Grofman 2004, 2006a, 2006b)
. Similarly, when plurality voting in the United States is considered its operation depends critically on contextual features, such as the degree of ethnic homogeneity in the constituency, the mechanism used to select party nominees, and the degree to which voting is polarized along racial lines in both primary and general elections (Grofman, Handley, and Lublin 2001), as well as contextual features such as the existence of a presidential system and various layers of simultaneous and nonsimultaneous elections. Sixth, in most societies, even if proportional methods are used for legislative elections, there is a substantial element of majoritarianism in legislative processes. Finally, and relatedly, to truly understand the implications of an electoral rule we must understand not just how it operates within particular constituencies but how it operates to generate the total set of legislators and what implications that may have for the creation of a ruling government or government coalition and the policies it chooses. 

<A>Some Important Voting Rules for Single-Seat Contests

Below we consider eight important methods of converting votes into winners in single-seat contests, defined here in alphabetical order.

<NL>
a. Alternative vote. The alternative vote, known as the instant runoff in the United States, requires voters to submit a rank-ordered ballot. If no candidate has a majority of first-place votes, the candidate with the fewest number of first-place votes is dropped and her votes are reallocated to the next highest-ranked (eligible) candidate on the voter’s ranking. This process continues until one candidate has a majority of first-place preferences among the reduced set of candidates. 

b. Antiplurality. In antiplurality voting each voter indicates the candidate he least wishes to see elected. The candidate with the fewest antiplurality votes is then chosen. An equivalent way to generate an antiplurality outcome is to ask voters to vote for all but one candidate. Now the candidate with the most votes wins.

c. Approval voting. In approval voting each voter may express support for as many candidates as s/he chooses, up to one fewer than the total number of candidates, n. The candidate with the most approval votes wins. 

d. Borda rule. As in the alternative vote, voters using the Borda rule must submit a rank ordering. Each candidate gets a Borda score, which is the sum over all voters of the number of candidates in each voter’s preference ranking that the given alternative ranks ahead of. The alternative with the highest sum is the Borda winner. 

e. Coombs rule. As in the alternative vote, the Coombs rule requires voters to submit a rank-ordered ballot. However, if no candidate has a majority of first-place votes, the candidate with the greatest number of last-place votes is dropped and her votes are reallocated to the next highest-ranked (eligible) candidate on that voter’s ranking. This process continues until one candidate has a majority of first-place preferences among the reduced set of candidates. 

f. Méthode majoritaire. The recently invented méthode majoritaire is the least well-known. To determine the winner under this method, we begin by assigning scores (grades) to candidates from among some finite set of possible grades. Its inventors employ the six grades used in French education: excellent, very good, good, acceptable, poor, and reject (Balinski and Laraki 2007a, 2007b). Different candidates may receive the same scores (grades). The majority-grade of a candidate is his or her median grade. The méthode majoritaire begins by ordering the candidates according to their majority grades, that is, according to median scores. However, with many candidates and only a finite number of grades, some will probably have the same median rank. To break ties, three values attached to a candidate, called the candidate's majority-values, are sufficient to determine the candidate's place in the overall ranking. For each candidate, let

pi = % of the ith candidate’s grades above the candidate’s majority-grade,

αi = % of the ith candidate’s support at the candidate’s majority-grade, 

qi = % of the ith candidate’s grades below the candidate’s majority-grade.

Candidate i ranks ahead of candidate j, when i's majority-grade is better than j's, or if i and j are tied in median rank, then i ranks ahead of j if pi > pj or, equivalently, if qi ( qj.

The way in which this rule operates may not be initially easy to grasp. It helps to recognize that the term majoritaire is somewhat of a misnomer. The method is really about establishing median preferences. We can show how the rule works with the data from a Balinski and Laraki experiment involving the set of candidates running in the 2007 French presidential election in Table 2.1. They first identify the median scale value for each candidate. Of the twelve, four are graded reject, four are graded poor, one is graded acceptable, and three are graded good. The four who receive a majority of ranking as rejects (and whose median scale value is therefore reject) are at the very bottom of the ratings, in ranks 9 through 12. Similarly the three whose median ranking is good are at the top, in ranks 1 through 3, and so on. To determine, for example, which of the three who are rated good is at the number 1 rank, which at the number 2 rank, and which at the number 3 rank, we look at the sum of each candidate’s percentages above his or her median rank. For Bayrou this is 44.3 percent, for Royal it is 39.4 percent, while for Sarkozy it is 38.9 percent. Thus they come in 1, 2, and 3, respectively, under this method. 

<Table 2.1 about here>
g. Plurality. In plurality elections, also known as winner takes all, if there is a single candidate to be elected, then the candidate with the highest number of first-place votes wins. This rule is often mistakenly called first past the post—the mistake consists in supposing there is a fixed post that candidates have to get past to win.

h. Two-round majority runoff. In a two-candidate two-round majority runoff the two candidates who do best in the first round face each other in a second-round election unless the plurality winner of the first round has received a majority of the votes cast, in which case s/he is elected without the need for a runoff.
</> 

There are three key methods of converting votes into electoral outcomes in multiseat contests, which are defined below in alphabetical order.
 In each case let m be the number of seats to be filled and n the voters of voters (n odd).

<NL>
a. List PR. In a list PR system voters have a single vote that they may cast for the party of their choice. If there are m seats to be filled in a given constituency, then the parties share those seats proportionally to their share of votes, with the number of seats to which each party is entitled going to the top candidates on that party’s ranked list of candidates.
 We will limit ourselves to one particular form of list PR: the d’Hondt quota rule. In d’Hondt, we take the vote shares of each the parties and divide by the integers 1, 2, 3, and so forth. If there are m seats to be filled, the m highest quotients so obtained indicate a seat that will be assigned to the party achieving that quotient.

b. Plurality bloc voting. Here each voter has m votes to give (singly) to each of up to m candidates, and the m candidates with the highest number of votes are elected. When the number of seats to be filled under plurality bloc voting is the same as the size of the legislature, then we have what is called an at-large election.

c. The single transferable vote (STV). The single transferable vote, also known as the Hare system (and in Australia as the Hare-Clarke system), requires that voters rank order their preferences for candidates. If there are m seats to be filled and n voters, then winning candidates must receive a Droop quota of votes (the greatest integer bound of the quotient n/(m + 1)). If any candidate receives a Droop quota or more of first-place votes, the “excess” number of votes (i.e., in excess of the Droop quota) are reallocated to another (still eligible) candidate based on the next choices on the voter's list of the voters casting “excess” ballots.
 If no remaining candidate receives a Droop quota of first-preference votes, the candidate with the fewest first-preference votes is eliminated, and for those ballots where she was first choice, votes are reallocated to the next (still eligible) candidate on the voter's list. This process continues until exactly m candidates have received a Droop quota or until the pool of eligibles is down to as many candidates as there are seats remaining to be filled.</> 
<A>Evaluating Voting Rules 
There are four important evaluative criteria for reconciling diverse preferences when choosing a single alternative.
<NL>
(1) The first-place criterion, that is, the rule should give as many voters as possible their first choice. 

 (2) The Condorcet criterion, that is, the rule should give the majority what it wants. In particular, if there is an alternative that can defeat each and every alternative in head-to-head competition, choose that alternative (Condorcet 1785; Black et al.1998). Such an alternative is referred to as a majority winner or a Condorcet winner. 

(3) The acceptability criterion, that is, the rule should give as many voters as possible an “acceptable” choice.

