Politische Systeme und Theorien I

IV. Demokratische Institutionen

IV.1 Introduction to Democratic Institutions (13.11.19)
Lektüre: “Chapter 2: Democratic Politics and Representation” Democratic Politics in Europe

What makes a democracy democratic?
· Procedure: Competitive, free, fair elections and electoral turnover, rule of law
· Substance: Substantive (policies according to interests of the population) and descriptive (all groups are represented) representation, individual rights (freedoms, participation), separation of powers

Views of Democracy

Dahl's Polyarchy - Six Features of Representative Liberal Democracy
· Elected Officials: Control of decision-making by elected officials
· Free and Fair Elections: Frequent and fairly conducted elections
· Freedom of Expression: Citizens have a right to express themselves
· Access to information: Government does not control media
· Associational autonomy: Citizens have right to form associations/groups
· Inclusive citizenship: No adult permanently residing in the country can be denied rights

Polyarchy focuses on rights and process, but different procedures can lead to different outcomes and may benefit some more than others.
· Can some decisions be more democratic than others? e.g. multi party system
· Are some procedures more democratic than others?
· Are there some democratic institutions that are more unfair?  e.g. Ständemehr (overrepresentation of small regions), presidential electoral college ≠ popular vote
Representation
· Do some forms of democracy lead to better descriptive representation?
· Do some forms of democracy lead to better policy representation?

Two polyarchic democracies may differ in their
· levels of substantive democracy, ability to represent views of voters, and descriptive democracy.
· the nature of the political institutions that lead us to consider them polyarchic in the first place.

Democratic Institutions

Political institutions
· Rules (formal and informal) that structure the political game/determine political decisions
· Higher order procedures that structure how policy is made
· Institutions are "sticky" - easier to change policy than rules (continuity)



Constitutions
· Many different rules or institutions can be democratic
· These rules are typically found in a constitution that sets out institutions; defines the relationships between (among others):
· branches of government (executive, legislative, judicial)
· citizens and government
· politicians and the bureaucracy
· regions and the centre
· But constitutions vary from virtually non-existent (UK) to complex series of integrated treaties (EU).
 UK: series of norms/rules that have developed (e.g. legal precedents) ≠ written document  parliamentary supremacy, difficult to determine the rules
· Are open to varying degrees of interpretation by political actors.
 short, vague constitutions
· Vary in ease with which they can be changed  degree of "stickiness" varies
 US: document from 1789  27 amendments in 230 years (rules are hard to change, but understanding might shift) vs. Germany: ca. 60 amendments in 70 years
· Often include a list of guaranteed basic rights
· But then also specific the nature of relationship between branches of government
· Sets up "chains of delegation"  delegate tasks

Democratic Delegation
· In representative democracy, we can think of constitutions as setting up a "chain of delegation."  Delegation involves principals delegating authority to agents.
· insufficient time, information, ability
· Principal hires an agent
· Agent may have different goals, an informational advantage and may shirk!
 agents can shirk from the tasks they were delegated by the principals: difficult for principals to know if the agent did what was expected (informational disadvantage)
· Monitoring by principal is essential (and costly)
 agency slippage unavoidable  total monitoring = principal doing the task
· Representative democracies differ in their chains of delegation: any chain of delegation begins with the citizens

Presidentialism
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· Citizens give authority to the president and the legislature
· The two agents are independent: democratic authority
· They can be from different parties: divided government
· Checks and balances: they cannot get rid of each other, they do not have to agree  if they can't  status quo
· No delegation between the president and the legislature: separation of powers



Parliamentarism
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· Citizens delegate authority to the parliament, which further delegates it to the executive branch/government  one chain of delegation
· Government is an agent of the parliament: elected by the parliament + parliament can get rid of government and vice versa
 vote of no confidence: if the government cannot get policies passed/lost majority in parliament (e.g. coalition breaks up)
 vote of confidence: government can dissolve parliament/if it has an important vote that it wants to get passed
· Fusion of powers

Constitutional agenda-setting
· Who formally proposes policy/legislation to whom?  agenda-setting power
· Veto-power: block policies
· Agenda-setting rights: propose policies
· In US presidential system Congress proposes legislation to the president
 Congress: agenda-setting power, president: veto-power (cannot set policy, only block it) 
 the president can draft a policy but it has to be accepted by congress: congress can do whatever it wants with it  in the end it can look nothing like the president's idea
 executive orders: but they can be overturned (it is not in the law)
· US President complains of being unable to do anything with Congress
· In parliamentary system Government proposes legislation to parliament
 Government drafts policies; parliament passes the policy if the governing party has a majority (can only veto)
· UK Parliament (backbenchers) complain about being a "rubber stamp"

