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Duverger’s Law
· duvergers law expresses the relationship between the electoral system & party system
· the use of a plurality electoral system encourages the formation of a two party system
· The effects of the electoral system are due to the mechanical and psychological forces
· Mechanical effects stem from the way the electoral system counts votes and produces and distributes wasted votes
· General pattern is to advantage large parties, disadvantage small parties
· Psychological effects stem from voters and candidates strategic anticipation of reaction to mechanical effects
· Strategic voting: voting for 2nd preference to avoid worst outcome
· Strategic withdrawal and coalescence by candidates
· In theory, PR offers no disincentive for 3rd, 4th etc parties to abandon race & incentives for new parties to enter
· But as Riker points out,
· Incentive depends on demand/supply of new parties
· Counter examples
· Austria: PR but 2 parties
· Ireland: PR but N has declined over time
· Development of 3rd parties in absence of PR (British labour Party, Canadian progressives)
· PR appears neither necessary or sufficient; a probabilistic relationship 
· We can also find exceptions to the law, that ricker explains away, e.g., Canada
· Cox (1997) argues that even effects of plurality rule are contingent:
· 1. Voters must believe that they share common expectations:
· is NDP running to far behind to win?
· Are liberals in striking distance of Conservatives 
· Do enough NDP supporters share same beliefs and expectations?
· 2. Local patterns have to replicated system-wide
· Cox’s second (loser)-First (Loser) Ratio
· Cox 1997 considers FPTP situations in which beliefs and expectations likely to converge
· 1. Duvergerian Equilibrium 
· 3 candidate well behind top two candidates AND
· 2nd candidate in tight race with 1st candidate
· 2. Non-Duvergerian Equilibrium 
· 3rd candidate close to top two candidates OR
· 2nd candidate well behind first candidate
· strategic desertion is rational under Duvergerian conditions; pointless under Non-duvergerian 
· class constituencies as: 1) Duvergerian or 2) Non-Duvergerian based on competitiveness 
· Estimate SF ratio: 2nd loser votes / 1st votes and 
· Under Duvergerian conditions, SF ratio  0
· Under Non-duvergerian conditions, SF ratio  1
· Note that these criteria do not determine or limit SF ratio
· Extending Cox’s Analysis
· Consider strategic incentives given M>1
· As before, non-Duvergerian and Duvergerian equilibrium possible:
· 1. Non-Duvergerian 
· M+1 and M+2 candidates both close to Mth candidate, OR
· M+1th and M+2th candidates both far befind Mth candidates
· 2. Duvergerian 
· M+2 candidates well behind M and M+1 candidates, and 
· M and M+1 close together
· M>1 opens up another style of strategic voting
· Any votes that 1st – Mth place candidates have beyond the number strictly necessary to get elected, V, could be reallocated 
· 1. Candidates of the same party
· 2. Candidates of other party given preferences over those candidates or incentives to undercut opponents strategy
· 3. Candidates of an allied party, e.g., given preferences over coalition possibilities 
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Duverger’s Law
· what determines demand for / supply of parties
· Grofman et al.’s work suggests that demand /supply of parties is a functuions of the number of social cleavages 
· Empirically, we tend to see / +1 effective parties in a society 
Extending Cox’s analysis 
· Spanish elections (d’hondt with many districts of M<5)
· PR systems that is marked by consistent disproportionality
· Surveys show that supporters of smaller parties less likely to vote for those parties as M declines
· Data imply an M+1 rule
· The electoral system can support, at most, M+1 candidates / party lists
Choosing electoral Systems
· Historically, electoral systems adopted and adapted for strategic not normative reasons
· Incumbents get to set “rules of the game”
· Most politics start with Colomer’s originating system (plurality, M>1) & restricted franchise
· What conditions induced incumbents to alter electoral rules, esp. to PR?
BOIX: Setting the Rules of the Game
· Rokkan convergence hypothesis:
· Shift to PR coincided with & reflected convergence of 3 forces
· 1. Advent of universal suffrage
· 2. Formation of socialist parties
· 3. Demand for electoral protection by older rightist parties
· But not all countries shift (usa Canada)
· Further, some countries change systems several times, shifting to and moving away from proportional systems
· Boix argues that adoption of PR contingent on two factors:
· 1. Was the socialist entrant strong or weak?
· 2. Was one existing bourgeois party dominant?