(4) The avoid the worst criterion, that is, the rule should give as few voters as possible their worst choice.</>
We can now classify the eight major voting methods we focus on against these four evaluative criteria to see which one, on its face, they come closest to matching. 
Matching the first-place criterion with the voting rule to which it most closely corresponds is trivial; it is only plurality that limits itself to consideration of first-place preferences.

In social choice theory the Condorcet criterion is often used as the litmus test for identifying a socially desirable alternative in situations where only a single alternative is being picked (Black et al. 1998). But there may not always be a Condorcet winner, as the famous paradox of cyclical majorities demonstrates. The simplest example of this paradox is three voters with respective preferences ABC, BCA, and CBA. A receives a majority over B, B receives a majority over B, yet C receives a majority over A, so majority rule preferences violate transitivity and create a cycle. There is no alternative among the three that receives a majority against each and every other alternative. 

A method that guarantees to select a Condorcet winner when one exists is called a Condorcet extension method (Young 1977). Most methods for selecting a single alternative, including all eight of those identified above, are not Condorcet extension methods. However, non-Condorcet extension methods may differ greatly in their likelihood of picking a Condorcet winner when one exists. Some methods have a very high probability of doing so, under certain distributional assumptions about voter preferences, whereas others have a much lower probability of doing so. The term “Condorcet efficiency” is used to refer to the likelihood of choosing a Condorcet winner when one exists. There is now a substantial literature evaluating voting methods, under specified distributional assumptions, as to their Condorcet efficiency 
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(Grofman and Feld 2004; Regenwetter and Grofman 1998; Merrill 1984, 1985, 1988; Fishburn 1976)
. 
Of our eight methods, the two that seem most obviously to be attempts to reflect “majority” preferences are the two-round majority runoff method and the alternative vote (instant runoff) because each requires that the eventual winner receive a majority, not just a plurality, of the votes. But neither method guarantees to select a majority winner, even if one exists.
 Moreover, when there are a large number of alternatives being compared, both of these methods will probably look more like plurality in their Condorcet efficiency than they do like Condorcet extension methods with their 100 percent certainty of picking a Condorcet winner when one exists. Furthermore, under particular distributional assumptions, some of the other methods in our inventory may actually be more likely to give us a majority winner when there is one (i.e., have higher Condorcet efficiency) than methods like these that might seem, on their face, directly oriented toward doing so. 
The acceptability criterion is the vaguest of the four, and thus it is not surprising that there are several different methods that can be said to meet its ethos. The method that most obviously belongs in this category is “approval voting.” It is quite explicitly a search for an alternative with the greatest overall acceptability. But both the Borda rule and the méthode majoritaire also involve a search for outcomes that are acceptable on average. But just as there are different notions of a “representative” value for a distribution, for example, the mean and the median, among voting methods, the Borda rule may be said to behave like a search for the candidate with the highest average voter acceptability, while the misleadingly labeled méthode majoritaire might be said to reflect a desire to find a candidate who has the highest median level of acceptability.
 
Strengthening the notion that the Borda rule is a search for an acceptable alternative, we can view the Borda rule as generating outcomes exactly halfway between plurality and antiplurality. All three methods are instances of “scoring rules.” For the case of three alternatives, Saari (1994, 1995) offers a simple way to represent all scoring rules by a single value, s, in the triple (1, s, 0), where weights have been normalized so that 0 is the weight given to an alternative that is placed last in a voter’s ranking, s is the weight given to an alternative that is placed second in a voter’s ranking, and 1 is the weight given to an alternative that is placed first in a voter’s ranking, with 0 < s < 1. The plurality rule is characterized by the triple (1, 0, 0), the antiplurality rule by the triple (1, 1, 0), and the Borda rule by the triple (1, 0.5, 0).

Finally, when we look to see which voting method most closely matches the avoid the worst criterion it seems clear that antiplurality and the Coombs rule belong in that category, completing our assignment of evaluating the eight methods we introduced earlier against the four criteria. But it is helpful to say a bit more about how the two methods differ. Antiplurality is obviously the mirror image of plurality; the one looks to maximize first-place votes, the other to minimize last-place votes. In contrast, the Coombs rule is the mirror image of the alternative vote. It replaces “eliminating the alternative with the fewest first-place votes” with “eliminating the alternative with the most last-place votes.” However, both AV and the Coombs rule always satisfy the “mirror image” of the Condorcet criterion, the Condorcet loser criterion, namely, do not pick an alternative that loses to each and every other alternative in a head-to-head contest because the last pairing in each method guarantees that any Condorcet loser will be defeated. In contrast, it is easy to find examples to show that the antiplurality rule, like the plurality rule, violates the Condorcet loser criterion. Consider seven voters with preferences BAC, BAC, BAC, BCA, CAB, CAB, and CAB, respectively. Here antiplurality will choose A, yet A is a Condorcet loser. 
Since our focus in on the link between electoral rules and ethnic representation, we do not wish to consider the properties of the voting methods we identified only in the abstract (as we have just done) or in contexts where there are patterns of voting polarized along racial, ethnic, religious, or linguistic lines. To keep our discussion manageable we will look at the important case of bi-ethnic conflict. Our results will also apply in settings where, in any given constituency, there are only two major ethnic groups, even if there are many more than that in the nation as a whole.
<A>The Effects of Voting Rules for Selection of a Single Alternative in Bi-ethnic Situations Where Voting Is Single-Peaked Along an Ethnically Defined Single Dimension</>
To simplify our initial analyses, we begin by looking at single-seat elections and confine analysis to settings where there are only two ethnies
 from which candidates are drawn, though there may be more than one candidate from each ethny. It might appear that there is not much to be said about ethnic representation in elections to pick a single representative in such a context. In particular, if there are only two ethnic communities, one will elect a winner and the other will not, and presumably the group in the majority will be able to coordinate its votes to elect a candidate of its choice. But even leaving aside strategic and coalitional issues or the issue of candidate nomination procedures (for now), that point of view is too simplistic. 

In a bi-ethnic context, it is useful to think about candidates as lying along a continuum anchored by attitudes toward the two groups. Figure 2.1 illustrates the idea of bi-ethnic conflict between native Fijians and Indo-Fijians (descendants of those brought to Fiji from India in previous centuries to work the plantations) with single-peaked preferences along an ethnically defined dimension (Fraenkel and Grofman 2004). This illustration is based on a four-party situation. The four alternatives shown in the figure are: a radical pro-Indian party (RI), a moderate pro-Indian party (MI), a moderate pro–native Fijian party (MF), and a radical pro–native Fijian party (RF). Here moderation refers to the willingness to engage in compromise with the other ethnie. 
There are twenty-four possible linear rankings among the four parties, but only eight of those are single-peaked along the RI, MI, MF, RF continuum (see Table 2.2), that is, graphable as utility curves that have at most one inflection point, with that inflection point reflecting a change from an upward to a downward slope (Black et al. 1998; Fraenkel and Grofman 2004). 
<figure 2.1 near here>

<table 2.2 near here>
Once we confine ourselves to single-peaked preferences (along a bi-ethnic continuum), the properties of the various voting methods we have considered no longer look quite the same. In particular, we know from the work of Black et al. (1998) that when preferences are single-peaked, there always exists a Condorcet winner. Furthermore, we know that when preferences are single-peaked, the Condorcet winner will be whichever alternative is closest to the ideal point (the most preferred location) of the median voter on the spectrum, that is, it will reflect the preferences of the voter who is ideologically located so that (n – 1)/2 of the voters have ideal points that lie to her left on the spectrum and (n – 1)/2 have ideal points that lie to her right.
 

