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Our conference host has offered us an Easter basket of dependent variables to choose from when assessing the impact of our given institutional independent variable.  I have chosen two curates eggs from the basket; first, has previous research convinced us that electoral laws determine party fragmentation and thus government formation?  Second, do electoral laws have a traceable effect on democratic regime survival (or indeed democratic regime creation)?  When it comes to the independent variable my thoughts focus on electoral systems predominantly (the formula for translating votes into seats) with only an implied discussion of electoral administration (on this see Elklit and Reynolds 2002); and primarily on democratizing developing world nations with less of a focus on established democracies.

Why are the consequences of electoral systems important to study?  

Much has been said by the great and the good of political science on why electoral systems are important to study and the blessed comparative straightforwardness of the study.  There are mechanical effects which, when mixed with socio-political dynamics, produce observable phenomenon.  The system variables are finite and there are clear indicators of their consequences – disproportionality and the fragmentation of the party system being the most obvious.  As Monroe and Rose state, understanding electoral system consequences “is extremely important for understanding the nature of governance (e.g., consensual versus majoritarian), the nature of both preelectoral and postelectoral coalition-formation, as well as the overall stability of democratic systems” (2002:67).  Taagepera studies electoral systems because he believes them to be “one of the most important and long standing questions in the study of democratic systems” (1999:531). 

Electoral systems have tentacles which insinuate themselves into most nooks of the democratic underworld.  They help determine the party system at both the electoral and legislative level -- which in turn shapes the type of government majority which forms and thus policy formation.  The electoral system also impacts the form of representation and the nature of party caucuses (Burke, Mill, Pitkin and Guinier can all be situated in this discussion).  In the brave new world of constitutional design electoral systems are sometimes seen as levers of accommodation in divided societies, fledgling and fragile new democracies (Lijphart 2002, Horowitz 2002).  Electoral systems have even been cited in the institutional mix which helps to determine how well poor nations cope with the socio-economic shocks which go along with structural adjustment programs and increasing financial openness (see Rodrik 1999).

Electoral systems are also important for us to focus on precisely because politicians and activists in both democratizing and established democracies believe that they are important; and consequentially concentrate huge efforts on initiating and negotiating reforms.  It used to be argued that that once an electoral system was in place it was very unlikely to change, as the power to change lay with those who had benefited from the system in the first place (see Lipset and Rokkan 1967). However, this freezing hypothesis appears to be melting faster than the polar ice caps. In the last decade the pace of electoral system reform has dramatically speeded up. This has given us a wealth of experience of electoral system consequences throughout the developing world. The discipline of constitutional design has become particularly innovative in Africa, Asia and Eastern/Central Europe.  

Most recently, there has been a particular focus on the mixed proportional system combining both single member districts and party lists – a system used by a handful of nations including New Zealand and Germany, known as MMP (see Shugart and Wattenberg 2001).  For example, Lesotho will move to an MMP system from its disastrous FPTP system for elections on May 25th, 2002 while Thailand made the switch last year.
  The ANC government of South Africa has made the decision to move to MMP for elections in 2004 or 2009
 and it is the preferred option of the MDC opposition in Zimbabwe, the Constitutional Review Commission of Kenya, and Aung San Suu Kyi’s Burmese National League for Democracy.  Over the past five years Fiji has moved from FPTP to a mix of communal and open seats elected by AV, and Ecuador from list PR to the Block Vote.  In Eastern and Central Europe there have been major modifications of PR systems if not whole-scale switches to majoritarianism.  

But it is not just new democracies who grapple with electoral system reform. A number of established democracies have also changed, or are looking to change, their systems. Japan switched to a semi-PR system in 1993, New Zealand made a dramatic shift from First Past the Post to a MMP form of proportional representation system for their elections of 1996, and Italy modified their list PR system in the early 1990s. The Labour Government in the United Kingdom set up a commission to recommend a proportional alternative to the British First Past the Post system in 1997 (they recommended AV within an MMP system) – but since then has stalled a national referendum on the issue. There are loudening calls in Canada to change the First Past the Post system to a more proportional system as a result of the increasing fragmentation of the party system which highlights the anomalous results that majoritarian systems can sometimes cause (see Milner 1999). 

A survey of these developments reveals that four main themes are driving the calls for electoral system reform. (i) The unease with vote-seat anomalies inherent in FPTP systems. (ii) The desire to increase the geographic representation of cities and villages and enhance the accountability of individual representatives within list proportional representation systems. (iii) The desire to reduce party fragmentation in PR systems. (iv) The hope of encouraging inter-ethnic accommodation in societies divided by ascriptive identities.

