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About PPR : origins and objectives 
This analysis advocates a new voting system, called PPR  (Perfect Proportional Representation 
with Instant Runoff Voting), which is produced as a citizen’s initiative for the consideration of the 
Government of Canada under the leadership of Prime Minister Justin Trudeau.  In its first Speech from the Throne, PM Trudeau’s new government declared its intention to fulfill its campaign commitment of 
electoral reform, to replace the First-Past-the-Post (FPTP) voting system prior to the 2019 election. 
In summary, the origins and objectives of PPR  are as follows: 
 P Jeffery Jewell of Mission BC Canada is the author and originator. 
 Jeff Jewell, with his wife Diana, became very involved as citizen activists and political analysts (on Vancouver Co-op Radio) with the work of the BC Citizens’ Assembly on Electoral Reform in 2004, 

and the BC referenda of 2005 and 2009. 
 Based on our experience and extensive study of alternative electoral systems and related issues, we well understand the transformative potential that a superior voting system can fulfill—by liberating the voters (as well as the parties and politicians) from the coercive forces within FPTP, and thereby more accurately reflecting the true ‘will of the people’, while also improving the way the political 

system works and its connection with the people. 
PPR  uniquely achieves the most essential objectives of electoral reform: 
 Empowers voters to freely express their true preferences (IRV and PPR), and it fulfills its promise to 

“make every vote count—always” (PPR). 
 Elects only ‘rightful’ winners, by ensuring that they all have true democratic legitimacy with the 

support of a majority of voters (IRV). 
 Produces electoral results that are scrupulously fair—both individually and collectively—to all political parties and voters, by ensuring that the parliamentary voting power of every party is perfectly proportional to their share of the Citizens’ votes (PPR). 
Acknowledgment is given to two particular advocates of electoral reform whose earlier independent work inspired the conception of PPR: 
 John R Kennedy, of Burnaby BC, author of “The Seven Cent Solution: Vote Proportional Representation”, presented in 2004 to the BC Citizens’ Assembly on Electoral Reform. 
 Griffin Turton, of Portsmouth UK, who authored a paper in May 2004 entitled “The Relay System: A New Electoral System for the 21st Century”. 
The key concept and principle behind PPR is captured in the phrase ‘The Primacy of the Citizen’s Vote’, 
i.e. that the fundamental and irreducible unit of democracy is the Citizen’s vote.  Hence, equality of 
unitary voting power rightly belongs to each Citizen—rather than each of their elected representatives. 
From this revelation, it’s clear that the core problems of all other voting systems are due to distortions 
they introduce through their flawed (and entirely unnecessary) processes by which they transmute the coercively and inaccurately expressed ‘will of the people’ into the parliamentary voting power of the elected 
body of representatives.  Until now, such defects in the democratic process have been accepted as 
unavoidable.  With PPR , the world will now recognize such defects to be both readily avoidable and 
entirely unacceptable. 
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1. Summary:  ‘PPR ’   …   ‘Making Every Vote Count—Always!’ 
The electoral system plays a vital role in determining the quality of democracy—extending well beyond how people cast their votes, how the votes are counted, who is elected and which party wins.  It also determines whether any—or how many—votes are wasted.  Moreover, it significantly shapes how people think about politics: whether they believe voting serves any purpose; why people vote as they do; how politicians play the game; and the campaign strategies used by the parties in their pursuit of power etc.  A new and better voting system can potentially change how everyone perceives politics, and how politics is actually done—and therefor even what is politically possible! 
Hence, electoral reform is essentially about making democracy work better and more fairly—for the people—and also for the parties and the many dedicated politicians who well recognize that a far better system is indeed possible, sorely needed and long overdue.  That the voting system lies at the core of representative democracy originates from these basic principles: 
 The fundamental principle of representative democracy is that the government should express—and be a true expression of—the ‘will of the people’. 
 The purpose of a voting system is to elect a body of representatives who—both individually and 

collectively—are a free and true expression of the ‘will of the people’. 
For a fair and sufficiently comprehensive comparison of alternative voting systems, the following 
objectives are proposed as appropriate evaluation criteria: 
 Every elected representative should be the candidate most acceptable to that electorate. 
 Every elected government should be formed by the party most acceptable to the voting public. 
 Every election outcome should produce an equitable distribution of parliamentary voting power between the parties that is truly representative of the expressed ‘will of the people’, and therefor 

proportional to each party's share of the total popular vote. 
 Every Citizen's vote should always count, and have direct impact on the election outcome —and indirect impact through an elected representative on every vote in parliament. 
 Every Citizen's vote should be a free and true expression of their genuine preferences. 
Further explanation of these criteria is provided below.  But suffice it to say that Canada's ‘First Past 
the Post’ (FPTP) voting system fails miserably on all of these criteria.  Also, as the most frequently proposed improvement upon FPTP, the ‘Mixed Member Proportional’ (MMP) system is 
only a palliative treatment that leaves FPTP and most of its defects in place while providing 
imperfect proportionality along with its own undesirable defects.  MMP fails on criteria #1, #4 
and #5 above. 
The proposed alternative, called ‘Perfect Proportional Representation with Instant Runoff 
Voting’ (PPR ) passes all of the criteria.  PPR  is a new hybrid voting system that combines 
the familiar and well established advantages of ‘Instant Runoff Voting’ (IRV) along with a new 
solution called ‘Perfect Proportional Representation’.  PPR is founded on a newly proclaimed 
democratic principle: ‘the primacy of the Citizen's vote’ (as will be explained). 
Instant Runoff Voting (IRV)—which is also known as Alternative Vote (AV) or ranked-choice 
voting in some countries, is a preferential voting system which ensures that everyone who is elected 
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has the support of a majority of voters (i.e. true democratic legitimacy).  It works just like the iterative process used by every political party to elect their leader. 
With IRV, voters rank their choices in order of preference as 1st, 2nd, 3rd etc.  All 1st-choice votes are counted; if no candidate has a majority, the bottom candidate is eliminated and their votes are reallocated to the next choice of each of those voters.  The process is reiterated as needed until the winner is elected with a majority (i.e. 50%+1) of votes. 
Perfect Proportional Representation (PPR) is based only on the 1st-choice votes of all voters—which 
collectively determine the parliamentary voting power of elected representatives and each party—on a perfectly proportional basis!  Specifically, on every vote in Parliament, the MPs would no longer 
cast just one vote on their own behalf—rather, each MP would cast, on the Citizens' behalf, all of 
the Citizens' votes that have been entrusted in them.  Hence, under the PPR  voting system, 
the number of votes cast in parliament by each MP would be the number of 1st-choice votes they personally received in their own riding plus their assigned share of the 1st-choice votes cast across Canada (or the province) for all of the defeated candidates of that party. 
Accordingly, with all 1st-choice votes for every party (including those votes received by their defeated 
candidates) entrusted to one of their elected members, no Citizen’s vote would ever be wasted, and 
the parliamentary voting power of each party would in fact be exactly equal to their national 
vote total.  This is the only voting system that automatically produces Perfect Proportional 
Representation—and it achieves this without introducing any negative consequences.  [Note that some special measures would be required (as discussed later) to avoid wasting votes cast for independent candidates or parties that failed to win any seats.] 
The meaning of the proclaimed principle of ‘the primacy of the Citizen's vote’ is simply this: 
 No Citizen’s vote should ever be wasted or discarded by the voting system. 
 Every Citizen's vote should always count—with direct impact on the election outcome—as well as indirect impact through an elected representative on every vote in parliament. 
 As the Citizen’s vote is the fundamental and irreducible unit of democracy, equality of unitary 

voting power properly belongs to every Citizen rather than their elected representatives, who are entrusted and empowered in Parliament to cast the Citizens’ votes on their behalf. 
While PPR  represents an innovative solution (made-in-Canada!), it is hoped that it will receive 
full and fair consideration on its merits, and evaluated against the other alternatives on the basis of a comprehensive set of criteria to determine the best and most appropriate form of electoral reform.  This is a splendid opportunity for Canada to demonstrate true leadership—by not only remedying the historical inadequacies of its inherited electoral system, but also by setting a new standard for the other democratic nations of the world! 
The bold promise of PPR —that only it can fulfill—is to ‘Make Every Vote Count—Always’! 
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2. Behavioural consequences of voting systems 