Even when preferences are single-peaked, neither plurality, AV, nor Coombs guarantees the selection of a Condorcet winner. Still, when preferences are single-peaked, there are important differences in their expected Condorcet efficiencies among plurality, AV, and Coombs.

<EXT>
Proposition 1: If we assume single-peaked preferences over a single dimension and no party holds a majority of first-place preferences, and posit that voter preferences are sincere (in the sense of Farquharson
 1969), when we have four parties or fewer, the candidate of the median party is more likely (or at least no less likely) to win when voting is conducted under the alternative vote than when voting is conducted under plurality. 

Proof: Grofman and Feld 2004.</>
On the other hand, once we have five or more alternatives, then the superiority of AV over plurality, even when preferences are single-peaked, is no longer assured. We can demonstrate this with an example, for five alternatives, where the Condorcet winner is the plurality winner but is eliminated by the alternative vote sequential choice process. Consider fifteen voters who vote over five alternatives with single-peaked preferences, ABCDE, ABCDE, ABCDE, ABCDE, ABCDE, BCADE, BCADE, BCDAE, BCDAE, CBDAE, CBDAE, CBDAE, DCBAE, EDCBA, EDCBA, respectively. Here B is both the plurality winner and the Condorcet winner,
 yet the elimination sequence under AV will eliminate D, then E, then B, and then A, with C winning, even though B would defeat C by 9 to 6.
<EXT>
Proposition 2: If voters have single-peaked preferences over a single dimension, and voter preferences are sincere (in the sense of Farquharson 1969), then the Coombs rule always selects the Condorcet winner (i.e., the alternative supported by the median voter). 

Proof: See Grofman and Feld 2004.</>
The first proposition is important because it shows that in bi-ethnic conflict situations the superiority of AV over plurality is not guaranteed, although there are some circumstances where Donald Horowitz and others (Reilly 2001) are correct to suggest that AV can be reliably expected to outperform simple plurality in picking a Condorcet winner. The preceding example shows that even single-peakedness does not guarantee that AV will pick the Condorcet winner when one exists.
 It therefore casts doubt on Horowitz’s claims about the power of AV to result in moderation. 

The second proposition is important because it shows that a rule that might appear attractive in the abstract because it avoids the worst (i.e., meets the Coombs rule) becomes, under the distributional assumption of single-peaked preferences, a Condorcet extension method as well. This reinforces an extremely important point: how a given rule can be expected to operate strongly depends upon the particular context in which it is applied. The properties of a voting rule in general need not be the most important properties of that rule when we restrict ourselves to situations where particular types of ideological or ethnic preference patterns are found (or when other special features, e.g., particular candidate nomination rules or distributions of voter preferences across multiple constituencies, are in place).

<A>Extensions to Multicandidate Selection Processes</>
<B>Links Between Single-Seat and Multiseat Methods
</>
Each of the three multiseat methods identified earlier has a single-seat analogue among the set of eight voting methods for selecting a single candidate. Let us define a voting method for choosing a single alternative as the root of a voting method for choosing multiple alternatives if the latter method reduces to the former method when we shift from a multiseat to a single-seat application of the method.

It is easy to see that the alternative vote is simply the single transferable vote applied to a single seat, that is, for the case when m = 1 and the Droop quota is simply half the available votes. So AV is the root for STV. It is equally obvious that plurality is the root for plurality bloc voting. What is less well recognized is that plurality is also the root of (any form of) list PR because all forms of list PR, just like plurality, only pay attention to first preferences (Kurrild-Klitgaard forthcoming). But once we recognize this fact, we also recognize that a given method of electing a single candidate may serve as a root for more than one multiseat method.
 
<B>Comparing Plurality and PR</>
The four normative criteria we looked at earlier were intended for single-seat constituencies. We sought to demonstrate that even though we need only pick a single alternative, that does not mean that it is obvious what choice we “ought” to make or that there is not a potential for seeking “compromise” or broader “consensus” even if there is only one office to be filled.

 In the multiseat context, in contrast, until quite recently, most of the electoral systems literature took as a given one particular normative principle, that of proportionality (notably Lakeman 1982, 1984). The contrast between PR and plurality with respect to proportionality of party representation is a staple of the historic debates in the electoral system literature about which electoral system is best. But the nature of the PR-plurality difference with respect to proportionality of representation of groups is more complex than is sometimes supposed.

First, for PR systems, the greater the number of seats to be filled, m, the easier it is, in principle, for a party to nominate a diverse array of candidates. Thus the closer m is to 1, ceteris paribus, the more a PR system will resemble plurality in single-seat constituencies. (Likewise, for STV, ceteris paribus, the closer m is to 1, the more that system will behave like AV.)

Second, it is customary to distinguish PR from plurality in terms of the votes needed to assure minority representation. But comparisons across voting rules based on the threshold of exclusion, the largest vote share a party can receive and still be denied winning any seats, can be misleading (Grofman 2001). In comparing PR and plurality in terms of the number of votes needed to elect a candidate to office, we must control for district population. Consider plurality, with a threshold of exclusion of
 ½, and its most direct m-seat extension, d’Hondt list PR, with a threshold of exclusion of 1/(m + 1). If we compare PR and plurality in terms of threshold of exclusion we might think that if m = 3, it takes only half as many voters in an m-seat district to guarantee the selection of a candidate of their choice as it does in a single-seat district with a plurality-based election (i.e., comparing a threshold of exclusion of ½ to one of ¼). But that comparison neglects the fact that the three-seat district is probably roughly three times the size of the single-seat district. Thus it takes 1.5 times as many voters to guarantee the election of a candidate in a legislature of m-seat districts using PR than in a legislature of the same size composed of single-seat constituencies using PR. In other words, contrary to our intuition, it is actually “easier,” in terms of votes needed, to elect candidates from single-seat constituencies than from multiseat ones—in the limit, twice as easy (Grofman 2001). But if that is so, why is the view that PR systems foster minority representation so universally accepted? 

The basic answer is that we need to pay attention to the distribution of minority voters across constituencies. Imagine that minority voters make up 26 percent of the total electorate and that they are evenly distributed across all constituencies. If all constituencies are single seat and voting is polarized along ethnic lines, then the minority will win no seats. In contrast, in three-seat constituencies using the d’Hondt rule, since the threshold of exclusion is 25 percent, the minority will be expected (given polarized voting patterns) to gain at least one seat out of three—actually a slight overrepresentation because of the lumpiness effects of small district size. It will take more raw votes to win the seat in the three-member constituency (roughly 1.5 times as many) but a smaller vote share. In general, the more concentrated are the minority voters, the more resemblance to a PR outcome will be provided by plurality voting. Indeed, if minorities are “fortunately” distributed so that they comprise, say, 52 percent of the voters in 50 percent of the single-seat plurality-based constituencies, they might well do better under plurality than under PR. However, absent considerable geographic concentration, single-member district plurality methods will systematically and substantially underrepresent minorities—with the degree of underrepresentation expected to be greatest when the minority population is small (Grofman 1982). What this means is that the contrast between plurality and PR cannot be considered in the abstract; how different the two systems will be depends greatly on the geographic distribution of voter preferences. 

