
Elections and Electoral Systems



Democracies are sometimes classified in terms of their electoral
system.

An electoral system is a set of laws that regulate electoral
competition between candidates or parties or both.



Elections are increasingly used to fill legislative and executive
offices around the world.

185 of the world’s 193 independent states now use direct elections
to elect people to their lower house of parliament.



Electoral integrity refers to the extent to which the conduct of
elections meets international standards and global norms
concerning ‘good’ elections.

These norms and standards are usually set out in treaties,
conventions, and guidelines issued by international and regional
organizations.



Violations of electoral integrity are referred to as electoral
malpractice.



Electoral Integrity across the World in 2016Map  13.1

Source: Data come from the Perceptions of Electoral Integrity expert survey (PEI 4.5) and are based on national-level elections that have taken place between 
July 1, 2012, and June 30, 2016 (“Perceptions” 2016). Darker colors indicate higher levels of electoral integrity.
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each of the eleven categories of electoral integrity as well as their overall PEI score. The 
shaded gray area in the star-plot is large when a country scores highly on each of the eleven 
categories in the PEI measure. To help provide context, we overlay each country’s star-plot 
(filled, gray) with a star-plot (black dashed line) showing the average global score on each of 
the eleven categories in the PEI measure. This allows us to see where the countries are doing 
better or worse than the global average when it comes to electoral integrity.

Although established democracies tend to have high PEI scores, there is some variation. 
It turns out that the United States has the lowest overall PEI score among established democ-
racies (62), leaving it ranked 52nd worldwide in 2016 (Norris et al. 2016b, 12). As the top left 

Electoral Integrity in Four CountriesFigure  13.2

Source: Data for the star-plots come from the Perceptions of Electoral Integrity expert survey (PEI 4.5; “Perceptions” 
2016). The gray star-plots indicate how the four countries score on each of the eleven categories of electoral integ-
rity. They also show each country’s overall PEI score. The black dashed line indicates the average global score across 
the same categories of electoral integrity.



Democracies tend to have higher levels of electoral integrity than
dictatorships.

There is variation, though, among both democracies and
dictatorships.



Electoral integrity is influenced by:

• Domestic structural constraints

• The role of the international community

• Institutional design

• Electoral management bodies



Two strategies to identify election fraud:

1. Election monitoring

2. Election forensics
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THE SCIENCE OF ELECTION FORENSICS

Political scientists have begun to develop tests to identify election fraud. The underlying idea is 
that human attempts to manipulate election results leave telltale signs that can be picked up 
by statistical tests (Hicken and Mebane 2015). Many of these tests focus on the frequency 
distribution of digits in reported vote totals. Benford’s law describes a pattern for the 
frequency distribution of digits in numbers that occurs in many settings (Mebane 2013, 9). 
Although we might think that each digit from 1 to 9 has an equal probability of appearing as 
the first digit in a number, this is often not the case. It turns out that in a wide variety of 
settings, smaller digits are more common than larger digits. To illustrate why this might be the 
case, Deckert, Myagkov, and Ordeshook (2011, 246) give the example of collecting house 
street numbers at random from a telephone book. As street numbers tend to begin with 1  
(or 10 or 100) and restart at 1 after crossing a boundary or end before higher numbers are 
reached, addresses that start with the number 1 will be more common than those that start 
with the number 2, and those that start with a 2 will be more common than those that start 
with a 3, and so on. According to Benford’s law, the first and second digits in a number will 
follow the frequency distributions shown in Table 13.1. For example, the probability that the 
first digit in a number will be a 3 is 0.125, and the probability that it will be a 6 is 0.067. 
Similarly, the probability that the second digit in a number will be a 0 is 0.120, and the 
probability that it will be a 6 is 0.093. The mean or expected value of the first digit is 3.441, 
whereas it is 4.187 for the second digit.

Benford’s law has been used to detect financial and accounting fraud (Cho and Gaines 
2007). The general idea is that individuals who fabricate numbers have a tendency to do so 
uniformly. As a result, one can compare the frequencies with which different digits appear as 
the first number in financial accounts with the expected probabilities for those digits from 
Benford’s law. Significant deviations would indicate “suspicious” numbers and possible fraud. 
Scholars have adopted the same basic idea to try to identify electoral fraud in voting returns 
(Cantu and Saiegh 2011), though they tend to focus on the distribution of the second digit 
rather than the first digit (Mebane 2006, 2008; Pericchi and Torres 2011). For example, 
Mebane (2013) examined electoral returns from 45,692 ballot boxes in the 2009 presidential 
elections in Iran and found that the frequency distribution of the second digits in the vote 
totals for the incumbent president, Ahmadinejad, was suspicious. Rather than focus on 
Benford’s law, other scholars have argued that fair elections should produce voting returns 
that have uniformly distributed 0–9 last digits. Using this method, Beber and Scacco (2012) 

