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ELECTORAL REFORWS: A CRIiitak SURVSs
1. INTRODUCTION

“he £irst point about the electoral system is that any debate about thu
wmathod of representation is not conducted in conditions of icy detachmei.
or motivated by neutrality. The centzal issue, as in all conditional
srrangements is about power and how it ig to be jdentified and distxibutio
in @ given pelitical system. Much attention has been paid inslide and
sutside South africa to constltutional proposals where primary motivatior
has been to protect the centralised economic rights of the white racial
minority and to obscure the total powerlessness of the black majority.
These proposals Cover the areas of centralised minority rights not ‘gxor
rights', the provision of a veto on ‘'social’' issues to raclial groups,
tederal forms of government associated with race and 'powez—sharingg BT
gxecative. : )

put this attention to constitutional forms has obscured a much more ser i
znd important development concerned with the electoral process. Whils o
ragime will not concede the principle of one-person one vote, think-tal”
in the West and liberal and big-business interests inslide South Africa -
roved awsy from the idea of communal OX racial rolls towards an acceptan
»% unjversal suifrage at some stage of the governmental process, thay h:
very carefylly hedged theix bets in two ways. Firstly, they have genais.
sssociated their acceptance of one~-person one vote by proposing fntrios

snd complex machinery for the election of an executive which would der

majority the right to rule and, therefore, bring about the change heo="

in a post-apattheid socliety.

zscondly, and more importantly, nearly every one of the proposals fox
constitutional change is posited on a rejection of the Westminister
*firat—paat—the~post' system, which the whites have operated in Seouth
Africa sipnce 1910, in favour of proportional representation. Two of Thns
most important significant examples of this drive. towards propaxtioﬁﬁi
representation are found in the KwaZulu-Natal Indaba proposals of Decemi:
1986 and the MPC Namibia constitutional proposals of August 1987. The
Indaba constitutional proposals are guite clear about their motlves for
supporting proportional representation. i1t is to ensure the
syepresentation of minorities and powar-sha:inq' by guaranteeing tminor ! -
group repzesentation in the first chamber and forestallling the capacri®”
‘any single party (having) more than 50% of the seats in the first
chamber ' (p.5, Constitutional Proposals'aubmitted-to the Minister of
ronstitutional pevelopment and pPlanning, 13 May 1987). 3

wnis debate about the electoral system has a momentum of its own witih 2
tendency towards a ready acceptance of the virtues of a political syt
the alleged grounds that its virtues are self-evident. Alternatively,
~here can be great external pressure for the adoption of a partleriaz
method without full consideration of its effects. SWAPO has had to &
the system of pzoportional representation for an election in Namini -
since its acceptance, new and entrenched groups have' been established !
rhe racist regime which may thwart the certalnty of a SWAPO victory.

in South Africa, all shades of white opinion seemed to be satisfied v
the basic Westminister system until the early seventies. ¥ith the
president’'s council's support for tconstitutional’ government, based -
ethpnicity and group right recognition, a ferment of proposals emerged .
south Africa Act of 1909, the product of an exclusively white Naticnal
convention, created a unitary atate and, apart ¢rom the entrenched clu
an overvhelmingly flexible constitution, with a colour bar restricuav
membership of the House of Assembly. The electoral system - with 1ts
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westminister model of govermment and a loading in favour of rural
constituencles, favoured the conservative and rural sections of the whito
population. It therefore needed an oilgarchical constitutional structure

ir. which the white mincrity wielded unchallenged and effective political
power . :

The desire to change the electoral system is therefore closely associatad
with the ineluctable need of the raclal oligarchy to maintain its power.

more discreet and sophisticated feorms. The underlving assumption behind

electoral systems must therefore be traced. ¥

2. ELECVORAL _SYSTEMS

£lector: ! systems determine the way in which votes are cast and the
relationship between votes and the allocation of seats. Electoral law
determiras the procedure to be adopted for the actual conduct of elections
-~ secret ballot, counting of votes, impersonation, postal ballots etc. %
mrucial =lements assoclated with electoral systems are (1) the drawing up
of constituency boundaries and the number of voters inm the geographnical
area and (i1) the method of drawing up the electoral register. Theas or-
vital macters in the South African context because reliance on the ex’-
power structure means the retention of power to manipulate totally the
electoral process. It is for this reason that there was unhappiness i

7 imbabwe:n election of 1979 at the coatrol over the election exexcisszd
vhe Smitl forces and disqguiet that under Resclution 435 of 1978 the Un.