Until the 1970s (outside of a few innovative pieces such as Lewis 1967 which dealt with constitutional engineering in West Africa) academic research on the impact of electoral laws was largely focused on the electoral formula’s impact on party proliferation in legislatures (as measured by the effective number of parliamentary parties [ENPP]) and the degree of disproportionality between votes cast and seats won (since Gallagher’s seminal 1991 piece measured by a Least Squares equation LSQ).  In the 1970s and 80s, led by Arend Lijphart and Donald Horowitz, the field burgeoned into the realm of constitutional engineering and the theorized electoral system’s effect on inter-ethnic accommodation and regime stability in the plural and fragile democratizing societies of the developing world. 

In this paper I will address four areas – some more briefly than others -- where the study of electoral systems has much purchase on our understanding of democratic governance.  (1) I begin with a discussion of works that deal more explicitly in the realm of the electoral systems relationship to party proliferation and assess the validity and usefulness of the hypotheses generated by previous work.  (2) Then I turn to elements of representation which focus on the ascriptive diversity of parliaments in terms of gender and ethnicity.  (3) Both these discussions impact upon the institutional mix which helps craft successful (or indeed failed) constitution building and peace settlements which in turn effect political/cultural accommodation, violence and conflict.  That is, when do electoral systems help to stabilize a polity in distress?  The extension of the ‘institutional choice’ literature are the more recent constitutional engineering theories which proffer that electoral systems will effect voting behavior and thus multi-ethnic coalition building in divided societies.  Here I find the evidence to be more limited that electoral system incentives have a significant impact on changing party attitudes and positions. (4) Last, I offer two areas in which our theory of electoral system consequences may usefully be developed.  First, by seeing electoral systems less in isolation but rather holistically trying to gauge the way they interact with the broader democratic institutions. Second, by having a better theory of when and why electoral system reform happens.

1. Electoral systems, party system fragmentation and disproportionality

In 1984 the doyen of electoral system comparativists, Arend Lijphart, reviewed the state of the field, and made a clarion call for scholars to trumpet the molding effects electoral systems had upon party systems, the importance of electoral institutions to constitutional design (and political engineering), and cumulate knowledge through the development of systematic cross-national comparative research projects. He noted that after “several decades of apparent moribundity” real vigor was being restored to the discipline engendered by the works of Gudgin and Taylor, Katz, Mackie and Rose, and Nohlen, among others.  Over the past two decades Lijphart’s call has been answered, and perhaps answered more strongly than any other sub-field within comparative politics. Ground breaking political science published by Cox, Gallagher, Grofman, Lijphart, Shugart and Taagepera, among others, has demonstrated psephological patterns which make Duverger’s conjectures feel more like ‘guestimates’ than ‘laws.’ 

The two most important areas where the electoral system is believed to have major determinant power are the degree of disproportionality (ID) that the system produces between the votes won by parties and the seats they win, and the number and respective strengths of parties in legislatures (Effective Number of Parliamentary Parties [ENPP]). In fact, party fragmentation is itself in part determined by the disproportionality of the system and thus these variables are often collapsed together with party fragmentation becoming the focal point.  Lijphart finds that “as disproportionality increases, the effective number of parties decreases. A 5% increase in disproportionality is associated with a reduction of about half a party” (1999:168). 

These areas are crucial to the political evolution of any state because they determine who gains representation and in whose hands power lies.  They are also important because the received wisdom that electoral systems determine proportionality and the number of parties influences strongly the choice of electoral systems for fledgling democracies in the developing world.  Because FPTP systems are believed to lead to strong two party systems they are sometimes advocated in fragmented political societies in the developing world (see Barkan 1995, Jung and Shapiro 1995) and because PR systems are believed to eliminate much of the disparity between votes cast and seats won they are sometimes recommended for nations where minority inclusion is a sine qua non of stability.  

The issue of disproportionality is also of some controversy when it comes to electoral system design for new democracies.  Critics of FPTP claim that the anomalies between vote share and seat shares and the resulting seat bonuses for dominant parties are dangerous in ethnically plural societies, i.e., high disproportionality leads to manufactured majorities and discriminates against minorities – this leads to the delegitimization of electoral politics.  Thus, because FPTP leads to high disproportionality, FPTP is dangerous for ethnically plural democratizing societies.  But advocates of FPTP for developing world democracies say, ah ha!…you may well be correct in saying that high disproportionality is bad for such societies but the reality is that geographically concentrated ethnic block voting is the norm in such societies and when that happens the results are just as proportional under FPTP as they would be under PR – look at Malawi (Kapsin 1995) or Kenya (as long as you decrease the malapportionment between districts (see Barkan 1995).

The analysis of which factors explain party (legislative) fragmentation evolved decade by decade.  Beginning in the 1940s Maurice Duverger focused on the electoral system as the chief determinant of party system fragmentation (1946, 1950, 1951 and 1954).  As Taagepera neatly summarizes, institutionalists from Duverger on have seized on the “electoral system’s permissiveness to small party representation” as the chief explanatory variable (Taagepera 1999:531).  To restate the often restated accumulation of Duverger’s propositions:

(1) PR tends to a system of multiple, rigid and independent parties; (2) the majority second ballot system [tends to] a system of multiple, flexible and independent parties; (3) the majority [plurality] single ballot system [tends to] party dualism (Duverger 1950:13).