Benford’s Law: The Frequency Distribution of First  
and Second DigitsTable  13.1

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Mean

— 0.301 0.176 0.125 0.097 0.079 0.067 0.058 0.051 0.046 3.441

0.120 0.114 0.109 0.104 0.100 0.097 0.093 0.090 0.088 0.085 4.187

Box  13.1



Political scientists typically distinguish between electoral systems
based on their electoral formula.

1. Majoritarian

2. Proportional

3. Mixed

An electoral formula determines how votes are translated into seats.



Electoral System FamiliesFigure  13.3

Note: These are all of the electoral systems used in national-level legislative elections around the world (Bormann and Golder 2013, 362). TRS refers to “two-round systems.”
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A majoritarian electoral system is one in which the candidates or
parties that receive the most votes wins.



A single-member district plurality system (SMDP) is one in which
individuals cast a single vote for a candidate in a single-member
district.

The candidate with the most votes wins.
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most votes, even if this is not a majority of the votes, is elected from the district. SMDP 
systems are sometimes referred to as “first-past-the-post.” This name, though, is misleading 
as it suggests that a candidate is elected once she gets past a certain vote total. In theory, a 
candidate can win in an SMDP system with as few as two votes if all the other candidates 
win only one vote each. An example of the operation of an SMDP system in the Bath con-
stituency in the United Kingdom in the 2015 legislative elections is shown in Table 13.2. Ben 
Howlett of the Conservative Party won the most votes and was, therefore, elected as the 
Member of Parliament for this district.

SMDP electoral systems have both strengths and weaknesses. Perhaps the greatest 
strength of SMDP systems is their simplicity. This means that they are easy for voters to 
understand. It also means that they are easy and relatively inexpensive to administer. A sec-
ond strength of SMDP systems has to do with the fact that only one representative is elected 
in each district. Having only one representative per constituency means that responsibility 
for what happens in the district lies squarely with that person. In other words, SMDP systems 
make it easy for voters to identify who is responsible for policies in their district and there-
fore to hold them accountable in the next election. By making it easier for voters to hold 
representatives accountable, SMDP systems create incentives for representatives to perform 
well in office. As a result, SMDP systems tend to produce high levels of constituency service 
and close bonds between constituents and their representatives.

Despite these strengths, SMDP electoral systems have many critics. Some critics point to 
the fact that SMDP systems have the potential to produce unrepresentative outcomes. As our 
example in Table 13.2 illustrates, it is possible for a candidate to win without obtaining a 
majority of the votes; in fact, 62.2 percent of Bath voters did not support the winning candi-
date. It is worth noting that candidates can win in SMDP systems with even lower vote shares 
than that obtained by the winning candidate in Bath. As an example, the winning candidate 
in the Kerowagi constituency in Papua New Guinea won with just 7.9 percent of the vote in 
the 1987 legislative elections (Cox 1997, 85).

Election Results from the Bath Constituency,  
UK Legislative Elections, 2015Table  13.2

Candidate Party Votes Percentage

Ben Howlett Conservative 17,833 37.8

Steve Bradley Liberal Democrat 14,000 29.7

Ollie Middleton Labour 6,216 13.2

Dominic Tristram Green 5,634 11.9

Julian Deverell UKIP 2,922 6.2

Lorraine Morgan-Brinkhurst Independent 499 1.1

Jenny Knight Independent 63 0.1



The single nontransferable vote (SNTV) is a system in which voters
cast a single candidate-centered vote in a multimember district.

The candidates with the highest number of votes are elected.



Whereas SMDP and SNTV are ‘plurality’ majoritarian electoral
systems, the alternative vote is an ‘absolute majority’ majoritarian
system.

The alternative vote (AV) is a candidate-centered preference voting
system used in single-member districts where voters rank order the
candidates.



If a candidate wins an absolute majority of first-preference votes,
she is immediately elected.

If no candidate wins an absolute majority, then the candidate with
the fewest first-preference votes is eliminated, and her votes are
reallocated among the remaining candidates based on the
designated second preferences.

This process is repeated until one candidate has obtained an
absolute majority of the votes cast (full preferential system) or an
absolute majority of the valid votes remaining (optional preferential
system).