4ations Vi1l merely 'supervise' and not ‘organise' the independence
eiection in Namibia.

vhis study refers only to the electoral system and provides insights ir
large nuwiser of what may appear to be technical and esoteric aspects.
211 of -thom should be seen in the context of specific historical

axperlences and the way in which they operate has shaped a countxy's
political culture.

vne-party states, based on ideological or political patterns are sui
generis. Even where in some one-party systems certain functional
interests are allowed teo organise, there is no real independence of th-
major and controlling party. As our Movement has committed itself to .
multi-rac.al party system, this study therefore looks at 'Western' mod-
nolding *iree’elections to a greator oz lesser degree.

These may be grouped into three broad categories.

(i} Electoral systems established by evolution. English-speaking
ccandinavian countries have had fairly long histories of fre«
clections; their electoral systems are a century or more old,
+here have been changes to reflect power interests.

{11} Electoral systems established following a constitutional
disruption a generation ago. France, Germany, Italy and Aust-
vell-established electoral systeme. But in each country, the
present constitution was only established after the S8econd ¥r
Var and the change of regime was normally accompanied by a ch
'n electoral system. What is taken for granted today was unc
4 generation ago. It is therefore significant that the systs
sften tailor-made to assure a certain result. The Weat Cio
aystem was developed to ensure that parties of the Left and !
would get no representation unlesns they obtained 5% of the vo
De Gaulile's 1958 electoral law fox the Hational Assembly wii-~
sarved lts purpose was changed in 1985 to ensure that the Soc:i:
party would obtain a highex proportion of the seats under the
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i Gl dfe @ humbed o1 Gilrerent wmethods of allocating seats'

proportionately. rhe ceptral distinction is between a method hasad uron

preferential voting in multi-wender constituencies - the gingle

rranaferable vote — and a pmethod of allocation based upon party lists.
ist systems can in turn be subdivided into those which allocaze s=ats
nationally, and those allocating within muiti-member constituencles, and
¢surther subdivided accoxding to the method by which candidates are cheasr
4 syster may regulre the elactor to vote sclely for a party list, th=

particuiar candidates elected being determined by thelr order on the liss.

ay offer varylng degrees of cholce of candidate within a party list, oz

even across party lists.

“+ ja therefore, a mistake tu refer to ‘propoviional repreaentation' au ir

it denotcs a single type of electoral system. ‘Propok ional

representation’ is in fact a gemeric term denoting a number of different
systems charing only & common xim of propoxticnallity between seats and

votes. %als common aim, however, does nol prevent the various propoxtional

systems ¢iverging consliderably, one from anciher: and thelr political

congeguentes, thereforas, can be guite diiferent..
4

Ead ol !

the electaoral system which a country adopls depends wore upon its peliticel

e

tradition than upon abstract consideration of electoral justice or gogd

governmen! . There is a striking geographlc 1 dividing lLine between thope

countries wsing the pluralily system and those which have come under

propottionﬂl systema. For it is oply in ceuntries which come under Bzitlsn
political influence - commenweaith ‘countries, the United States and Britainm

harself - ~hat the piurality system is used for the election of the

egislatur.. It is not used ip any continental country. Bvery

continenta: democracy except France usea 2 list system, a method which
not been favoured in any Coumonwealth country except Guyana and 8ri Lan

1
]
£

The single transferable vote method of preportional repreaentation, b¥Y
rontrast, is the Anglo-Saxon method of propoxrtlional representation.

wor it has been employed onky ib cowmonwealth or ex-Commonwealih count
it ham been used in elections to the irish and Tasmanian Lower Housesz,

wastrallan Upper House, and the Maltesze legisiature

gorthern Izz2land. significantly.

i. PLURALIIY

the pluralizy system, 23 i1t Aaveloped in Britalin apd in countries

vaflvenced by Britaln, was cioselyy linked to the notion of terxitorial

represental ton, wPs repzasented not segments of oplinion o idecoloal

cepdencies  nox of ccourse poiirical partias, but constituencies.,

cat

They

sare attorieys seeking the redresg of grlevances before committing thelr

ionstituencies to the payment of the expenses of government.

tepresenta’ ion was in no way regarded as a meand of expressing individual

-{aht or fcrwarding indlividual interests., it was this notion of

representation which came to be adopted by the American colonists whose

wuxroundings had recreated to a significan: sytent the conditions that hed

ihaped the earlierx superiences of the Eng..sh people.

