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Abbreviations 

MMM mixed-member majoritarian 

MMP mixed-member proportional 

PR proportional representation 

SMP single-member plurality 

STV single transferable vote 
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 any change of at least 20 per cent in assembly size (Lijphart 1994: 13). 

Lijphart later elaborates on what he means by the “decisive tier” in multi-tier 

systems: in systems with allocation of remainders at the upper tier, the lower-tier 

formula does count as significant; in systems with adjustment seats at the 

national tier, the lower-tier formula is not significant (Lijphart 1994: 32–6); in the 

non-compensatory multi-tier system used in past Greek elections, all tiers are 

significant (Lijphart 1994: 42–5). 

I supplement Lijphart’s criteria in two ways. First, with respect to the 

proportionality of the electoral system, his criteria do not entirely determine which 

cases should be included. I make the following additions: 

 Several countries in Eastern Europe use differentiated thresholds, where 

different thresholds apply to parties running independently and coalitions 

of parties running jointly. Lijphart did not encounter such thresholds in his 

case set. I err here on the side of inclusion, allowing changes of at least 

20 per cent in any one of a ladder of differentiated thresholds to count as 

significant. 

 Lijphart’s rules cover systems of multi-tier districting (including MMP), but 

they do not tell us how to deal with mixed–independent systems 

(Massicotte and Blais 1999). The issue with such systems is what 

proportion of seats need to be affected by a change for it to be considered 

significant. Lijphart rightly ignores the abolition of the STV system that, 

before 1948, was used to elect 1.4 per cent of the seats in the UK House 

of Commons: the UK system had not been mixed in any serious sense. 

But how many seats must be involved before a system becomes mixed? 

We could apply the 20 per cent rule to this question. But this would 

exclude, for example, the reform in Bulgaria in 2009, which replaced a 

pure list PR system with a system in which just fewer than 13 per cent of 

the seats are elected by SMP. To exclude such a change while including 

adjustments in PR formulas that shift only a handful of seats would be 

perverse. We need a lower threshold here than for the other criteria that 

Lijphart considers. I therefore follow Massicotte and Blais (1999: 345) and 

say that, in mixed–independent systems, a change in electoral system 

type affecting at least 5 per cent of the seats should count as significant. 
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My second extension of Lijphart’s criteria is the inclusion of changes that may 

leave proportionality unaltered but that affect personalization. I define 

personalization as the degree to which the electoral system focuses voters’ 

attention and choices upon political parties or upon individual candidates. 

Drawing on existing literature (e.g., Carey and Shugart 1995; Karvonen 2004, 

2010; André et al. 2009), I identify four aspects of electoral systems that 

influence personalization: 

 preference voting: opportunities to express preferences across individual 

candidates within a party; 

 seat allocation: the weight given to these preference votes in determining 

which candidates are elected; 

 vote pooling: whether a vote for a particular candidate can help a party’s 

other candidates secure election; 

 district magnitude: the number of seats available in a district. 

For two of these aspects, their relationship to personalization is unambiguous. 

First, regarding seat allocation, the greater the weight attached to preference 

votes in determining who is elected, the greater is the personalization of the 

election. It is common to distinguish between closed list systems, semi-open list 

systems, and fully open list systems. In the first case, voters have no say over 

the order in which a party’s candidates are elected, while in the last, voters 

entirely determine that order. In the case of semi-open list systems, preference 

votes can influence the order, but parties’ prior orderings matter too. Thus, any 

shift from closed lists to semi-open lists or from semi-open lists to fully open lists 

constitutes an increase in personalization. In addition, we must allow for variation 

among semi-open list systems: these vary widely from systems in which it is very 

difficult and rare for voters to change list order to those in which party orderings 

exist but are frequently subverted. Semi-open list systems in Europe fall into two 

categories: in some, a candidate must secure in preference votes a certain 

percentage of the party’s total vote in order to rise to the top of the list; in others, 

votes cast for a party list without expression of preferences are counted as votes 

for the ordering decided by the party and are counted alongside preference votes 

when determining each candidate’s level of support. In analogy to Lijphart’s 

approach, I count as significant any shift between categories (closed list, semi-

open list, and open list) and, among semi-open systems, any change of at least 
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20 per cent in the thresholds required before preference votes change list order 

or in the weight attached to non-preference votes. 

Second, the greater is vote pooling, the weaker is the personalization of the 
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do not take account of the number of preference votes. Nor do I allow for district 

magnitude, though shifts between single- and multi-member districts will often 

count as significant because they affect seat allocation and/or vote pooling. 

Changes in Proportionality 

Table 1 in the article shows the direction of reform in cases where there was a 

pre-existing democratic electoral system. Where there was no such system, it 

shows the nature of the new system adopted. In the cases of countries gaining 

independence (the Baltic states, the Czech Republic, Slovakia, and Slovenia, 

and Malta), I include comparison with previous democratic elections for republic-

wide (in the Maltese case, dependency-wide) legislative bodies. (Cyprus, 

however, had no island-wide legislative elections before 1960.) 

In respect of new adoptions, I classify systems into three categories: 

proportional, intermediate (“mid”), and majoritarian. 
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Problems arise when a package of reforms has mixed effects. In some such 

cases, the overall effect is clear. In others, it is not, and I describe their effects on 

proportionality as “mixed”. The following complex cases may be noted: 

 The reform enacted in Austria in 1992 changed the district structure and 

introduced a new threshold. According to Müller (2005: 400), it “was 

meant to strengthen the accountability of MPs while maintaining roughly 

the current level of proportionality”. I therefore classify it as having mixed 

effect. 

 The Bulgarian reform of 1991 replaced the MMM system used in 1990, 

which comprised 200 seats elected by PR and 200 elected by SMP, with a 

pure PR system electing 240 seats. The change increased proportionality 

by removing the large majoritarian component, but also reduced it by 

sharply reducing assembly size. The overall effect was, however, to 

increase proportionality. 

 The Danish reform of 1953 introduced a variety of changes, but the most 

important all restricted the upper compensatory tier, thereby reducing 

proportionality (cf. Elklit 2002: 43–6). 

 The German reforms of 1953 and 1956 both had mixed effects. The first 

raised the 5 per cent threshold from the Land to the national level but also 

allowed voters two votes rather than one. The second raised the 

alternative threshold from one district seat to three, but also allowed 

parties to pool remainder votes national1.87o.
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reinforced PR was so great that the change in fact increased 

proportionality (e.g., Patrikios and Karyotis 2008: 357). 

 The reform in Iceland in 2000 introduced a number of conflicting changes. 

Hardarson (2002: 151) implies that these were designed to compensate 

each other, such as to leave proportionality unchanged. I therefore count 

this as a mixed case. 

 The Italian reform of 2005 increased proportionality among the parties of 

the winning coalition and among all other parties, but it introduced the 

possibility of significant disproportionality between the winning coalition 

and all other parties by guaranteeing a majority for the largest coalition. I 

therefore categorize it as mixed. 

 The reform in Slovenia in 2000 introduced several changes, but the most 

important was an increase in the threshold from around 3.2 per cent to 4 

per cent. I therefore treat it as having reduced proportionality.
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(or where the degree of settlement versus bargain is impossible to identify from 

the sources available). 

There are nine cases where I have been unable to find sources that allow the 

reform process to be classified. I would welcome suggestions on these. Indeed, 

as I have emphasized, I acknowledge that some of the categorizations shown 

may miss key aspects of particular reform episodes. I hope that country 

specialists will feel free to contest the categorizations that I have provided. 
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