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ELECTORAL REFORMS: b CRlTXCAL 53RVL1

is that any debate about i?

“e; ' tation is not conducted in conditions of icy detaahm

w- :- . The centxal issue, ea in all conditionak

lfizéngements is about gong; and how it is to be identified and distzint:

‘n a given political system.’ Huch attention has been paid inside and

an aide South Africa to constitutional proposals where primary motivatiu.

n33 keep to protect the centralised economic rights of the white racia'

sness oi the black majozity:

hinczltg‘and to obscure the
teas of centralised minority rights not ‘gxne

These pxhposals cover the a
'sucial‘ issues to racial groups,

gights', the provision of a veto on

t assocgated with race and ‘power—sharing' :3

of univexeal suffrage at some stage of the

very carefully hedged their bets in two ways. Firstly, they have genets:

aasociated their acceptance of one-perso
i an executive which would deny

and complex machinery for the electicn o

«majority the right to rule and, therefore, bring about the change he?” ‘

in a poet-apartheid society.

Secondly, and more importantly, nearly every one of the proposals for

Constitutional change is posited on a rejection of the Uestmlnister

‘iirst—past—the—post’
systen, which the whites have operated-in South

Rfrlca since 1910, in {avour of proportional representation. ?90 of 2%

most important significant examples of this drive towards proportians;

representation are found in the KwaZulu—Natal Indaba proposals oi D&Cfifl

1986 and the NFC Namibia Constitutional proposals of August 1987. Th:

rndaba constitutional prbposals are quite clear about their motives :

~appcrting proportional representation. It is to ensure the

f minorities and power-ahazlng' by guaranteeing ‘mine;‘

n in the first chamber and forestalllng the capar{*

% o£.the seats in the first

ubmitted~to the Hlnistet of

13 Hay 1987).

T is debate about the electoral system has a momentum of its own with 5

tendency towards a ready acceptance of the virtues of a political eyet:

the alleged grounds that its virtues are self—evldent. Alternatively,

there can be great external pressure for the adoption of a particulel

method without full consideration of its effects. SVAPO has had to aft

the system of proportional representation for an election in Namih‘“

since its acceptance, new and entrenched groups have'been established b

rt the certainty of a SVAPO victory.

In South Africa, all shades of white opinion seemed to be satisfied wit

the basic Vestminlster system until the early seventies. with the

President's Council‘s support for 'constltutional' government, based r

9 right recognition, 3 ferment 0

Convention,

an overwhelmingly flexible constitution,

membership of the House of Assembly. The electoral system — with its
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scatministe: umael oi gufifiihfiflfit and a loading in Eavoux ct rule}

~crstituencles, favouxefi tbs conservative and rural sections of the whs=

p;gulatton. It thezeéoze uaefied an oilgaxchical constitutional SttuCIJw
(I

;q which the white minnxity wielfied unchallenged and effective poiltgta‘

p“¢er.

a 2 aesixe t; change the electoral system is therefore Closely associ§fcu

w.th the ineluctable need of the racial oligarchy to maintain its pawe:

mare discreet and sophiaticated fozms. The undarlying assumgtion behind

eiector&l systems must thereiore be traced. "

.. '5:me ' ORAL gimns
w... wflw-

Electoraé sxstems determine th¢ way in which votes are cast and the

:eiatiouahlp between votes and the allocation of seats. Electoral Lag

éctermiris the procedure to be adopted fo: the actual conduct of elect: k

w secret ballot, counting of'votes, impersonation, postal ballots etc.

crucial alaments associated with electoral systems are (1} the drawing

of constituency boundaries and the number of voters in the geographicai

area and (ii) the method of drawing up the eléctoral register, These

vital matters in the South Afztcan context because reliance on the exi~

power structure means the retention of power to manipulate totally the

:éectoza. process. It is for this reason that there was unhagpiness i:

zimhabwezn election ofi 1979 at the control ova: the election exerciseé

the Smltt forces and disquiet that under Resolution 435 of 1978 the fin

Eations will merely 'aupezviae' and not 'organlse' the independence

election in Namibia.

this stud; refers only Le the electoral system and provides insightg

large numoer of what may appear to be technical and esoteric aspects‘

&11 of-thum should be seen in the context of specific historical

cxpérlencas and the way in which they operate has shaped a country‘s

goliticai culture.

fime~paxty states, based on ideological or gnlétical patterns are fig;

gggggig. Even where in some one-party systems certain functional

interests aze allowed to organise, there 15 no real independence sf t?"

pajer and controlling garty. As our Movement has committed itaelfi to

muiti-zac a1 party system, this study therefore looks at 'Westezn‘ mafi-

nnidlng 'iree'elections to a greator Oz lesser degree;

?hesc may be grouped late three broad categories.