The Executive
· Draft policy platform and set policy goals
· Can the executive directly propose policy/legislation?
· Does it control the legislative agenda?
 ability to realise the goals differ in systems: UK: governing party can set the agenda; US: president only has veto-power
· Oversee policy implementation through the bureaucracy
· Further chains of delegation
· To whom is the bureaucracy responsible? The government; or both the government and legislature?
· Nature of executive
· Single individual (president); Collective responsibility (cabinet, Bundesrat)

Legislative Organisation
· Constitutions also lay out the structure of legislatures
· Bicameral or unicameral: federalism (people, states), country size
· Role
· law-making: presidentialism vs oversight: parliamentarism
· Role and power of upper and lower chambers
· Role and power of committees
· Power of the executive varies within parliamentary systems: easy or difficult for government to pass a policy unchanged
· Weak vs. strong presidents vis-à-vis parliament

Judicial Organisation
Courts adjudicate disputes between:
· the branches of government
· citizens and the government
· levels of government (if federal): e.g. disputes between houses/ executive order vs. legislature
And determine constitutionality of laws through judicial review (sometimes):
· assuming parliament is not supreme
· judicial review can be a priori or ex post
· strength of courts to engage in judicial review varies, but has generally increased
 judicial review in systems with supreme parlament is seen as undemocratic

Levels of Government

Federalism - a delegation game
· But who is delegating to whom?
· Lower levels to centre
· Or centre to lower levels
· What is the optimal size and shape of the state?
Pros:
· Subsidiarity: keep government close to the people
· Solve credible commitment problems and check central government
· Lead to efficiency through competition (e.g. taxes)
· Ensures people in regions feel represented
Cons:
· But may lead to coordination problems, e.g. different regulatory standards in states
· Or worse: race to the bottom  exploit competition: powerful actors can force e.g. tax
· Opportunities for powerful actors to exploit competition
· Malapportionment: but necessary act to make small/independent regions delegate power to the centre + to be part of the federation 

Multilevel governance
· Levels of government can be overlapping and not always hierarchical creating even more complicated delegation structures
· Regions created in UK for purposes of allocating structural funds
· Independent school districts in Texas do not map onto any other local government boundaries or structures.

Trends (in Europe)
· Increased centralization in Brussels.
· Increased pressure to empower regions (e.g. Scotland, Catalonia)
· Resistance to Brussels' power (e.g. UK Brexit, populism)





IV.2 Typologies of Regimes (18.11.19)
Lektüre: “Chapter 4: Political Systems and Government Formation” Democratic Politics in Europe

Classifying democratic regimes
· Chains of delegation: Presidential vs parliamentary (and semi-presidential)?
· Nature of decision-making: Majoritarian vs. consensual (different actors have access to power), multiparty government, federalism
· Policy stability and change: Veto Players  amount of actors that have to agree to policy change
 majority government + one chamber: gov. can do what it wants, unstable policy
 coalitions + two chambers: stable policy, a lot of players have to agree to policy change
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Paliamentary vs. presidential government
Parliamentary fusion of Powers
· Government responsible to parliament, government can dissolve parliament.
· Government has agenda-setting power
Presidential separation of powers
· Legislative and executive branches elected separately.
· Legislature has agenda-setting power (to varying degrees)

Variation between regime types
· Different level of parliamentary government control
· High government agenda control: UK and Ireland
· Lower government agenda control: Germany (parliament can make amendments to policy  weaker executive) and Sweden
· Different powers for presidents
· Higher agenda control: Chile
· Lower agenda control: US

Government powers in parliamentary systems
· Ability to attach vote of confidence to bill confers significant legislative power on PM and government. 
· Changes the debate from the bill to remaining in office (threat of new elections) 
 costly: loss of credibility if done too often (PM unable to control the government)  mechanism to enforce discipline
· Leads to (potentially) higher levels of party discipline than in presidential systems
· Lack of "fusion" between executive and legislature means presidents cannot have such power
Benefits and costs of regime types: Is one or the other "better" for democracy? Are parliamentary or presidential systems more likely to become stable democracies?
 The Linz-Horowitz Debate
· Linz: parliamentary types are better: coups in Latin American presidential systems
· Horowitz: parts of presidentialism might be better: post-colonial African countrie
Parliamentarism
· Pros: 
· Clear chain of delegation (no dual mandate)
· No fixed terms: Votes of (no) confidence  solve disagreements with institutions ≠ coups
· PM must make decisions in conjunction with others  more actors in the executive (inclusion, cabinets)  more deliberation
· Cons:
· Unclear or difficult to understand election outcomes
· No fixed terms: many/few general elections
· Sometimes unclear who to hold responsible

