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Objectives

—_—

“to demonstrate how the family of
majority electoral systems works

¢to show the variations within the
majority family

?to Introduce ‘two round vote’ (TRS)
and ‘alternative vote’ (AV)



Key features

S——

vcandidates require a majority of
support (I.e., 50% + one)

vencourages higher threshold than
plurality systems (i.e., winning
candidates have greater level of
support)

Ynon-proportional system

“encourages local representation



Elements of the majority system

S——

< district magnitude Is usually one
vformula is majority (50% + one)

v pallot can be categorical or ordinal

¢ ordinal ballots are called ‘preferential’ in
Australian Alternative Vote




How to achieve a majority?
1. Vote more than once
until a majority is created

¢eliminate lowest placed candidate(s)
on categorical ballot

Jused in Canadian party leadership
conventions, French National
Assembly Elections (two round
system)

“vote Is for one choice, so easy to vote




How to achieve a majority?
2. Vote once but indicate several
preferences

S——

¢votes of lowest placed candidate Is
transferred to others

vused in Australian House of
Representatives (alternative vote)

vvoters rank their preferences

“rank all candidates: compulsory preferential
voting

Y rank some candidates: optional preferential voting



Majority system If you vote more

than once

Panty A

first round

—_—

Party B

Party C

Party D

; 2000 1500 1000 500
of voting
second
round of 2700 2300

voting




The ‘problem’ of constructed majorities?
2002 French presidential election

Candidate 1st round 2nd round
| I 25.5 million
0
Chirac 5.6 million (19%) (82%)
Le Pen 4.8 million (17%) | 5.5 million (18%)
Jospin 4.6 million (16%)
Bayrou 1.9 million (7%)

Laquiller 1.6 million (5.7%)

Chevenement |1.5 million (5.3%)

ten others 8.5 million (30%)
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Counting ballots under
alternative vote

S——

it 2200 first preference

votes

Phillips 2000 first preference
votes

Nl 900 first preference

V )
Diss Rawson is

| eliminated but
500 first preference .
Rawson I his ballots are

transferred.




L et’s examine Rawson’s second
preference ballots

S——

300 second
Vasis preference
votes

200 second

il place votes




The results after Rawson’s ballots

are transferred

S——

Kuhne A et 2200 votes
preference votes

2000 first
preference votes
+ 200 second
preference votes

Phillips 2200 votes

900 first
preference votes
+ 300 second
place votes

Vasis 1200 votes

Vasis Is
eliminated but
her ballots are

transferred.



Let’'s examine Vasis' ballots

400 next
Kuhne preference
votes

800 next
Phillips preference
votes




The results after Vasis’ ballots are
transferred

S——

2200 votes +
Kuhne 400 next 2600 votes
preference votes

Phillips Is the
winner with more
than 50% of the
vote

2200 votes +
Phillips 500 next 2700 votes
preference votes




Majority can be achieved two ways

= —

¢ Alternative Vote: ordinal voting
¢ vote once, rank candidates

¢Two Round vote: categorical voting
v vote In more than one round (usually two)



Relating majority systems to principles

—_—

-Strengths of majority systems:

“legitimacy: winner has majority
support

“fairness of representation:
geographic representation

<voter choice: greater than plurality




Relating majority systems to principles

—_—

-Strengths of majority systems:

ceffective parties: produces a few,
strong parties

vstable and effective
government/effective parliament:
produces majority governments
(single party or two party coalition)




Relating majority systems to principles

—_—

-Strengths of majority systems:

Jstronger voter participation: If
compulsory as in Australia but not
system related

vaccountability: DM of one allows for
local accountability

vsimple and practical: simple iIn TRS
because categorical voting




Relating majority systems to principles

—_—

\Weaknesses of majority systems:

“legitimacy: majorities
manufactured; can produce
unpopular run-off election

“fair representation: Is not
proportional when DM Is one

¥ No mechanism to encourage under-
represented groups




Relating majority systems to principles

—_—

\Weaknesses of majority systems:

vvoter choice: more complicated
ballot structure with compulsory

voting (AV) and forced choice on
second round (TRS)




Relating majority systems to principles

-Weaknesses of majority systems:

veffective parties: limited voice for
smaller parties

gstronger voter participation: only If
compulsory

vaccountability: of local member not
party

vsimple and practical: complicated ballot
(AV); costly and cumbersome (TRS)




Conclusion

¢vcandidates knovﬁhey have a
majority of support

“majority systems are not
proportional

Ymajority systems encourage two
party competition

¥ majority systems produce local
representation