'+ was in dmarica in the eighteenth century in the constitution
£ the colonies that the gingls-member conpstituency originated.
‘he single-membex coantituercy €osrmed the [reduminant‘basia of

Indeed,

mpresentazion in Canadns, Australia, Hew zealand and the Unlited States

rian,
vhe

. It is also the only

sropertional system to have been tried in Sritain; it has haen used only H
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before it came to be accepted as the norm in Brita2in. From the fifteenth
century, the plurality syster operated ln BHritain wainiy in two~menbas
constituencies. Until 1885, single-member constltuencies had only existed
because they were too small to be entitled Lo moxe than one membexr; now
they became the unit on which all representation was to be calculated and
all future schemes of redistribution had %o yvest., :

Paradoxically, by the time the plurallity system in single-member
constituencies came tc be the norm in Exitain, the tdea of representalian
spon which it was based already seemod unreal: for it had been eclipsed by
the growth of the party system; and zlready in the elghteenth century
Rdmund Jurke had insisted that Psrliament was

rot a congreas of ambassadors from different hoatile
nterests, which intexests each wmust maintain as an agent and
Jdvocate against other agents and advocates; but Parllewent is
&z deliberative assembly for one nation, with one interest,
that of the whole, where, not local purposes, not local
prejudices ought to guide, but the genexal qood, resuliing
from the general reasca of the whole. [(My emphasisl

With the growth of party and the eclipse of older ideas of territorial
represen:ation, the plurality system could no longer be defined as securin:
the representation of communities, and 1t came under attack from advocatas
of propoirtional representation who insisted that it failed to meet ‘fldeai’
norms of democratic representation. The plurality system is seen as a
means to stable and effactive government which forces the voter to deczilic
his priorities. It is conceded that the plurality systew gives
disproportional representallon, but this 12 held to secure a pesitive
benefit, since it is likely to yield single-party government without the
need for coalitions. The plurality system secures this effect by
systematically exaggerating the support of large parties while

under-repl esenting swall parties (unless they are territorially
concentrated}.

The plurality system has been used in unicvltural societies such as
sustealia and New gealand and maulti-cultural and deeply divided societiaz
such as Irdia, Canada and the uUnited gtates, 1t is therefore not a
zustainable arguwment Chat aome variant of proporticnal representation haid
cc be used in a socliety with ‘ethnic’® ox raclal cleavages such as South
africa. Vith the revival of nationallisw in the United Kingdom, especial.y
in Scotlard and Wales in the past three decades, neither of the two maliol
parties hes advocated a aystem of propertional representation to meet

the needs of these developments.

The chief advantages of the first-past-the-post system are: firstly, the
system generally reflects the changing wmood of the socletly by supporting
effective government Dy ensuring that the wood of the people is reflectad
in the nuiber of seats it obtains; secondly, it minimises the role of

- pacrties based on race, caste or ethniclity (unless they are reglonally
organised) and emphasizes policy and ideclogy; thirdly, it promotes and
assists pational partles with national volicies; fourthly, it encourages
a nationzl approach to issues and provides & unifying hoend and loyaliy.
‘Finally, it allows for a major swing of public opinion to be reflected in
the number of seats won, which proporticral representatlion does not, as
shown in the landslide victory of ibhe Latcar Party, with its reconstruction
ideals and the desire to bulld a new kind of soclety, im 1945.

The thinting behind our Hovement's constitutional guidelines for a
demccratic post-apartheid society is to promote the habits of non-racial
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thinking, instll the practice of antl-raclist behaviour and ths acquiajtic:
of genuinely shared patriotic consclourness. To encourage thess basic

values, an electoral system must encourage cohesiveness, rather than
rochialism, centrifuqgal rather than fissiparous tendencles, unity over
narrowness in behavioux.