A third important complexity is the nature of the party system under plurality. There has been a largely uncritical acceptance of the universal applicability of Duverger’s Law that two-party competition (at least at the constituency level) will result from plurality-based elections. The empirical evidence is based primarily on the fact that for the vast bulk of plurality-based elections, values of the Laakso-Taagepera (LT) index of effective number of parties (Laakso and Taagepera 1979) are relatively close to two, but that LT index conceals considerable variation in the actual number of parties regularly competing.
 In fact, only the United States (and a few small Caribbean island democracies) produces anything at all like two-party competition. Other democracies like Canada, India, and the United Kingdom are characterized by long-lasting third (or other minor) parties, and the struggle for power or influence at the national level can lead to repeated competition among more than two parties even at the district level (Grofman, Bowler, and Blais 2009). 
How disproportional plurality will be depends greatly on whether there are more than two parties competing. When there are, the distribution of third-party strength can yield perversities, such as nonmonotonic patterns of translating votes into seats or even a party winning a majority of the seats with fewer votes than a rival. But when there really are only two parties, as in the United States, the results are not that far from proportional at the federal level.
 

A fourth reason to be careful about claims that PR systems are inevitably more proportional than elections under PR is the need to recognize that for PR, when there are thresholds imposed or when party systems are new and expectations unstable, there can be huge numbers of votes “wasted” on parties that do not gain representation in the legislature, leading to substantial divergence from proportionality. 
Thus the PR-versus-plurality dichotomy is overblown when it comes to proportionality, at least in situations close to a two-party setting. Moreover, the other most common base of comparison of PR and plurality, the longstanding and still ongoing debate about whether it is best for political compromises to take place at the constituency level or in the legislature itself, is also more complicated than sometimes supposed. The standard view is that plurality makes it more likely that ideological or ethnic moderates will be elected, while the legislature elected under PR will be more like a microcosm of the society, mirroring the full range of political viewpoints, including extreme ones, and thus politics is both more stable and more moderate under plurality. However, this stylized portrait of differences between the two voting rules is problematic from both a theoretical and an empirical standpoint. 
On the one hand, the claim that single-seat elections involving plurality—at least ones with only two parties—lead to convergence toward the preferences of the median voter is theoretically suspect because it holds true only when a very large number of (mostly implicit) assumptions are met (Grofman 2004), and it can be shown that the claim is usually empirically falsified. In the United States we certainly do find that the more liberal the district the more liberal its representative will be. But rather than convergence between the parties, what we find instead is that for any given set of constituency characteristics, Democrats and Republicans elected from a district with similar characteristics (or from the same district at different times in close proximity to one another) do not look at all alike. In ideological terms the Democrat is always to the left of the Republican (Grofman, Griffin, and Glazer 1990), and, at least in recent decades, liberal districts will tend to elect Democrats and conservative districts will tend to elect Republicans (Grofman et al. 2000). Moreover, and equally important, divergence between parties at the district level can then translate into even more dramatic divergence at the legislative level because national party effects now prevent most conservative Democrats and most liberal Republicans from winning election, thus accentuating the differences between the parties in the legislature even beyond those between the parties at the constituency level.

On the other hand, even though it is generally true that the ideological range represented in parliaments elected under PR is wider than that under plurality, this does not imply that governance in the countries that use PR is necessarily unstable (Lijphart 1994) or that policies in those countries are further away from the preferences of the median voter, since the coalitions that usually govern in PR countries are often based around a relatively centrist party and parties ideologically proximate to it (Powell 2000). 

Finally we would observe that because both plurality and list PR rely on first preferences, if there were no geographic constraints on how we assign voters into constituencies we believe that we can mimic PR outcomes in m-seat districts with m appropriately constructed single-seat plurality districts. In a later section we will illustrate this idea of mimicking a multimember PR system with a single-seat system, along with how we might use AV to mimic STV.

<B>Comparing List PR and STV</>
Although for ethnically divided societies both forms of PR allow for key groups to be represented in parliament, and that may be highly desirable, there are important differences between them that are not noted in the electoral systems literature. In that literature, discussion of differences between the two most important types of PR voting methods tends to be limited to enumerating the differences in ballot format and in rules for calculating winners or, at best, to pointing out that STV and the d’Hondt form of list PR have the same threshold of exclusion, 1/(m + 1), or that STV has incentives for politicians and parties to pay attention to second-place (and lower) preferences that list PR does not. Case studies tend to look at either STV settings or list PR settings but rarely compare the consequences of the two approaches to achieving proportionality (Reilly 2001 is a notable exception; see also Fraenkel and Grofman 2006a, 2006b).
 The differences between plurality and AV, the respective roots of list PR and STV, are central to a full understanding of the differences between list PR and STV. 
List PR, unlike STV, is about first preferences, not about consensus building. For example, consider eleven voters with single-peaked preferences: ABCDE, ABCDE, ABCDE, ABCDE, BCADE, BCADE, BCADE, CBADE, CDBAE, DCBAE, and EDCBA. If we need to elect two, in all versions of list PR, alternatives/parties A and B will be chosen. In contrast, in an STV election to choose two, the two winners are A and C, since after A is chosen because it has reached the Droop quota of 4 based on first-place votes, it will not matter whether we eliminate DCBAE or EDCBA first. In either case, votes will eventually transfer to C, giving that candidate a Droop quota.

<B>Mimicking List PR with Plurality and STV with AV</>
To better understand how STV can be thought of as a majoritarian system and how list PR has important resemblances to plurality, we provide two useful results.

 Both propositions are believed to be correct, but the proofs are not (yet) watertight, so they are identified here only as conjectures.
<EXT> 

(Conjectured) Proposition 3: In an electorate of size N, if there are m seats to be filled, (a) there exists a partitioning of the voters in that electorate into m + 1 groups, with m groups of size N/(m + 1) and the (m + 1)th group including the remaining voters, such that if the outcomes in each of the first m groups are decided by AV, the results will perfectly mimic the outcome of an STV election to fill those m seats conducted in the electorate as a whole; and (b) there will exist a partition of the voters in that electorate into m + 1 groups, with m groups of size N/(m + 1) and the (m +1)th group including the remaining voters, not necessarily the same partition as for STV, such that if the outcomes in each of the first m groups are decided by plurality, the results in the first m constituencies will perfectly mimic the outcome of a list PR election to fill those m seats conducted in the electorate as a whole using the d’Hondt method of PR.
</>
We believe an even stronger result is true.
<EXT>
(Conjectured) Proposition 4: In an electorate of size N, where there are m seats to be filled, (a) there will exist a partition of the voters in that electorate into m groups each of size greater than or equal to N/(m + 1) such that if the outcomes in each are decided by AV, the results will perfectly mimic the outcome of an STV election to fill those m seats conducted in the electorate as a whole; and (b) there will exist a partition of the voters in that electorate into m groups each of size greater than or equal to N/(m + 1), not necessarily the same partition as for STV, such that if the outcomes in each are decided by plurality, the results will perfectly mimic the outcome of a list PR election to fill those m seats conducted in the electorate as a whole using the d’Hondt method of PR.
</>
In other words, if we could assign voters to constituencies in any way we chose, but in constituencies of roughly equal size, we could create AV constituencies that could be used to mirror the results of an STV election or plurality single-seat constituencies that could be used to mimic the results of a list PR election under the d’Hondt rule. This result shows just how important constituency assignments can be for determining outcomes. 