Rae (1967) and Sartori (1968) built on this work, Sartori making the important step of dealing in district magnitudes rather than straight electoral system families, but both retained electoral system variations as driving multipartism in electoral democracies.  Lijphart (1990, 1994), Riker (1982), Taagepera and Shugart (1989), Palfrey (1989), Myerson and Weber (1993), and Cox (1997) all followed in the school of Duverger’s formalism.  In contrast, Downs (1957) and Lipset and Rokkan (1967) were the impressionists theorizing that the number of ideological cleavages was the determining factor when it came to the number of parliamentary parties.  Taylor and Lever (1973), Sartori (1976) and Lijphart (1984) identified what might count as issue dimensions, while Taagepera and Grofman (1985) formalized the overall model with the parsimonious logic “parties minus issues equals one.”

A third, but related, variable was introduced by the modernists led by Powell (1984) – that of social heterogeneity or fragmentation.  That is, not the ideological cleavages which delimit parties but rather the ethnic, linguistic, religious or regional-cultural divisors of any given society.  Powell used an additive of electoral system and social heterogeneity factors to explain ENPP but later work by Ordeshook & Shetsova (1994) and Amorim Neto and Cox (1997) found that an interaction term of the two variables was more powerful.  Taagepera articulates the state of current wisdom:

Low heterogeneity puts a lid on the number of parties even in the presence of a very permissive electoral system, because there will be no demand for many parties. Similarly, a low magnitude (single member districts [FPTP]) tends to put a lid on the number of parties even in the presence of strong heterogeneity, because few parties can gain representation.  This mutual limitation can be obtained by multiplying the two effects, but not by adding them. (1999:535).

However, the vast majority of this research has been rooted in the experiences of the established democracies of the developed world within Europe, North America, and Australia and New Zealand (with related discussions based on post war evidence from Latin America).  Even the work of the last two decades focused on a limited universe of election results.  Powell’s 1982 work looked at elections in 27 (mostly European) countries between 1965 and 1976.  Lijphart’s Democracies (1984) utilized data from 21 cases (all ‘western’ democracies), his updated Patterns of Democracy (1999) broadened the data set to 36 countries (including Costa Rica, Colombia, Venezuela, Botswana, India, Mauritius, and Papua New Guinea).  His 1994 Electoral Systems and Party Systems covered the largest data set – 384 elections in 27 democracies – only Costa Rica and India represented those outside of the wealthy western democracies.  Ordeshook and Shvetsova look at most at 23 western democracies representing 52 distinct electoral systems and conclude their article with the rider that their conclusion “rests on data from one source – stable, economically prosperous Western Democracies” (1997:122).  

Amorim Neto and Cox (1997) draw upon some data from developing world democracies in assessing the determinants of the effective number of parties (this research is also outlined in Cox 1997).  For each of their 54 country cases (classified as democracies) they include a single election observation from the 1980s.  In their suggestions for future research they recognize the need to test the theories on a more diverse set of cases.  Interestingly two out of three of their pleas have, at least partially, been answered.  They asked for the precise interaction relationship between social and election structure to be theorised and modeled – Taagepera very successfully did this in 1999.  They asked how internal variations in district magnitude might effect the relationship between the electoral system and party proliferation – Monroe and Rose took on this task in a masterful 2002 article.  But their plea for a testing of the theories on a much larger and diverse data set has yet to be fully addressed.   

Amorim Neto, Cox, Ordeshook and Shvetsova beg the question: do the electoral effects and consequences primarily born from the experiences of electoral politics in the wealthy west hold true in the burgeoning democracies of the developing world?  Are there regional or societal factors which lead to proportional representation (PR) systems, for example, having very different effects in Asia than they do in Western Europe?  Are there temporal ‘learning curve’ effects – a person’s adaptive rationality -- which mean that voters learn over a series of elections strategic voting techniques and thus the true incentives of different electoral systems do not kick in straight away?  This would imply that both First Past the Post and List PR systems should impact politics differently in new African democracies than their parallel consequences in modern day developed world states.  Last, in both established and developing world multi-party states, what are the relationships between electoral systems and the broader political institutional framework of the state? (i.e., the degree of federalism, the nature of the executive, and legislative type)? 