The plurality system therefore has considerablie advantages. It has been
the tried and tested system in South Africa for over seveniy years, 1t is
part of South African culture, at least in relation te whose who have
controllied the levers of power. :

4. MAJORITY SYSTEMS S |
Majority systems seek to do away with the possibility of a candidate
winning a constituency on a2 mincrity vote. There are two types -~ the
second ballot, used in elections for the French Natlonal Assembly and the
Presidency, and the alternative vote used ln elections for the Australian
House of Representatives. : :

Undex the former system, a second ballot is held shortly aftexr the first,
if no candidate has won an abaoclute majorlty ¢f the vote. The rules
concerning who can participate in the second ballet have varied guite
considerably. In Thixd Repablic France, any candldate could participate in
the second pallot, whether ¢x¥ not he or she had competed ir the first. iIn
Hational Assembly electlons In the Fifth Republic, the only candidates who
can now compete in the second ballot are those who have galned the votes ol
£2.5% of the vegistered ¢lectorate ~ eguivalent, perhaps te 15% of the woby
- im kthe {irst balleot. Fur Presidential elections, only the top two
candidates in the first ballot can compete in the second.

BRI st ot T PRI R e e o s D S UL DA L SRIED U N S S U N MU 1

& . In National Asserbly elsctions in the Fifth Republic,
the only candidaves who can no¥w compete In the mecond ballot are
those who have gained the votes of 124% of the registered eleciorate -
equivalent, perhaps, to 15% of the vote - in the fiyrat tallet. For
Presidential elections, only the top ‘wu candidates in the first ballot
can compete ir the second.

The alternative vote ig a preferential system of voting in single-
member constituencies. The elector voles by expressing his first
preforence, and such subsequent preferernces as he chocses. If no
cand.date has an absolute majority of the vote, the candidate with

the “ewest votes is eliminated, and his second prefersnces redistributed.
This process continues until onecandidate has an absolute ma joxrity

of the votle.

Both the second ballot and the alternalive vote seek to prevent any
candidate from being eclecied on 2 minority vote. They therefore
encourage alliances between parties; since the allies can each put
- up candidates without fear of spliiting the vole; whereas under the
plurality system, the only form of slectoral alliance possible

between like minded parties is a2 mutval withdrawal of candidates, so that
only one candidate from the alliance stands in each constituency.

For this reason, the second hallot and alcernative vote are likely to
offer the elector a wider choice of candidate, and they allow, ang
may . necessarily ercourage, party fragmentation. Conversely,these
sysiems are likely %o discriminate againsi ‘anti-system parties® which
cannot find aliies - the Gemrman Social Derocrats before 1914 and the
French Communists in the years immediately after 1958. :
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Although both the second ballol {in most of 1iis variants) and the
alternative vote ensure that no candidate can win & seat unless he has

the support of & majority of the voters in the constituency, they do

not ensure that the perty winning the election in the couniry as a

whole will necessarily enjoy a majority of the votes. They do not
achieve, and indeed do not purport to achieve, a proportional relationship
between votes and seats. In France, for example in 1981 the non-
Communist Left secured 62% of the seats in the Naticnal Assembly for

only 38% of the vote in the first ballot, and 50% of the vote in the

tour decisif (a total of the party vote in seats won on each ballot).

Ia the Australian House.of Representatives in 1977 the liberals
gained an absolute majority of seate with fewer votes than labour
which secured only a guarter of the seais, and the Liveral/National
Country Party alliance secured & large majority of the seats on a
minority of the popular vote. 3

F

alternative vote and second ballot systems, the ability of a party to form

Majority or plurality systems share one fundamental feature: the numbex of
seats which a party receives depends not only upon the number of votes
which it gains, but upcn where these votes are located. Under the
plurality system, the number of seats which a party gains will depend uvpon
the distribution as well as the slze of its support. Under the

aliiances with like-minded partles will be a further factor determining its
electoral success. No system of alection using only single-wmember
constituencies can ensure proportional rapresentation, since votes fozx
those supporting losing candidates are 'wasted'. There is, therefore, a
very profound conflict between the idea of territorlial representation and
the tdeal of proportional representation; or belween the representation ol
territoriss and the representation of opinion ox party.

fut it is clear why France and hustialia have adopted these unusual
methods - 1t i3 to keep out minority parties and to ensure that instablilit;
of governments through multi-party representation does not bedevil the
formation of the Government, as happened with remarkable rapidity in the
ith

Republic, from 1945 to 1958. The Socialists inzerted a short-lived system
of proportional representation which resulted in the Fasclst and raclist
party of Le Pen wianing over 10% of the seats in 1984 but the Chirac
government has gone back to the second ballot system as proportional
representation 'favoured' the Soclalists.