(1) ?lectoral systems established by ggglytion. English—speaking

a:andinavian countries have had fairly long histories of fixer

elections; their electoral systems are a century or more old,

there have been changes to reflect power interests.

{i1) Electoral szstemg established fnlloving a constitutional

Eisruption a generation ago. France, Germany, Italy and Aust

vmll—established electoral systems. But in each country, the

present constitution was only established after the Second Hr

Ga: and the change of regime was normally accompanied by a ch

in electoral system. What is taken for granted today was unc

a generation ago. It 13 thetefore significant that the systfi

Jiten tailor—made to assure a certain result. The West C:;.

system was develo§ed to ensure that parties of the Left ama ’

would get no zepzeaentation unlcus they obtained 5% of the kc

De Gaulle's 1958 electoral law for the National Assembly Va?”

served its purpose was changed In 1985 to ensure that the 30c.

Party would obtain a higher pxopcrtion of'the seats under the
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-kuu;;.ng bfififlfi

baéween a method baseé upon

 

                   

       

  
:ransferable vate ~ and a

333i ayxtcms can 1: tatn be muhd ‘

aatimnally, ané those Eilficatimy wi‘

szthe: §ubaiv1dad accordinj ta ffifi U .u “g v . H v. .

system may require the eiector in w :: ;;€u‘; fa“ a pariy £13

gazticulu: candidates eke ' ‘ S ihfii? 0r§$3 0” thfi 1153

9: offer vazyfing degzeas {hia & yarty Eist, or

even acrcss paxty lists~

~'~ ‘M hr? U 4:
' ir “J.“ u. $36G uygn Qatty

 

  

?‘ 3_

4‘1"“;

 

{a 13 therefoze, a miatake t0 . HZ ;:prtssrtation‘ an ,

:t dénotea a single type oi a7 yzopotrian&1

:egzesentation‘ is in fact a q number of éiffiutent

systems ahazlng only a commas . ,1 ”ty gagween geats and

votes. This comma» afim, however, {ya the various prcpertiar"

aystema diverging considégahly, . , ~tfe: aad their politics;

cansequemces, therefioxa, 5&3 ha gaita QiééazcntQ
l.

 

T36 electotal system whi.. 5 Gauntry a¢w§ts fieganfis mare upon 3:3 QCALCJL

tradition than awn 1:2... ugngwderusi e;;;:_c:.t..oz.._a__.‘.s.g.:3
gavernmeng . These 13 a striking geggxaghEC&l é1v£fi£ng iiae betas

sauntries using the QAfixality syfitam an} thasa which haVe cemfi an .

epoxtionfil systems. For it :3 only an countxiés which came undé:

Luiitical influence ~ Commonwealth countriefi: the Unifieé StateS aflé

ugxseif " that the plurality system is Ufifié far the glection 5f

Zagizia€ur:. it is not useé :9 any cantinentai cauntxy; Every

Santinéntai democracy exceyt annce uses a iist EffitEM; a methafi whic“

net been invouxed in any Commenwealth caunt:v EXLEPE Gaganx anfi “*1 L.. die ‘3‘. .

M gxcpca'ifinag :egresenfiaakefig bv

  

   

     

 

aha zingla tranafarahle vote muthefi 5L z

rnntrast, is the Anqln~$axon metheé 2E p?cp "t 5353 repxesantatiea.

Tfi! it hafi beéfl emgleyaé only ifi Cfimmwnungp; ; exafifimmaaufialth caantrififi

it has been used in electiana ta the itift end T&gmafiian Lever fiousez, “

kuaiznlian Upper House, and tha Haiteae lcgi3§&tute. :t is also the

proportiouel system to kave been triefi ifi E;i. -%’

Earthern Ireland, sigfiiiécantiyt

  

   

5. PLURAngx

Che plurality system, as it develapeé fin Brit¢in ané in countxies

influenced by Britain, was cioaelyy linktd :0 the nosian 0E texxikax£

representation. H?8 representad not segmeats vi oglazaa ox ideologi

:endencies, nor of coats: po‘iticai yatties, but cengtitnancleg. Thi‘

were attorneys seeking the redress of gxievancea before committing thair

:onstituencles to the payment of the expensas of gcvernment.

:epteaentation was in no way regarded as a aeang of exprasaing infiiviéud*

:ight or forwarding indsvfduai interestg. It H88 thgs notion of

'egresentation which came to be adopted by tfis American colenists whfiaa

Kaxzoundings had tecze&ted to a-slqnificant extent the conéitianfi that E-?