· Duvergerian forces theoretically sufficient to keep socialists at margin if:
· 1. The socialist entrant was weak: center left voters would rationally desert a 3rd place socialist party
· 2. One bourgeois party was dominant: centre-right voters would rationally coordinate around dominant bourgeois party

Colomer: it’s the parties that choose the electoral system
· challenges direction of Duvergers law: its not the electoral system that determines the aprty system
· three assumptions
1. candidates and voters want to win
2. actros have information about incetives and effects of electoral systems
3. Actors are risk averse. They prefer 2nd best certain to a lottery over best and much worse outcomes
Marjority rule is not attractive to risk averse
· Wins are complete
· Fewer winners 
· Possibility of coordination failure
Still one would have to have majority support for moving away from majority rule
When will conditions in the party system provide this support

Electoral System Memo
· Imagine that you are advising a political party that is involved in constitutional talks involving the choice of an electoral system. Your task is to draft a 3 page (1000 words) that recommends to the party a particular electoral system. Your memo should:
1. Succinctly describe the system in question
2. Spell out the strategic benefits to the arty of the system in question, particularly as opposed to other possible choices and
3. Set out how the party should publicly (i.e., sell) its choice to the electorate.
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How should we conceive of democracy?
· Ends:
· Participation: restrain oppression & take up responsibility
· Liberty: enhance scope of individual choice
· Equality: to make participation and liberty meaningful
· Means: 
· Need to aggregate individual preferences into a social choice
· Use some form of voting 
· Social choice theory informs us about the analytic relationship between our normative ends and our practical needs
· Proportionality and Power
· The link between what we want and what we get can be complicated
· E.g. consider relationship between parties vote % and power they exert in legislature
· Naïve view is that power = seat share yet consider e.g.s
· Perfect v% - s% proportionality 
· In e.g. 1 R’s 2% gives it equal bargaining power with l & c
· In e.g. 2 R’s bargaining power more closely proportional to its seat % but L has a monopoly of power
· How shoud we use and interpret voting?
· Liberal (madisonian) View:
· Function of voting is to control (i.e., select, sanction, replace) officials and no more
· No moral sense that electorate is right or correct, or that some result is somehow ‘fairer’ than another
· Negative libert (i.e., liberty from coercion, eso. By the state)
· Populist (Rousseauean) View:
· Function of voting is to discern & enact general will / common good
· Moral  certainty that popular choice is right, correct choice
· Positive liberty (i.e., being one’s own master)
· If the general will is right, is it not just to force the minority to conform?
· Basics of social choice theory
· A fundamental assumption of individual rationality:
· 1. People have preferences over alternatives (x,y, …z)
· 2. preferences are transitive: if I prefer x to y and y to z, I prefer x to z
· 3. Preferences are complete: I have a preference ordering over all elements of a given and known set of alternatives (x,y,z)
·  I could be indifferent over all elements x,y,z – but that is still a complete ordering 
· again, a mild assumption: people can and do make choices
· 4. People are (constrained) utility maximizers : they try to achieve their preferences as best they can given the constraints they face.
· Some fundamental results of social choice theory:
· 1. Arrows (impossibility) theorem: No viting system can guarantee that the social choice is transitive
· we may be able to find majority for: i) x over y, ii) y over z; and iii) z over x
· 2. Gibbard-Sattersthwaite Theorem: No voting system is simultaneously non-dictorial and strategy proof
· in effect, all voting systems offer strategic opportunities
· 3. McKelevey’s chaos Theorem: generally no majority rule equilibrium in policy spaces of 2+ dimensions
· undoes the stability of Blacks median voter theorem and downsian convergence 
· implies intransivity and instability in democratic choices or tremendous agenda power.
· Social choice Theory and Elections
· Above the results are rooted in Condorcet’s voting Paradox
· Take 3 person committee with majority voting rule
· We can find an agenda s.t. each alternative secures a majority, e.g., 
· 1. Amend 1 defeats amend 2 
· 2. SQ defeats amend 1 
· or 
· 3. SQ defeats amend 1
· 4. Amend 2 defeats SQ
· What are the broader implications of Condorcets paradox?