After a full decade of multi-party politics in Africa, Asia and Central-Eastern Europe there is strong evidence to suggest that electoral system consequences are more complex than the assumptions generated out of data from established democracies.  The key governing building blocks of proportionality and the effective number of parties may be equally contingent upon other explanatory variables lying outside of the electoral system type in such new democracies.  In work in progress Mosley and Reynolds test this argument by taking party system fragmentation as the dependent variable and regressing a host of institutional and socio-cultural variables to ascertain where salience lies.  The data set contains information on multiparty parliamentary elections from 1945 to 2000 held in 157 nations. The complete dataset consists of 1086 elections, and includes measures of electoral outcomes (disproportionality and the effective number of parliamentary parties), institutional characteristics (federalism, presidentialism/ parliamentarism, the electoral system, the level of democracy), social heterogeneity (the effective number of ethnic groups), and various control variables (the number of years the current regime has been in place, population, income and dummy variables for regions).

Table 1 presents some of the initial findings from these analyses; it contains results from an ordinary least squares regression,
 using the effective number of parliamentary parties
 as the dependent variable. 

Table 1: Explaining Party Fragmentation

	
	Coefficient
	Standard Error
	P>|t|
	Variable Mean
	Variable Standard Deviation

	Effective number of ethnic groups
	-0.24383
	0.14026
	0.083
	3.02
	1.82

	Population (Natural Log)
	 0.17916
	0.04683
	0.000
	15.40
	2.24

	Democracy Score (Polity IV)
	 0.04211
	0.01423
	0.003
	16.19
	5.45

	Presidential

System
	 0.08606
	0.16504
	0.602
	0.38
	0.49

	Federalism
	-0.06795
	0.04573
	0.138
	0.89
	1.49

	Electoral System
	 0.04231
	0.04810
	0.379
	6.66
	3.35

	Time (1/Election Number2)
	 1.82042
	0.48421
	0.000
	0.29
	0.33

	Ethnic groups*electoral system
	 0.07512
	0.02463
	0.002
	9.94
	7.36

	Time*electoral system
	-0.26239
	0.06358
	0.000
	1.80
	2.45

	Central and Eastern Europe
	 1.87579
	0.28553
	0.000
	
	

	Middle East
	 3.44042
	0.44007
	0.000
	
	

	Western Europe
	 0.69905
	0.19680
	0.000
	
	

	Oceania
	 0.80020
	0.30336
	0.009
	
	

	Constant
	-1.50750
	0.89819
	0.094
	
	


N=818

F statistic=16.05 (Prob > F = 0.0000)

Adjusted R-squared: 0.1932

All tests are two-tailed.
In this model, several variables are significantly associated with the effective number of political parties. First, social heterogeneity is positively related to the number of parties: where the effective number of ethnic groups
 is higher, so is the number of parties. Second, higher levels of democracy
 are associated with more political parties. From this result, we also can infer that higher income nations (which tend to be more democratic) are likely to be characterized by a greater number of effective parties. Third, states with larger populations (and larger legislatures) tend to have more political parties.

Other institutional variables, however, are not significantly associated with the effective number of parties. The federalism variable, which captures the distinction between unitary/centralized and federal/decentralized systems, is not related to the number of parties.
 Nor is the presidentialism dummy variable.
 And, perhaps most importantly, neither is the electoral system variable.
 Although the coefficient estimate is in the expected (positive) direction, it does not approach conventional levels of statistical significance. Instead, the analysis confirms Amorim Neto and Cox’s (1997) finding that it is the interaction between social heterogeneity and electoral systems that generates a larger number of political parties. Indeed, the ethnic group/electoral system interaction term is positive and statistically significant, suggesting that, when electoral systems are more proportional, and when there is greater social heterogeneity, there also is a greater number of effective political parties.

In addition, this model tests our expectation that the impact of electoral systems on the number of political parties changes over time. It might be the case, for instance, that parties and voters respond to electoral institutions gradually, in a sort of adaptive rationality.  The information about the consequences of electoral systems accumulates over time. If this is true, the impact of electoral systems should similarly vary over time. In order to assess this possibility, this model includes a measure of the time that a particular political regime has existed, as well as an interaction between the age of the regime and the electoral system. The time variable
 is a fraction that decreases with each election; it is positively associated with the number of parties.
 As recent experiences in Central and Eastern Europe demonstrate, early elections often are characterized by a broad array of political parties (see Moser 1999). Over time, however, the number of parties shrinks. 

The other relevant variable is an interaction between electoral system measure and the election number measure. The coefficient estimate on this variable is highly significant, and negative. The implication is that the effects of time and the electoral system are contingent on one another; for instance, in early elections with proportional systems (where the interaction term is greatest) the effective number of political parties is lower. What is the theoretical basis for this result? One possibility is that voters in new democracies have not yet responded to new institutional incentives and, therefore, vote for a limited set of political parties. Another possibility is that political entrepreneurs have yet to respond to constitutional rules, leading to a delay between the creation of electoral rules and their resulting impact on the party system.