,hapsd the earlier 3xge§1ences of the Eagliah ?eople.

a?
H
,

 

”t was in America in the eighteenih acntury in the constitution

~? the colonies that the singlewmember ccnstituency originated. Infieed,

.ua single‘member constituency Eozme the predominant basis of

'aarasentat30n in Canada; Australka, New Zea}and and the United Staten  



 

 

Eifierukht £83333:

before it came to be accegtefi as the norm 1n,Bzita1n. From the fittefizffi

century, the plurality system opezateé in Britain mainly in twa—memhez

¢cnat1tuenclea. Until 1365, single-member constituencies had only exieté¢

because they were too small to be entitled to maze than cue meghez; now

they became the unit on which ail representation was to be calculated anfi

all guture schemes of zedistrihuticn had ts rmgtn ‘

Pazadoxlcally, by the time the'pluralgty system :n-single—membet

constituencies came to be the norm in Britain, the idea of zeyzeeentatian

upon which it was based already seemed unreal; for it baa been'ecllpseé by

the growth of the party system; and already in the eighteenth century

Edmund Burke had insisted that Parliament was ‘

not a congress of ambassadors fzom diffexcnt hostile

interests, which interestg each must maintain as an agent and

?GVOcate against other agents and advocates; but Parliament is

a deliberative assembly fggvgggfigptionL_yith one interest,

that of the«whoieg_ghere, not local purgosesl not local

gtejudices ought to guide‘ but the general good: resulting

gram the general reason of the whole; {Hy emphasis}

 

Uith'the growth of party and the eclipse of older ideas of territorial

representation, the plurality system could no longer be-defined as Secuzixg

the representation of communities, and it came under attack from advocate?

of proportional.representation who insisted that it failed to meet 'xaea;>

norns-of democratic representation. The plurality system is seen as a

means to stable and effective government-which force: the vote: to dezicm

hio priorities. It is concedeé that the plurality system giveg

filsproportlonal representation, but this is held to secure a positive

benefit,-Jince it is likely to yield single—pazty government without the

need for coalitions. The Qluxality system secures this effect by

systematically exaggerating the support of large parties while

under—replesenting small patties (unleas they are territorially

concentrated).

 

The plurality system has been used in unicultural societies such as

Australia and new nealand and m;1t1—m11tura1 and deeply divided societiea

such as Irdia, Canada and the United states, It 13 therefore not a .

sustainable argument that some variant'oi preportional representation Egg

to be used in a society with 'ethnic‘ a: racial cleavages each as South

Africa. with the revival of natienallsm 1n the United Kingdom, especialiy

1n Scotlard and Vales in the past three decades, neither of the two majox

parties has advocated a system.o§ proportional 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 mood of the society by supporting

effective government by ensuring that the-nood of the people is reflecteé

In the number of seats it obtains; secondly, it minimises the role of

parties based on race, caste or ethnicity (unless they are regionally

organised) and elphaslses policy and ldeclogy; thirdly, it promotes ané

assists gational parties with national policies; fourthly, it encquragra

a national approach to issues and provides a unifying bond and loyalty“ .

*Finally, it allows for a ggigg swing of pubiic opinion to be reflectefl in

the number of seats won, which proportional representation doesgnqt, as

.shown in the landslide victory of the baton: Party, with its retohgtxucttex

 

ideals and the desire to build a new Rtnd of society, in 1945}1”“

The thinking behind our Hovement's constitutional guidelines for a

denocratxc post-apartheid society.1s to promote the habits of non-raclal

 



 

 

 

t61nk1ng, 1"5t116th¢ fiiwtide ot antiracist behaviouran théacdu31tioné
of genu1n31y shared patriotic consciocmess. To encouragethese has 6

values, an electoral system must encourage ggflggiggflg§§J zathgrqthan

a s , centrifugal rather than £1531.garou3 tondenc13a ,nlty;ovar

narrowneas 1n behav1ouz. _ Tiz<3

 

  

  

  

 

  
   

  
  

 

  

 

  

 

   
  
  
  

  

  

   

 

  

   

   

The plurality system therefore has consiflerabic advantages.“

the tr1ed andteatadsystem in South Africa for over aevent

part of south6£r163n cultuxe, at least 1n :31at1qn to _vhos3 why

control1ed the lever: of power.

4.. HAJO0R1 Y SY§TEHS
Majothy3y3tens- seek to do away with the p6831b111ty of a-cand1d‘

winninga cdhstltflencyon a minority vote.fTherearetwo types«+

second ballot, used in electicns for theFrenchRational Assenbl a

,Presldéncy, -3nd the alternative vote used in elections forthe bus

, Rouse 0E R3pz3aentat1vea. - . , . ,

  

rconcerning who can participate in the second ballot ha 1 ‘. .