Presidentialism
· Pros:
· Clear, easy to understand electoral outcomes
· One person "in charge"
· Fixed terms: no continual elections when there is no agreement
· Cons:
· Fixed terms
· Unclear chain of delegation
· One person in charge (easier for coups)

Presidential vs. parliamentary regimes: the data (Linz vs. Horowitz Debate)
· Empirically, parliamentary regimes are more likely to be democracies, less likely to experience coups and regime reversals
· Presidentialism: more susceptible to breakdown
· Linz: causal  parliamentary regimes are conducive to democracy, presidential regimes not
· Horowitz: other factors that make presidential regimes vulnerable 
 poorer, slower economic growth, larger countries/more difficult to govern, military legacy/history of military involvement (Latin America)
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· Parliamentary rules provide semi-constitutional mechanisms for military to have influence without engaging in full-scale coup. + makes govmts. fall behind the scenes
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Semi-presidentialism
· Directly elected presidents share responsibilities with Prime Minister
· Presidents serve as head-of-state and typically take primary responsibility for foreign policy  influence on national policy varies
· France; Poland; Lithuania; Finland (pre 2000)
· France
· President can dissolve National Assembly; appoints ministers
· Has suspensive veto - can refer legislation back to the parliament for another reading
· Can refer laws for constitutional review
· But cannot dismiss PM
 Cohabitation curtails power of president  if the president isn't from the same party as the majority in parliament (little power for president cannot appoint PM), but less likely since shortening of presidential terms (elections at the same time)
· Poland: President can veto laws; refer them to supreme court.
· Lithuania: President can veto sections of laws and suggest new amendments!

Indirectly elected presidents
· Irish president can refer bills to High Court for a priori constitutional review
· Italian president has significant powers over government formation in times of crisis.
· German president can dissolve Bundestag and call for new elections if no potential governing coalition receives a majority of the vote
 often ceremonial positions, but might have power in times of crisis

Majoritarian vs. Consensual Demcracy (Arend Lijphart's Two Dimensions)
Majoritarian Democracy
· Electoral institutions produce single party governments
 concentration of power in a single majority ≠ different interests
· Two party system
 UK: one party with majority in parliament controls the entire governing apparatus (opposition with little power  questioning)  things can change quickly (≠ USA)
· Unicameral legislature
· Unitary state (not federal)
· Few checks on ruling party
· Majority reigns supreme

· Pros:
· Clear, easy to understand outcomes
· Quick responsiveness
· Cons:
· Minority needs to wait until next election
· Representation?

Consesual Democracy
· Electoral institutions are proportional - no single winner
 more people are represented (minorities)
· Multi-party system (in parliament + government  coalitions)
· (Strong) Bicameral legislature (consensus among different groups to govern)
· Coalition governments
· Consensus needed to govern
 combinations possible: USA  Majoritarian (two parties, majoritarian voting, etc.) + Consensus (federalism)
· Pros:
· Need to find solutions acceptable to disparate groups
· More citizens have a stake in government
· Cons:
· Difficult to enact change
· Unclear how to elections lead to change

Veto Players (Tsebelis)
· Theory focuses on ability of system to produce policy change
· How many political actors are empowered to block policy change?
· Institutional actors (e.g. legislative chambers, president)
· Partisan actors (parties in coalition government)
· How great is the ideological distance between them?
· More veto players with greater ideological between them leads to more policy stability
 more actors that are ideologically far apart that have to agree: policy change less likely
 stability of policy vs. quick policy change
· Stable policy: Strong + many veto players  government with less possibility for action vs. more policy change: majoritarian party + few veto players
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Lektüre

Das Politische System der EU
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· Zweiteilige Exekutive: supranationale Exekutive (Commission) + Regierungen der Mitgliedsstaaten (European Council)

Types of Coalitions
· singel-party majority government (politicians that are driven by the spoils of office = "office-seeking")
· minimal winning coalition: if no party has a majority, but the politicians/parties are driven by office-seeking  as little parties as possible
 minimum winning coalition: the coalition with the lowest number of surplus seats
· surplus majority coalition/oversized coalition: even if the of the coalition parties were to withdraw, the coalition would still stand.
· minority governments: single-party/coalition governments that do not possess a majority in parliament  they govern by forming ad-hoc coalitions
· policy-seeking: politicians do not only seek office for the sake of it, but also to implement policies that their voters expect from them
 this affects the possible coalitions: some parties would rather stay out of government than be in one with partners which have opposing ideas on policies.
 coalitions form with parties that are ideologically close to one another: minimal winning connected coalitions
· but: if we look at more dimensions this is more difficult: one party might be ideologically close to another on one topic and far away in another.