Richmond Constituency, New South Wales, Australia 1990

Richmond Constituency, New South Wales, Australian Legislative Elections, 1990Table  13.3

First count Second count Third count Fourth count Fifth count Sixth count Seventh count

Candidate (no.) (%) (no.) (%) (no.) (%) (no.) (%) (no.) (%) (no.) (%) (no.) (%)

Stan Gibbs 4,346 6.3 4,380 6.3 4,420 6.4 4,504 6.5 4,683 6.8

Neville Newell 18,423 26.7 18,467 26.7 18,484 26.8 18,544 26.9 18,683 27.1 20,238 29.4 34,664 50.5

Gavin Baillie 187 0.3

Alan Sims 1,032 1.5 1,053 1.5 1,059 1.5 1,116 1.6

Ian Paterson 445 0.6 480 0.7 530 0.8

Dudley Leggett 279 0.4 294 0.4

Charles Blunt 28,257 40.9 28,274 41.0 28,303 41.0 28,416 41.2 28,978 42 29,778 43.2 33,980 49.5

Helen Caldicott 16,072 23.3 16,091 23.3 16,237 23.5 16,438 23.8 16,658 24.1 18,903 27.4

Note: Blank cells indicate that a candidate was eliminated.
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To a large extent, AV systems retain many of the strengths associated with SMDP elec-
toral systems. For example, the fact that there is only one representative elected per constitu-
ency means that it is easy for voters to identify who is responsible for district policy and hold 
them accountable. As a result, we can expect high levels of constituency service and strong 
bonds between citizens and their representatives. AV systems have several additional 
strengths, though. One is that voters have a greater opportunity to convey information about 
their preferences than they have under an SMDP system. This is because they get to rank 
order the candidates rather than simply vote “yes” and “no” for one of them. A second 
strength is that there is less of an incentive for voters to engage in strategic voting because 
they know that their vote will not be wasted if the candidate they most prefer is unpopular 
and unlikely to win; their vote is simply transferred to the candidate they prefer next. We 
should note, though, that strategic incentives do not disappear entirely. For example, voters 
may decide not to rank the candidates according to their sincere preferences because they 
want to influence the order in which candidates are eliminated and hence who ultimately 
wins in a district. That this type of strategic concern matters is one explanation for why 
Australian parties hand out how-to-vote cards at the polling stations.

A third strength is that AV systems encourage candidates and parties to win the votes 
from not only their base supporters but also the “second preferences” of others. This is 
because these second preferences may end up being crucial to their election. To attract these 
votes, candidates are likely to have to make broadly based centrist appeals to all interests 
rather than focus on narrow sectarian or extremist issues. Some evidence for this comes 
from Australia, where the major parties frequently attempt to negotiate deals with smaller 

Australian “How-to-Vote” Card from the 2001 
Legislative ElectionsFigure  13.4

Source: http://australianpolitics.com/elections/htv/htv-cards-pictures.shtml



The majority-runoff two-round system (TRS) is another ‘absolute
majority’ majoritarian electoral system.



In a majority-runoff TRS voters cast a single candidate-centered
vote in a single-member district.

Any candidate who obtains an absolute majority in the first round
of elections is elected.

If no one obtains an absolute majority, then the top two vote
winners go on to compete in a runoff election in the second round.
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Burkina Faso Presidential Elections 2015Table  13.4

First round

Candidate Party Vote share (%)

Roch Christian Kaboré People’s Movement for Progress 53.49

Zéphirin Diabré Union for Progress and Reform 29.65

Tahirou Barry National Rebirth Party 3.09

Bénéwendé Stanislas Sankara Union for Rebirth 2.77

Ablassé Ouedraogo Alternative Faso 1.93

Saran Sérémé Party for Development and Reform 1.73

Others 7.33

Benin Presidential Elections 2016Table  13.5

First round

Candidate Party Vote share (%)

Lionel A. L. Zinsou-Derlin Cowry Forces for an Emerging Benin 28.4

Patrice A. G. Talon 24.8

Sébastien G. M. A. Adjavon 23.0

Abdoulaye B. Bio-Tchane Alliance for a Triumphant Benin 8.8

Pascal J. I. Koupaki New Consciousness Rally 5.9

Robert Gbian 1.6

Fernand M. Amoussou 1.2

Salifou Issa 1.0

Others 5.3

Second round

Patrice A. G. Talon 65.4

Lionel A. L. Zinsou-Derlin Cowry Forces for an Emerging Benin 34.6

65.4  percent of the vote in the second round runoff. A few countries such as Haiti and 
Comoros use the majority-runoff TRS for their legislative elections.