This is another sharp reminder that there are no ideal electoral systems,
but simply an electoral arrangement which is favoured by those who want te

ach;eve certwﬁ D 7% £ § S T ¢ NS €N A IBES LY 16 nment 0%
and retention of power.
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5.  SINGLE TRANSFERABLE VOTE
The single transferable vots - the Anglo-Saxon version of proportional
- representation - is a product of Victorian indlvidevallsa, and its starting
noint was a radically different conception of representation from that
smbodied in the plurality system. Whareaa representation under the
nlurality system was conceived of as territerial in nature, representation
anday this system was conceived as fundamentally personal; indeed in its
sarly vears, the system was often described by the term ‘personal
rapresentation '. The elactor was not properly represented simply
pecsuse he voted for am MP who reflscted his cwn point of view. That is
why adherents of the singls transferable vote vegard electors who disagreed
with the policles of thelr ¥F as unrepresented and their votes wasted.
The aim of the system is To ensure that Che number of wasted votes is
minimised and that as many of the electorate as possible are able to elect
an MP of their cheice. . :

The nineteenth century advecstes of the single transferable vote were

well awsre that the tarritorial principle, supposedly embodlied in the
plurality system, was rapidly being overcome by the growth and development
of organised political partiles. The plurality system, in their view,
fundamentally altered its nature when representation became that of party
rathes than that of territery. mvs of iadependent sutlook would be
pgusezed out by the twin forces of the so-called tyranny of the majority
2nd the jarty wmachine.

The eingle transferable vote is & method of election providing for
preferent:ial veting in multi-member constituencies. Its two central
fsatures are the attempt toc secure proportional repcesentation of
political opinion, and ths provision feor cholce of candidate within, aa
well as between, parties, froportionality would be secured since few voles
are wasted; instead they are transferred, so that falr representation of
opinion would be secured within each multi-member constltuency. Yotas
which could not be used to help elect a candidate -~ eithexr because they
were surplus to what he needed to mecure election, or because the

~andidate had too few votes to be e.ected - were transferred to second oY
rhird candidates. The only votes which ¢id npot help to elect a candidate
would be those cast for the runner-up, and those votes which could not be
used@ because they were non-transfexsble, ie. because the voter had refusesd
to indicate a full list of preferences. Thus, each elsctor would be
represented by & candidate of the party of his cholce, and the vast
majority of electors would be represented by individual candidates of thei:
cholce. Only in this way could personal reprxesentation - which was ‘real’
yepresentation - become a reality. ; :

The single transferable vote gives the electoxr the power to choose between
candidates of the same party. This differsntiates it sharply from the list
systems of proportional repcresentation, most of which offer only minimal
cholce or no cholce at all. To the individualists who sponsored the singls
transferable vote, the representation of coplinion vas as important as the
representation of the party, and the voter ought be allowed not only to
decide which partly was to govern the stale, but also to influence the
pelicies it should follow. & central characterlistic, therefore, of the
single transferable vote is that it contains built-in primary election, and
one which allows every elector, whethexr ox not 2 registexred wember cf a
political paxty, to play a part.
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 pisy & part., Inm conceplion, thersfore, the single transferable

vote say be ssen as an &ltempt to iransiate {nto practical terms, the
principle of the ‘fxee development’ of individuality® which Mill
wrote On Liberty to delend as ‘ons of the leading essentials of well-
being. * 4 , _ :

The eingls transferable vote hsa warked out very differently in
practice. It has, with the exception of Australia, only been used im
emall, rursel societiss where political affiliations have been ‘
organised on *tribal lines’ xather than being based on socio=’
. economic cleavases. The characteristic features of the transferable
vote have fitted well into such sccieties. Bat it is, in consequence,
dlfficult for the political scieniisi to distinguish between the
affects of the electoral system iiself and those which flow from the
nature of the society in which it operates.

4 central concern of early advocates of the single transferable vote
was to weaken the roie. of the party machine. Some even hoped that it
might lead to the abolition of parties altogether and their replacement
by single issus groupe. And yet, in those areas where the system
_operates, parties and party governmenis are noimoticeably weaker than
i1 other countries. In Ireland and Tasmania, the parties have often
circtmvented the purpose of the system - to provide a choice of :
candidate - by dividing multi-member constituencies geographically into
beiliwicks, each candidate confining himsslf to one bailiwick and
cach bailiwick functioning &s & single-member constituency. In
addition, Ireland and Malta have seen the growth of personal political
machines, organisations whose loyaliy is owed to & particular
candidate rather than to the party as & whols. ‘
The hopes that the single iransferable voie would lead to legislatures
of high intellectual guality have alsc teen confounded. Indeed,
there have been frequent complainte of the calibwe both of nenbsrs of
the Irish Dail and the Tasmanian House of Representallives, ILegislators
are said to be narrow and parochial, muwie laterested in servicing
thelr constituente and filling the perk-baxrel than in holding the .
executive to account or policy issues. Tsi these may be criticisas
more of the roles and expectations of :vral societies than of the
glectoral system itself. :

The single transferalle vote has been Tound to yield a high degree of
proportionality, not as greal as 1ist systems, tut far highexr than
plurality or majority systems. Yet, thene have often been anomalies.