Institutions
· Who gets to try and form a government first?  formateur
· Who gets to appoint the formateur?  informateur
 this can have an effect on the formation and nature of a government


IV.3 Representative and Direct Democracy (20.11.19)
Lektüre: “Chapter 4: Political Systems and Government Formation” Democratic Politics in Europe

What's the role of a representative?

Delegate model
· Representatives are agents of citizens, expected to implement "will of the people" or constituents 
 otherwise: failure of representation = failure of democracy
· Assumes that a "will of the people" exists (and representatives can know what it is)

Trustee model
· Representatives are elected to take decisions that they view to be in the best interest of the country/constituency/greater good (even if it sometimes does not align with the views of the people that voted them in)
 possible to aggregate the views of many people into one policy
· Assumes that there is a "greater good"
· Perhaps more willing to accept if descriptive representation is high (mirror of society)
 delegation of authority: putting trust in the representative to do what she thinks is right  elections as possibilities to sanction representatives

Measuring representation (How do we know that representation is happening?)
· In delegate model, we would like to be able say that when voters move left/right, representatives move left/right  ideological shifts
· Voter preference needs to be known
· people have unstable policy positions or preferences  if they do, we need to measure and aggregate it
· What's the ideological content of policy that representatives are passing
· Difficult to measure the ideological content of policy
· Difficult to compare with position of voters

Styles of representation
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· National vs. particularistic (e.g. funds for particular projects) policies
· National vs. regional focus
 different connections between senators and voters = different styles of representation 
 particularistic focus: Senator does not match the voters  talk about State not Republican/Democratic policies on the national level
 focus on national policies: good matches

Institutions and Voters
· Governments in consensual democracies more often cover the middle of political space
· Different electoral rules seem more conducive to electing women and minorities
 proportional representation
· And higher descriptive representation can lead to more participation and trust in democracy in underrepresented groups.
 some evidence that type of democratic institutions matter

Institutions and Representation
· Electoral systems mediate the relationship between votes and parliamentary seats and therefore impact representation
· No system is perfectly proportional (1:1)
· Electoral institutions can foster and undermine representation
· Gerrymandering and malapportionment can impact representation
· Gerrymandering can plague majoritarian systems (one district, one rep.); malapportionment a problem in federalism and some proportional systems.
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Gerrymandering
· Politicians drawing electoral districts to benefit own political group
 e.g. pack all left-wing voters/cities into one district  single member districts
 win all the other districts easily 
· Shape of districts - measures focusing on geography
· Efficiency gap - how many more votes does one party need than another to win the same number of seats?
· Legitimate reasons for "gerrymandering"
· Improve descriptive representation: Majority-minority districts
 chance for minority to win a seat and be represented in parliament (trust system)
· Efficiency gap can occur due to simple demographics - people choosing to live closer to people similar to themselves
· Solutions to gerrymandering:
· Don't allow for partisan role in re-districting; districting done by non-partisan panels
· Follow natural borders or existing political boundaries when drawing districts
· Proportional electoral systems

Malapportionment
· Districts of different sizes mean that some voters' votes count more than others. Violation of one-person-one-vote principle
· UK: Median number of constituents per constituency 56,000 in Wales; 68,300 in N. Ireland; 67,200 in Scotland, and 72,200 in England.
· Welsh voter's vote carries approx. 29% more weight than an English voter's vote
· Wyoming has 2 Senators to represent less than 600,000 people;
· California has 2 Senators for approx. 40 million people.
· Canton Zürich has a population almost as large as the smallest 12 cantons taken together.
· District magnitudes vary and malapportionment can occur in proportional systems, too.
· Malapporionment is particularly acute in federal systems: over-representation of small states (also a reason for gerrymandering: no national solution  states can decide re-districting)
 normatively negative, but federalism might have been the reason to join the federation in the fist place