· Is this stylized example a real world problem
· If it is, can we escape it? That is. Can we design a voting scheme that is:
· Decisive 
· Fair
· Not subject to manipulation
· Answer is no—we cannot be certain of achieving that goal
· Electoral manipulation in France, 1951
· Third force government alters electoral rules form a system that applies PR uniformly to system with 2 types, where:
· 1. Alliance allowed and highest averages used
· if alliance received > 50 %, allied parties distributed all M seats among themelves
· if alliance received < 50% M seats distributed across all parties
· 2. Alliance forbidden and largest remainders used
· note that highest avg. methods (esp. D’hond’t) favours

Social Choice Theory
· The 1951 French case shows impact of rules on preferences; another e.g., show how rules are not necessarily  decisive
· Scientists had to decide the trajectory of the two satellites
· Some trajectories better for certain scientific endevours, so teams have different preferences over trajectories 
· Teams presented with 32 pairs of trajectories that satisfied technical requirements
· Teams provided their ordinal ranking and cardinal utilities of the 32 pairs
· The Voyager Experiment 
· Four scoring methods used to aggregate preferences across teams
· 1. Su of ordinal rankings
· sum of cardinal utilities 
· 3. Product of cardinal utilities
· 4. Ordinal pairwise competition (Condorcet winner)
· methods did not identify unique winning trajectory
· Critique for judging electoral system
Violating Monotonicity 
· Monotonicity demands that our electoral system be responsive (to changes in votes) in a non-perverse manner
· Strong version: an increase in the value of some D(1) implies an increase in F(D)
· Weak version: an increase in the value of some D (i) implies no decrease in F(D)
· If one person changes their preference (hence their vote) from y to x, then x should not become less likely to win
· Different social choice rules have different degrees of responsiveness, e.g., assume x to y are tied:
· 1. Simple majority: one person changes from y to x, x wins
· 2. Unamity (jury rule)
· Choice rules that systematically exclude votes (e.g., as in music competitions, figure skating, or gymnastics) can violate monotonicity 
· More worryingly, STV can violate montonicity
· Consider e.g., 26 voters w. M = 2 & droop of 9
· W wins 1st seat 
· Z eliminated, 5 votes go to x where x who then takes 2nd seat
The Spatial Model and Electoral Politics
· The spatial model in 1-dimension: The Median Voter Theorem
· Black (1948) set out the median voter theorem:
· If its possible to arrange voters in a unidimensional (in a line) on the basis of their single peaked preferences (in terms of right-left) and
· If the agenda is open and
· If the outcome is chosen by majority rule, then
· The position of the median voter wins
· Downs economic model of democracy 
· Down (1957) considered implications of the MVT on 2-party electoral competition
· If each party cares solely about winning, the dominant strategy is for parties to adopt policy positions as close to the median voter as possible
· Result does not hold if N parties > 2 or if voting rule changes
· E.g. consider the possbiliy that a centre right party that moves to close to the median voter could be outflanked by a clearly right wing opponent 
· Success of insurgents contingent on electoral system
· The spatial model in Multiple dimension
· Politics sometimes demands that we consider several issues or policies at once and make trade offs across them
· E.g., we may all value education and health care, but an individual might prefer that
· Both areas by wholly private or completely public 
· Some publ
· Represent such preferences ina 2-dimensional policy space
· Euclidean preferences appear as concentric ciricles around actors ideal point 
· There cirlces are called indifference curves
· Draw a parallel between indifference curves and a contour map:
· McKelvey’s Chaos Theorem
· A series of majority votes approves a policy C that only a minority wants, but it is not clear that this democratic
· This occurs because social choices in two dimensions tend not to be in equalibruim; they are instead characterized by:
· Intransivity
· Instability (chaos)
· This creates incentives and opportunities for political actors to engage in political manipulation
· Trying to alter the terms of debate, e.g., by raising alternative issues to turn a one dimensional situation into a two dimensions situation
· Controlling the agenda



Defining representation 
· Pitkin 1967 offered three perspectives on representation
· 1. Formalistic, i.e., as legal political between representative and electorate
· 2. descriptive: i.e., ensure that representatives resembles the electorates interests
· empirically verifiable but subject to well know critiques
· 3. Substantive: ensure that representatives act in electorates interest
· how do we align preferences of elected and electors?