Finally, the model includes controls for regional location. Four regional dummy variables – for Eastern Europe, Western Europe, Oceania and the Middle East – are significantly and positively related to the number of parties. In other iterations of this model, other regional dummy variables were not statistically significant, nor were measures of colonial (British, French, Spanish, Dutch) heritage. Nonetheless, the significance of these four variables suggests that there is still ‘something missing’ from these models. Another challenge for future research is to isolate the institutional or cultural qualities that lead to differences across regions in the number of parties. We also would do well to investigate the extent to which there is regional diffusion in types of electoral systems, in parties’ responses to those systems, and in voters’ reactions to such institutions.
2. Representation

Next I will make a case that institutional research has shown that electoral laws not only help determine party proliferation but also party caucus diversity on lines of gender and ethnicity.  This is important to democratic theory because if the mechanics of a particular electoral system exclude to a large degree members of a particular ascriptive group (women or otherwise), then more often than not that is damning evidence that the system is excluding the interests of that particular group from the structures of decision making power.  Rule and Zimmerman (1994) note that a parliament with few women may fail to recognize or comprehend issues of great importance to women in society and this brings up broader questions of accountability, responsiveness and alienation. Absence is not merely a sign of disadvantage and disenfranchisement but the exclusion of women from positions of power compounds gender stereotypes and retards the pace of equalization. Grofman and Davidson’s observation about the election of African-Americans from minority voting rights districts in the US is highly relevant. They argue “quite simply, the presence of minority officeholders makes it harder for racism to persist inside a legislature” (1992:314).  Indeed, the degree to which a system successfully includes women can indicate a propensity for the system to include other ‘disenfranchised minorities’.

A cocktail of socio-economic, cultural and institutional barriers has blocked all but the most tenacious women from the public sphere; and while the last four decades have witnessed the erosion of such barriers, the erosion has been painfully slow. Rule succinctly sums up the obstacles as “narrow gender roles, restrictive religious doctrines, unequal laws and education, discriminatory socioeconomic conditions, male-biased party leaders or other political elites and some voters, and ‘women-unfriendly’ election systems. [Such barriers are] typically interrelated and mutually reinforcing” (Rule 1994:15).  For the purposes of a global analysis based on 180 national legislatures in 1998 the salient variables were divided into four families from which twelve testable hypotheses were drawn: i) social culture and socio-economic development, ii) political culture, iii) the nature of the state, and iv) political institutions (for a detailed discussion of these variables and hypotheses see Reynolds 1999c).

Chief among institutional variables, electoral systems have most often been cited as the key determining factor in the number of women elected to legislative office (see Duverger 1955, Lakeman 1974, Rule 1987 and 1994b, Norris 1988, Lovenduski and Norris 1993, Rule and Zimmerman 1994, Reynolds and Reilly 1997, and the Inter-Parliamentary Union 1997).  Rule goes as far as to say that “favorable societal conditions will not substitute for unfavorable electoral systems for women to reach their optimal representation in parliament and local legislatures. But unfavorable contextual conditions – including cultural biases and discriminatory practices – can be overcome to a great extent by alternate electoral systems. (Rule 1994b:689). 

Plurality-majority single member district systems, whether of the Anglo-American First Past the Post (FPTP) variety, the Australian preference ballot Alternative Vote (AV), or the French Two-Round System (TRS) are deemed to be particularly unfavorable to the chances for women being elected to office.  Each of these systems creates an incentive for party bosses to stand ‘lowest common denominator’ candidates in geographical districts, who rarely turn out to be women or minorities.  The literature on established democracies has long suggested that the most ‘women friendly’ electoral systems are list proportional representation (list PR) systems with high district magnitude and low effective thresholds (see Rule and Zimmerman 1997 for a summary).  In these systems of high proportionality between seats won and votes cast, small parties are able to gain representation and parties have an incentive to broaden their overall electoral appeal by making their candidate lists as diverse as possible. 

There are, however, important variations within the category of list PR electoral systems and chief among these is the level of choice a voter is given, not just between parties, but between candidates as well.  In ‘free’ or ‘open’ list systems voters can influence the party list through their vote, but in closed list systems the voter is constrained from making such a preference and is unable to alter the ordered party list. After analyzing (mostly Western European democracies) Shugart (1994), Rule (1994a), Rule and Zimmerman (1997) find that open lists favor the election of women candidates because ‘women friendly’ voters can influence the less friendly party bosses who originally placed women candidates low down on their candidate lists.  While such arguments may hold water in the progressive cultures of Scandinavia translating the same argument to the use of list PR in less socially progressive countries in the developing world may be more troublesome.  When list PR is used in Africa, Asia or Latin America there is some evidence to suggest that the relationship switches 180 degrees between ‘closed’ and ‘open’ list PR.  In South Africa and Mozambique the ANC and Frelimo were able to use the closed list system to place a high number of women candidates in winnable slots.  If voters, in these still patriarchal societies, had been able to reorder the lists women candidates may not have fared quite as well.