In any contest, it is the rules that largely determine how the game is played.  The rules specify how a game is scored.  Rules also shape player behaviours and strategies.  The rules may promote ‘fair play’ if such behaviour is rewarded, and if ‘foul play’ is sufficiently penalized.  Alternatively, ‘foul play’ may 
become common practice, if such behaviour is proven to be a winning strategy. 
Democracy, as it is contested in electoral politics, is in these respects just like any other game—but with vastly higher stakes.  At the professional level, politics is contested as a game of ‘hardball’.  It's a 
team sport with the major parties playing only to win, and willing to do whatever it takes to win. 
Democracy as it is played today is certainly not a ‘clean’ contest.  Indeed, most people would not want 
to be involved in electoral politics, despite the immense opportunities to provide important leadership and achieve major results.  Sadly, under the increasingly professionalized command structure of party strategists, spin-doctors and pollsters etc., the ethics of politics seems to be dubious and declining.  Increasing public apathy, and disgust with politics and politicians, are clear reflections that democracy is failing to meet public needs and expectations, becoming more dysfunctional and falling further into disrepute. 
However, as blameworthy as many political players may be, it would be a serious error to think that they are themselves the main problem.  After all, they’re much like gladiators who must do what they must to survive in a public arena of cut-throat combat.  If we the people don’t like the way the game 
of politics is being played, the solution is not to change the players; rather, what needs to be done is to change the rules: to provide stronger incentives for ‘fair play’ and effective disincentives for ‘foul play’. 
The rules of electoral politics may be grouped into a number of categories, all of which bear re-examination.  But the voting system is the kernel—where ‘the will of the people’ is translated into 
elected representatives—with the collective result determining the power of each party, and the winning party forming government.  In Canada, the usual result has been a majority government, but usually with considerably less than a majority of the peoples' votes.  This disparity, with such profound impact on how we are governed, is a direct consequence of the gross distortions that result from the defective FPTP voting system. 
While seldom considered, there are many alternative voting systems, each of which would produce its own characteristic set of strategies and behaviours by parties, politicians and voters.  The voting parameters might include: whether a voter has only one or several votes; whether a voter may indicate preferences among several candidates; whether a voter may participate in the election of only one or several members; or whether the overall results would be in some way proportional to the total vote. 
In order to objectively analyze alternative electoral systems, one should first identify the problems to be resolved and desirable criteria for a superior system.  Again, while there is no perfect voting system, some can be fairly determined to be clearly superior or inferior to others, as measured against appropriate criteria. 
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3. Problems with the ‘First-Past-the-Post‘ (FPTP) voting system 
 Increasing public alienation.  Increasing public apathy, disgust with politics and distrust of 

politicians, particularly among younger citizens, are alarming trends of increasingly negative public reaction to increasingly negative political practices.  Political spin-doctors have proven that negative advertising, personal attacks and divisive issues are a winning formula under a plurality-based electoral system where the winner may only need about 25% of eligible votes [vote suppression can actually be a winning strategy for some parties in some circumstances].  Voter participation has declined over the decades, here and everywhere, because more and more people have come to see voting as a hollow gesture and an exercise in futility. 
 Public frustration with voting options.  Under FPTP, many people are coerced into voting 

against their true preferences.  This produces election results that may be substantial distortions of the actual will of the people.  There are three common syndromes of coerced voting that seriously degrade the quality of our democracy: ‘strategic voting’ for the perceived ‘lesser of evils’; 
‘vote splitting’ between two similar parties; and ‘wasted votes’ for candidates with no chance of winning (or for any candidate in a so-called ‘safe seat’, where only one party is perceived to have 
the possibility of winning). 
The FPTP voting system is directly responsible for creating the public mind-lock that produces such anti-democratic perceptions and practices.  These are perpetuated in the self-fulfilling prophesy that only one or two parties have any chance of winning.  This situation greatly restricts the level of meaningful policy competition, as the smaller parties with challenging ideas and platforms are effectively ignored and excluded.  Further, the two major parties tend to morph into a political ‘duopoly’—which together maintain a stranglehold on power—with little differentiation 
on major policies.  They predictably choose to divert political discussion away from the hard issues, on which they generally have no answers and few differences, and engage one another instead in contests focused on personalities, scandals, fears and prejudices, cynically calculated to touch voters' ‘hot-buttons’.  Such anti-democratic behavior has become almost standard practice, 
because the political strategists know that negative campaigning works when only about 25% of eligible votes are needed to win. 

 Frustration with electoral results, primarily by losing parties and their supporters, but 
increasingly with the general public as well.  The existing plurality-based electoral system invariably distorts results—always to the benefit of the winners and to the detriment of the losers.  This commonly results in majority governments for parties with around 40% of the votes from perhaps only 25% of eligible voters.  Parties with the potential to form government (i.e. the duopoly dance partners) usually extol the supposed virtues of majority government as their defense to preserve their advantages under the status quo.  Smaller parties and their supporters usually advocate some form of proportional representation.  The general public is of mixed mind, but not all that concerned about it.  Their frustration is probably more based on the experience that changing the parties or the politicians never seems to make much difference, other than replacing one group that failed to meet the people’s needs with another that probably won't do 
any better.  The challenge is to find better ways of doing politics—to mitigate the negative practices and facilitate parliamentarians working together more positively and constructively, to serve the people’s interests ahead of their own interests. 
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4. Proposed goals for electoral reform 

1. Clean up the ‘game’ of politics, and how it is played to win. 
 Adopt a voting system that reduces anti-democratic practices by parties and politicians. 
 Raise the standards of political behavior by electorally rewarding consensus building and broad-based secondary support, while penalizing political polarization and divisiveness that typically exploits hot-button issues to fan the flames of voters’ fears and prejudices. 

2. Liberate voters so that they can freely express their true will—without risks of undesirable 
political consequences. 
 Through a voting system that effectively eliminates the problems of ‘strategic voting’, ‘vote splitting’ and ‘wasted votes’.   NO CITIZEN’S VOTE SHOULD EVER BE WASTED BY THE VOTING SYSTEM! 
 Empower voters with the capacity to provide a better articulated and more accurate expression of their true preferences than the single-X choice of FPTP. 

3. Ensure that every elected individual is the ‘rightful’ winner. 
 Ensure that every elected representative has true democratic legitimacy as the ‘rightful’ 

winner—the candidate with the highest level of popular support—i.e. by a majority (50%+1) of the electorate. 
4. Ensure that every elected government is the ‘rightful’ winner. 

 Ensure that the voting power of every party in parliament is a proportional and undistorted reflection of the freely expressed ‘will of the people’. 
 Ensure that the government will be led by the party with the most votes. 

5. Facilitate enhanced standards in the conduct of Government. 
 Based on an all-party commitment to co-operative public service through more constructive engagement and consensus seeking, to establish a higher standard of government effectiveness and stability, even with minority governments. 
 Seek opportunities to strengthen local/regional representation and public accountability, and to loosen party control. 

