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This chapter focuses on the potential for electoral engineering to
serve as a tool to foster democracy, with a central concern being the role -
of electoral systems in mitigating ethnic conflict.! With democracy’s “third
wave” having produced a large number of new (or “renewed”) democra-
cies, and numerous countries aspiring to become democracies, electoral
systems are presently an especially hot topic in the study of democratiza-
tion. They promise to remain so for a good part of the twenty-first century.
As a potential lever of political and social change, electoral systems possess
two important features. The first is that they can be changed without totally
changing the nature of the political system. While electoral systems tend to
be “sticky,” they are still certainly easier to modify than other central aspects
of constitutional design—such as presidential versus parliamentary systems
or unitary versus federal systems. This is true because, in most countries, the
structure of electoral systems is not constitutionally embedded; this allows
for change by legislative action.

The second reason is that changes in electoral systems may be expected to
have important effects on political behavior. A large body of literature claims
that electoral systems impact such things as party proliferation; the balance
of intraparty versus interparty electoral competition; incentives for legisla-
tive parochialism and pork-barrel politics; and the likelihood of extremist
parties achieving representation, cabinet durability, political stability, and the
like. Moreover, a newer literature argues for specific policy consequences of
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electoral rules in areas such as size of government, budget deficits, and poli-
cies affecting income inequality. There are also strong theoretically grounded
reasons to expect choice of electoral systems to have especially important
consequences for descriptive representation and ethnic accommodation in
plural or divided societies.?

While what we have to say in this chapter will generally be relevant to the
study of electoral systems as a democratizing force, our special concern will
be for the relationship between electoral systems and ethnic accommodation.
As Williams (2003, 36-37) observes, few countries are essentially monoeth-
nic or monoreligious in character. Ethnic and religious diversity arises from
many causes. These include

« Conquests of native peoples by outsiders who settle/colonize a terri-
tory;

« Multiple waves of settlement within the same territory by non-native
groups prior to the definition of present state boundaries;

+ Shifting of boundaries as a result of war or the breakup of empires
that redefine boundaries in ways that create multiethnic composite
nations and/or irredentist residues;

+ Individual migrations of refugees or job-seekers (either legal or
illegal), many of whom do not leave and who, together with their
descendants, cumulate into a substantial minority presence;

» Importation of slaves;

+ Change of religious affiliation by a ruler that affects the religious
affiliations of some, but not all, of his subjects; and

+ Religious proselytizing.

In the post-World War II period, transnational migration, including an
influx of people into the home countries of their former colonizers (e.g.,
Algerians into France, Indians and West Indians into Britain), international
refugees (whose recent impact, relative to total population, has been espe-
cially marked in Scandinavia and the Netherlands), and economic migrants
(including those from the former Soviet Union) has led to significant changes
in the ethnic composition of a number of industrialized nations. Perhaps
even more important, the ending of colonial empires, including most recently
the breakup of the Soviet Union, has created a multiplicity of states whose
borders do not coincide neatly, or at all, with ethnic territorial boundaries,
but where powerful former colonial regimes are no longer in place to sup-
press ethnic conflict.* Thus, it is increasingly important that countries find
ways to accommodate their ethnic and religious diversity. Electoral rules are
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often proposed as tools for institutional engineering in multiethnic societ-
ies to assure fairness of treatment across groups, to reduce the potential for
ethnic conflict, and to promote or strengthen democracy.

We begin with some introductory material on each of the two research areas,
electoral systems and ethnic conflict, whose intersection lies at the heart of
this chapter. These two sections situate electoral system choices in the broader
literature on ways to mitigate ethnic antagonisms in multiethnic societies. We
then turn to a set of more specific questions about the possibility of institutional
design ameliorating ethnic tensions, the appropriateness of Western politi-
cal institutions for tribal societies, and the likely effects of different electoral
rules. We conclude with a discussion of electoral system reform issues in two
of the small island nations of the South Pacific, Fiji and Papua New Guinea.
These Melanesian nations are deeply divided societies—the former because of
permanent settlements of guest-worker populations, the latter due to ethno-
linguistic hyper-fractionalization and tribal rivalries across language groups.