· Malapportionment can affect representation and congruence
· Politicians pay more attention to relatively overrepresented areas
 same amount of money can affect small states more than big ones  "buy" votes for a policy
· Over-representation of rural interests; small states
· May shift ideology; partisan composition
 interests of small states overrepresented (e.g. right-wing views)
· But can guarantee representation for people from small regions in federal systems
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· Proportional systems also suffer from malapportionment (not only single-member districts)
 Places with big differences in representation/amount of representatives

Direct Democracy
· Who gets to write the questions that voters will vote on? Politicians or the voters?
· Referendum vs. Popular initiative
· How does a question get on the ballot?
· Some referendums mandated by law (e.g. constitutional change or transfer of sovereignty in Ireland, Denmark, Switzerland)
· Politicians can put vote to the public (e.g. UK EU referendum)
· Popular initiatives and "Fakulative Referenda" gain ballot access by acquiring signatures (e.g. California, Switzerland)
 institutions matter: e.g. number of signatures necessary (more difficult to get something on the ballot)
 "buying" signatures is a problem  money can determine what gets on the ballot
Does direct democracy lead to better representation?
 We might think so because it allows voters to make decisions directly. ( So outcomes must reflect what voters want?)
· Issue framing matters and those writing the questions possess a great deal of control
· Different rules may lead to different outcomes: e.g. doppeltes Mehr vs. single majority (Brexit)
· May be impossible to ascertain the "will of the people" in complicated questions
· Possible tyranny of the majority
· May add an additional veto player (the people)  policy stability
· Assumes high level of knowledge and sophistication among voters

Democratic Innovations
Deliberative democracy and deliberative assemblies
· Random group of people selected representing the whole of society
 discussion, information  policy recommendation
· Opportunities for citizens to come together to hear evidence on topics and discuss policy  nation wide discussion about moral questions, increasing voter knowledge + citizen participation
· Used in Ireland before controversial referendum on legalising gay marriage
· Some evidence that they increased voter knowledge, understanding and participation

IV.4 Wahlsysteme (25.11.19)
Lektüre: Clark, Golder, Golder. (2009). Principles of Comparative Politics.
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 "The most important choice facing constitution writers is that of a legislative electoral system." Arend Lijphart

Wahlsysteme
· Definition: Meachanismen für die Übersetzung von Bürger*innen-Präferenzen in (Parlaments-)Sitze.
 Hauptformen: Majorz, Proporz, Mischformen

Beschreibung von Wahlsystemen
· Elektorale Formel
 Wie man Stimmen in Sitze übersetzt.
· Stimmstruktur (ballot structure)
 Ob Bürger*innen für Personen oder Listen stimmen und ob man noch zusätzliche Anpassungen machen kann (kumulieren, panaschieren, etc.).
· Distriktmagnitude
 Wie viele Sitze in einem Wahldistrikt vergeben werden (z.B. Israel: ein Wahldistrikt, CH: Kantone)  Präferenzen gut darstellen.

Majorz (Mehrheitswahlrecht)
· Kandidat*in mit meisten Stimmen gewinnt (absolutes oder relatives Mehr).
 den Sitz erhält die Person, welche die meisten Stimmen auf sich vereinen kann
· Tendiert dazu stärkste/grosse Partei auf Kosten von kleineren Parteien zu bevorteilen.
· Meist sind es Einerwahlkreise.
· Existiert in verschiedenen Versionen, z.B.:
· Einerwahlkreis mit einfacher Mehrheit
· Zweirundensysteme
· Präferenzstimme (Alternative vote, AV)

Majorz: Einerwahlkreis mit einfacher Mehrheit
· Kandidat*in mit höchster Stimmenzahl gewinnt (bspw. 21%).
· Klarer Link zwischen Wahlkreis und Parlamentarier*in.
 Klare Verantwortlichkeit
· Kann aber zu stark verzerrten nationalen Ergebnissen führen, bspw. zehn Wahlkreise und überall A=36%, B=35% und C=29%.  Verzerrung möglich: grosser Teil der Präferenzen der Bevölkerung nicht im Parlament vertreten
 eine Kandidatin kann gewinnen, welche die Mehrheit der Bevölkerung nicht wollten
· Beispiele: Vereinigtes Königreich und ehemalige Kolonien (Kanada, Indien, Nepal, Trinidad).
· Oft strategisches Wählen: z.B. zweitschlimmste Partei wählen (nicht die liebste), damit die schlimmste nicht gewinnt.  Stimmen "verschwenden"