To see how such a partition process might work, let us consider different ways of partitioning the previous set of eleven voters with single-peaked preferences, ABCDE, ABCDE, ABCDE, ABCDE, BCADE, BCADE, BCADE, CBADE, CDBAE, DCBAE, and EDCBA, respectively, into two districts: one with five voters and one with six voters. To mimic the STV outcome of {A, C} we can put together the first five voters in one district and the second six in another and use AV. As with the results for STV in the electorate as a whole the outcome set does not depend upon the order of elimination of tied alternatives. On the other hand, if we created one district with ABCDE, ABCDE, BCADE, BCADE, and BCADE and put the remaining voters into the other district, AV would give us {B, C}, different from either the STV or list PR outcome. To mimic the outcome of list PR under d’Hondt, namely {A, B}, all we have to do is put the first four voters with the last two in one district and the remaining voters in the other district. But different ways of grouping voters into plurality could lead to different outcomes. If we put together the first six voters in one district and the second five in another we get the STV outcome of {A, C}. Of course, there are some outcomes we cannot get no matter how we distribute voters; for example, we cannot force the choice of E because it has only one first-place vote. Nonetheless, these examples show how districting is important in considering the consequences of alternative voting rules and how proportional or minoritarian multiseat voting rules can be mimicked by pluralitarian or majoritarian voting methods applied to single-seat constituencies.
<A>Conclusion</>
This chapter has identified several different ways of thinking about electoral systems according to four different normative criteria: realizing first-place choices, implementing majority choices, finding widely acceptable choices, and avoiding picking alternatives at the bottom of the preference ranking of a large number of voters. It also has shown how the implications of rules might shift when we make specific (plausible) assumptions about the sociopolitical context in which they would be used, for example, bi-ethnic conflict along a single-peaked dimension. Then we demonstrated that such commonly used dichotomies in the electoral and social choice literature, such as that between PR and plurality, neglected some key similarities between these two methods, both in principle and in practice. We also showed that STV and list PR have important differences that can be linked to the single-seat method at the root of each (AV and plurality, respectively). The key aim of this essay has been to integrate some ideas (e.g., Condorcet winner, single-peakedness) common in the social choice literature with the literature examining electoral systems but with a special concern for applications to the representation of minority (ethnic) preferences. Those interested in the role of electoral systems as tools for the promotion of power-sharing or other forms of ethnic accommodation need to pay more attention to the social choice literature. They also need to understand that the commonly made stark distinctions between PR and pluralitarian-majoritarian methods are apt to be misleading since we need to pay much more attention to the consequences of political geography.
<R>References</>
Balinski, Michel, and Rida Laraki. 2007a. "A Theory of Measuring, Electing, and Ranking." Proceedings of the National Academy of Science 104, 21.{AU: Pls. add inclusive page numbers if available.}
———. 2007b. "Election by Majority Judgement: Experimental Evidence." Ecole Polytechnique: Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique 28.{AU: Pls. add inclusive page numbers if available.}
Balinski, Michel L., and H. Peyton Young. 1982. Fair Representation: Meeting the Ideal of One Man, One Vote. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.{AU: At the end of the References we have a Young, Peyton entry. Is it missing an H.?}
Black, Duncan, et al. 1998. The Theory of Committees and Elections. Ed. I. McLean, A. McMillan, and B. L. Monroe. 2nd rev. ed. Boston: Klewer Academic Press.

Bunreacht na hÉireann. 1937. Constitution of Ireland, as Amended. Dublin: Stationery Office.

Condorcet, Marquis de. 1785. Essai sur l'application d 'analyse à la probabilité des decisions rendues a le pluralité des voix. Paris: De l'imprimeul Royale.{AU: Should "a le" be " à la" instead?}
Engstrom, Richard L. 1998. "Minority Electoral Opportunities and Alternative Election Systems in the Unitred States." In M. E. Rush, ed., Voting Rights and Redistricting in the United States. Westport, CT: Greenwood Press.

Farquaharson, Robin. 1969. The Theory of Voting. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Filippov, Mikhail, Peter Ordeshook, and Olga Shvetsova. 2004. Designing Federalism: A Theory of Self-Sustainable Federal Institutions. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Fishburn, Peter. 1976. "An Analysis of Simple Two Stage Voting Systems." Behavioral Science 21: 1-12.

Fraenkel, Jon, and Bernard Grofman. 2004. "A Neo-Downsian Model of the Alternative Vote as a Mechanism for Mitigating Ethnic Conflict in Plural Societies." Public Choice 121: 487-506.

———. 2006a. "Does the Alternative Vote Foster Moderation in Ethnically Divided Societies? The Case of Fiji." Comparative Political Studies 39, 5: 623-51.

———. 2006b. "The Failure of the Alternative Vote as a Tool for Ethnic Moderation in Fiji? A Rejoinder to Horowitz." Comparative Political Studies 39, 5: 663-65.

Francis, E. K. 1976. "Outline of a Theory: Ethnicity and Types of Society." In Interethnic Relations: An Essay in Sociological Theory. Amsterdam: Elsevier.

Grofman, Bernard. 1982. "For Single-Member Districts, Random Is Not Equal." In B. Grofman, A. Lijhpart, R. McKay, and H. Scarrow, eds., Representation and Redistricting Issues. Lexington, MA: Lexington Books.

———. 2001. "A Note of Caution in Interpreting the Threshold of Exclusion." Electoral Studies 20: 299-303.

———. 2004. "Downs and Two-Party Convergence." Annual Review of Political Science 7: 25-46.

———. 2008. "A Taxonomy of Run-Off Methods." Electoral Studies 27: 395-99.

Grofman, Bernard, Shaun Bowler, and Andre Blais. 2009. "Duverger's Law in Canada, India, the U.S. and the U.K." Berlin: Springer Verlag.{AU: This essay uses both Springer Verlag and Springer-Verlag. Is it possible to use one or the other consistently?}
Grofman, Bernard, and Scott L. Feld. 2004. "If You Like the Alternative Vote (a.k.a. the Instant Runoff), Then You Ought to Know About the Coombs Rule." Electoral Studies 23: 641-59.

Grofman, Bernard, Robin Griffin, and Amihai Glazer. 1990. "Identical Geography, Different Party: A Natural Experiment on the Magnitude of Party Differences in the U.S. Senate, 1960-84." In R. J. Johnston, F. M. Shelley, and P. J. Taylor, eds., Developments in Electoral Geography. London: Routledge.

Grofman, Bernard, Lisa Handley, and David Lublin. 2001. "Drawing Effective Minority Districts: A Conceptual Framework and Some Empirical Evidence." North Carolina Law Review 79: 1383-1430.

Grofman, Bernard, William Koetzle, Michael McDonald, and Thomas Brunell. 2000. "A New Look at Split Ticket Voting for House and President: The Comparative Midpoints Model." Journal of Politics 62, 1: 34-50.

Grofman, Bernard, and Robert Stockwell. 2003. "Institutional Design in Plural Societies: Mitigating Ethnic Conflict and Fostering Stable Democracy." In R. Mudambi, P. Navarra, and G. Sobbrio, eds., Economic Welfare, International Business and Global Institutional Change. New York: Edward Elgar.

Horowitz, Donald L. 1985. Ethnic Groups in Conflict. Berkeley: University of California Press.{AU: OK change to author name?}
———. 1989a. "Ethnic Conflict Management for Policymakers." In Conflict and Peacemaking in Multiethnic Societies, ed. J. V. Montville. Lexington, MA: Heath.

———. 1989b. "Making Moderation Pay: The Comparative Politics of Ethnic Conflict Management." In J. V. Montville, ed., Conflict and Peacemaking in Multiethnic Societies. Lexington, MA: Heath.{AU: J. V. Montville, correct?}
———. 1991. A Democratic South Africa? Constitutional Engineering in a Divided Society. Berkeley: University of California Press.

———. 1997. "Encouraging Electoral Accommodation in Divided Societies." In B. V. Lal and P. Larmour, eds., Electoral Systems in Divided Societies: The Fiji Constitutional Review. Canberra: Australian National University.

Kurrild-Klitgaard, Peter. Forthcoming. "Voting Paradoxes Under Proportional Representation." Scandinavian Political Studies.