‘COnslderably. 1n T61rd Republic France, any cand1d3t3cou‘ :pa

the33condpallet, whetherornot heorshe63 :conpe 3d hythc~ 1
rwflat16nalAssembly electionsinth3 FifthR3pub11c, onl. afi,w

< can now Compete in the second ballot ar3 £6033who68 s" ‘ '?

125% ot the teqistened electorate ~ equivalent,9336393 36,;

.' in the first hallut.. Fur Presidential elections ’onlymththoptwo
‘ candidates in the_£1rst bailot can compet3 1nth3*33 ph Z}

    

 

   

  

_fihosewhohave gained the votes of 12 lb! the1321 f 7
equivalent,perhaps, to 15% 6fthe votb; tin thetin 1n

, 53 3,3 i-Presidential élections,6nly the tap the candidat3 '”
,;n:'. 6" canAOaneto in £63 second.

 

 

1""rhealternative vote :5 &#Mfemential systan ofmm;in" single,
3_7nenbur Constituenciea.fl« elector votes 6y expressinghisf1rs
'116616rance a6d 6uchsubsequent preference as:
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'Althoughboth the second ballot (inmostof itsvariants1 andthe _‘k

galt'e'fnative vote ensure that no candidatecan winaseat unless”he‘lhaak;

:2 the support of a majority of the voters intheConstituency,theydo

g}"not ensure that the party_winn1ng the electioninthe country as 3-“

. "fuhole will necessarily enjoy a majority of the votes..‘.Theydonot

1~;fach1eve, end 1ndeed do notpurporttoachieve “proporti hal "1at10neh1p

between votes and seats.,In France, for emmpledn1981‘1'éh'enon '

Communist Left secured622% of theseats intheNational’lAss‘enbiy.

only 38% of the vote in the first ballot. and 50% of:fithevote111thai

tour dee1sif (a. total of the patty vote inseat;wonon each ballot) *

 

 

  

 

V In the Australian HouseofRepresentatlves in1977 theLihe 18

‘ gained an absolute major1ty of seats withfewer votes thanLabour

v_ul:1ch secured onlya vertex; 61‘ the seats.and the. Liberal/Netional

leanntv-Ihruralh’ L ‘junmla.hn331WUdeJ'qrthe‘
minority of the pope.

, .

 

      

_ __.___..___—-—.—..._.‘ .—._.—.-.... ~1‘ _.——.—.-—«

Majority or plurality Systems ehazeonefundamental feature th

seats  vhich a party Iceclv depends not on1y upon the number

whichit gains,- but upon_‘ I itheee vetee erelocatedV ' d

Vpluraiity sySten, the nu . ' " N

thedistribution as v 11‘

  

   

 

   

   

.rns llotsystems,theehll‘t ) ,L;

'falllanceawith like-mi Led thine wilEbe a tutthe fef e

'3 ‘ 3 " Q6 telectionusing.0n1 elnqle ienbe

~const1tuenciee can ensure gportioneI-representatio , sin o.e

1-th08Q supporting losinghendi,atesaxe 'uaeted'V. ‘ Where,is,VHw “

'iveryprofound conflict be ' . ‘

erthefiideaIof proportional -epreeentatien;j_,

v' " 1 ‘9IopiniVon o
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ELECTORAL REFORKS 3'

5. SINGLE-TRANSFERABLE veeg
The single transferable vote - the Anglo~33xon version of proportional'

reptesentation - is a product at Victorian inéividualism, and its starting

point was a xadicaliy different conception of repxesentation from that

embodied in the plurality system. Whereee zeyresentation under the

plurality system was conceiVed of as territorial in natuxe, representation

under this systen'uae conceives as fundamentally personal; indeed in Its

early years,.the system was often describeé by the term “personal . '

tepzeeentatién 't The elector was not properly represented almply

because he voted for an KP aka refiected his own point of view: That is

why adherents af'the single transferable vote~tegard electors who disaggeex

with the policies of theéz fl? as unrepresented and their votes wasted.

the at: of the system is he enaure that the number of wasted votes is

minimised and that as many of the electorate as possible are able t0 elevt

an H? ofi’thei: choice. :