Majorz: Zweirundensysteme
· Falls im ersten Wahlgang keine Kandidat*in das absolute Mehr erreicht, kommt es zu einem zweiten Wahlgang bei dem das relative Mehr ausreicht.
· Variationen: Kandidierende kommen nur in den zweiten Wahlgang, falls sie eine bestimmte Schwelle an Stimmen überschreiten (z.B. 12.5% in Frankreich).
· Oft scheiden Kandidat*innen "freiwillig" in der zweiten Runde aus (Bsp: Moser und Schlatter, SR Wahlkampf Zürich 2019).  Koordination in zweiter Runde
· Vorteile gegenüber SMDP:
· Wähler*innen können ehrlich wählen (≠ strategisches Wählen)  v.a. 1. Runde.
· Keine "verschwendeten" Stimmen.
· Beispiele: Frankreich (Nationalversammlung, 12.5% Regel).

Majorz: Präferenzstimme (Borda-Count)
· Wähler*innen geben Präferenz über alle Kandidierenden an  Rangliste.
· Wenn niemand absolutes Mehr erreicht, dann wird die schlechteste Kandidat*in gestrichen und ihr Stimmen verteilt. 
 Wiederholung bis jemand absolutes Mehr erreicht.
· Führt dazu, dass es keine `verschwendeten' Stimmen gibt.
· Beispiele: Australien.

Proporz (Proportionales Wahlrecht)
· Mehrere Kandidat*innen pro Wahlkreis.
· Sitze werden proportional auf Parteien aufgeteilt.
 Präferenzverteilung der Wählerschaft so getreu wie möglich auf Sitze übersetzen 
· Abgrenzung zu Majorz: Mehrere Sitze pro Distrikt und man berechnet für jeden Sitz Stimmengrenzwerte (quota oder divisor).
· Bedingt Parteien, da man Listen generiert.
· Führt zu kleineren Parteien im Parlament.
· Teilweise Sperrklauseln um Zersplitterung zu verhindern (z.B. Deutschland: 5%).
 Problem: grosse Anzahl Kleinparteien (z.B. Weimarer Republik)

Proporz: Listensystem
· Jede Partei bildet eine Liste mit Kandidat*innen.
· Quota de_niert nötige Stimmenzahl, um eine Sitz zu erhalten.
· Qd = Vd / Md+n
· Vd : gültige Stimmen in d, Md: Distriktmagnitude, n = 0,1,2,... (Anzahl Sitze zu vergeben)
(Hare, Droop, Imperiali, ...)
· Danach braucht es noch einen Mechanismus um die restlichen Sitze zu vergeben (grösster Rest, höchster Durchschnitt, modifizierter höchster Durchschnitt)
 Restsitze: verschiedene Varianten

Beispiel: Hare und grösster Rest  Hare: n = 0
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Beispiel: Hare und grösster Durchschnitt
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 Nachteil für kleine Parteien/Vermeiden von vielen Kleinparteien.

Divisor statt Quota
d'Hondt, Sainte-Lague, modifizierter Sainte-Lague. Divisor d'Hondt 1,2,3,4,5, ... / SL: 1,3,5,7,... / mSL: 1.3=4,3,5,7,...
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Proporz: Doppelter Pukelsheim
· "doppeltproportionale Divisormethode mit Standardrundung", Markus Notter (Apéro-Wissen)
· Seit 2006 im Kt. Zürich, heute auch in AG, SH, NW, ZG, SZ und einige Städte.
· Zuteilung auf kantonaler Ebene nach Parteistärken. Dann werden für jede Partei Ihre Sitze nach Wahlkreisen vergeben.
· Führt dazu, dass die Verteilung proportionaler erfolgen kann.
· Nachteil: Partei A kann mit weniger Stimmen als Partei B in WK 1 trotzdem mehr Sitze gewinnen (weil Partei A kleiner ist, und sonst keinen Sitz hätte).

Proporz: Listensystem
· Distriktmagnitude: je mehr Sitze vergeben werden, desto proportionaler kann das Resultat ausfallen. Insbesondere wichtig für kleinere Parteien.
· Sperrklauseln: PR Systeme haben oft Mindesthürden, um Parteizersplitterung zu verhindern.
· Listentypen: Offene vs geschlossene Listen.
 manipulierbar: kumulieren, panaschieren, Reihenfolge verändern vs. Listenplatz festgesetzt

Proporz: Single Transferable Vote
· Bsp für Proporz ohne Parteilisten.
· Ähnlich wie Präferenzstimme: Bürger*innen geben Reihenfolge an (mind. eine Kandidat*in).
· Kandidat*in mit Stimmen > Quota erhält einen Sitz, wenn kein
· Sitz vergeben werden kann, werden schwache Kandidat*innen gestrichen und ihre Stimmen umverteilt.
· Beispiel: Irland.