The majority-runoff TRS has a number of strengths, particularly when compared with 
SMDP systems. The first is that it gives voters more choice than they enjoy in SMDP systems. 
For example, individuals who vote for a candidate who “loses” in the first round get a second 
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A proportional, or proportional representation (PR), electoral
system is a quota- or divisor-based electoral system employed in
multimember districts.

The rationale behind PR systems is to produce a proportional
translation of votes into seats.



Proportional representation (PR) electoral systems come in two
main types:

1. List proportional representation systems (List PR)

2. Single transferable vote (STV)



In a list PR system, each party presents a list of candidates to
voters in each multimember district.

Parties receive seats in proportion to their overall share of the
votes.

These seats are then allocated among the candidates on their list
in various ways.



List PR systems differ in important ways:

1. The precise formula for allocating seats to parties

2. The district magnitude

3. The use of electoral thresholds

4. The type of party list employed



All PR systems employ either quotas or divisors to allocate seats to
parties.



A quota is essentially the ‘price’ in terms of votes that a party
must ‘pay’ to guarantee themselves a seat in a particular electoral
district.



A quota, Q(n), is calculated as

Q(n) =
Vd

Md + n

• Vd is the number of valid votes in district d.

• Md is the district magnitude or number of available seats in
district d.

• n is the modifier of the quota.



A quota, Q(n), is calculated as

Q(n) =
Vd

Md + n

• Hare quota: n = 0.

• Hagenbach-Bischoff quota: n = 1.

• Imperiali quota: n = 2.

• Reinforced imperiali quota: n = 3.

• The Droop quota is the same as the Hagenbach-Bischoff
quota plus 1.
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for every 9,090.9 votes that it wins. The Imperiali quota for the same district would be 
100,000 / (10 + 2) = 8,333 votes, and the Reinforced Imperiali quota would be 100,000 / 
(10 + 3) = 7,692 votes. The Droop quota is simply the Hagenbach-Bischoff quota (9,090.9), 
plus one (9,091.9), minus the “decimal part,” that is, 9,091.

We now provide an example of how seats are allocated to parties in a list PR system that 
employs the Hare quota system. Table 13.6 illustrates the election results for a ten-seat dis-
trict in which 100,000 valid votes are split among six parties, A through F. How many seats 
does each party win? As we have already seen, the Hare quota in this case is 10,000. Because 
Party A has 47,000 votes, it can “buy” four seats at the cost of 10,000 votes each. After receiv-
ing these seats, Party A has 7,000 votes or 0.7 of a quota left over. Following the same logic, 
Parties B, C, and D can all “buy” one seat each, and they each have a different number of 
votes left over. You’ll have noticed that we have allocated only seven of the ten seats available 
in this district so far. The seats that we have allocated so far are often called “automatic” seats. 
What happens to the three “remainder” seats? How are these seats allocated?

The issue of remainder seats occurs in all list PR systems that use quotas to allocate seats. 
The most common method for allocating remainder seats is called the “largest remainder 
method.” Table 13.7 illustrates how the largest remainder method works in our ten-seat dis-
trict. Remainder seats arise when some district seats are left unallocated and none of the 
parties have a sufficient number of votes left to “buy” them at the “full price” set out by the 
quota. The largest remainder method essentially allocates the remaining seats to those par-
ties that can “pay” the most for them. To determine who can pay the most for the remainder 
seats, we calculate the fraction of a Hare quota that was left unused (remainder) by each 
party. The first remainder seat is then allocated to the party with the largest remainder. In 
our example, Party A wins the first remainder seat because its remainder (0.7 quotas) is the 
largest. In effect, Party A can pay 7,000 votes for the first remainder seat. The second remain-
der seat is then allocated to the party with the next largest remainder. Party E is the party 
with the second largest remainder (0.61 quotas); it can pay 6,100 votes for the second 

Allocating Seats to Parties Using the Hare QuotaTable  13.6

Party A Party B Party C Party D Party E Party F Total

Votes 47,000 16,000 15,800 12,000 6,100 3,100 100,000

Seats 10

Quota 10,000

Votes ÷ Quota 4.7 1.6 1.58 1.2 0.61 0.31

Automatic seats 4 1 1 1 0 0 7

Remainder seats 3

What about the ‘remainder’ seats?
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remainder seat. The party with the third largest remainder (0.6 quotas) is Party B; it can pay 
6,000 votes for the third and final remainder seat. The total number of seats won by each 
party in a district is just the sum of its automatic seats and its remainder seats. As Table 13.7 
illustrates, Party A wins five seats in our ten-seat district, Party B wins two seats, and Parties 
C, D, and E each win one seat.