The nineteenth century aévocatee-oi the single transferable vote were

well aware that-the terziteriai principle, supposedly embodied in the

plurality system, was :agidzy'being overcome by the growth and developaen

at organised political patties; The plurality system, in their view,

fundamentally altered its nature when representation became that of party

tathet than that oi tetrit-e‘iy. ems 9E iademneent outlaw wouldbe

aqueeaed out by the twin £01363 02 the ec-called tyranny of the Iajority

end the garty nachfine.
,

The single transferable vote isle method ci election pxovlding for

pzefezentiel voting in multi~aenhex censtitaencies. Its two central

feature: are the attempt to eecure,gxcpoxtionel regreaentation of

political opinlpn, and the provision for choice of candidate within, as

well as betweeh, parties. 9ropottionality WGBld be secured since few vote

--ere wasted; Instead they are transferred, so that-fieir representation of

opinion vauld be secured within each muiti-membez constituency. Votes

which could not be used to help elect a candidate'L either because they

were surplus to what he needed to secure election, or because the

candidate had too few votes to be eeected - were transferred to second 03

third candidates. The only votes which éifi not help to elect a candidate

'would be those cent for the runner-up, and those votes which could not I

used because they were non*trens£erab1e; iee because the voter had zefuset

to indicate a full list of preferences. Thus, each elector would be

represented by a candidate of the party of his choice, and the vast

majerity of electors would be representeé by tndkmldual candldetes 9f the;

choice; Only In this Hey could personal representation - which was 'reel'

zepreeentatlon - become a reality. ' e

The single transferable vote give: the-elector the power to choose'betveel

candidates of the same party, This differentiate: it sharply from the 1b

systems of pzoportlonal representation, most of which offer only nininalf

choice or no choice at 311. ?o the individualist: who sponsored the sing

' transferable vote, the representation of opinion was as important as the

representation of the party, and the voter ought be allowed not only to

decideflvhlch party was to govezn-the state, but also to influence the

policies it should follow. A central characteristic“ therefore; of the

eingle tranaferable vote 15 that it contains bullt-in primary election, a

one which allows every eLectoz, whether or not a registered mentor of a,

polltlgal party, to play a past‘

 



 

macros» moans

play a part. In concayfimrs? ihmxsfam, the? single transferable

vote may he seem 85 Mg; attempt to tmnsmm into practical tam, the

.pfincipla of the ‘frac aavélcwent' of individuality‘ which H.111
wrote On Liberia: to defend as ‘one of its leading essentials of well—

hiMO. ' I ‘ . ‘

The 31331. tmnafemblo vote has worked out very differently in

practice, It has, with thé exception «3f Australia... only Men uaed‘in

small. ruml societiss whara politics»: affiliations have been "

OrgaJuBed on 'tribal linaa' rather than being‘based on socio-'

Aecononic cleavages. The characteristic features of the transfen‘blo

vote hav'e- fitted well into such societies. But It. 13. in qomqueme,

difficult for the political scientist to distinguish between the

effects of the electoral system itself 342d these which flowr {non tho

mturcof tha societyin which it operates: ‘

”A central Concern of early adeates bf the single transferable vote

was fa weaken the role. of the party machine. Some even hoped that it

night lead to the abolition of parties altogéther and their-mplaceuent  

by single issue groups. And yet, in those area; where the systen

operates, parties and party governments are notgnoficeably weaker than

in other cmintri‘es. In Ireland and Tasmania. the yartiea have often

circfilvented the purpose of the system - to provide a. choice of -

candidate ~ ta dividing nulti-menber constituencies geographically into

bailinicka, each candidate confining hiawlf to one bailiwick' and '

each bailinick functioning as a single-menbsr. constituency. In‘

addition. Ireland and ma have seen the growth of personal political

mhinea, orgmsiaationn whose loyalty is owed to a. particulni'

wmdata- rather than to the party as a whole. '.

_. The hopes that the singh transferable vote would lead to 11351313th

of high intellectual quality have also bean canfouhded. Indnd.

them have been frequent complaints of the «1111“ both of mm of

the Irish D311 andthe Tmanian Hume cf Rapresontatives, legislators

.5113 said to be narrow and parochial. mom interested‘ in servicing

their constituents and filling the porfibarml than in holding the' ,

. executive to account on policy issues. Yet these nay ha criti dens

non of tin roles and expectations of rum]. societies than of the

electoral systap itself. _—

. The single transferable vote has been found to yield a high demo of -

proportionality. not as mat as list system. but far higher than ‘

plurality or majority ayaténs. Yet". than have often been anomalies.

- 'In the elections in Malta. in 1981. with only two mrties com'peting‘fi

the system yielded. for the first time in sixty years in that country.

- an anomalous result. the Labour Party securing 49.1% of the first. .
. preference votes and 3“ seats. while the Nationalists with 50.9%

- a_f first preference v_ctgs gained only 31 seats.