6. Raise the level of political competition. 
 Through a voting system that facilitates rather than inhibits the emergence of new parties, with new ideas and policies. 
 Broaden the diversity of political debate and elected representatives. 

 
These goals for electoral reform also provide a suitable set of criteria for evaluating alternative voting systems.  Canada’s new voting system should be the one that best and most directly achieves all of 
these goals—while providing the highest degree of public confidence, along with the lowest amount of complexity and uncertainty. 
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5. The merits of Instant Runoff Voting (IRV) 
1. IRV allows voters to rank order the candidates as first, second, third etc.  In all contests with more than two candidates, preferential voting is essential for a full and fair expression of the true ‘will of the people’.  This ensures that the winner is the candidate with the highest overall acceptability to all 

voters (i.e. elected by a majority, which may well be a different candidate than the one with the most 1st-choice votes). 
2. All voters will be liberated to cast a risk-free vote for whichever candidate/party they truly 

prefer as their 1st-choice—even if that candidate has no chance to win!  And if a voter's 1st (or 2nd 
etc.) choice candidate is eliminated, their vote is then transferred to their next (i.e. 2nd or 3rd etc.) choice candidate—so that their vote will still be involved in determining the eventual winner.  As this is the same process used by all parties to elect their leaders, it should also be seen as the best and fairest way to elect all MPs! 

3. Voters have no risk of their vote being lost or ‘wasted’, and no need to vote strategically for ‘the lesser of evils’. 
 By contrast, under FPTP in Canada's 2015 election, there were 3,846,364 votes (21.9%) that were ‘wasted’ on candidates other than the winner and runner-up.  These votes had zero impact on 

the election outcome under FPTP—hence were effectively useless and thrown away by our voting system; under IRV, those 3,846,364 votes would have been reallocated to each voter’s next 
choice, and undoubtedly some of the contests would have produced different winners. 

 Under IRV, no votes are ever wasted—as votes for eliminated candidates are automatically reallocated to each voter’s next choice (if specified)—and all voters’ votes remain involved until 
the winner is elected.  Hence, under IRV, every voter can always have a say in determining the final outcome, regardless of which candidates are eliminated, and regardless of how each voter ranks the candidates. 

4. Every member elected has true ‘democratic legitimacy’ with majority support. 
 By contrast, under FPTP in Canada's 2015 election, 206 MPs (60.9%) were elected with less than 50% vote share (and three MPs were elected with less than 29%). 
 While most of these MPs would probably have been the ‘rightful’ winners under an IRV vote, it's 

very likely that some outcomes would have been different.  (How many? Nobody knows.) 
5. The winning party may well have a majority of members elected—but the difference between winning and losing many individual seats, and the overall election, would probably be determined by each party's success in gaining secondary support from voters who prefer other parties. 

 This should significantly reduce negative campaigning and attack ads, as intentionally alienating the supporters of other parties will no longer be a winning strategy. 
 This should lead to more cooperative and respectful relationships between the parties, and hopefully a better legislature producing better legislation. 
 No more quasi-dictatorships of majority governments with less than 40% of votes cast, from only 25% of eligible voters. 
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6. The merits of Perfect Proportional Representation (PPR ) 

1. PPR is the only solution that automatically produces Perfect Proportional Representation 
 Equally noteworthy is that this is accomplished with no unfortunate side effects. 
 Also, no extra effort is required of the voters or parties. 
 PPR is the only alternative that perfectly fulfills evaluation criterion #3: "Every election outcome should produce an equitable distribution of power between the parties that is representative of the ‘will of the people’, and therefor proportional to each party's share of the total 

popular vote." 
2. PPR is based only on the 1st-choice of each voter; it works perfectly along with IRV. 

 Under IRV, each voter’s 1st-choice is their true preference—without any risk or coercion such as with FPTP (often leading to ‘strategic voting’ for the ‘lesser of evils’.) 
3. PPR is also the only alternative that fulfills evaluation criterion #4: "Every citizen's vote should always count—and have a direct impact on the election outcome, as well as indirect impact through an elected representative on every vote in parliament." 

 PPR fulfills its promise that "Every citizen's vote is always counted—and always counts" by its fulfillment of the democratic principle of ‘the primacy of the Citizen's vote’.  In this way, no 
Citizen's vote is ever wasted, in striking contrast to every other voting system. 

 The fact that "Every citizen's vote always counts" should motivate higher voter participation rates, and facilitate a healthier and stronger democracy. 
4. Because the parliamentary voting power of every representative is exactly the number of Citizens' votes entrusted in them—with no Citizens’ votes ever lost, and every vote held in trust by an MP: 

 Each party's total voting power in parliament will be precisely their total number of 1st-choice votes. 
 Accordingly, there is no need to have artificial or excessively large riding boundaries—as has been common practice based under FPTP (i.e. to have similar populations in each riding). 
 Hence, smaller rural ridings, and perhaps larger urban ridings, would probably be beneficial for Canada, given its vast underpopulated rural areas and highly concentrated urban populations.  (n.b.  This would probably be a future consideration; adoption of a new electoral system in 2019 should probably not be complicated by changing riding boundaries). 
 Also, there is no potential for any party to either gain advantage or be disadvantaged by changing the riding boundaries, whether by intent (i.e. gerrymandering) or not. 
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7. The basics of PPR :  How it works! 
PPR  is an original ‘made in Canada’ hybrid voting system, combining the advantages of IRV 
(‘Instant Runoff Voting’) with PPR (‘Perfect Proportional Representation’).  Its main features are: 
 IRV: raises the standards—for election, political choice, and political practices—for voters and 

politicians 
 PPR: delivers electoral justice, by truly representing the ‘will of the people’ through the principle of 

‘the primacy of the Citizen’s vote’, to fulfill the promise to: 
Make every vote count—always 

in every election 
—and in Parliament !!! 

1. How Citizens vote: 
 IRV (Instant Runoff Voting) is a preferential voting system, that enables each voter to specify their 1st-choice, 2nd-choice etc.  For practical purposes, the number of choices might be limited (e.g. 3 is suggested as sufficient, or perhaps 5 etc.). 
 The ballot has one row for each candidate, specifying their name and party (or Independent), and separate columns for 1st-choice, 2nd-choice etc. 
 Each voter specifies their 1st-choice by placing a mark (e.g. “X” or “1”) for the candidate/party that they truly prefer (a risk-free choice with no need for ‘strategic voting’). 
 Each voter may also specify their 2nd-choice (and 3rd etc.) choices (up to the maximum allowed). 

2. How the votes are counted under IRV: 
 In each constituency, the 1st-choice votes are counted for all valid ballots. 
 The winner is declared as the candidate with a majority (i.e. more than half) of votes. 
 If no candidate has obtained a majority, the bottom candidate is eliminated and their votes are reallocated to each voter’s next choice (until the ballot is exhausted).  This process iterates 

(hence the name Instant Runoff Voting) until a winner is declared. 
 Voting theoreticians may be concerned about a rare anomaly of standard IRV that may occasionally not elect the winner with the greatest public support.  As example, it’s conceivable 

(though highly unlikely) that a candidate eliminated on the basis of having the fewest 1st-choice votes could be almost everyone’s 2nd-choice.  This potentiality is easily avoided by using the 
“Borda count” (another preferential voting alternative, which scores all placement votes at once) to establish a preliminary ranking on the basis of ‘order of merit’, using this to determine 
the order of elimination under IRV. 