Approaches to Electoral Systems
in Political Science: A Brief Overview

Most early literature on electoral systems was couched in terms of a di-
chotomy between first-past-the-post (plurality or majoritarian) rules and
proportional representation (PR). There are two main forms of proportional
representation. In one, citizens vote for a given party and party elites com-
pletely control the nominating process. In the other, voters rank candidates
and can directly determine which candidates of a given party are elected. In
the pure form of list PR, parties present a list of candidates and voters must
choose to vote for a single party. Each party is then entitled to elect the k high-
est candidates on its list, where k is determined by the level of voter support
for that party. In contrast, the single transferable vote form of proportional
representation requires voters to rank order the candidates. Initially, any can-
didate who has at least one quota of first place votes (where a quota is defined
by the fraction, 1/(m+1) of the electoral turnout, with m the number of seats
to be filled) is elected. If fewer than m candidates are elected in this fashion,
the candidate with fewest first-place votes is dropped, and ballots that listed
that candidate first are then reallocated to the next highest nonelected can-
didate still eligible for office. This process continues until m candidates are
chosen. Ballots “used up” in electing a candidate (exactly one quota’s worth)
are, in effect, discarded. We omit the technical details of how to reallocate
the votes a winning candidate may receive in excess of quota.’




74 <« BERNARD GROFMAN AND JON FRAENKEL

The publication in 1967 of Douglas Rae’s Ph.D. dissertation, The Political
Consequence of Electoral Laws (2d ed., 1971) marked a sea change in the study
of electoral systems. Its theoretically grounded and far-ranging empirical
analysis largely supplanted the more polemic approaches characteristic of
an earlier generation of research.® With this book, the study of electoral sys-
tems moved into the mainstream of comparative politics research, making
first steps in drawing on analytic tools from game theory, and making use
of quantitative analyses. For example, it showed how electoral systems could
be characterized in terms of thresholds of representation and exclusion,’
thus allowing us to replace nominal classifications in terms of the names of
electoral rules with quantitative continua along which different rules could
be arrayed.

In the 1980s, the growing maturity of the electoral systems field was sig-
naled by the publication of a number of important books offering summa-
ries and syntheses of data-oriented research findings as well as new analytic
perspectives: for example, Katz (1980); Bogdanor and Butler (1983); Lijphart
(1984); Lijphart and Grofman (1984); Grofman and Lijphart (1086); and Taa-
gepera and Shugart (1989). Much of this work concerned three empirical
issues: the impact of electoral rules on the proportionality of seats-votes
relationships for political parties; the link between electoral system choice
and party proliferation; and the consequences of electoral rules for politi-
cal stability. Moreover, there was important work on seats-vote issues and
redistricting done by political geographers such as R. J. Johnston, M. Taylor,
G. Gudgin, and F. Shelley (Johnston, Shelley, and Taylor 1990; Taylor and
Johnston 1979; Gudgin and Taylor 1979; see review in Grofman 1982b). Also,
and perhaps even more important, during this period the international jour-
nal Electoral Studies was founded. In addition to de-polemicizing the debate,
this new research cast doubt on the simplistic notion that the only relevant
electoral choice is based on a dichotomy between plurality and proportional
representation systems (see, e.g., Taagepera 1984; Rose 1984; cf. Sartori 1968).
It also cast strong doubt on the empirical claims made about the inherent
political instability of PR systems as compared to plurality systems (see esp.
Lijphart 1984).

The renaissance of the electoral systems field continues. In the past decade
or so we have seen the publication of Lijphart’s Electoral Systems and Party
Systems (1994), Cox’s Making Votes Count (1997), and numerous detailed
studies of particular electoral systems and their effects (e.g., Davidson and
Grofman 1994; Reynolds 1999; Grofman, Lee, Winckler, and Woodall 1999;
Bowler and Grofman 2000; Shugart and Wattenberg 2001; Lijphart and Grof-




ELECTORAL ENGINEERING AND SOCIAL CLEAVAGES -+ 75

man 2002), with various of the essays in Colomer (2004) forcing us to rethink
claims often made about the causal impact of changes in electoral systems.?
Electoral system research has moved into the political science mainstream
and established itself as an important subfield. A host of authors, many of
them young scholars only recently attracted to the field, publish lively and
important research in the pages of Electoral Studies and other major journals,
including the American Political Science Review, the American Journal of Po-
litical Science, Comparative Politics, Party Politics, the British Journal of Politi-
cal Science, and the European Journal of Political Research. What had been a
dearth of work on electoral arrangements has recently become a flood.