I

g

 



 

EIECTORAL REFORMS 19

In Ireland. also, there has been some disproportionality. In both

1965 and 1969, Fianna Fail won an absolute majority of the seats on

less than 50% of the vote, and on a smaller vote than the two main

opposition partieSoFine Gael and Labour — combined. In 1969. the

Fianna Fail vote fell to #5.?53 and ”she two main opposition parties

gained 51.1% of the vote yet Pflanna Fail remained in Government and

even increased its share of the seats. In 1973, by contrast. the

Fianna Fail vote was higher than in 1969, and the vote of the

two opposition parties — 48.8“ - lower than in 1969. Yet the Fianna

Fail sham of seats fell to 47.6% and it lost power to Fine Gael]

Labour coalition. ' ' A -

.i..r..__.._..__—- _..MW

 

m..-

 

W

Supporters of the single transferable vote profess themselves relatively

-untroub1ed by these anomalies. The purpose of the system, in their view, -

13 not to secure proportional representation‘of the parties, but

proportional representation of opinion, and, in particular, of opinion

which cuts across party lines. But since they do not give a clear

operational definition enabling one to measuxe proportionality of opinion,

it becomes difficult to offer any evaluation of their claim. Even

so, defendefs of the system can plausibly assert that it provides the vote:

with a greater degree of effective choice than other electoral systems.

But critics would argue that this value 13 not worth pursuing if it means

the introduction of large mu1t1~member constituencies anfi intra-party

factionalism which, In their view, will militate against strong and

effective government. In reality, this system encourages Individualisn_and

factionalism and minimises the possibllty of strong government by

encouraging »the growth of small parties and their representation and by

ensuring that ideology plays a smaller role than individual projection.

.... -_,_..~-—- - ._..._.. _ ..., ...._., -fl‘..._u-._ . ._....____._..._. v.0... .‘r _-...——.._.._-e.. .e _‘

flu-Wu

5,List sttems
v .

List systems, as used hy every Continental country exdept for France.

constitute the other main type of proportional xepmeeentation. Until

recently, they were regarded as unsuitable by advocates of proportional

representation in Anglo~Saxon countries, In 1976, however. the

Society's Commission an Electoral Before. recommended that Britain

adopt a variant of the Rest German electoral systen, while.1n 1977

the labour Government pmbposed a version of the Finnish electoral

system for Britain'e'firet elections to the European Parliament; ,But '

this proposal was turned down by the.British House of Commons. .

 

List systems are armanydifferent types with varying political

'consequencea. and it ie a mistake to speak of 'the list system' as if

there was only one type. They can be classified according to four ‘ V

criteria: a whether the list is national or sub—national. ie, regional

or local; b whether the proportional allocation of seats is at national

level or in nulti-nenber constituencies; (c) whether the systen-ellows

voters to choose between different candidates of their preferred batty

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

' y list, with the order of candidates being determined by the pertyi V

and (d) the ,natum and size of the threshold_.,1'he 1986 Km--—Zu1}l—Natal 'Ihdube

brayaosals use a variati on of the list system. ' ‘ . ‘ _

(a) National list systems are used only by Israel and the Netherlands.

Israel has no constituencies at all. In the Nethexiands constituencies

do not determine how many seats each party wins., But they may determine

which candidate fill the party seats. Other countries using list'systens

. employ regional or local lists with multi—nenher constituencies, ' ,

‘ ‘ or Vest Germany‘ihich combines xegionel 11 ‘ ‘
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(b) Countries using national.list systems allocate 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 supplemehtary seats from a national pool. Allocation

at. national level will result in greater proportionality than allocation

at regional or local leyel. 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 allocation,

by acquiring support in a number of regions.

._.._... \

(c) List systems may or may not allow the elector to choose.betueen

candidates of the same party. Israel is an example of a Country where

there is no choice at alli 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 choice between candidates of the same party;

while the variant of it recommended by the B&nsard Society Commission

in 197 , whereby proportionality is secured through the election of the

'best osers' in single member constituencies hay be seen as a 'hidden :

list' system, in that the names of the candidateson the list do not have I

to be presented to the electorate, as candidates on an actual list must

be. Most countries 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 Belgian one.

m”.—

   

On this ballot paper, the elector can either vote for the list in the order
decided by theparty. in Hhheh case he marks the top of the ballot paper -
the so called case de tote - or he may vote instead for a particular
candidate by ticking e name on the list. ' -

The possibility of a greater degree of electoral choice can be illustrated
hy the example of the open list system in Finland, where there 13 no
case de tete, end the elector is not presented with an ordered list
at 311, but instead with a series of names in alphabetical order. He
votes by marking a space beside the candidate of his choice.