3. How PPR  ensures that no votes are ever wasted or coerced: 
 Under IRV, every 1st-choice vote is given risk-free to the candidate who is each voter’s true preference; it’s also uncoerced, with never any need to vote ‘strategically’ for ‘the lesser of evils’. 
 If a voter’s 1st-choice is eliminated, their vote under IRV is then reallocated to their next choice; 

accordingly, voters who exercise their option to specify 2nd-choice (and 3rd-choice etc.)  can still participate in determining the ultimate winner, thereby avoiding a potentially ‘wasted’ vote. 
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4. How the ‘will of the people’ is perfectly represented under PPR: 

 PPR is based only on everyone’s 1st-choice, and on the principle of ‘the primacy of the Citizen’s vote’—with the guaranty that it will always be counted—and always count, even in parliament. 
 PPR involves only an evolutionary change to a much better and truly democratic 

parliamentary voting procedure (easily implemented with computer technology).  Rather than 
the traditional procedure with every MP casting just their own single vote, under PPR every MP would cast precisely the number of citizen’s votes that have been entrusted in them. 

 Every MP would start with the number of votes they personally received in their constituency. 
 Those votes for defeated candidates would be pooled by each party in each province (or region, or territory).  For those parties which elected at least one MP in each province (or region, or territory), the pooled votes for the defeated candidates of that party in that province (or region, or territory) would be divided equally amongst their elected MPs in that province (or region, or territory). 
 Those votes for defeated candidates that were not reallocated within the same province (or region, or territory) would be pooled by each party at the federal level.  For parties that elected at least one MP, the federal pooled votes for the defeated candidates of each party would be divided equally amongst their elected MPs (except those MPs in provinces where the pooled votes for defeated candidates were reallocated within their own province). 
 For those parties that elected no MP, but still achieved the minimum necessary to be recognized with ‘official party’ status (perhaps 1% or 3% of the national vote), their candidate 

receiving the most votes could be declared elected as a special member to hold all votes received by that party. 
 For those parties that elected no MP and failed to achieve ‘official party’ status, their votes 

would be treated as votes for Independent candidates. 
 The Independent candidate with the most votes (or maybe some other suitable person, perhaps an ombudsman) could also be declared elected as a special member to represent all remaining votes for Independents and unofficial parties. 
 PPR ensures that every citizen’s vote always counts—and is always counted in Parliament! 
 The government, led by the Prime Minister, would be formed by the party (or coalition) with the most votes. 
 PPR is the only solution that provides Perfect Proportional Representation—and it accomplishes 

this without the complications and imperfections introduced by other forms of PR. 
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8. How Electoral Reform can be Achieved—or Defeated 
Potentially more important than any differences between alternative voting systems is something nobody has been talking about.  What would that be?  It's the nature of the political environment in which the battle for better Democracy is contested.  It's how entrenched power will predictably try to exploit public apathy, cynicism and distrust through a covert campaign to defeat any kind of electoral reform.  Entrenched power has had a perfect record so far in Canada, having defused electoral reform initiatives in British Columbia, Ontario, New Brunswick, PEI and Quebec. 
The spectacle of electoral reform plays out in the public arena of partisan politics.  The general public is only dimly aware of electoral reform, and mostly unaware that it potentially has considerable impact on the people’s own self-interests (and entirely unaware of invisible entrenched interests).  Thus the public is easily confused by political demagoguery and technicalities, and starts with suspicions about politics in general and political advocates in particular.  Most people are easily bamboozled by bogus arguments spread by opponents of true Democracy. 
Ironically, most citizens are unaware and even unsuspecting of any covert campaign of public deception, orchestrated by back-room operatives of major parties along with their dance partners, the lobbyists.  This group functions as the drivetrain of the ruling political class—players who see any electoral reform as a threat to their power and control.  Their well-proven campaign strategy is to 
create a blizzard of disinformation and a climate of ‘Fear, Uncertainty and Doubt’ (the classic ‘FUD’ 
strategy), in order to confuse people and scare them away from any electoral reform. 
One of the defining characteristics of modern political campaigning in the advanced democracies is negative campaigning to confuse the public into supporting parties, politicians and policies that are actually against their own best interests!  Advocates of electoral reform must anticipate this as their greatest challenge.  To have any chance of achieving electoral reform, they must first educate themselves and the public about the ‘FUD’ campaign and tactics that will be used against the people 
to confuse, divide and conquer them.  Once the people become informed about this problem, they can be on the lookout for it and have some immunity to its effects. 
Unfortunately, most advocates of electoral reform are by their nature honourable and trusting people who are not politically shrewd, and thus become easy prey for the ‘political animals’ who always arise to oppose electoral reform.  So the campaign plays out something like a contest between the ‘boy scouts’ (and ‘girl guides’) versus the ‘organized crime syndicate’, where one side plays by the rules 
and the other side cheats every way possible. 
 
So the first challenge for advocates of electoral reform is for them to understand the true nature of the political game they’re in, and how agents of entrenched power will exploit the naïveté of all good 
people to work against their own best interests.  And their second challenge is to educate the general public so that they will also understand the same hard realities of modern politics—to try to immunize them against the bogus ‘FUD’ campaign that will be waged against them by those who 
would stand to lose power through any reasonable electoral reform that gave more democratic power to the People. 
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9. BC-STV:  British Columbia‘s Case Study on the Defeat of Electoral Reform 

 
BC‘s elections of 1996 and 2001 demonstrated two of the most egregious flaws of FPTP:   
 In 1996, the NDP won a majority government with only 39% vote share, while the defeated Liberals had 41%.  The Liberals saw that as terribly wrong, and promised a study on electoral reform. 
 In 2001, the Liberals won a landslide victory, with 77 out of 79 seats, with only 57% vote share.  Hence, just two Opposition members were elected (2.5%), even though 43% voted against the Liberals.   
 The landslide Liberal government was less than enthusiastic about electoral reform, but it did initiate a noble democratic experiment in the form of a Citizen’s Assemble on Electoral Reform.  This was probably the most extensive and intensive democratic evaluation of electoral systems ever conducted.  It was formed by randomly choosing one male and one female from each of BC’s 79 ridings.  UBC political scientists tutored the Assembly.  It received over 1,600 submissions (representing the full range of ideas on electoral reform) from people around the world.  Fifty public meetings were held across BC, and the process took about a year.   
 MMP and STV were short-listed.  A straw vote indicated that a large majority initially preferred MMP, but their final vote was 80% for STV over MMP, and 93% for STV over FPTP.  Those who study the details will see that this was a well-reasoned decision, as STV is clearly superior to MMP (that’s clearly superior to FPTP).   
 However, STV is quite convoluted and confusing—characteristics that were easily exploited by opponents to raise unfounded doubts (points that the Citizens’ Assembly had considered and dismissed) in the public mind; hence the BC-STV referendum ‘defeat’ with only 57.7% support (60% was arbitrarily established as the requirement for adoption). 
 A second referendum in 2009 successfully engineered a crushing and final defeat of BC-STV. 