Laakso, M., and Rein Taagepera. 1979. "Effective Number of Parties: A Measure with Applications to West Europe." Comparative Political Studies 12: 3-27.

Lakeman, Enid. 1982. "The Case for Proportional Representation." In Power to Elect: The Case for Proportional Representation. London: Heinemann.

———. 1984. "The Case for Proportional Representation." In A. Lijphart and B. Grofman, eds., Choosing an Electoral System: Issues and Alternatives. New York: Praeger.

Lijphart, Arend. 1968. The Politics of Accommodation: Pluralism and Democracy in the Netherlands. Berkeley: University of California Press.

———. 1969. "Consociational Democracy." World Politics 21, 2: 207-25.

———. 1977. Democracy in Plural Societies: A Comparative Exploration. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

———. 1991. "The Power-Sharing Approach." In J. V. Montville, ed., Conflict and Peacemaking in Multiethnic Societies. Lexington, MA: Heath Lexington Books.
———, ed. 1992. Parliamentary Versus Presidential Government. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

———, ed. 1994. Electoral Systems and Party Systems: A Study of Twenty-Seven Democracies. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

———. 1996. "The Puzzle of Indian Democracy: A Consociational Interpretation." American Political Science Review 90, 2: 258-68.

———. 2008. Thinking About Democracy: Power Sharing and Majority Rule in Theory and Practice. New York: Routledge.

Linz, Juan J., and Arturo Valenzuela, eds. 1994. The Failure of Presidential Democracy. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press.

Merrill, Samuel. 1984. "A Comparison of the Efficiency of Multicandidate Electoral Systems." American Journal of Political Science 28, 1: 23-49.

———. 1985. "A Statistical Model for Condorcet Efficiency Based on Simulations Under Spatial Model Assumptions." Public Choice 47, 2: 389-403.

———. 1988. Making Multicandidate Elections More Democratic. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Mitchell, Paul. 2001. "Transcending an Ethnic Party System? The Impact of Consociational Governance on Electoral Dynamics and the Party System." In R. Wilford, ed., XXXX. Oxford: Oxford University Press.{AU: What edited collection is this essay a part of?}
Mitchell, Paul, Brendan O'Leary, and Geoffrey Evans. 2001. "Northern Ireland: Flanking Extremists Bite the Moderates and Emerge in Their Clothes." Parliamentary Affairs 54, 4: 725-42.

———. 2002. "The 2001 Elections in Northern Ireland: Moderating 'Extremists' and the Squeezing of the Moderates." Representation 39, 1: 23-36.

Mozaffar, Shaheen, and Gail A. Maloney. 2007. "Are Multi-Ethnic Societies and Deeply-Divided Societies Different?" In 12th Annual World Convention of the Association for the Study of Nationalities. New York: Columbia University.{AU: Is this a book published by Columbia University? - as opposed to Columbia University Press?}
O'Leary, Brendan, Tom Lyne, Jim Marshall, and Bob Rowthorn. 1993. Northern Ireland: Sharing Authority. London: Institute for Public Policy Research.

Powell, G. Bingham. 2000. Elections as Instruments of Democracy: Majoritarian and Proportional Visions. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Regenwetter, Michel, and Bernard Grofman. 1998. "Approval Voting, Borda Winners and Condorcet Winners: Evidence from Seven Elections." Management Science 44, 4: 520-33.

Reilly, Benjamin. 2001. Democracy in Divided Societies: Electoral Engineering for Conflict Management. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Reilly, Benjamin, and Andrew Reynolds. 1999. Electoral Systems and Conflict in Divided Societies. Washington, DC: National Academy Press.

Reynolds, Andrew. 1999. Electoral Systems and Democratization in Southern Africa. New York: Oxford University Press.

Reynolds, Andrew, and Ben Reilly. 1997. The International IDEA Handbook of Electoral Design. Stockholm: International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance.

Saari, Donald. 1994. Geometry of Voting. Berlin: Springer-Verlag.

———. 1995. The Basic Geometry of Voting. Berlin: Springer-Verlag.

Shugart, Matthew Soberg, and Martin P. Wattenberg. 2003. Mixed-Member Electoral Systems: The Best of Both Worlds? Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Smith, Anthony D. 1991. National Identity. Harmondsworth: Penguin.

Sugden, Robert. 1984. "Free Association and the Theory of Proportional Representation." American Political Science Review 78, 1: 311-43.

Taylor, Peter J., Graham Gudgin, and R. J. Johnston. 1986. "The Geography of Representation: A Review of Recent Findings." In B. Grofman and A. Lijphart, eds., Electoral Laws and Their Political Consequences. New York: Agathon Press.

Tideman, Nicolaus, and D. Richardson. 2000. "A Comparison of Improved STV Methods." In S. Bowler and B. Grofman, eds., Elections in Australia, Ireland and Malta Under the Single Transferable Vote. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press.

Williams, Robin. 2003. The Wars Within: People and States in Conflict. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Young, Peyton. 1977. "Extending Condorcet's Rule." Journal of Economic Theory 16: 335-53.



�AU: The present version is correct. 





This name is spelled Farquaharson in the References section at the end of the essay. Which is correct?


�AU: Pls. check heading level. Is this part of the A (major) head or is it a 





B (minor) head, as coded YES


�AU: Here and below, can decimals or percentages  or spelled-out words replace the fractions? YES


�AU: As you can see, I created a new note here. I thought mention of the “previous contribution” should go in a note instead.OK





<N>Notes</>


<UNN>Thanks to Sue Ludeman and Clover Behrend-Gethard for bibliographic assistance. Research on this project was partially supported by funding from the Jack W. Peltason (Bren Foundation) Endowed Chair, University of California, Irvine, and by the UCI Center for the Study of Democracy.</>


� 	The view that federalism is highly desirable for multiethnic societies is widely held but is not without dissenters. Pursuing this debate would take us outside the scope of this essay. For a general discussion of federalism, see � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Filippov</Author><Year>2004</Year><RecNum>10401</RecNum><record><rec-number>10401</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="vzv2fdpdrtfax2e5afxx2xa3rx0petes5pd5">10401</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Book">6</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Filippov, Mikhail</author><author>Ordeshook, Peter</author><author>Shvetsova, Olga</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Designing Federalism: A Theory of Self-Sustainable Federal Institutions</title></titles><pages>396</pages><keywords><keyword>Czechoslovkia</keyword><keyword>USSR</keyword><keyword>federation</keyword><keyword>Australia, Federalism</keyword><keyword>Canada</keyword><keyword>Germany</keyword><keyword>India</keyword><keyword>Russia</keyword></keywords><dates><year>2004</year></dates><pub-location>New York</pub-location><publisher>Cambridge University Press</publisher><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�Filippov,Ordeshook, and Shvetsova 2004�. See also the introduction to this volume.