· Maintain the interests of the electors when the elected gain office
· Perspectives to consider
· Formalistic
· Descriptive Matland 1998: electoral systems and the representation of womin in national legislatures
· Substantive Representation
· Powell and Vanberg: electoral systems and the ideological congruence of voters and legislators
· Dow 2011: electoral system and ideological dispersion 
· Formalistic Representation 
· We tend to group voters on geographical bases, and when we do an important aspect of formalistic representation concerns the distribution of representatives to voters
· The Canadian case:
· Constitution act 1867 mandates “rep-by-pop” per sec.37 and especially 51 & 52 
· In effect, a population quota is established and we divide provincial populations by the quota to get N of seats/province
· But Constitution act also: 1) mandates minimum number N seats per province, and 2) bars provinces from losing seats
· Result is quite serious malapportionment across province
· Malapportionment: disproportional allocation of seats across electoral districts 
· Gerrymandering: drawing district boundaries so that opposing parties waste votes
· Descriptive Respresentation
· As of 1997, women only 12% of membership of national legislatures
· But that average conceals significant variation
· Across time
· Across countries
· Between advanced and developing democracies 
· Matland considers four factors that might explain this variation
· 1. Political factors: electoral system (PR) and right wing parties
· 2. Socio economic factors: % womens labour force participation 
· Cultural factors: ratio of men/women labour force participation, higher ed, literacy
· 4. Economic development: literacy, GDP
· In advanced democracies, electoral system strongly related to increased womens legislative presence by 15%
· In developing democracies, electoral system has no effect
· A threshold effect? E.g., institutional effects may not kick in unit a certain level of economic development is reached
· Substantive Representation
· Fundamental principle of proportional vision of democracy is that all those affected by a policy should have some say in its formulation
· Implemented vie electoral proportionality: larger vote share=>larger vote share=> larger seat share=> greater share of governmental power
· Majoritarian vision denies normative importance of vote-seat disproportionality
· Elections must reduce/ distil the diversity/ chaos of policy preferences into a few clear options so that is is possible to form decisive electoral and legislative majorities 
· Media correspondence vs. V-S Disproportionality
· We should not necessarily accept votes-seats disproportionality as a normative standard
· Votes alone are not an adequeate measure of citizen preferences
· Voters can only vote for existing options
· Voters may vote strategically 
· Disproptionality highly sensitive to canellation patterns across districts 
· It is normatively and analytically preferable to assess substantive representation with respect to citizens preferences
· Indeed, our focus should be on preferences of median citizen and congruence between median voter and median legislator
· Median citizen is the Condorcet winner
· The father the legislative median is from the citizen median, the larger the citizen majority that would prefer an alternative
· Ideological Congruence
· What do we mean congruence?
· Powell and vanberg use opinion surveys and expert surveys to map the distribution of eft to right preferences
· In national electorates 
· In national legislatures 
· We can define the median positions in each of these
· Median congruence is defined as the distrance between the electorate and legislatve medians 
· Theoretical Expectations 
· A priori, the electoral system need not affect representational congruence. Why?
· Case 1: Congruence in Pr system 
· 1. Per duveregers hypothesis, N of parties >>2
· 2. Dominant strategy is for parties to spread out across the political space
· 3. Proportionality of electoral system ensures that bell-shaped distribution of citizens preferences is replicated in legislature 
· Case 2# Congruence in majoritarian systems 
· Typically, employ single member districts 
· Mechanical and psychological force sof Duvergers aw should drive N parties to 2
· Incentive to win votes and seats should drive 2 parties toward median voter
· If this is done in district, legislative representation takes form of 2 parties clustered just to left and right of median citizens position; one such 

1. Liberal View of Voting:
a. Function of voting is to control (i.e., select, sanction, replace) officials and no more
b. No moral sense that electorate is right or correct, or that some result is somehow fairer than another 
c. Negative liberty ( i.e., liberty from coercion, esp. by the state)
2. Populist view
a. Function of voting is to discern and enact general will / common good
b. Moral certainty that popular choice is right, correct choice
c. Positive liberty (i.e., being one’s own master)
3. Arrow’s theorem (impossibility): No voting system can guarantee that the social choice is transitive 
a. We may be able to find majority for: i) x over y; ii) y over z; and iii) z over x
b. The majorities may exist simultaneously in the same electorate
4. Gibbard-Sattersthwaite Theorem: No voting system is simultaneously non-dictatorial and strategy  proof.
a. In effect, all voting systems offer strategic opportunities
5. Mckelevey’s Chaos Theorem: generally no majority rule equilibrium in policy spaces of 2+ dimensions 
a. Undoes the stability of Black’s Median Voter Theorem and Downsian convergence
b. Implies intransivity and instability in democratic choices or tremendous agenda power
6. Formulistic: as legal-political relationship between representative(s) and electorate 
a. Necessary but limited
7. Descriptive: ensure that representative(s) resembles the electorate
a. Empirically verifiable but subject to well-known critiques
8. Substantive: Ensure that representatives act in electorate’s interest 
a. How do we align preferences of elected and electors?
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