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Throughout Canadian history, many institutions and ideologies have changed and evolved into newer forms of themselves, resulting in new governments, politics and traditions. Despite these social and economic changes, Canada has always stood firm with its electoral system, the Single Member Plurality (SMP) system. The SMP system, also known as First-Past-the-Post (FPTP), was inherited by Canada before Confederation from Great Britain. Even though SMP has become a custom in Canadian politics, many experts, politicians and even regular Canadian citizens believe that Canada should adopt a new electoral system; an electoral system that is more representative and diverse, such as the Proportional Representation (PR) System. John L. Hiemstra and Harold J. Jensen argue that Canada should shift from SMP to a Mixed-Member Proportional (MMP) system, a system that encompasses aspects of both SMP and PR. They believe this would be more beneficial to Canadians as it takes advantage of the advantages of both SMP and PR. On the other hand, Christopher Kam argues against Hiemstra and Jensen's argument and believes that despite the minor drawbacks one gets with SMP, it still proves to be the best electoral system in terms of stability and representation for Canada. This paper analyses both arguments and comes to the conclusion that despite the few benefits Canada’s current electoral system reap for the country, switching over to a Mixed-Member Proportional system would reap the benefits of greater proportionality, prevent the centralization of power that is occurring in Parliament, and attain greater legitimacy with the ability to positively influence the representation of minority groups in the country. 
John L. Hiemstra and Harold J. Jensen illustrate the qualities and characteristics of having a Mixed-Member Proportional electoral system in their essay "Getting What You Vote For". In the MMP system, a portion of representatives are elected from single-member districts, similar to FPTP, with the remainder of seats being elected from party lists based on the party’s share of the popular vote. Each voter gets to cast two votes, one for the party that they support and another for the representative member that they prefer. Party lists can be either closed, where voters are not able to influence the order of candidates, or open, where voters have the ability to influence the ranking of candidates. Many nations, including developed Western nations such as Germany, use the MMP system. One of the biggest arguments against the SMP system is that it produces false majority governments. This system allows a minority of citizens to select the majority of the seats, often resulting in governments with the majority of control despite not having the majority of the popular vote. Hiemstra and Jensen go further and argue that the plurality system is great and effective for only two political parties; something that has worked in Canada’s past, but not today where Canada sees multi-party politics. By continuing with SMP, Hiemstra and Jensen state that Canadians weaken the representative democracy in Canada, resulting in other issues such as lower voter turnout. The significance of the MMP system is its ability to allow voters to choose which parties they want to represent them in the House of Commons, ultimately increasing representation and ensuring everyone’s vote counts.
In contrast, Christopher Kam points out the main aspects of a SMP electoral system and how it compares against a MMP system in his essay ""The Limits of Electoral Systems and Electoral Reform-Or How I Came to Love SMP”. The structure of a Single Member Plurality system is deemed by most fairly simple. Voters cast their vote for a candidate that often represents a political party. One candidate is elected in each of the 338 ridings across the country where no majority of votes is necessary; securing a plurality of votes provides the winning candidate with one-hundred percent of the representation in their constituency. The main objective of a SMP system is to separate the winners from losers. With SMP, voters and politicians often find it easier to hold governments accountable and solve pressing issues as governments elected through a SMP system often form single party majorities. This results in being able to focus on the government’s actions and agenda and hold them accountable to their content of public policy. This form of single party majority governments also allows for the formation of stable and strong governments. This means that the government elected will have the ability and support to carry out the agenda they were voted in to deliver. A major argument against the MMP system is that it promotes coalition governments. Coalition governments are when multiple parties who don’t hold the majority of the support, form coalitions with other parties in an attempt to gain enough support to pass their agenda. In these cases, compromises are often made to agenda items in order to gain support from other 3rd parties and can result in voters not being able to identify the roots of policy problems. Kam concludes his essay stating that changing and transforming from a SMP to a MMP system will be extremely costly. He believes that it will be more efficient and effective if they focus on fixing things in the current system rather than starting a new system altogether. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]There are clear advantages and disadvantages to both SMP and MMP as proven by the points made by Hiemstra and Jensen, as well as Kam, but when all of these points are brought together and compared to modern Canada, it is evident that a Mixed-Member Proportional system is in Canada’s best interest as it best reflects our current social, economic and political situation. As stated previously, the MMP system is a combination of PR and SMP. This allows the country to get the “best of both worlds” as the advantages to both systems are reaped. One of these major advantages it has over the current electoral system is the amount of proportionality that the elections result in. The lack of proportionality between votes and seats can lead to voters feeling that their voices are not being heard, and that ultimately their votes do not matter. In SMP a party can receive under 50% of the popular vote yet occupy a substantially higher number of seats in the House of Commons. In fact, it frequently happens in Canada. Only once has there been an instance of a party receiving over 50% of the popular vote, the Progressive Conservative party in 1984 under Brian Mulroney, yet more often than not, a party has the majority of seats in Parliament. This phenomena of “wasted votes” has led to several issues, including the act of strategically voting, as seen in the previous federal election in 2015. In this process of strategically voting, voters often vote for parties they do not eminently prefer, in order to avoid wasting their vote. This practice skews the accuracy of voting results accurately reflecting the will of the people. Voters in a system that employs MMP are more likely to vote for the candidate and the party that they actually prefer. In the event that their candidate does not obtain the plurality of votes needed to secure a seat, their party preference is still reflected in their party-list vote, which will result in representation. In addition to increased proportionality in elections, adopting a MMP system would also help to prevent the centralization of power and would support a greater vision of cooperation for an increasingly divided Parliament. The way our government currently works proves to show that the Prime Minister gets to enjoy power to a certain extent that some would say is unhealthy to democracy, much like the power seen in a presidential system. Changing to a MMP system would help mitigate this issue by means of coalition governments forming, reducing the amount of power one head of state or party controls. Although many Canadians argue that coalition governments are inefficient compared to majority governments who are more stable, by reducing the frequency of majority governments, it will force parties to work more cooperatively and inclusively. This change would go a long way in terms of partisanship and government accountability. Finally, this change in electoral system would also bring out greater representation of minority groups in the country. Tied in to the diverse range of views that MMP can help to facilitate is the opportunity that the electoral system presents to parties in their ability to influence gender and minority representation in Parliament. A big issue with the current electoral system of SMP is the historical underrepresentation of women and minority groups in the House of Commons, a field highly dominated by white males. This evidently shows an imbalance in Parliament regarding the representation of minority groups, despite Canada becoming an increasingly multicultural and diverse society. The solution that a MMP system would bring to this issue is that with a higher mirrored representation in parliament would result in Canadian citizens that are members of minority groups seeing their chances of representation rise, and concurrently, their views will be represented. This will result in greater government legitimacy within these communities. The party-list section of MMP would allow this to happen where voters would have the power to choose which candidates they would like to see elected, hence allowing them to choose women and/or minority leaders in hopes of them reaching the top of the candidate list.
	It is important to keep in mind that there is no perfect electoral system. If there was, 
everyone would be using it. That being said, there are systems that are superior to others. By comparing a Single Member Plurality system and a Mixed-Member Proportional one, this paper has argued that Canada would benefit from electoral reform, and consequently that the adoption of MMP would be a beneficial choice. The arguments in favour of this transition include, greater proportionality, prevention of the centralization of power that is occurring in Parliament, and attaining greater legitimacy with the ability to positively influence the representation of minority groups in the country. In order to accommodate the political, social and cultural changes that have taken place in Canada since its origins, the adoption of MMP would be a step in the right direction if Canadians wish to be seen as a progressive, democratic society.
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