. In the elections in Malta in 1981, with only two partles competing-,

the system ylelded, for the first time in sixty years in that countiry,

. an anomalous vesult, the Isbour Party securing 49.1% of the firsi
_ preference votes and 3% seats, while the Nationalists with 50.9%

- of first prefersnce votes gained only 31 seats.
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In Ireland, also, there has been some disproportionality. Im both
1965 and 1969, Fianna Fail won an absolute majority of the seats on
Jess than 50% of the vots, and on & smaller vote than the iwo main
opposition parties-Fine GCael and Labour - combined. In 1969, the
Fianna Fail vote fell to 45.7% and ‘he two pain opposition parties
gained 51.1% of the vote yet Fianna Fall remained in Government and
even increased its shave of the seats. In 1973, by contrast, the
Fianna Fail vote was higher than in 1969, and the vote of the

two opposition parties - 4B.8% - lower than tn . 1969. Yet the Fianna
Fail share of seats fell to 47.6% and it lost power to Fine Cael/
Labour coalition. : “ =5 - ;

supporters of the single transferable vote profess themselves relatively
“untroubled by these anomalles. The purpose of the system, in thelr view, -
is not to secure proportional representation of the parties, but
proportional representation of opinlion, and, In particular, of opinion
which cuts across party lines. But since they do not give a clear
operational definition enabling one to measure proportionality of opinicn,
1+ bhecomes difficult to offer any evaluation of thelx claim. Even

so, defendefs of the system can plausibly assert that it provides the votex
with a greater degree of effective choice than other electoral systems.
But critics would argue that this value is not worth pursuing if it means
the introduction of large multi-member constituencies and intra-party
factionalism which, in their view, will militate against strong and
effective government. In reality, this system encourages individvalism and
factionalism and minimises the possibilty of strong government by
encouraging the growth of small parties and their representation and by
ensuring that ldeology plays a smaller role than individual projection.

TR R s CRlGRL T O TSN o PR e e et e e LA
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6.List Systems ;
1ist systems, as used by every Continental country except for France,
constitute the other main type of proportional representation. Until
recently, they were regarded as unsuitabls by advocates of proportional
representation in Anglo~-Saxon countries, In 1976, however, the Hansard
Society's Commlssion on Electoral Reform, recommended that Britain
adopt a variant of the Wesi German electoral system, while in 1977
the labour GCovernment proposed & version of the Finnish electoral
system for Britain's first elections to the European Parliament. But
this proposal was turned down by the.British House of Commons.

List sysiems are of many different types with varying political

‘consequences, and it is a mistake to speak of 'the list system® as if

ther: was only one type. They can be classified according to four

criteria: (a) whethexr the list is naticnal or sup-national, ie, regional

or local; ébg whether the proportional allocation of seats 1s at national
level or in multi-member constituencies; (c¢) whether the system allows
voters to choose between different candidates of their preferred party

- or even across parties - or whether it confines them to voting for a

party list, with the order of candidates being determined by the party; 2
and (d) the nature and size of the threshold..The 1986 Kwa. _-Zulu-Natal Indabe
proposals use a variation of the list system. B ; o :
(a) National list systems are used only br Israel and the Netherlands.
Israel has no constituencies at all. In the Netherlands constituencies

do not determine how many seats each party wins. But they may detexrmine
which candidate fill the party seats. Other countries using list systems
employ reglonal or local lists with mulil-member constituencies,

excapt for West Germany which combines reglonal lists with single

member constituencies. -
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(b) Countries using national. Alst systems allocale seats proportionately
at national level. Other countries can choose to allocate seats either
regionally or nationally. Countries using regional or local constituencies
but allocating seats proportionately at the national level include Germany,
Denmark and Italy. National proportionality is secured through through

the allocation of supplementary seais from a national pool. Allocation

at national level will resuvli in greater propoxrtionality than allocation
at regional or local level, In addition, small parties which cannot

gain representation uder a system requiring regional allocation -

because they do not have sufficient strength in any one region -

might secure representation under a system requiring national allocatlion,
ty acquiring support in a number of regions.