 
 

‘MURDER ON THE ELECTORAL REFORM EXPRESS’ 
As in the popular Agatha Christie novel ‘Murder on the Orient Express’, there were many participants who 
contributed to the death of electoral reform in BC:  The ‘NO‘ Campaign (i.e. the organized Opponents of BC-STV):  
 Utilized classic FUD (i.e. Fear, Uncertainty & Doubt—a well-established strategy of negative advertizing) tactics to bamboozle the public into voting against their true self-interest. 
 Successfully confused the public by mis-framing the referendum issue on whether people understood how BC-STV worked—thereby diverting public attention from the unprecedented thoroughness of the year-long work by the truly representative BC Citizens’ Assembly on Electoral Reform, and its 

endorsement by a long list of experts and distinguished citizens. 
The ‘YES‘ Campaign (i.e. the organized Advocates of BC-STV): 
 Ran ‘positive’ campaigns—that failed to expose the FUD tactics used by the ‘No Campaign’, and were 

too polite to expose the political hacks who were behind the FUD campaign. 
 Failed to focus public attention on the main problem, that would be fixed by the proposed electoral reform, was based on repeated failures of the FPTP system to produce democratic results that fairly reflected the expressed ‘will of the people’ [e.g. the 1996 election: the ‘wrong’ winner (i.e. the 
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Government received fewer votes than the Opposition); the 2001 election: a landslide that only elected 2 Opposition members—even though 42% voted against the Government—which denied them ‘Official Opposition’ status and funding for research to hold the Government accountable]. 
 Failed to frame the referendum as a question of trust in the thoroughness, impartiality and collective wisdom of the BC Citizens’ Assembly on Electoral Reform, and the clarity of their recommendation 

[93% of 160 members recommended BC-STV];  as well as the repeatedly undemocratic results from FPTP. 
 Allowed the “NO campaign” to mis-frame the referendum in the public mind onto the question: ‘Do you understand BC-STV?’ 
 Failed to identify that all the supposed problems with BC-STV raised by the “NO Campaign” were minor issues that were well known and fully considered by the BC Citizens’ Assembly. 
 Declined to claim victory in the 2005 referendum, despite winning 57.8% of all votes, and a majority of more than 50% in 97% of the ridings.  Their rationale: they didn’t want to embarrass the 

Government, that had arbitrarily and undemocratically set both of these thresholds at 60%. 
 Declined to publicly proclaim that a direct consequence of the ‘failed’ referendum of 2005 meant 

that a clear majority (57.8%) of voters had rejected the existing FPTP system, thereby invalidating the legitimacy of the 2009 provincial election under FPTP. 
 Failed to learn the lessons from their designated ‘defeat’ in 2005, and from the defeat of MMP in 

Ontario's 2007 referendum. 
 Failed to do anything between 2005-2009 to build support for electoral reform, and ran an even more dismal campaign in 2009, falling to a disgraceful failure with only 39% support. 
 Failed to ‘call out’ the operatives of the political parties who were behind the FUD campaigns. 
 Declined to ‘call out’ the Government for inadequate public information campaigns in 2005 and 

2009. 
 Declined to ‘call out’ the Government for its devious rewording of the referendum question in 2009, 

patterned on Ontario’s defeated referendum question in 2007 (that received only 37% support for MMP—which should have been much easier than STV for the people to understand). 
The BC Liberal Government: 
 Arbitrarily established an undemocratic 60% threshold for approval [even though the requirement for Quebec’s referendum on separation was only 50%]. 
 Declined to endorse the recommendation of the BC Citizens’ Assembly on Electoral Reform. 
 Failed to provide adequate public information campaigns in 2005 and 2009. 
 Deviously changed the referendum question in 2009, modeled on the Ontario 2007 referendum that was crushingly defeated (even with MMP, a much more easily understood voting system), presumably to elicit a more negative vote. 
The BC NDP (official Opposition): 
 Declined to endorse the recommendation of the BC Citizens’ Assembly on Electoral Reform. 
 Failed to ‘call out’ the government for its inadequate public information campaigns in 2005 and 

2009. 
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 Failed to ‘blow the whistle’ on the Government’s devious rewording of the second referendum. 
 Apparent links of their (former?) backroom operatives with the ‘NO Campaign’. 
The BC Green Party (our supposed ‘conscience’ and voice for the People): 
 Declined to endorse the recommendation of the BC Citizens’ Assembly on Electoral Reform. 
 Failed to ‘call out’ the Government for its inadequate public information campaigns in 2005 and 

2009. 
 Failed to ‘call out’ the major political parties for the apparent participation of their operatives in the 

‘NO Campaign’. 
The Media: 
 Failed to ‘call out’ the Government for its inadequate public information campaigns in 2005 and 

2009. 
 With only a few notable exceptions, the mainstream media failed to ‘blow the whistle’ on the FUD 

campaign against electoral reform, and failed to identify those behind it. 
The political ignorance and apathy of a large segment of voters: 
 Failed to take the time to learn about BC-STV and the reasons for voting reform. 
 Ignored the work of the BC Citizens’ Assembly, and innumerable reference sources. 
 Ignored the 2 min. video clips showing how STV worked: on YouTube, the BCCA, the ‘Yes’ and ‘No’ websites etc. 
 Allowed themselves to be duped by the ‘NO Campaign’ into believing that if they didn't understand 

STV (even though hardly any of them made any effort to do so) then there must be something wrong with STV. 
 

With the benefit of hindsight, the failure of BC’s noble effort to achieve electoral reform should have 
been no surprise.  The forces for progress were so poorly led (or maybe even misled by some individuals wanted to prevent electoral reform).  Public inertia and skepticism were so great.  Entrenched power felt threatened— and waged a very cunning and effective stealth campaign. 
The question may even be whether electoral reform is even possible—if it’s subject to some public approval process?  The belief here is “YES”, electoral reform subject to a fair process of public approval 
should be possible—but only with great care to protect the public interest from manipulations by vested interests. 
Looking back at the BC experience, one cannot but wonder about the gross incompetence of the ‘YES Campaign’.  Was that group really so utterly incompetent, or was it infiltrated by some operatives who 
orchestrated the defeat?   Such an activist group is by its nature politically open and trustful—hence vulnerable to penetration by opponents.  And opposing electoral reform would be so much easier for its opponents if they could frame the issues, and shape the strategies—on both sides of the debate. 
Whether or not infiltration may have been a factor in the defeat of electoral reform in BC, such a risk is certainly something future electoral reform initiatives ought to guard against.  Moreover, it’s something that should be openly discussed, as prudence and experience strongly suggest that there’s a very real risk 
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that opponents of electoral reform may resort to various ‘dirty tricks’ to dupe the unsuspecting people. 
The defeat of MMP in Ontario (and PEI) is actually much more troubling.  While MMP does have serious defects, it nonetheless has been long established and successfully used in a number of countries (including Germany, New Zealand, Scotland and Wales; formerly used in Italy, Hungary, Albania, Venezuela etc.).  It’s well recognized as providing a much better reflection of the ‘will of the people’ than FPTP.  It’s also more widely used and easier to understand than STV—yet it suffered even slightly more 
crushing defeats in the Ontario referendum of 2007 and the PEI plebiscite of 2005.  Without knowing the circumstances, it’s clear that the good people of Ontario and PEI were even more effectively duped 
to vote against their own best interests. 
 