Finally. there is the case of the so-called free list in Switzerland
and Luxembourg where, again. the candidates are not placed in any order
of preference by the parties, hut. by contrast to Finland,_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 votes on any one candidate if he wishes. ‘ '5" ’4

' Such wide scope for preference voting can be afforded
only hy 'relatively homogeneous 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 31:11; party list systems in that they share this central '
feature, that_evexy vote (whether or not given in the first instance'

to an individual candidate) is automatically and without further ,-
referenee t9 the voter's wishes, added to the total of the list on' ,

 



 

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

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

the other hand, party list systems are likely to provide, especially
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""""""".;2;1'cn {fiai‘zgx‘iaiaetaappeara‘;“”ms a" iete“feroohencehdi‘datemon‘ ‘—----- -
a party list can help elect another candidate on the list of the same“

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

than the single transferable vote.

1

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

Israel and the Netherlands, offer complete"proportionalityr In every

system there is a threshold, either implicit or.explicit, limiting small

parties. The Netherlands has a national threshpld,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

11150 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'democracya the highest . is Nest Germany's where it is 5%.

For countries operating a regional or local constituency systen,‘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 votes in any one constituency to secure

representation where allocation 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 enough votes to reach

the quota anywhere will be unrepresented. ‘ _ . ‘ ,‘ :'-”‘i~fw;u

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-tzansferable vote in order to reduce the role of the ARC; othere

have proposed (a: with the 'Ihstztute for Social Inventions') formulae of

extraordinary complexity whose avowed purpose is to allay white and

'minority’ anxiety, to encourage 'centre pattieS' and to ensure continuity

of government, which 15 the code—word inserting parties which will not

disturb the §§§§2§_§22‘0E apartheid, after apartheid has been abolished.

The 1906 mdaba electoral proposals, on the other hand, ~am tailor made

for the kind of governmental structure proposed.‘68 out of the 100 seats

would be elected on a canstituency—baeed system with proportional

representation. There would be 15 constituencies, conveniently using the

present local areas, ensuring that whites would be ovez—zepreeehted. '

Voters will vote in constituencies whose number of seats will be determined

by an'electorel commission. Parties or ‘gzoups' will obtain the seats on

the basis of whether they have attained the electoral 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 3‘ seats would be allocated in proportion to the votes

they have attained across the province, in all the constituencies, thus

combining a constituency list with a regional list. Thete‘ie a scarcity of

detail about how the electoral system 1e to be organised but this 1: in

keeping with the avowed aim of ensuring that no party obtains more than ace

of the seats in the first chamber. Since the second chamber has an

equality of seate‘for all the 'hackgrouhd' groups, there 15 a clear

connitment to antl—najoritarlanlsm 1n the Indaba proposals.
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CONCLUSION

Proportional systems are clearly the most complex. For proportionality is
detezmined by a number of different fectore - the size of the constituency
or unit of allocation of seats, the precise formula used for allocation and
whether or not there 13 a threShold. In'addition, proportional systems may
or may not allow for choice of.cand1date. Yet 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 o£
breeding new combinations. But electoral engineering is a highly inexact
eclence and one liable to rebound upon those who try to practise it. What
all these systems share 15 that they are based on 'one person ~ one vote'.
although a regional element may be 1nc]uded,there 1: no reliance on
‘ethnicity' , group voting or a ’fedezal' parliament based on units based on

.reglons. race or indirect election. There is always direct voting.

In the context of the South African struggle there'are two dimensions that

have to he recalled in the choice of electoral systems. The first concerna
the way in which our Movement 13 to be involved in the first ever vote to

decide who takes office. .

$his would be determihed by the nature of the struggle and the extent to
thch we art allowed to participate freely in the total election process,

uhlch covers also our role in determining the electoral process.

?hcre is much to be said for the 'plurallty' or first-past-the-post system

1a the fitst—evez free election. As the only movement with support from
exl national groups and with a national focus and a national organisation,
me could pzut up candidates in all constituencies. The principal

Qlaadvantage of this system 13 that it relies heavily on the
even—handedness of those who delimit the boundaries of constituencies and

uho'orqanlse the registration of voters in each constituency. Boundary
agnlpulatlon — a much practised art - could easily dissipate actual
electoral strength by a process of carving up ARC support, area by area, to
ggauze that natural majorities (urban workers, for example) are lumped in

gatal with rural and conservative forces. As urban areas co-exiet with

homelands, it would be possible to engineer constituencies where'the ANC

inuld be in a minority.

anntrol over delimitation 13 therefore vital.