(¢) List systems may or may not allow the elector to choose between
candidates of the same party. Israel is an example of a country where
there is no choice at all: the elector simply votes for the party symbol,
and the candidates elected to the legislature are decided by the parties.
Such a system is an example of the closed list. The West German system
also allows the elector no cholce tetween candidates of the smme party;
while the variant of it recommended by the Hansard Society Commission

in 1976, whereby proportionality is secured through the election of the
‘best losers® in single member constituencies may be seen as a ‘hidden
lisi' system, in that the names of the candidateson the 1list do noit have
to be presented to the electorate, as candidates on an actual list must
be. Most countiries allow some choice of candidate, but this is often
very limited. A typical ballot paper of a system allowing some limited
choice - which may be called the flexible list -~ is the Belglan one.
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On this ballot paper, the elector can either vote for the list in the oxder
decided by theparty, in which case he marks the top of the ballot paper -
the so called case de tete -~ or he may vote insiead for a particular
candidate by ticking a name on the list. :

The possibility of a greater degree of electoral choice can be illustrated
by the example of the open list system in Finland, where there is no

case de tete, and the elector is not presented with an ordexed list

at all, but instead with a series of names in alphabetical order. He
votes by marking a space beside ithe candidate of his choice.

Finally, there is the case of the so-called free list in Switzerland
and Luxembourg where, agaln, the candidates are notl placed in any order
of preference by the parties, but, by contrast to Findand, the elector
has not one vote, but as many votes as there are candidates to be elected.
He may cast his votes for candidates of different parties and cumulate
two vctes on any one candidate if he wishes, ' AN g

' Such wide scope for preference voting can be afforded
only by °‘relatively homogeneocus high consensus societies, in which
the divisive forces on which .opposition parties thrive are quite weak’.

‘Both the open list and the free list systems give the voter control
of the party list, so that the list is no longer an ordered one. But
they are still party list systems in that they share this ceniral

feature, that every vote (whether or not given in the first instance
to an individual candidate) is automatically and without further
reference to the voter's wishes, added to the total of the list on
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which that candidate appears. Thus a vote for one candidate on =~ ~ "
a party list can help elect another candidate on the 1list of the same

party, whom the voter might not support, and might not approve of. Such

A a result can never happen under the single transferable vote; on

the other hand, party list systems axre likely to provide, especially

when allocation is at national level, a greater degree of proportionality

than the single transferable vote.

(d) However, not even the purest national list systenms, such as

Israel and the Netherlands, offer complete proportionalitys In every
gyatem there is a threshold, elther implicit or explicit, limiting small
parties, The Netherlands has a national threshold established

by the number of members elected to the Lower House of the legislature -
150. This means that any party which cannot attract the support of
1/150 of the voters,ie, 0.67% will not secure representation. In Israel,
there is a statutory threshold of 1% - the lowest explicit threshold in
any ‘democracy’ the highest . is West Cermany's where it is 5%.

For countries operating a regional or local constituency system, there
is an implicit threshold set by the size of the constituency, except
where the threshold is overcome by national allocation of seats. Parties
which might have sufficient national support to gain seats where there is
allocation at national level, may, if their support is very evenly
spread, fail to secure sufficient voles in any one constituency to secure
representation where allgocation is at sub-national level. Under the
single transferable vote system, of course, the threshold is set by the
size of the quota and any party unable to secure enocugh votes to reach
}he quota_anywhere will be unrepresented. | B0 e s S

Various proposals have been put forward as a solution to South Africa's
'ethnically and racially®' divided population. Some have attempted to use
the single-transferable vote in order to reduce the xole. of the ANC; othexs
have proposed (as with the tInstitute for Social Inventions'} formulae of
extraordinary complexity whose avowed purpose is to allay white and
‘minority' anxiety, to encourage ‘centre parties' and to ensure continuity
of government, which 1s the code-word inserting parties which will not
disturb the status guo of apartheid, after apartheid has been abolished.

vhe 1986 tndaba electoral propesals, on the other hand, are tailer made

for the kind of governmental structure proposed. 68 out of the 100 seats
would be elected on a constituency-based system with proportional
representation. There would be 15 constituencies, conveniently using the
present local areas, ensuring that whites would be over-represented.