A list PR system that does not employ quotas to allo-
cate seats to parties is known as a divisor, or highest 
average, system. Three divisor systems are commonly 
employed around the world: d’Hondt, Sainte-Laguë, and 
modified Sainte-Laguë. In divisor systems, the total 
number of votes won by each party in a district is divided by a series of numbers called divi-
sors to give quotients. District seats are then allocated according to which parties have the 
highest quotients.

To illustrate how these systems work, we apply the d’Hondt method, which is the most 
common divisor system, to the same ten-seat district that we used to examine quota systems. 
The results are shown in Table 13.8. Under the d’Hondt system, we divide the total number 
of votes won by each party by 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and so on to obtain a series of quotients. The 
ten largest quotients are shown in boldface type. The exact order in which the ten district 
seats are allocated among these ten quotients is shown by the numbers in parentheses next 
to them. For example, Party A receives the first and second seat, Party B wins the third seat, 
Party C wins the fourth seat, Party A the fifth seat, and so on. Unlike quota systems, divisor 
systems do not leave any remainder seats. The final allocation of the ten district seats is five 
to Party A, two each to Party B and Party C, and one to Party D. As you can see, this is a 
slightly different allocation of seats across the parties than what we obtained when we 
applied the Hare quota with largest remainders in this district (Table 13.7). The other divisor 

Allocating Seats to Parties Using the Hare Quota  
with Largest RemaindersTable  13.7

Party A Party B Party C Party D Party E Party F Total

Votes 47,000 16,000 15,800 12,000 6,100 3,100 100,000

Seats 10

Quota 10,000

Votes ÷ Quota 4.7 1.6 1.58 1.2 0.61 0.31

Automatic seats 4 1 1 1 0 0 7

Remainder 0.7 0.6 0.58 0.2 0.61 0.31

Remainder seats 1 1 0 0 1 0 3

Total seats 5 2 1 1 1 0 10

A divisor, or highest average, system divides the 
total number of votes won by each party in a district 
by a series of numbers (divisors) to obtain quotients. 
District seats are then allocated according to which 
parties have the highest quotients.



A divisor, or highest average, system divides the total number of
votes won by each party in a district by a series of numbers
(divisors) to obtain quotients.

District seats are then allocated according to which parties have
the highest quotients.



The three most common divisor systems are:

• D’Hondt: 1, 2, 3, 4, . . .

• Sainte-Laguë: 1, 3, 5, 7, . . .

• Modified Sainte-Laguë: 1.4, 3, 5, 7, . . .
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systems work in exactly the same way except that the divisors are different. With the Sainte-
Laguë system, the votes of each party are divided by 1, 3, 5, 7, 9, and so on to obtain the 
quotients. With the modified Sainte-Laguë system, the votes of each party are divided by 1.4, 
3, 5, 7, 9, and so on.

District Magnitude  The different formulas used to translate votes into seats affect the pro-
portionality of an electoral system. However, the most important factor influencing the 
proportionality of an electoral system is the district magnitude (Cox 1997). Recall that the 
district magnitude refers to the number of representatives that are elected in a district. 
Electoral systems are more proportional when the district magnitude is large, as smaller par-
ties are much more likely to win seats in these circumstances. For example, a party would 
need to win more than 25 percent of the vote to guarantee winning a seat in a three-seat 
district, but it would need to win only a little more than 10 percent of the vote to guarantee 
winning a seat in a nine-seat district. One thing to note is that the electoral outcome is likely 
to be disproportional whenever the district magnitude is small, irrespective of the particular 
formula used to translate votes into seats. It is for this reason that political scientists argue 
that the district magnitude is the most important factor for the proportionality of the elec-
toral system.

Although all PR systems use multimember districts, the average size of these districts—
the average district magnitude—can vary quite a lot from one country to another. At one 
extreme is Serbia, which elects all 250 of its legislators in a single national district. In fact, 

Allocating Seats to Parties Using the d’Hondt SystemTable  13.8

Party A Party B Party C Party D Party E Party F Total

Votes 47,000 16,000 15,800 12,000 6,100 3,100 100,000

Seats 10

Votes ÷ 1 47,000 (1) 16,000 (3) 15,800 (4) 12,000 (6) 6,100 3,100

Votes ÷ 2 23,500 (2) 8,000 (9) 7,900 (10) 6,000 3,050 1,550

Votes ÷ 3 15,666 (5) 5,333 5,266 4,000 2,033 1,033

Votes ÷ 4 11,750 (7) 4,000 3,950 3,000 1,525 775

Votes ÷ 5 9,400 (8) 3,200 3,160 2,400 1,220 620

Votes ÷ 6 7,833 2,667 2,633 2,000 1,017 517

Total seats 5 2 2 1 0 0 10

Note: The numbers in parentheses indicate the order in which the ten seats in the district are allocated among the 
parties.



