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Many things have changed and evolved in Canadian history. Governments, politics, traditions, and ideologies in Canada have changed significantly throughout its history.  However, Canada has stood firm with its electoral system. Canada’s electoral system has always been the single member plurality (SMP) system, which is also known as first-past-the-post. Canada inherited this electoral system from Great Britain. This electoral system has been in use way before confederation.  Even though SMP has become a custom in Canadian politics, many Canadians believe that Canada should adopt a proportional system (PR), and a much more narrow choice was the mixed member proportional (MMP) system.  John L. Hiemstra and Harold J.Jansen argue that Canada should shift from SMP to the MMP since it will benefit the Canadian political system and Canadian citizens much more. Nevertheless, Christopher Kam clashes against Hiemstra and Jansen’s argument and believes that even though SMP has minor drawbacks, it still is the best electoral system for Canada. Both essays clash with each other and both have their own benefits and detriments. Even though I believe Canada’s current electoral system is running smoothly, I personally believe that the MMP system will bring a more positive impact to our system. Therefore I stand strong by the MMP system and hope to see it become the new electoral system in the near future.
John L. Hiemstra and Harold J.Jansen illustrate the qualities and characteristics of having a mixed member proportional electoral system in their essay “Getting What You Vote For”. In a MMP system half of the members in parliament are elected in single member ridings, and the remaining members are elected from party lists. The way the MMP operates is that the voters cast two votes. One of the votes is to elect their local member. This individual that voters vote for will deal with the voters’ problems. The other vote is for a specific party they support. The party they vote for will be the ones that will propose their ideas in the Parliament.  Many nations use the MMP system, and it has not been a problem for them. Therefore according to Hiemstra and Jansen, the MMP system shouldn’t be a problem in Canada. The MMP system ensures that voters get what they desire. One of the major deficits about the PR system is its inequity. The reason for that is because at times your vote counts for less than other voters. Nonetheless, MMP system reduces inequity and is known to be the fairest system. According to studies, countries that use PR system keep public order and run the economy as well as countries using the plurality system. 
The major defect with the plurality system is that it produces false majority governments. This system allows a minority of citizens to select the majority of the seats which then enables them to select the government. Often time’s plurality also allows a party to win more seats with fewer votes then the opposition party. Hiemstra and Jansen believe that the plurality system is great and effective for two political parties. However, since Canada has more than two political parties now, they should alternate to the MMP system.  The plurality system is making Canadians weaken the representative democracy and that’s one reason why the Canadian vote percentage is decreasing at a rapid rate annually.  Studies from other countries also portray that the proportional system surpasses the plurality system since it attracts more minority parties. The significance of the MMP system is that it allows the voters to choose which parties they want to represent them in the House of Commons. Jansen and Hiemstra give a good example of this. For instance, if 7 percent of voters support NDP, MMP will make sure that 7 percent of the seats in the House of Commons are given to the NDP. This allows Canadians to be free and go with the party that shares the similar ideology.
		On the other hand, Christopher Kam points out the main aspects of a SMP electoral system and contrasts it with the MMP system in his essay “"The Limits of Electoral Systems and Electoral Reform -- or How I Came to Love SMP".  In the process of SMP, voters cast their vote for a candidate that often represents a political party. Then the candidate with the most votes becomes the Member of Parliament for that specific riding. Criticisms against the SMP target its systems disproportionality. SMP is a system that does not offer a one to one match between parties’ votes and seat shares. Nevertheless, PR systems are designed to operate with a one to one match. Nonetheless, the main objective of SMP’s disproportionality is to separate the winners from losers. The other deficit of the SMP is that it harms smaller parties. In the SMP system, everyone after the first place candidate has their votes discounted. The term that is used for this specific action is called “wasted votes”. The consequence of “wasted votes” is that is leads people to lose interest in the political world since their votes don’t mean anything. 

		The positive aspect of SMP system is that it makes problems easier to solve for voters since SMP generates a single party majority. SMP allows voters to easily spot who is responsible for the content of the public policy. In other words, if something good or bad happens in the government, the voters can easily spot who is the person or group that is responsible for it. Also, the MMP system promotes coalition governments. The detriment of coalition government is that it obscures the ability for voters to identify the problem. The reason for that is because voters will not be able to tell which coalition partner or group is responsible for the positives or negatives that occur in the government. 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 to improve it rather than starting a new system. However, if Canada decides to change systems, they should pay close attention to every detail and make sure they know what they are doing. 

The MMP system is a combination of PR system and a SMP system. Contrasting the MMP with the SMP really shows the pros and cons of each. Nevertheless, I personally am in favour for MMP since I believe it holds advantages and brings more positive impact to our nation. With the MMP system I get to vote twice. I get to choose the individual that can help me with my problems, but also want a party that can express my beliefs in the House of Commons.  The main contrast that clashes between SMP and MMP comes down to fairness. MMP is a fair system since it’s a proportional system. MMP operates in such a way that it’s fair to the voters and their interests and political parties. This means that when I vote, my vote will actually count for something and most likely I will get what I vote for. And also political parties will get what they have won.  In contrast, in the SMP system my vote might be worth nothing and might just become a wasted vote. According to the SMP system, all the candidates that come in second or lower places will have their votes discounted. This means if the candidate that I voted for comes in second place, will make my vote end up counting for nothing.  The other benefit I see in many minority parties is that it gets politicians to work much better with each other. The MMP system also enhances the Canadian cultures. Canada has evolved into a diverse and a multicultural nation and the proportional system is beneficial to Canada. This system is increasing the representation of women and ethnic groups in the House of Commons. I believe this is a significant quality since it makes our nation more significant when it comes to diversity. Furthermore, what we need to see is that the people that proposed the MMP system are the citizens of Canada itself. In fact, many parties and politicians oppose to the MMP. This illustrates to me that the MMP system will benefit me more since I’m a citizen and not a politician. Hienstra and Jansen demonstrate that the MMP system hasn’t been a problem in other nations. This makes me more confident about the MMP system. If the system has been running smoothly in other nations, I believe that it will run smoothly in Canada. In a broad perspective, MMP offers us, the voters, an accountable government.  Critics say that MMP’s deficit is that it creates more minority governments. However, I believe that creating and allowing more minority governments is actually a good thing. More minority governments offer more to the voters. Voters will have more to choose from and match their ideologies. 
Both articles clash with each other and portray the advantages and disadvantages in the SMP system and the MMP system. Some authors, critics, and even citizens of Canada believe that SMP should be kept as our electoral system. However, others believe that Canada should shift to an MMP system, since it will be in Canada’s benefit. Nevertheless, I personally stand strong with the MMP system. I believe that it will be more beneficial to Canada. Shifting from a SMP to MMP will be costly, but from all the facts that have been given, it is evident to say that MMP will benefit political parties and Canadian citizens. MMP brings more positive impacts to our system, and therefore, we should go with the MMP. 
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