Between list PR and single member district plurality-majority systems lie a number of other electoral system varieties which combine attributes of both proportionality and candidate centered majority voting.  Rule and Zimmerman cite evidence from the Philippines and the United States to suggest that the Block Vote (BV) - ‘at-large’ voting, where voters have as many votes as there are seats to be filled in the district, is more favorable to women than FPTP (Rule 1994a and Rule and Zimmerman 1997). Parallel and Mixed Member Proportional Systems (MMP) - which combine both single member districts and lists - fall somewhere in between list PR and FPTP. While theory suggests that the preference voting form of PR – the Single Transferable Vote (STV) is less favorable to the chances of women being elected than list PR (because the district magnitudes are much smaller and the resulting thresholds for representation higher), but more favorable than plurality-majority systems.
  The Single Non-Transferable Vote (SNTV) and Limited Vote (LV), both rare electoral systems, can be characterized as ‘semi-proportional’ systems but they require voting for candidates rather than parties which is likely to be detrimental to women if the society has an in-built bias against women in positions of power.

The 4,209 women sitting in the lower houses of national parliaments in 1998 were disproportionately found in the parliaments of Western Europe, North America and Asia. Western European legislatures include the most women MPs - 18.4%, while the Middle East brings up the rear with 4.4%.  The parliaments of North America and the Caribbean (18.2%) and the Asian states (13.8%) also had an above average percentage of women in legislative office. When averages are taken the electoral system used for legislative elections does appear to affect the number of women elected. But the variance is not quite as high as the literature, which has historically concentrated upon established democracies in the developed world, might have led us to expect.

PR systems did, on average have nearly twice as many women MPs as plurality-majority systems (13.7% versus 7.8%) but the six MMP systems perform slightly better than the 70 list PR systems, while STV systems do not significantly increase the number of women elected when compared with the average.  The most unfriendly electoral systems to women’s representation were the Single Non-Transferable Vote, the Limited Vote, the Block Vote and the Two-Round system.  This is in line with our earlier hypothesis that majoritarian systems with the ability to choose individual candidates in the vote present the highest barriers to women’s electoral success, but the affect appears conditional on the cultural context.  What these simple averages suggest (and the multivariate regression detailed below confirms) is that the electoral system is merely one factor interacting with other institutional and socio-cultural variables.  The electoral system has a high effect in established democracies, a moderate effect in Africa and Europe, but a much more minimal impact in Asia, Central and South America, while in North America and the Caribbean the choice of electoral system appears to have an opposite effect to the predicted relationship.  This is a strong indication that, outside of the western established democracies, cultural and ideological factors outweigh the institutional effects.

An OLS regression using the data (shown in Table 2) confirms that the number of women in legislatures was determined by a patchwork of institutional and cultural variables.  The most significant predictors of the number of women MPs were the level of female socio-economic development (as measured by the UN’s Gender Related Development Index [GRDI]) and the electoral strength of left-wing parties in the system.  

TABLE 2: THE EFFECT OF SALIENT VARIABES ON THE PERCENTAGE OF WOMEN IN THE LEGISLATURE (OLS Regression Estimates)

Independent Variables

% ♀ in Legislature

(Constant)




(2.291)

GRDI




.292 (2.324) ***

Religion dummies

Buddhist



-.142 (2.322)**

Eastern Orthodox


-.229 (2.063)***

Muslim



-.171 (1.460)**

Other




-.083 (2.649)

Protestant



.117 (1.409)

Traditional



-.061 (2.110)

Religious baseline, Catholicism

Years Candidacy


.186 (.022)***

# of Elections



.124 (2.570)*

Left Vote %



.293 (.018)***

ENPP




-.162 (.229)**

Electoral system dummies


Alternative Vote


-.097 (6.139)



Block Vote



-.124 (2.570)*



First Past the Post


-.258 (1.304)***



Limited Vote



-.083 (5.950)



Mixed Member Proportional

-.026 (2.556)



Parallel



-.049 (1.606)



Single Non-Transferable Vote
-.097 (4.398)



Single Transferable Vote

-.097 (4.308)



Two Round System


-.105 (1.680)

Electoral system baseline, List PR




Adjusted R squared


.455



Number of cases


162







Standardized coefficients (Standard error)








***p <.01, **p <.05, *p <.1

A society familiar with women competing for political power had an increased likelihood of electing women to office.  That is, the number of years that women have had the right to stand for office, along with the number of multiparty elections, are significant.  The higher the ENPP the fewer women are elected which confirms the hypothesis that a reservoir of ‘safe seats’ is required for women to become, not merely candidates, but candidates with good prospects for electoral success.  A less fragmented party system is a system with a small number of large parliamentary parties which implies less competition for the bulk of the seats. The religious orientation of a nation appears statistically significant in suppressing the number of women elected when compared to the Catholic base line (which had on average the highest number of women in legislature and executives).  Last, as expected the electoral system used to choose members of parliament also had some purchase on the number of women elected.  All nine electoral system dummies suppress the number of women MPs (compared to the list PR baseline) but only two systems (FPTP and the Block Vote) are statistically significant.  