Beispiel STV: verschiedene Reihenfolgen
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· 6 Stimmen  Quota: 20 / 3+1 +1 = 6
· Gewählte Person hat 6 Stimmen, wenn sie mehr hat, werden sie an andere verteilt
· Eliminierung der schwächsten Kandidat*in  dann wird die zweite Wahl berücksichtigt.
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Mischformen
· Man kann auch beide Formen mischen.
· Beispiel: Deutscher Bundestag 
· Hälfte der Sitze vergeben als Direktmandate (Majorz).
· Andere Hälfte vergeben via Proporz (Zweitstimme)  Parteien
 Vorteile des Majorz: direkte Verbindung der Parlamentarier*innen und Wähler*innen
 Vorteile Proporz: Proportionales Ergebnis, Berücksichtigung kleiner Parteien

Effekte von Wahlsystemen

Direkte Konsequenzen
· Mechanische Effekte: Schwierigkeit für kleine Parteien in Majorz.
· Strategische Effekte:
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· Verzerrung vs. Proportionalität (kleine Parteien)
· Unterschiedliches Verhalten bei Wähler*innen  strategischer Mechanismus: Präferenzen vs. Stimmen
· Parteien: Majorz  Bedürfnisse (Rückzug von Parteien, um andere zu unterstützen)

· PR (und hohe Magnituden) führen eher zu proportionalen Verteilungen.
· Mehr Wahldistriktarbeit in SMDP Systemen.
· Majorz hat mehr Wahl-zu-Wahl Varianz.

Direkte Konsequenzen: Duverger's Law
· Relatives/absolutes Mehr reduziert Anzahl Parteien  Zweiparteiensystem.
· Verhältniswahlrecht steigert Anzahl Parteien  Mehrparteiensystem.
 Gilt auf Distriktebene (siehe UK).

Indirekte Konsequenzen
· PR Systeme neigen zu Koalitionsregierungen (kein absolutes Mehr einer Partei).
· PR führt eher zu Mitte-Links Regierungen und das führt zu mehr Umverteilung.
· PR führt zu höheren Staatsausgaben ( gibt aber Zweifel)
 Wahlsysteme sind Konsequenzen von Prozessen: Faktoren, die zu PR führen, könnten auch zu mehr Umverteilung führen.

Historische Entwicklung

Majorz zu Proporz
· Nationalstaaten im 19. Jahrhundert haben Majorzsystem.
· Stein Rokkan erklärt die Änderung zu Proporz wie folgt:
· Ende 19. Jahrhundert: Ausdehnung aktives Wahlrecht  an ökonomisch schwächere Schichten.  Unterschiede in Wahlergebnissen
· Industrialisierung: Erhöhte Unterstützung für Sozialisten/Sozialdemokraten.
 räumliche Ballung der Arbeiterschaft  "Linke Gefahr" vs. etablierte konservative + liberale Parteien
· Etablierte Parteien (Liberale/Konservative) fürchten Verluste bei zukünftigen Wahlen.
· PR als Schutz ihrer Machtposition (der "roten Welle" entgegentreten).

Schweiz
· Drei Initiativen für die Einführung von PR für NR (1900, 1910, 1918).
· Erste PR Wahlen in 1919: Starke gewinne für SP&BGB, Verluste für FDP.
· Distriktmagnitude des Nationalrats unterscheidet sich aber stark: 
ZH (35), BE (24), VD (19), etc. vs. AI (1), AR (1), UR (1), etc.
 Magnitude matters!
· Auf kantonaler Ebene: Tessin 1895
· Bis heute sind Fragen zum Wahlrecht politisch virulent (seit 2013 BG Entscheide gegen Wahlrecht in UR, SZ, ZG und NW).
 Wer darf wie wählen ist die wichtigste Entscheidung
 Systemänderung: Strategien der Wähler*innen können sich ändern ( Stimmen nicht auf anderes System übertragen)

Lernziele
· Sie kennen verschiedene Wahlsysteme und verstehen wie diese funktionieren.
· Sie kennen verschiedene direkte und indirekte Effekte von Wahlsystemen.
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Sie verstehen die wichtige Rolle von Wahlsystemen und wie diese entstehen, resp. sich ändern können.
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PercenTace of THE 53 Non-okcp Countries Trat Were Democratic

Regime Type at Time of Coup

Pure Pure Semipresidential
Parlimentary _ Presidential or Mixed

Total non-ocp
countries democratic 28 25 0
for at least one.
year during 1973-89
Number of countries
from above set having s 10 0
experienced a military
coup while a democracy

Military coup 18% 40% NA
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‘What Makes Presidential Democracies Fragile?