So the question is whether PPR  would have a better chance of public adoption than MMP or STV?  
And we strongly believe that PPR  should be successful in the court of public opinion, for the 
following reasons: (1) PPR  gives voters the most control, and is always scrupulously fair to everyone; 
(2) our campaign would educate the public not only on the profound benefits of PPR , but also on 
the sources and tactics to be expected from political opponents of electoral reform, who would fear losing power and control. In summary: 
1. IRV is based upon a ballot where voters rank candidates in order of preference.  For simplicity, our proposal is to limit this to the top three choices, which is believed sufficient for most voters.  But there would be no problem with permit voters to rank more candidates, and no necessity for any voter to select more than one candidate.  In electing the local candidate, if a ballot is exhausted then it would be eliminated, reducing the number required for a majority (i.e. 50%+1).  However, every 1st-choice vote would always be counted with the PPR vote in Parliament. 
2. PPR is perfect, and painless.  So anyone who likes PR (MMP) should absolutely love PPR.  And PPR is 

automatic.  No extra vote required.  No other candidates to choose.  And no party candidates from party lists (i.e. candidates chosen by and beholden to the party). 
3. PPR is the most powerful feature of PPR .  It’s based on ‘the primacy of the Citizen’s vote’—and it 

transforms voting in Parliament to be based on the Citizens’ votes!    That’s how it fulfills its promise 
to Make Every Vote Count—Always! 
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10. How Electoral Reform CAN be Achieved—and NOT Defeated! 
The Government and the Parliament of Canada should carefully consider the failures to achieve electoral reform in the provinces of B.C., Ontario, New Brunswick, PEI and Quebec.  These experiences show a clear pattern, with lessons that are important for the governments—and the people—to learn from, as they have repeatedly shown how to produce the defeat of any electoral reform initiative. 
These failed provincial initiatives presumably all began with good intentions and good cause.  But somewhere along the way, probably quite early on, the entrenched regressive forces were allowed to hijack the processes and turn them into exercises in futility.  All of this ought to have been understood (indeed anticipated) by the governments—and all parties and the leadership of the political class.  This is not to suggest any conspiracy, but simply a tacit complicity with no identifiable leadership, that allowed the processes to fail (wittingly for some, unwittingly for others). 
Hence, a government that is sincerely committed to electoral reform must recognize these realities, and must not succumb to the same forces of self-interest that are always ready and willing to protect vested interests against progressive change.  This probably begins with frank private discussions, firstly within caucus, and secondly with the leaders of the other parties, announcing the government’s intention to 
hold a special meeting of parliament to launch a process to openly determine the best electoral reform option.  The goal should be to have the publicly expressed commitment of all parties and all members to determine and adopt the best form of electoral reform for Canada by some specific date (n.b. this was written before the Government established the Parliamentary Committee on Electoral Reform).  The goal should also be that electoral reform should be pursued as a non-partisan issue, and every effort should be made to establish an inclusive process based on trust and respect—without yielding on commitment to a successful result. 
Past experiences with such referenda have shown them to be divisive and confusing exercises that always bring out negative campaigns covertly led by agents of vested interests that predictably work to defeat progressive change.  However, if for some reason a referendum is deemed to be required, a properly planned and resourced public information campaign should be able to overcome such tactics, especially if it has the genuine and open support of most or hopefully all parties.  Hence, a public referendum could become a positive exercise in building public trust and familiarity with the new voting system. 
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11. Significance of PPR123 for the Provinces and other Countries 
The federal electoral reform initiative will undoubtedly have impact on the Provinces.  They would likely follow it very closely, to determine what it means for them.  Hence it would seem appropriate for the federal government to establish some form of dialogue with the provinces, or perhaps invite the provinces to appoint representatives to participate in the process as observers. 
The question of provincial adoption of the chosen electoral system would, of course, be an individual decision for each province.  But it would probably be something that the Citizens of most provinces would want, and it would certainly be desirable (i.e. simpler and less confusing for voters) to have the same (and the best) electoral system for both federal and provincial elections. 
 
Beyond our borders, the adoption of PPR  would send shock-waves throughout the democracies of 
the World.  Those countries still afflicted with the FPTP voting system should be the most interested.  
Like Canada now, they would have the most to gain from adopting PPR . 
But those with MMP may even be better prospects to ‘trade-up’ to PPR .  They’re already 
committed to proportional representation, but suffer from the defects of MMP.  Specifically, about two-thirds of their members of parliament are elected under the debilitating distortions of FPTP.   The remaining one-third are unelected, chosen from a list by the parties, and not accountable to the people.  In contrast to the FPTP countries, the MMP countries and their citizens are more politically enlightened and committed to representative democracy that is more inclusive and more fair.  They would not be so hobbled by tradition and skepticism, and would be much more likely to recognize the 
superiority of PPR .  (Resistance would probably come from the parties that benefit from MMP, 
and their leadership that don’t want to lose their prerogative to reward friends through the party list system.) 
In every country, there has been a growing disconnect between the governments and their citizens.  In 
the democracies, it is often referred to as a ‘democratic deficit’.  PPR  is the best solution, founded 
upon the ‘primacy of the Citizen’s vote’, and designed to fulfill the promise to ‘make every vote 
count—always’.  And in the process, PPR  delivers Perfect Proportional Representation (without 
party control), while also ensuring that the basic democratic principle of ‘majority rule’ applies to the 
election of all representatives.  Only PPR  can guarantee the democratic legitimacy of always 
electing the ‘rightful’ representatives and the ‘rightful’ governments—while also ensuring that every 
vote always counts, and counts equally, in the election and on every vote in Parliament. 
Hence, all countries should come to see, sooner or later, that PPR  is the best (indeed the ideal) 
voting system—and a clear qualitative upgrade from their existing voting system, whether that may be FPTP, MMP, STV or whatever.  Canada would hopefully be seen as a world leader in Democracy (but Canadians should be able to handle that since, in our hearts, we are genuinely modest people)! 
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12. Q&A—a further analysis of PPR and related issues 

For most people, a detailed analysis of voting systems is beyond their level of interest or patience.  However, they typically do have questions, for which they would like to find simple and clearly expressed answers. 
Hopefully the following set of Questions & Answers will be suitable for most people: 
1. Why should citizens be concerned about voting systems? 

 Better democracy is possible through a better voting system. 
 A better voting system can more accurately reflect the ‘will of the people’, and improve the way 

the political system works. 
 Better democracy should lead to better government—and a better connection between the people and their government. 

2. What's wrong with our existing FPTP voting system? 
 FPTP seriously distorts the ‘will of the people’—always giving the winner more power than their 

vote share—and always giving the losers less power than their vote share. 
 This distortion sometimes produces perverse results:  i.e. ‘wrongful’ winners (i.e. with less public support than a defeated candidate) being elected, and even sometimes has a ‘wrongful’ winning 

party (i.e. with less total votes than a defeated party) forming Government. 
 FPTP induces and rewards perverse practices by both voters and politicians.  Voters are often coerced into not expressing their true preferences, with many people feeling forced into the common practice of so-called ‘strategic voting’ for the ‘lesser of evils’.  Many votes have no 

impact and are wasted or thrown away by the voting system.  Parties and politicians often resort to negative campaigning as a winning strategy.  Etc. 
3. Why is FPTP still our voting system if it‘s so defective? 

 FPTP will be replaced by a new and better voting system before Canada’s next federal election!  
That was a campaign promise made by our recently elected Liberal Government, which they 
have restated their commitment to fulfill (which is why the proposed PPR  solution is   
being submitted). 

 FPTP has never been democratically adopted by the people of any country.  It has been used in England for centuries, from which it was inherited by Canada and most other countries that were formed under the British Empire.  Many of those countries have since adopted a better voting system (e.g. Australia, New Zealand, Scotland, Wales, Ireland, South Africa, Pakistan etc.). 
 To change an electoral system requires strong leadership, political integrity and personal courage.  Many of the winners under the existing system will naturally see electoral reform as a risk to themselves and/or their party, and many of them will resist any such change (either publicly or covertly). 
 Most electoral reform proposals involve some form of ‘proportional representation’, most often MMP, which is a ‘top-up’ corrective to the existing grossly disproportional voting system.  To 

fully offset the distortions of FPTP, this requires about one-third (or more) of the members to be chosen from a party list.  This means either a corresponding increase in the size of 
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Parliament (quite costly and unpopular with the public)—or a similar reduction in the number of elected members (unpopular with elected members) and with a corresponding increase in the size of ridings (unpopular with the public and elected members)—or some tradeoff between these two undesirable scenarios. 
 Hence it’s much less problematic for a well-intentioned leader to renege on a promise of 

electoral reform, or simply put it below the bottom of a long list.  Or to hold a public referendum on electoral reform, without providing a properly funded public information campaign, and let the opponents (usually political pros from the backrooms of the major parties) confuse the people with negative advertising to raise fears, uncertainty and doubt (i.e. a ‘FUD’ campaign).  Such scurrilous tactics are a well proven recipe to defeat a referendum on 
electoral reform (e.g. recent referenda in BC and Ontario). 