The key factor influencing the proportionality of an electoral
system is the district magnitude.

District magnitude refers to the number of representatives elected
in a district.

The larger the district magnitude, the greater the degree of
proportionality.



There is considerable variation in the district magnitude across
countries.

In 2006 and 2007, Ukraine had a district magnitude of 450.

Serbia currently has a district magnitude of 250.

Historically, Chile has had a district magnitude of 2.



All proportional electoral systems have an electoral threshold.

An electoral threshold is the minimum level of support a party
needs to obtain representation.



A natural threshold is a mathematical by-product of the electoral
system.

A formal threshold is explicitly written into the electoral law.

Electoral system proportionality is low when the electoral threshold
is high.



Electoral thresholds can have negative side-effects.

• In Turkey 2002, so many parties failed to surpass the 10%
threshold that fully 46% of all votes were wasted.

• In Poland 1993, 34% of the votes were wasted, allowing the
former Communists to return to power.



In a closed party list, the order of candidates elected is determined
by the party itself, and voters are not able to express a preference
for a particular candidate.

In an open party list, voters can indicate not just their preferred
party, but also their favored candidate within that party.

In a free party list, voters have multiple votes that they can allocate
either within a single party list or across different party lists.
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South African Closed List PR Ballot PaperFigure  13.5

Source: http://www.unc.edu/~asreynol/ballot_pages/south_africa.html
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Danish Open List PR Ballot PaperFigure  13.6

Source: http://www.unc.edu/~asreynol/ballot_pages/denmark.html

for the same votes. A result of this is that political candidates in open list systems have 
incentives to cultivate a personal vote rather than a party vote (Carey and Shugart 1995). A 
personal vote occurs when an individual votes based on the characteristics of a particular 
candidate rather than the characteristics of the party to which the candidate belongs. 
Building a personal vote is frequently associated in the United States with legislators bring-
ing back pork-barrel projects to their single-member districts. As you can see, though, 
incentives to build personal votes also exist in multimember districts, where the election of 
candidates can depend on personal reputations in open list systems. In addition to internal 
party fighting, some scholars worry that open lists make it less likely that minority candidates 



The only proportional electoral system that does not employ a
party list is the single transferable vote.

The single transferable vote (STV) is a candidate-centered
preferential voting system used in multimember districts.



In STV systems, candidates that surpass a specified quota of
first-preference votes are immediately elected.

In successive counts, voters from eliminated candidates and surplus
votes from elected candidates are reallocated to the remaining
candidates until all of the seats are filled.



STV systems, click here

Australian elections, click here

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=l8XOZJkozfI
http://www.bbc.com/news/av/world-asia-23931928/australian-election-gaffes-greed-and-giant-ballot-papers


STV example

• District magnitude is 3.

• 20 voters.

• 5 candidates: Bruce, Shane, Sheila, Glen, and Ella.

• Droop quota: [20/(3 + 1)] + 1 = 6
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Ella—competing in a three-seat district containing twenty voters. Table 13.9 illustrates how 
the twenty voters marked their preferences on their ballots; each icon represents a ballot, and 
each type of icon reflects a particular preference ordering. Thus, four people [ ] placed 
Bruce first and Shane second, two people [ ] placed Shane first and Bruce second, and so 
on. One thing to note is that not everybody provided a complete preference ordering of all 
the candidates. For example, two people [  and ] marked only their first preferences.9 
The Droop quota in our three-seat district with twenty voters is calculated as [20 / (3 + 1)] 
+ 1 = 6. In other words, each candidate must win six votes in order to be elected. We can now 
begin examining how votes are translated into seats in an STV system. The whole process is 
outlined in Table 13.10.