‘Table 6.1. Characteristics of Parliamentary and Presidential Democracies

Parliamentary”  Presidential
Per capita income (1995 PPP$) 6,764 4,467
Economic growth? 248% 1.59%
In small countries® 25.40% 849%
In Latin America” 0.09% 62.30%

“ Includes mixed systems.
¥ Annual change in per capita income.

¢ Population less than 1 million in 1980.

4 Nineteen Spanish- and Portuguese-speaking countries.
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FIGURE 1 A Typology of Home Styles in the U.S. Senate
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Wie stimmen Biirger*innen? Wie werden

men in Sitze umgerechnet?
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TasLe 12.8 Hare Quota with Largest Remainders

Party A PartyB PartyC PartyD PartyE PartyF Total

Votes 47,000 16,000 15,800 12,000 6,100 3,100 100,000
Seats 10
Quota 10,000
Votes/quota 4.7 1.6 1.58 1.2 0.61 0.31

Automatic seats 4 1 1 1 0 0 7
Remainder 0.7 0.6 0.58 0.2 0.61 0.31

Remainder seats 1 1 Q Q 1 0 3

Total seats 5 2 1 1 1 0 10
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TABLE 12.9 Hare Quota with Highest Average Remainders

Party A PartyB PartyC PartyD PartyE PartyF Total

Votes 47,000 16,000 15,800 12,000 6,100 3,100 100,000

Seats 10

Quota 10,000

Votes/quota 4.7 16 1.58 12 061 0.31 ’
Automatic seats 4 1 1 1 7

Votes/Automatic seats 11,750 16,000 15,800 12,000 0 0

Remainder seats 0 1 1 1 0 0 3

Total seats 4 2 2 2 0 0 10
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TaBLE 12.10 | Translating Votes into Seats Using the d'Hondt
_ System

Party A Party B Party C Party D Party E Party F Total
Votes 47,000 16,000 15,800 12,000 6,100 3,100 100,000
Seats 10
Votes/1 47,000 (1) 16,000 (3) 15,800 (4) 12,000 (6) 6,100 3,100
Votes/2 23,500 (2) 8,000 (9) 7,900 (10) 6,000 3,050 1,550
Votes/3 15,666 (5) 5,333 5,266 4,000 2,033 1,033
Votes/4 11,750 (7) 4,000 3,950 3,000 1,525 775
Votes/S 9,400 (8) 3,200 3,160 2,400 1,220 620
Total seats 5 2 2 1 >3 0 10

Note: The numbers in parentheses indicate the order in which the ten seats in"the district are allocated among
the parties.
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TABLE 12.12 Results from Twenty Ballots in an STV Election

i 5888 44 4444 2222 2 &
: e

<

st Bruce Shane Sheila Sheila Glen Ella
2nd Shane Bruce Glen Ella
3rd Ella Glen

Note: Each icon represents a ballot and each type of icon reflects a particular rank ordering of the candidates.
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Tas The STV in a Three-Seat District with Twenty Voters
Candidates
Voting Bruce Shane Sheila Glen Ella Result

round

* 8388 a4 dada & 8 o
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votes are

‘ “ “ “ reallocated

~ 3888 A4 3833 8333 888
g8 8
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aa g e

v 8888 8844 4d4a ass U,
ﬂ ‘ ‘ ‘ a Glen is elected

Note: Each icon represents a ballot and each type of icon reflects a particular rank ordering of the candidates. See Table 12.12
1o see the particular rank ordering of the candidates associated with each icon
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TasLE 3

Universe of THE 53 Non-okco Countries Trar Were Democratic
FOR AT LEAST ONE YEAR BETWEEN 1973 AND 1989 AND ALL THE

Counties From THis SET CoNTINUOUSLY

Denmocratic For ANY Ten Consecutive YEars v This Perion

Regime Type during Democracy

Pure Pure Seruipresidential
Parliamentary  Presidential or Mixed
Total non-oecp
countries democratic
for at least one 23 5 0
year during 1973-89
Number of
countries from above
set continuously 17 5 0
democratic for ten
consccutive years in
this period
Democratic 61% 20% NA

survival rate
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