 These substantial impediments to adoption are faced in varying degrees by every other form of 
electoral reform—but not by PPR !  PPR, a hybrid voting system that’s as simple as , 
delivers perfect proportionality without requiring any extra seats—and ensures that every Citizen’s vote always counts!  IRV (i.e. Instant Runoff Voting, the preferential ballot used to elect 
local representatives) liberates voters so that their 1st choice is their ‘risk-free‘ true 
preference, and it also ensures that all elected members and the Government are the ‘rightful’ 
winners. 

4. Most people who want change seem to want PR, so why isn't that our best choice? 
 PPR  is a new and better form of PR! 
 What most people think of as PR (or proportional representation) is a specific form called Mixed Member Proportional (MMP). 
 MMP is a partial corrective applied to FPTP—leaving FPTP with all its serious flaws in place, and adding a large number of unelected members (taken from party lists) to approximately compensate for FPTP’s distorted results. 
 MMP typically needs about 33% more seats (or correspondingly increased riding sizes) to adequately offset FPTP distortions. 
 MMP introduces a number of unfortunate defects, in particular:  the larger size of parliament and/or larger size of ridings; the two classes of members of parliament; the unelected members from party lists who are accountable to the parties and not to the public—giving more power to the parties and creating a class of members that are almost impossible for the public to dislodge. 
 MMP is also vulnerable to ‘tactical voting’, whereby some voters intentionally split their two votes (party and constituency) trying to score ‘double representation’—which some parties (i.e. in coalitions) may exploit through a strategy of collusion. Ref.:  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mixed-member_proportional_representation  

http://www.revolvy.com/main/index.php?s=Mixed-member%20proportional%20representation&item_type=topic  
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5. What are the advantages and disadvantages of IRV? 

 Most forms of electoral reform range from being somewhat to extremely complicated.  PPR , by contrast, is quite simple to explain and easy for people to understand, and 
choosing preferences is a common experience and a natural act.  And IRV (as the actual voting system) would not require any changes to electoral districts. 

 IRV liberates voters to express their true preferences—risk-free—with no need for ‘strategic voting’ for the ‘lesser of evils’. 
 IRV ensures true democratic legitimacy—i.e. every elected member is the ‘rightful’ winner who 

has the support of a majority of voters. 
 However, IRV by itself (i.e. without PPR, or some form of proportionality corrective) produces disproportional results. 

6. Under IRV, how many votes (or preferential choices) would each citizen have? 
 Each voter would have only one vote—and, under PPR , that vote would always count! 
 Each voter could express their preferences for three candidates (although a higher number would be possible—but a practical limit should probably be set to make voting simpler and enhance voting relevance). 
 If their preferred candidate received the fewest votes and was eliminated, their vote would automatically be reallocated to the candidate specified as their next choice. 

7. How would IRV change things for the politicians and the parties? 
 By raising the bar to require a majority to win, the parties and politicians could no longer win with less than half the votes.  Hence, in most cases the difference between winning and losing would depend on their ability to attract secondary support (i.e. as 2nd or 3rd choice) from voters who preferred another party. 
 Hence, negative campaigning and personal attacks, which have become common practice because they have proven to be winning strategies under FPTP, should be greatly reduced because alienating the supporters of opponents would become a losing strategy under IRV. 
 IRV election campaigns would be contested more respectfully and positively on the basis of issues—rather than FPTP’s negative campaigns based more on personalities. 

8. How would IRV change things for the major and minor parties? 
 By raising the bar to require a majority to win each seat, IRV by itself (without PPR) might be expected to help the major parties more than minor parties. 
 However, by liberating voters so that they would no longer be coerced into ‘strategic voting’ (i.e. for the ‘lesser of evils’), the true ‘will of the people’ can be freely expressed for the first time in 

Canada!  This should be a substantial benefit to minor parties (perhaps especially the Green Party), where the full strength of their public support would now be realized, as they will finally be treated fairly by the voting system. 
 However this all plays out, and it may take several elections to establish the new balance of power, it cannot be argued that IRV is in any way inferior to FPTP—and especially not for raising the bar to require a majority and thereby ensuring true democratic legitimacy by always 
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electing the ‘rightful’ winners, i.e. the candidates and party with majority support. 
9. Where is IRV used, and how has it worked in practice? 

 IRV was adopted in Australia almost a century ago (1918). 
 IRV is also used to elect the president and legislative councils in India, amongst other places. 
 IRV is just like the voting procedure used by all parties to elect their leaders (but without the political ‘horse-trading’ after each round of voting at political conventions).  Hence it’s a very well-known and well-proven system that everyone accepts; if it’s the best way to elect party 

leaders, then it should also be accepted as the best way to elect each representative! 
10. How does IRV relate to PR? 

 IRV does not provide proportional representation and, as explained, might well produce results that would be even more disproportional than FPTP. 
 PPR is the ideal companion to IRV, with complementary strengths that naturally combine to 

provide enormous improvements upon FPTP—with no extra effort required of the voters or the politicians. 
11. Are there precedents for combining IRV with PR? 

 In the UK under PM Tony Blair, an Independent Commission on the Voting System led by Lord Jenkins produced their report in 1998 that recommended:  (1) replace FPTP by IRV to require constituency members to have majority support; (2) add a partial proportionality corrective of 15-20%, i.e. a limited version of MMP based on party lists that would be “open” and regional. 
 The Jenkins report (received but never enacted) cited the same rationale and benefits as justification of its recommendation to combine IRV and its limited form of PR. 

12. How would the problem of ‘vote-splitting‘ play out under IRV? 
 This occurs when two closely aligned parties or candidates (in terms of political ideology—potentially on the left, right or centre) are competing against one another.  Under FPTP, such vote-splitting divides the vote to the detriment of both parties, often providing a winning advantage to a third party. 
 The vote-splitting problem should disappear at the constituency level under IRV, as most of the supporters of the two closely aligned parties would probably give their 2nd place vote to the other similar party.  Hence, if and when the lower of these two candidates is eliminated, their support would mostly go to the other closely aligned party—often giving them a winning margin to defeat the other candidates.  Moreover, PPR makes this irrelevant, as the Parliamentary voting power of all parties will be perfectly proportional—indeed identical to their total number of votes. 

13. What is meant by ‘the primacy of the citizen's vote‘ and how does it relate to PPR? 
 ‘The primacy of the Citizen's vote’ is the concept that ‘every Citizen’s vote should always count—in every election—and in Parliament’. 
 PPR  ensures that ‘every Citizen’s vote would always count in every election’.  Specifically, if a 

citizen’s preferred choice is eliminated, their vote is automatically reallocated to their next 
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choice (2nd or 3rd etc.).  Hence, each citizen’s vote would be involved (providing they’ve 
expressed their secondary preferences) in determining the eventual winner on the final round of voting. 