� 	Prominent scholars of comparative politics, most notably Juan Linz, have asserted that presidential (as opposed to parliamentary) systems are not suited to plural societies and must be replaced. The existence of a single president and the inevitable winner-take-all conflict for that office allegedly exacerbates ethnic tension and provides a power base to the winner to use for ethnic domination � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Linz</Author><Year>1994</Year><RecNum>14305</RecNum><record><rec-number>14305</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="vzv2fdpdrtfax2e5afxx2xa3rx0petes5pd5">14305</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Edited Book">28</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Linz, Juan J.</author><author>Valenzuela, Arturo</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>The Failure of Presidential Democracy</title></titles><dates><year>1994</year></dates><pub-location>Baltimore</pub-location><publisher>John Hopkins University Press</publisher><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(Linz and Valenzuela 1994)�. Whether presidentialism is, per se, a destabilizing force has triggered an ongoing debate in the comparative politics literature whose pursuit would take us beyond the scope of this essay. See, e.g., � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Horowitz</Author><Year>1991</Year><RecNum>891</RecNum><record><rec-number>891</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="vzv2fdpdrtfax2e5afxx2xa3rx0petes5pd5">891</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Book">6</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Horowitz, Donald L</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>A Democratic South Africa? Constitutional Engineering in a Divided Society</title></titles><keywords><keyword>Democracy</keyword><keyword>South Africa</keyword><keyword>Ethnic Conflict</keyword><keyword>Constitutional Engineering</keyword><keyword>Electoral systems</keyword></keywords><dates><year>1991</year></dates><pub-location>Berkeley</pub-location><publisher>University of California Press</publisher><call-num>DT1963 H81 (COURSECOLL)</call-num><urls></urls></record></Cite><Cite><Author>Lijphart</Author><Year>1992</Year><RecNum>1094</RecNum><record><rec-number>1094</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="vzv2fdpdrtfax2e5afxx2xa3rx0petes5pd5">1094</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Edited Book">28</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Lijphart, Arend</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Parliamentary versus Presidential Government</title><secondary-title>Oxford Readings in Politics and Government</secondary-title></titles><keywords><keyword>Parliamentary Government</keyword><keyword>Presidential Government</keyword><keyword>Comparative</keyword></keywords><dates><year>1992</year></dates><pub-location>Oxford</pub-location><publisher>Oxford University Press</publisher><urls></urls><custom4>JF11 P25 (COURSECOLL)</custom4></record></Cite></EndNote>�Horowitz 1991; Lijphart 1992�. 


� 	The first two of these choices are almost always “constitutionally embedded,” and the third often is. In most countries, electoral systems choice is not constitutionally embedded but allows for change by legislative action. In none of the long-term democracies with recent dramatic changes of electoral system for national parliamentary elections—France in the 1980s, twice; New Zealand, 1993; Japan, 1996; Italy, 1994, 2004—was constitutional change required. However, in a number of new democracies (e.g., South Africa, Estonia), while electoral system details are not spelled out in the constitution, there is language along the lines of a requirement to “follow the principle of proportionality.” In some older democracies, e.g., Ireland, the precise electoral system is constitutionally mandated � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Bunreacht na hÉireann</Author><Year>1937</Year><RecNum>230</RecNum><Suffix> Article 16. 2</Suffix><record><rec-number>230</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="vzv2fdpdrtfax2e5afxx2xa3rx0petes5pd5">230</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Book">6</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Bunreacht na hÉireann,</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Constitution of Ireland, as amended</title></titles><dates><year>1937</year></dates><pub-location>Dublin</pub-location><publisher>Stationery Office</publisher><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(Bunreacht na hÉireann 1937, Article 16.2)�.


� The eight methods discussed are but a few of the many voting rules for a single-seat contest that have been proposed. The alternative vote, plurality, and two-round runoffs are among those used for real-world elections to legislatures or of executives. The others—antiplurality, approval, Borda, Coombs, and the méthode majoritaire—are important for theoretical, comparative, and evaluative reasons. There are several inventories of methods used in national elections � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Reynolds</Author><Year>1997</Year><RecNum>3237</RecNum><Prefix>see e.g. </Prefix><record><rec-number>3237</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="vzv2fdpdrtfax2e5afxx2xa3rx0petes5pd5">3237</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Book">6</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Reynolds, Andrew</author><author>Reilly, Ben</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>The International IDEA Handbook of Electoral Design</title></titles><dates><year>1997</year></dates><pub-location>Stockholm</pub-location><publisher>International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance</publisher><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(see, e.g., Reynolds and Reilly 1997)�. But human ingenuity in devising different rules, even for the case of selecting a single alternative, is quite remarkable. Even those broadly familiar with the methods in actual use may not be aware of the full spectrum of potentially usable voting methods.


� 	There are, however, many variants of runoffs in addition to the two-round majority runoff. For example, the number of rounds required to select a winner can vary, as can the criterion used to determine which candidates advance from one round to the next � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Grofman</Author><Year>2008</Year><RecNum>14301</RecNum><record><rec-number>14301</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="vzv2fdpdrtfax2e5afxx2xa3rx0petes5pd5">14301</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Journal Article">17</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Grofman, Bernard</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>A Taxonomy of Run-Off Methods</title><secondary-title>Electoral Studies</secondary-title></titles><periodical><full-title>Electoral Studies</full-title></periodical><pages>395-99</pages><volume>27</volume><dates><year>2008</year></dates><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(Grofman 2008)�. In legislative elections in France under the double ballot system, if there is no candidate with a majority of votes in the first round of balloting, only the candidates who receive at least 12.5 percent of the vote are eligible to run in the second ballot in which the winner is the plurality winner. In single-winner elections for some political party organizations in the United States and Canada, if no candidate receives a majority on the first ballot, a common form of multiballot runoff eliminates the candidate at each round who receives the fewest first-place votes and then continues in this fashion until some candidate receives a majority. This method is sometimes called lowest candidate out runoff (LCOR) or multiple round sequential elimination (MRSE). 


� 	These three multiseat methods include most of the key (families of) methods in common use. The two most important methods whose implications for ethnic representation space considerations do not allow us to discuss here are limited voting and cumulative voting. A useful discussion of these methods and ethnic representation may be found in � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Engstrom</Author><Year>1998</Year><RecNum>14291</RecNum><record><rec-number>14291</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="vzv2fdpdrtfax2e5afxx2xa3rx0petes5pd5">14291</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Book Section">5</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Engstrom, Richard L</author></authors><secondary-authors><author>Rush, Mark E</author></secondary-authors></contributors><titles><title>Minority Electoral Opportunities and Alternative Election Systems in the Unitred States</title><secondary-title>Voting Rights and Redistricting in the United States</secondary-title></titles><dates><year>1998</year></dates><pub-location>Westport, CT</pub-location><publisher>Greenwood Press</publisher><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�Engstrom 1998�. I will also not consider mixed methods, i.e., those that do not have the same rule used in all constituencies � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Shugart</Author><Year>2003</Year><RecNum>14318</RecNum><record><rec-number>14318</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="vzv2fdpdrtfax2e5afxx2xa3rx0petes5pd5">14318</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Book">6</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Shugart, Matthew Soberg</author><author>Wattenberg, Martin P.</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Mixed-Member Ellectoral Systems: The Best of Both Worlds?</title></titles><dates><year>2003</year></dates><pub-location>Oxford</pub-location><publisher>Oxford University Press</publisher><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(Shugart and Wattenberg 2003)�. 


� 	More complex list PR rules permit voters to affect the ordering of candidates on a party’s list. Such methods are usually referred to as open list PR. 


� 	There are a variety of other methods for generating a “proportional” allocation � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Balinski</Author><Year>1982</Year><RecNum>4702</RecNum><record><rec-number>4702</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="vzv2fdpdrtfax2e5afxx2xa3rx0petes5pd5">4702</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Book">6</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Balinski, Michel L</author><author>Peyton Young, H</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Fair Representation: Meeting the Ideal of One Man. One Vote</title></titles><dates><year>1982</year></dates><pub-location>New Haven</pub-location><publisher>Yale University Press</publisher><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(Balinski and Peyton Young 1982)�, but they raise issues beyond the scope of this essay. 