In sum, the multivariate regression suggests that what primarily determines the number of women in a nation’s legislature is not the level of democracy, nor the size or degree of urbanization of the state. Rather, women are elected in significant numbers when the parties which are ideologically sympathetic to gender neutrality do well, the national culture and religion are not overly hostile to women in positions of power, there is a history of women playing a role in consecutive multiparty elections, there are a small number of political parties who dominate elections, and the electoral system does not provide undue barriers against women candidates being elected.  

The question of the relationship between ethnic diversity in legislatures has been theorized to some degree but (to my knowledge) not studied in a cross country, cross electoral system comparative perspective, or empirically tested.  But there is circumstantial evidence to show that list PR systems produce more diverse legislatures than plurality ones.  South Africa has one of the most ethnically diverse legislatures in the world and this was credited in part to the large district closed list PR electoral system which enabled and encouraged all the major South African parties to present ethnically diverse lists of candidates (Reynolds 1994, 1999a, 1999b).  Namibia’s legislature (elected by PR) is similarly ethnically ‘representative’ with MPs of the Ovambo, Damara, Baster, Herero, and white communities distributed across party caucuses.  The British House of Commons and the US Congress (elected by FPTP) are not very ethnically diverse (the Commons was 99 per cent white, the House of Representatives 86 percent white in 1992, see Reynolds 1999a:248).  New Zealand’s National Assembly became significantly more ethnically diverse when they switched from FPTP to List PR in 1996 (increasing their contingent of Maori and Pacific Island MPs).  But these are only five cases.  Where there is a high correlation between geography, ethnic patterns of voting, and ethnically chauvinistic parties legislatures can be just as good an ‘ethnic mirror of the nation’ under FPTP systems.  This is the case in Kenya and Malawi for example.  Our study of the relationship between electoral system effects and legislative ethnic diversity might be informed by the following broad model – which presumes a degree of ethnic block voting.

Figure 1:  Hypothesized effect of ES on ethnic diversity in legislature

	
	Plurality-Majority SMD
	MMD PR

	Med-large ethnic minorities

Geographically concentrated
	Diverse legislature

But party homogeneity

(exp: Kenya, India, Canada, Fiji, Zimbabwe)
	Diverse legislature

A degree of party caucus ethnic heterogeneity

(exp: South Africa, Namibia)

	Smaller ethnic minorities

Geographically diffused 
	Homogeneous legislature

Few ethnic minorities at all

(exp: UK, US, Australia)
	Minorities represented in small numbers across party caucuses

(exp: New Zealand, Netherlands)


3. Democratization and multi-ethnic accommodation.

The intersection between electoral systems and conflict management has drawn much attention over the last decade (see Horowitz 1991, Reilly and Reynolds 1997, and Sisk 1996 among others).  Here there are two related schools of thought.  First, that appropriately crafted electoral systems can exist at the fulcrum of a broader political institutional settlement which is the democratic culmination of a peace process between groups in conflict.  The argument goes that an inclusive electoral system, which has rewards for both majorities and minorities, is a prerequisite to constitution building and thus the reduction of violence and conflict.  This certainly seems to have been the case in transitions in South Africa, Northern Ireland, Sierra Leone, Indonesia, and Bosnia, to name a few cases.  

The second school makes a claim which extends the reach of electoral systems even further, i.e., that they can change voting behavior and encourage multi-ethnic coalition building in divided societies (Horowitz 1985 and 1991, Reilly 1997).  Here I believe the empirical evidence is weaker and electoral system incentives have not yet been shown to dramatically impact inter-ethnic accommodation on the ground at the grassroots level, or provide strong incentives for multi-ethnic party building.  It is certainly true that multi-ethnic parties have not flourished in South Africa or Bosnia (one might better say multi-racial parties have not flourished in South Africa despite the problems of using such terminology) but one might reasonably say that the peace settlement list PR systems used in those two cases were never designed to encouraged multi-ethnic coalition building at the pre-electoral stage.  

But preference voting systems in Fiji, Sri Lanka (presidential) and Northern Ireland were supposed to encourage such inter-ethnic electoral accommodation and the evidence to date in all three cases is that the systems have largely not fulfilled this promise.  Fraenkel notes that the hybrid AV and communal role electoral system introduced in Fiji in 1997 to “pave the way for greater co-operation between Indian and indigenous Fijian politicians” in fact led to the annihilation of the moderate multi-ethnic coalition which had initiated the reforms and saw a polarization of ethnic voting which resulted in an Indian party winning an absolute majority of the seats with almost no indigenous Fijian first preference votes.  The government lasted a year before being overthrown by indigenous Fijian extremists (2001:1).  In Sri Lanka the introduction of AV for presidential elections was supposed to increase the influence of moderates from both sides in choosing the head of state, but to date candidates have always won over 50 per cent on the first round and so the lower transfers have not mattered.  Northern Ireland perhaps comes closest to a case where the electoral system has helped moderate policy stances – even if it has not engendered powerful multi-ethnic parties.  STV was said to have moderated Sinn Fein’s anti-negotiation stance in the 1990s and indeed in the June 1998 elections preference swapping between pro-agreement Unionist and Nationalist parties did craft a majority for peace (see O’Leary 2002).