1! on the other hand, a first-ever election was really a trial of
3kxength, an indication of political support, there 13 a great deal to be

538d for the 'national list systen', as used in Israel and which the
uitieh imposed on Guyana to avert a Jagan victory. Under this system,
fggt8~are allocated on the basis of the proportion of votes obtained-in a

tauntry-wide constituency. There is no need for constituency boundaries
and delimitation or even voter registration as It does not matter where one

wakes. 40% of the votes results in 40‘ of the seats. As no other party

iauld be able to achieve such a large proportion of the seats, the

qxobebillty of forming a Government in a constituent assembly, together

qfith allies which would be thrown up, 13 higher. In any event, 40% 15 the

aget conservative estimate. The role of the homeland Elefdome may be v
3tm1n13hed,e3pec1a11y 1f 'trlbal' parties are not allowed to contest

egectlons. But minority parties could continue to be represented, which

he a demand from so many quarters.
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Proportional representation systems, on the other hand, have a built—in

mechanism to ensure that no party 0bt&iu: over 50% of the seats; they

inevitably give rise to coalitions through the OVBI‘IepIEfientation of

minority interests. "Wheelorwdealtng' beaumes a necessity and compromise

and aquivocatkon, {athar than theupureait e£~national policies, are -

qperatlve ideals.

A detailed study of electozal systemu depends on two contingencies.

Firstly, a declsion on which system 13 Eavau"ed b! our Hoveme
" "

fit. 8 I; >

whether we are in a position to influence the occésion oi the firstecondi*'

election, which is associated with the crucial distinction between an

election for a constituent assembly or an ordinary general election for tha

taking of office. whatever the occasion, we must guard against an

electoral system which ensures anti-majorlty tendencies and which retain;

the power to organise elections in the hands of our enemies.

--ooOoo—e
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i Table 1The electoral systems of 39 cduntries.m

  

W
A D c D E F G N . . I J

in M , 2 M 148 148 1‘3 -Y 18 ‘

Au 3; 1’ M6 2 PR HA 183 9 Y4 N 18 I

Bahamas M 2 PL 43 . 43 Y5 Y 18

Barbados . M 2 PL 27 . 27 Y5 Y 18

Bdaium M 2 PR HA 212 30 Y4 N 18

Want DE 2 PL 34 34 Y5 , Y 21

Sand: N 2 PL 281: 282 Y5 Y 18

Comm PE P14 2 PR LR 199 23 N4 N 18

cm Ric: PE 91.4 1 PR LR 57 7 N»: N 18

W - PE M5 1 PR LR 561 6 N5 Y 21

119nm M 1 PR LR 179 19 Y4 N 18

Dominican Republic PE PM 2 PR LR 120 27 N4 N 18

Em PE H5 1 PR LR 7.“. 12 N5 N » 18

F111 M 2 PL 52 52 Y5 Y 21

Rm P W6 1 PR HA 200 15 Y4 N 18

Franco P M7 2 PR HA 577 104 Y5 N 18

W0“ Gummy p ' 2 MX HA 49%" .248 Y4 N 18

62100. p 1 FR .11 am 56 Y4 N 18

mm P PM In PR HA. 65‘ . 8 Y4 Y ' 20

Infiia ' a 2 PL 542 542 Y5 Y 21

Rumba: of Intand P W 2 PR SW . 166 41 Y5 Y 18

“cw p 1 .PR MA 120 1 Y‘ N 18

Ibsly p 2 P8 LR 63a} 32 Y5 N 18

Jamaica M 2 PL 60 60 . Y5 Y 18

Japan M 2 ' PL 511 130 Yb Y 20;

MuMMw: M 1 m 1% a 4 w N 'm

WM“ M 2 PR NA 150 1 Y4 N , 18

M Zuland M 1 PL 96 95 Y3‘ Y 18

Ronny M 1” PR HA 157 19 N4 N 18

Pm New Guinea M , 1 PL 109 109 Y5 Y 18

pm 1 F M5 1 - PR HA 250 20 Y4 N 18

$o|omm binds N! 1 PL 138 38 Y4 Y 18 ‘

Spain ‘ 1 M > 2 PR HA 350 ‘ 52 Y4 N 18

25W ‘ M 1 PR LR 349 . 28 ‘ Y3 N 18

Mum“ p 2 PR HA 200 26 M N 18

Trinidad p 2 Pt. 36 35 Y5 Y 18

Unhod Kingdom M 2. PL 650 650 ‘ Y5 Y . 18

Wsum oim PE PM 2 PL 435 435 N4 Y 18

chuuoh P15 2 PR» LR 200 23 N5 N 18
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