Moreover, strong links have been forged between electoral systems research
and the study of party systems, on the one hand, and constitutional design,
on the other (see e.g., Shugart and Carey 1992). The most important aspect
of this body of work is that electoral systems and their consequences are seen
as embedded in a larger political and institutional framework (see Grofman
1999). For example, Shugart and Carey (1992) and others have begun to look
at how the presence of a presidential system, the rules for electing the presi-
dent, and the timing of parliamentary and presidential elections interact with
choice of electoral system for parliamentary elections to produce political
consequences.

Another important very recent change is the entry of economists into the
comparative politics field, where they have examined electoral systems and
constitutional design in terms of their impact on public policy. Major con-
tributions to understanding the electoral system effects on political economy
(e.g., overall size of government and size of the welfare state component,
incentives for pork-barrel politics, political corruption, budget deficit levels,
rates of inflation and unemployment, levels of economic inequality, rate of
economic growth) have been made by economists associated with the “new
public economics,” such as Alberto Alesina, Torsten Persson, Gerard Roland,
and Guido Tabellini (Alesina 1994, 1995; Persson and Tabellini 1999, 20005
Persson, Roland, and Tabellini 2000). These topics are also being investigated
by political scientists such as Arend Lijphart (Lijphart 1999) and his students
(see esp. Crepaz 1996a, 1996b, 1998, 2001; Birchfield and Crepaz 1998; Crepaz
and Moser 2004). However, there remain ongoing controversies about, for
example, whether PR systems are more conducive to high overall Jevels of
government spending, and high ratios of both welfare expenditure and pork-
barrel spending to total spending, than are single-member district systems.
While such positive correlations are well established, and even validated in
multivariate modeling, skeptics doubt the causal nature of the linkages, argu-
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ing that they may be explained by selection bias connected to variations in
cultural patterns and economic development that cannot be fully addressed
with only cross-sectional data.

Mathematical modeling of voting rules has also grown apace, exemplified
best in the ever-expanding literature on social choice springing primarily
from the earlier work of pioneering scholars such as Anthony Downs (1957),
Kenneth Arrow (1962), and Robin Farquharson (1969). The neo-Downsian
literature deals with questions such as the nature of the incentives differ-
ent electoral rules provide to vote-share maximizing parties to pick policy
platforms that are similar to/differentiated from one other. The Arrowian
literature deals with issues like axiomatic characterizations of the “norma-
tive” properties of different voting rules, while Saari (1994, 1995) has shown
how to generate preference profiles that will give us all possible differences
in outcomes across a wide class of voting rules. The literature inspired by
Farquharson makes use of game theoretic tools to look at strategically mo-
tivated choices, e.g., voters, parties, and sometimes interest groups as well
(see e.g., Cox 1997 2000). Finally, we have the sui generis modeling work of
Taagepera (see e.g., Taagepera and Shugart 1989, 1993; Taagepera 1999a, b),
which makes use of ideas from statistical thermodynamics based on expec-
tations under a principle of insufficient knowledge. This work offers a rich
network of interlinked statistical propositions about electoral system effects
based on only a handful of key institutional variables. For example, in a
constituency from which m legislators will be elected under a proportional
representation rule, Taagepera’s work shows why we might expect that the
number of seat-winning parties will be roughly proportional to the square
root of m (see review in Grofman 2004).

Institutional Design and Ethnic Antagonisms
in Multiethnic Societies

The most common dichotomy in the ethnic accommodation literature is
that between recognizing differences across ethnic groups by various forms
of multicultural recognition and accommodation, and policies that encour-
age assimilation and control. Our preferred approach (see esp. Grofman
and Stockwell 2003) has three components. First, rather than a dichotomy
between assimilation and recognition of communal difference, we prefer to
think of options in terms of two crosscutting dimensions of choice, giving
rise to a four-fold (2 x 2) categorization. The horizontal axis represents com-
munalist versus integrative perspectives and the vertical axis is the degree of