4. New theory needed

Along side testing existing theories on broader data sets, which include data from multi-party elections in the developing world, there are other avenues of research might usefully evolve.  First, studies that see electoral systems less in isolation and rather try to gauge the way they interact with the broader democratic institutions – i.e., the executive-legislative interaction (work pioneered by Taagepera, Shugart, Carey and Mainwaring), the federal, autonomy and local government dimensions; and issues of executive power sharing. 

Second, we need to have better theories about why and when electoral system reform will happen. When it comes to ‘institutional choice’ there is a paucity of good work.  Notable exceptions and attempts include Rogowski (1988) who argued that nations which desired greater trade openness were more likely to have proportional multi-member district systems because they were less susceptible to capture by parochial protectionist political interests.  Taagepera, who based on his Estonian experience sees design processes as less conscious design and more “a patchwork of incongruous compromises” (2002:249). Boix (1999) who after studying democracies in the developing world concluded that electoral systems derive from the ancient regime’s strategy to maximize their representation dependent on the political realities of the new multi-party dispensation.

The question of when will parties, elites and regimes converge on reform, should be an important one to those interested in democratic transitions and consolidation.  Lipset and Rokkan’s equilibrium point amounts to the adage that ruling parties are not inclined to allow electoral reform to proceed.  But reform does happen, and it happens when: a) the rulers are forced to accept reform as a result of external pressures (e.g., Namibia, Japan); b) they are forced to by the pressures of internal realities (e.g., South Africa); c) the dynamic of politics alters which changes the self-interest strategy of the ruling elite (e.g., a future multi-party Burma?); d) there is accidental adoption of an electoral system where momentum builds on the heels of an erroneous move (usually by the ruling party) and unintended consequences flourish (e.g., New Zealand, Jordan).  Because electoral system reform can be so influential to the play of politics, and because it seems to be increasingly common we would be well served in expending as much effort on the question of “when and why,” as we have on the question, “to what effect?”
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� In Lesotho’s general election of 1998 the ruling party won 79 of the 80 legislative seats with less than 60% the popular vote.  The opposition thought the election unfair, rioting ensued, followed by an ‘invasion’ by the South African army and a peace process driven by electoral system redesign.


� Personal communication with author by Professor Kader Asmal, the Minister of Education in the ANC government somewhere on the slopes of Table Mountain, Cape Town on March 13th 2002.


� Pooling data for the entire sample period could generate problems of serial correlation; we will assess this issue in future statistical analyses.


� This variable ranges from 1.0 to 21.8, with a mean of 3.02 and a standard deviation of 1.82.


� The effective number of ethnic groups applies the Laakso and Taagepera method to ethnic proportions. The resulting variable ranges from 1 to 11.32.


� We measure democracy using the Polity IV scale; we add together the “democracy” and “autocracy” scores, and rescale the resulting measure from zero to 20. This measure correlates strongly with the Freedom House democracy indicator; for this sample, the bivariate correlation is 0.80.


� The federalism variable draws on Lijphart’s (2000) classification of systems along a unitary-federal continuum. Unitary and centralized (0), Unitary and decentralized (1), Semi-federal (2), Federal and centralized (3), Federal and decentralized (4).


� Coded 1 for presidential systems and zero for parliamentary systems.


� Ten electoral systems were placed on a continuum regarding their perceived degrees of disproportionality.  





List PR (<2% threshold)	10


List PR (3-4% threshold) 	9.6


List PR (>4% threshold) 	9.2


MMP (5% threshold) 		9


STV 			8.5


Parallel			6


Limited Vote			5


FPTP			3


Two Round System		2


Block Vote			0			





� This variable is 1/the election number squared; it ranges from 0.015 to 1.0. For countries that held multi-party elections prior to 1945, the year and election number variables are calculated beginning with the first election. As a result, the “system time” variable ranges from zero to 209 years. The “election number” variable ranges from one to 67. For countries which experienced a gap of 10 years or more between multiparty elections (e.g. several African nations), the “election number” variable is reset to one.


� The time variable is significant regardless of how it is specified: as a fraction consisting of one divided by the election number; as the square of the previous fraction; or as one divided by the number of years the electoral system has been in existence.


� The gender elements of this discussion are based on Reynolds 1999c.


� See Rydon 1994 and Hirczy de Mino and Garbrah-Aidoo 1997.