Voters will vote in constituencies whoss number of seats will be determined
by an electoral commission. Parties orx ‘groups' will obtain the seats on
the basis of whether they have attained the slectoral quota, which is
calculated by dividing the number of votes cast in the constituency by the
number of seats allocated to that constituency.

The remainder of the 34 seats would be allocated in propoxtion to the votes
they have attained across the province, in all the constltuencies, thus
combining a constituency list with a regional list. There is a scarcity cof
detall about how the electoral system {s to be organised but this is in
keeping with the avowed alm of ensuring that no party obtains more than 50%
of the seats in the flrst chamber. Since the second chamber has an '
equality of seats for 211 the ‘*background' groups, there is a cleax
commitment to anti-majoritarianism in the Indaba proposals.
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CONCLUSION

Proportional systems are clearly the most complex. For proportionality is
determined by a number of different zZactors - the size of the constituency
or unit of allocation of seats, the precise formula used for allocation and
whether or not there is a threshold. In addition, proportional systems may
or may not allow for choice of candidate. VYet these variables are, to some
extent at least, independent of each other in that they may be combined and
recombined in different ways. There are undoubtedly many ingenious ways of
breeding new combinations. But electoral engineering is a highly imnsxact
science and one liable to rebound upon those who try to practise it. Wwhat
2ll these systems share ls that they are based on '‘one person - one vote’.
2lthough a regional element may be included, there is no reliance on
‘ethnicity’, group voting or a 'federal' parliament based on units based on
regions, race or indirect election. There is always direct voting.

In the context of the South African struggle there are two dimensions that
have to e racalled in the cholce of electoral systems. The first concerns
the way .n which our Movement is to be inveolved in the first ever vote to
declide who takes office.

Fhis would be determined by the nature of the struggle and the extent to
which we ar® allowed to participate freely in the total election process,
 which covers also ouxr role in determining the electoral process.

There is auch to be said for the ‘plurality’ or first-past-the-post system
in the first-ever free election. As the only movement with support from
all national groups and with a national focus and a national organisation,
we could put up candidates in all constituencles. The principal
disadvantage of this system is that it relles heavlly on the
even-hande3ness of those who delimit the boundaries of constituencies and
who organise the reglstration of voters in each constituency. Boundary
manipulation - a much practised art - could easily dissipate actual
electoral strength by a process of carving up ANC support, area by area, tc
ensure tha* natural majorities (urban workers, for example) are lumped in
Natal with rural and conservative forces. As urban areas co-exist with
homelands, it would be possible to englneer constituencies where the ANC
would be in a winority.

control ovay delimitation iz therefore viZtal.

If, on the other hand, & first-ever election was really a trial of
strength, an indication of pollitical support, there is a great deal to be
sald for the 'national list system', as used in Israel and which the
Eritish imposed on Guyana to avert a Jagan victory. Under this system,
seats are allocated on the basis of the proportion of votes obtained in a
country-wide constituency. There is no n2ed for constituency boundaries
and delimitation or even voter registration as 1t does not matter where one
votes. 40% of the votes results in 40% of the seats. As no other party
would be able to achieve such a large proportlion of the seats, the
probability of forming a Government in a constituent assembly, together
with allies which would be thrown up, is nigher. In any event, 40% ls the
most conservative estimate. The role of the homeland flefdoms may be
diminished, especlally if *tribal' parties are not allowed to contest
electionz. But minority parties could continue to be represented, which
is a demand from so many guarters.
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oportional zepxesentatlon systems, OB the other hand, have < LUiit-an
chanism to ensure that no party chtains over 50% of the seat=; they
ievitably give rise to coalitions through the wV¢;m1&§KﬁﬁeﬂtétiOn of
nority interasts. “Wh@elez~dealinq' becomes & necassity and compromise
e'-oquivocationq~*&tham»thaw~%h&npura&it-oi~matienal-mﬁ1%e&es, are
rerative ldeals.

‘detailed study of electoxal gystemc depends on twe contingencies.

jrstly, a decigion on which systenm is favoured by our Hovement., gecondly;
hether we are in a position to influence the occasion of the fixst
lection, which is assoclated with the crmcial_distinction between an
jection foxr a constlituent assembly 0r an ordinary general election for the
aking of office. Whatever the occaslion, W& pust guard against an
lectoral system which ensures anti-majority tendencies and which retaiu”
he power to organlse elections in the hands of our enemies.
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