� 	In some computer implementations of STV these ballots are chosen at random from the set of ballots in which the candidate is ranked first (among eligible candidates); in the hand-counted version, still valid ballots are first sorted according to which candidate is ranked first, and a count continues until a Droop quota is met for a given first-place choice with the stack of “used” ballots eliminated from further consideration and the remaining ballots in the stack allocated to the highest ranked (still eligible) candidate on each voter’s ballot. Other variants create fractional ballots so as to sum in total to the excess of first-place ballots in excess of the Droop quota � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Tideman</Author><Year>2000</Year><RecNum>14315</RecNum><record><rec-number>14315</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="vzv2fdpdrtfax2e5afxx2xa3rx0petes5pd5">14315</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Book Section">5</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Tideman, Nicolaus</author><author>Richardson, D</author></authors><secondary-authors><author>Bowler, Shaun</author><author>Grofman, Bernard</author></secondary-authors></contributors><titles><title>A Comparison of Improved STV Methods</title><secondary-title>Elections in Australia, Ireland and Malta under the Single Transferable Vote</secondary-title></titles><pages>248-64</pages><dates><year>2000</year></dates><pub-location>Ann Arbor</pub-location><publisher>University of Michigan Press</publisher><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(Tideman and Richardson 2000)�. For present purposes none of these complexities matters.


� 	Consider five voters with preferences ACB, ACB BCA, BCA, and CBA. The alternative vote will choose B because C, the Condorcet winner, will be eliminated in the first round. When there are only three voters, instant runoff and the two-round majority runoff are, in effect, identical; thus the latter method also fails to give us the Condorcet winner. (Note we are assuming that voters vote “sincerely” � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Farquaharson</Author><Year>1969</Year><RecNum>579</RecNum><record><rec-number>579</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="vzv2fdpdrtfax2e5afxx2xa3rx0petes5pd5">579</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Book">6</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Farquaharson, Robin</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>The Theory of Voting</title></titles><dates><year>1969</year></dates><pub-location>New Haven, Conn</pub-location><publisher>Yale University Press</publisher><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�[Farquaharson 1969]�, i.e., they do not misrepresent their “true” preferences for strategic reasons.) 


� 	This way of understanding the normative power of these two methods on an intuitive level is my own and would not necessarily be shared by the leading contemporary advocates of each method � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Saari</Author><Year>1994</Year><RecNum>14311</RecNum><Prefix>Balinski in the case of the methode majoritaire`, and for Borda Donald </Prefix><Suffix> </Suffix><record><rec-number>14311</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="vzv2fdpdrtfax2e5afxx2xa3rx0petes5pd5">14311</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Book">6</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Saari, Donald</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Geometry of Voting</title></titles><dates><year>1994</year></dates><pub-location>Berlin</pub-location><publisher>Springer-Verlag</publisher><urls></urls></record></Cite><Cite><Author>Saari</Author><Year>1995</Year><RecNum>14312</RecNum><record><rec-number>14312</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="vzv2fdpdrtfax2e5afxx2xa3rx0petes5pd5">14312</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Book">6</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Saari, Donald</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>The Basic Geometry of Voting</title><secondary-title>Berlin</secondary-title></titles><dates><year>1995</year></dates><pub-location>Springer-Verlag</pub-location><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(Balinski in the case of the  méthode majoritaire and for Borda, Saari 1994, 1995)�.


� 	The term ethny or ethnie means any religious, racial, ethnic, or linguistic grouping � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Smith</Author><Year>1991</Year><RecNum>1863</RecNum><record><rec-number>1863</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="vzv2fdpdrtfax2e5afxx2xa3rx0petes5pd5">1863</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Book">6</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Smith, Anthony D</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>National Identity</title></titles><dates><year>1991</year></dates><pub-location>Harmondsworth</pub-location><publisher>Penguin</publisher><urls></urls></record></Cite><Cite><Author>Williams</Author><Year>2003</Year><RecNum>14316</RecNum><record><rec-number>14316</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="vzv2fdpdrtfax2e5afxx2xa3rx0petes5pd5">14316</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Book">6</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Williams, Robin</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>The Wars Within: People and States in Conflict</title></titles><dates><year>2003</year></dates><pub-location>Ithaca, NY</pub-location><publisher>Cornell University Press</publisher><urls></urls></record></Cite><Cite><Author>Francis</Author><Year>1976</Year><RecNum>13987</RecNum><record><rec-number>13987</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="vzv2fdpdrtfax2e5afxx2xa3rx0petes5pd5">13987</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Book Section">5</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Francis, E. K.</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Outline of a Theory: Ethnicity and Types of Society</title><secondary-title>Interethnic Relations: An essay in Sociological Theory</secondary-title></titles><pages>381-405</pages><dates><year>1976</year></dates><pub-location>Amsterdam</pub-location><publisher>Elsevier</publisher><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(Smith 1991; Williams 2003; Francis 1976)�. 


� 	For simplicity we neglect the possibility of voters with identical ideal points. 


� 	It is the alternative closest to the preference of the median voter.


� 	AV will guarantee to pick the Condorcet winner when voter preferences are single-troughed (Grofman and Feld 2004), but single-troughedness (a mirror image of single-peakedness, where preferences can be graphed as curves that change their slope at most once, from a downward to an upward direction; Black et al. 1998) is a relatively obscure condition that is unlikely to be satisfied in real-world bi-ethnic settings. 


� 	Space constraints confine analysis to the three multiseat methods identified here.


� 	The LT index is the inverse of the even better-known Hirschman-Herfindahl index of concentration, widely used in economics. The LT index of the effective number of parties at the seat (vote) level is given by the inverse of the sum of the squared values of each party’s seat (vote) shares.


� 	In addition, differences between plurality and PR systems with respect to proportionality may not loom as large when we consider party (or group) representation over time. Taylor, Gudgin, and Johnston (1986) discuss the notion of proportional tenure, i.e., the average representation of a party over the course of many elections. The United States, for example, is far more proportional than it is commonly given credit because the alternation of power between Democrats and Republicans has led to a congressional seat share for each that closely tracks each party’s average share of the total votes cast for major-party candidates. 


� 	The STV, in addition to opening up the possibility of proportional representation of an ethnie’s voting strength, has been posited by some scholars to provide incentives for cross-ethnic choices by voters and even the formation of cross-ethnic preelectoral alliances by parties. Various authors familiar with the use of the STV in Northern Ireland have argued for its use in preference to list forms of PR � ADDIN EN.CITE � ADDIN EN.CITE.DATA ����(Horowitz 1985; O'Leary et al. 1993; Reilly and Reynolds 1999; Reynolds 1999; Mitchell 2001; Mitchell, O'Leary, and Evans 2001, 2002)�. {AU: Instead of “in preference to,” can we say “instead of” or “over the use of”?}


�	The STV portions derive their inspiration from a previous contribution � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Sugden</Author><Year>1984</Year><RecNum>7141</RecNum><record><rec-number>7141</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="vzv2fdpdrtfax2e5afxx2xa3rx0petes5pd5">7141</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Journal Article">17</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Sugden, Robert</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Free Association and the Theory of Proportional Representation</title><secondary-title>American Political Science Review</secondary-title></titles><periodical><full-title>American Political Science Review</full-title></periodical><pages>311-43</pages><volume>78</volume><number>1</number><dates><year>1984</year></dates><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(Sugden 1984)�.


� 	This proposition requires that voters cast complete ballots showing their ranking for all candidates; otherwise there may be seats won with less than a Droop quota, which complicates creating the single-district matchups to the m outcomes. 


� 	This proposition also requires that voters cast complete ballots showing ranking for all candidates.