The first thing to do is to see if any candidates obtained a Droop quota in the first-choice 
votes. If they did, they are automatically elected. Because Sheila has twelve first-choice votes, 
she is elected in the first round. Next, it is necessary to reallocate any surplus votes from 
already elected candidates to the remaining candidates. In the example, Sheila has six surplus 
votes; that is, she received six votes more than she needed to be elected. As we noted at the 
beginning, we are going to use the Clarke method for reallocating these six surplus votes to 
the remaining candidates. To do this, it is necessary to separate Sheila’s ballots into bundles 
based on who the second-choice candidates are. Because those who voted for Sheila list 
either Glen [ ] or Ella [ ] as their second choice, there would be two bundles. Because 
the eight  votes make up two-thirds of Sheila’s twelve total votes, two-thirds of Sheila’s 
surplus votes (four) go to Glen. Because the four  votes make up one-third of Sheila’s total 
votes, one-third of Sheila’s surplus votes (two) go to Ella.

After reallocating the surplus votes to Glen and Ella, votes are recounted a second time 
to see if any new candidate has now obtained the Droop quota. In our example, no candidate 
meets the Droop quota in the second count. As a result, the next step is to eliminate the 

9. In the actual elections to the Australian Senate, individuals must rank order all of the candidates if they want their vote 
to count.

Results from Twenty Ballots in an STV ElectionTable  13.9

�Voting 
round

1st	 Bruce	 Shane	 Sheila	 Sheila	 Glen	 Ella

2nd	 Shane	 Bruce	 Glen	 Ella

3rd			   Ella	 Glen

Note: Each icon represents a ballot, and each type of icon reflects a particular rank ordering of the candidates.
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candidate with the lowest number of votes (Shane) and reallocate his votes to the remaining 
candidates. Because the second choice of Shane’s voters is Bruce, Shane’s two votes are real-
located to Bruce. Votes are now recounted a third time to see if any candidate now meets the 
Droop quota. As you can see, Bruce meets the Droop quota on the third count because he 
has six votes, and he is therefore elected. If there were any surplus votes for Bruce, then we 
would reallocate them among the remaining candidates. In this case, though, Bruce has no 
surplus votes. To this point, we have filled two of the three district seats. No one else meets 
the Droop quota, so the candidate with the next lowest number of votes (Ella) is eliminated. 
Because there is only one candidate left, there is no need for a fourth recount; Glen is the 
third and last candidate to be elected. Thus, the STV with the Droop quota and the Clarke 
method for reallocating surplus votes results in the election of Sheila, Bruce, and Glen in this 
three-seat district.

How does the STV system compare with other electoral systems? One of the strengths of 
STV systems is that they provide voters with an opportunity to convey a lot of information 
about their preferences (Bowler and Grofman 2000). Like other preferential voting systems, 
individuals in STV systems have the opportunity to rank order all of the candidates rather 

	 Candidates
Voting 
round	 Bruce	 Shane	 Sheila	 Glen	 Ella	 Result

1st						      Sheila is 
						      elected, and 
						      Sheila’s surplus 
						      votes are 
						      reallocated

2nd						      Shane is 
						      eliminated

3rd						      Bruce is 
						      elected

4th						      Ella is 
						      eliminated, and
						      Glen is elected

Note: Each icon represents a ballot, and each type of icon reflects a particular rank ordering of the candidates. See Table 13.9 to 
see the particular rank ordering of the candidates associated with each icon.

The STV in a Three-Seat District with Twenty VotersTable  13.10



A mixed electoral system is one in which voters elect
representatives through two different systems, one majoritarian and
one proportional.



Most mixed systems employ multiple electoral tiers.

An electoral tier is a level at which votes are translated into seats.

The lowest electoral tier is the district or constituency level. Higher
tiers are constituted by grouping together different lower-tier
constituencies, typically at the regional or national level.

In a mixed system, it is often the case that a majoritarian system is
used in the lowest tier (district level) and a proportional system is
used in the upper tier (regional or national level).



There are two basic types of mixed systems.

1. An independent mixed electoral system is one in which the
majoritarian and proportional components of the electoral
system are implemented independently of one another.

2. A dependent mixed electoral system is one in which the
application of the proportional formula is dependent on the
distribution of seats or votes produced by the majoritarian
formula.
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Independent Mixed Electoral Systems

An independent mixed electoral system, often referred 
to as a mixed parallel system, is one in which the majori-
tarian and proportional components of the electoral sys-
tem are implemented independently of one another. 
Ukraine used an independent mixed electoral system with 
two electoral tiers for its 2014 legislative elections. Two hundred twenty five legislators were 
elected using the majoritarian SMDP electoral system in single-member districts at the con-
stituency level, and 225 legislators were elected using an open party list proportional represen-
tation system in a single district at the national level. The precise balance between “proportional” 
and “majoritarian” seats varies from country to country. For example, 253 (84 percent) of the 
legislators in South Korea’s 2016 elections were elected using majoritarian rules and 47 
(16 percent) were elected using proportional rules. Although in some countries such as South 
Korea individuals have only one vote, which is used for both parts of the electoral system, in 
other countries such as Japan, they have two votes—one for the majoritarian component at the 
constituency level and one for the proportional component at the regional or national level.

Table 13.11 illustrates how votes are translated into seats in an independent mixed electoral 
system with two electoral tiers. Two parties, A and B, are competing over ten seats. Five seats 
are allocated at the constituency level using an SMDP system, and five seats are allocated in a 
single district at the national level using some type of list PR system. Given the distribution of 
votes shown in Table 13.11, Party A wins eight seats. Why? First, it wins all five constituency 
seats because it came first in each constituency. Second, because Party A wins 60 percent of the 
party list vote, it wins 60 percent of the five seats allocated in the national tier, that is, three 
seats. As a result, Party A wins eight seats altogether. Party B wins two seats—it gets no con-
stituency seats, but it gets 40 percent of the five party list seats in the national tier, or two seats.

An independent mixed electoral system is one 
in which the majoritarian and proportional 
components of the electoral system are implemented 
independently of one another.

Translating Votes into Seats in an Independent Mixed 
Electoral SystemTable  13.11

Votes won in each electoral district

National  
district  

votes won

Seats won

1 2 3 4 5

% of 
votes 
won SMDP

List 
PR Total

Party A 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 15,000  60 5 3  8

Party B 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 10,000  40 0 2  2

Total 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 25,000 100 5 5 10

Dependent Mixed Electoral Systems

A dependent mixed electoral system, often referred to as a mixed member proportional 
(MMP) system, is one in which the application of the proportional formula is dependent on 



In most dependent mixed systems, individuals have two votes.

• One vote is for the representative at the district level
(candidate vote).

• One vote is for the party list in the higher electoral tier (party
vote).
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A Sample Ballot Used in New Zealand’s Dependent 
Mixed Electoral SystemFigure  13.7

Source: Reynolds, Reilly, and Ellis (2005). http://www.unc.edu/~asreynol/ballot_pages/new_zealand.html
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the distribution of seats or votes produced by the majori-
tarian formula. In these systems, the proportional com-
ponent of the electoral system is used to compensate for 
any disproportionality produced by the majoritarian for-
mula at the constituency level. New Zealand used a 

dependent mixed electoral system with two electoral tiers for its 2014 elections. Seventy-one 
legislators were elected using the majoritarian SMDP electoral system in single-member dis-
tricts, and forty-nine legislators were elected using a closed party list proportional representa-
tion system in a single district at the national level. In most dependent mixed systems, such 
as the one used in New Zealand, individuals have two votes. They cast their first vote for a 
representative at the constituency level (candidate vote) and their second vote for a party list 
in a higher electoral tier (party vote). These types of mixed dependent systems allow indi-
viduals to give their first vote to a constituency candidate from one party and to give their 
second vote to a different party if they wish. This is called split-ticket voting. Figure 13.7 
shows a sample ballot used in New Zealand. In systems in which voters have only one vote, 
the vote for the constituency candidate also counts as a vote for that candidate’s party in the 
higher electoral tier.

Table 13.12 illustrates how votes are translated into seats in a dependent mixed electoral 
system with two electoral tiers. Two parties, A and B, are competing over ten seats. This 
example is identical to the one shown in Table 13.11 except that our mixed system is now 
dependent rather than independent. The first thing that happens is that each party receives 
legislative seats in proportion to the total number of votes that it obtained nationally. This 
means that because Party A won 60 percent of the vote overall, it receives 60 percent of the 
seats, that is, six seats. And since Party B won 40 percent of the vote overall, it receives 40 
percent of the seats, that is, four seats. Once we know the total number of seats that go to 
each party, we must determine whether they will be constituency seats or party list seats.  

A dependent mixed electoral system is one in 
which the application of the proportional formula is 
dependent on the distribution of seats or votes 
produced by the majoritarian formula.

Translating Votes into Seats in a Dependent Mixed 
Electoral SystemTable  13.12

Votes won in each electoral district

National  
district  

votes won

Seats won

1 2 3 4 5

% of 
votes 
won SMDP

List 
PR Total

Party A 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 15,000  60 5 1  6

Party B 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 10,000  40 0 4  4

Total 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 25,000 100 5 5 10



Legislative Electoral System Choice around the World in 2016Map  13.2

Note: The data for this map come from the Inter-Parliamentary Union at http://www.ipu.org/english/home.htm.