 PPR ensures that ‘every Citizen’s vote would always count—in Parliament’.  Specifically, it is the Citizens’ votes that are cast by their elected representatives in Parliament.  Each citizen’s 1st-
place vote (i.e. for their truly preferred party or candidate, freely expressed, risk-free, with no coercive factors such as ‘strategic voting’), is entrusted to an elected MP.  If the voter’s choice was the winning candidate, their vote is cast by their own elected representative.  If the voter’s 
choice was defeated, their vote is reallocated to and cast in parliament by an elected member of that party from another riding (within the same province, where possible).  Hence, no Citizen’s vote is ever lost or wasted, and every Citizen’s vote always counts on every vote in Parliament!  
This is the truly unique and distinguishing feature of PPR—and the most essential significance of ‘the primacy of the Citizen's vote’. 

14. How would PPR change things for voters? 
 PPR liberates voters to freely express (for the first time) their true preference for the party/candidate they most want to win! 
 No need for ‘strategic voting’ for the ‘lesser of evils’. 
 No concern about votes being ‘wasted’ or ‘thrown away’ by the voting system. 
 Now that the true ‘will of the people’ is finally expressed, and never lost, for the first time the 

electoral system will at last be truly fair to all parties!  In particular, the smaller parties will not be held back by the voting system, and may potentially become serious contenders.  Hence, voters will finally be free to choose what they truly want, and will no longer be trapped by a political system that works mostly for the major parties and not for the people. 
 PPR doesn’t require voters to do anything other than freely express their 1st-choice.  Note that PPR is only based on every voter’s 1st-choice vote; however, voters who may be concerned that 

their 1st-choice might not win, but would still like to have a say in who does win, they could also specify their other choices as 2nd, 3rd, 4th etc. 
15. How would PPR change things for the politicians? 

 Politicians would also be liberated from various negative situations and practices. 
 PPR should end the possibility of arrogant and quasi-dictatorial majority governments based on perhaps 40% vote share (or only about 25% of eligible voters). 
 PPR  should greatly reduce (and hopefully eliminate) negative campaigning as a winning 

strategy. 
 Winning behaviors in elections and in parliament would switch from the negative to the positive. 
 More constructive engagement and more positive relationships should enable parliamentarians to better achieve their higher potential. 
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16. How would PPR change things for the major parties? 
 Parties would need to start working better together, rather than working against one another. 
 Parties should expect a higher voter turnout, given that all votes always count under PPR. 
 The major parties ought to be more respectful of the minor parties, as they seek to garner more secondary support to elect more members under IRV, and for potential coalition partners in minority governments under PPR. 

17. How would PPR change things for the minor parties? 
 PPR will provide minor parties with their fully deserved levels of representation and voting power in parliament, which has always been stolen from them under FPTP. 
 The possibilities with minority governments and potential coalitions could assist the minor parties in gaining greater experience and public credibility. 
 In combination with IRV, this should enable the minor parties to emerge to become future contributors and potentially even contenders, as they will no longer be suppressed by the voting system. 
 Public perception of politicians and all political parties should also be improved as a more constructive, effective and inclusive political system emerges. 

18. How can PPR be utilized to address the problem of regional polarization compounded by 
voting system distortions? 
 Under FPTP, exaggerated regional polarization can be a real problem—where one party can sweep a province even though other parties have substantial vote share.   
 IRV would also be vulnerable to this problem, but it’s easily remedied through PPR.   With PPR, all 1st-choice votes for defeated candidates are retained by each party, and reassigned amongst its elected representatives.  But the problem arising when one party sweeps a province is that the other parties have no elected representative(s) to whom the party can reassign their retained votes.  This becomes a severe impediment to parliamentary democracy if the Government has no representatives from each province/region; further, it’s similarly desirable that the Official Opposition should have representatives from each province/region. 
 As a positive measure to improve the health of our Democracy and quality of representation, and thereby avoid the problems of regional polarization that can be artificially exaggerated by the voting system, serious consideration should be given to modifying our electoral system to ensure a basic level of representation from all regions for at least the Government and probably also the Official Opposition.  The suggestion is to create one or more Regional seats for those parties in such situations only (i.e. on an as-needed basis); further, it is suggested to fill them with the defeated candidate(s) with the most votes for that party in that region.  This Regional representative would thereby have a legitimacy, as being that party’s strongest candidate defeated in a landslide that swept the province/region.   Again, this would be entirely fair to all parties as, under PPR, the parliamentary voting power of all parties would be completely unaffected by the creation of Regional representatives. 
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19. How can PPR be utilized to improve the demographic balance of representation? 

 In Canada’s last election, 9.4 million votes went to losing candidates—hence were wasted under FPTP (by comparison, the total votes for all winning candidates was only 8.4 million votes).  Under PPR, no votes are ever wasted; all votes for defeated candidates (typically more than half) are retained by each party and reassigned to an elected representative. 
 The vote reassignment process would provide opportunities to improve the demographic balance of representation through parliamentary voting power.  For example, if a party was committed to gender parity, it could reassign votes in such a way as to balance the parliamentary voting power of its male and female representatives.  While this wouldn’t ensure a balance in the numbers of male and female representatives, it is nonetheless a much more flexible and immediate way to effectively address the problem.  Other goals of improved demographic balance could similarly be addressed. 

20. How would PPR change things for independent candidates? 
 Independent candidates are effectively excluded by FPTP and IRV. 
 PPR, with its commitment that ‘every citizen’s vote will count—in parliament’, seek to find some 

suitable way to provide parliamentary representation for those voters who choose independent candidates and small  parties that fail to elect a representative especially those who achieve some specified threshold (e.g. 1% to 3% vote share). 
 One possibility would be to implement something similar to the proposed Regional representatives [see item #18 above], probably at the national level, where the independent or small party candidate with the most votes could become a special Independent representative, and hold the voting power of all votes cast for independents and small parties.  Alternatively, there could be one Independent representative and one Small Party representative.  If the numbers of votes were large enough, these special representatives could be established as Regional representatives. 

21. What about the potential problem that PPR may result in less stable governments? 
 Most countries have some form of proportional representation, often with coalitions, and usually they have resulted in stable governments. 
 Canada has had some minority governments, with mixed results.  A minority government under the Westminster system is always vulnerable to defeat.  However, most minority governments are only defeated when one party senses a political opportunity to benefit from an election. 
 Under PPR, there would likely be less temptation to bring down a government, and a more positive culture of cooperation to seek consensus. 
 Another concern is that minority parties or coalition partners may have too much influence if they control the survival of the government. 
 PPR123 provides a simple remedy to these concerns—which would be to require a ‘double majority’ for a non-confidence vote (or perhaps any vote of major importance) —specifically a requirement of a majority of both the people’s votes and the members’ votes.  Because IRV is a 

majoritarian voting system, it would tend to produce strong and stable governments that 
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usually have a majority of the elected members—even with a minority of the popular vote. 
22. Would it be better to require a ‘double majority‘ for all (major) votes in parliament? 

 This possibility deserves consideration.  A ‘double majority’ would strengthen the position of the governing party or coalition; if they 
had a majority of elected members, they could veto any initiative arising from parliament with only a PPR majority—which may or may not be desirable. 

23. How would the problem of ‘vote splitting‘ play out under PPR? 
 With PPR, the parliamentary voting power of every party is precisely their total vote. 
 With Canada’s present political profile and distribution of support across multiple parties, 

which in recent elections under FPTP has produced majority governments with about 40% vote share, it seems likely that most governments under PPR would be ‘minority governments’ (i.e. 
with less than 50% vote share) or coalitions. 

 Under PPR, the situation of two similar parties splitting the vote would still exist.  However, while this might enable some third party to individually hold greater power than either of the similar parties, the parliamentary voting power of every party under PPR is exactly equal to their total number of votes.  When no party has a majority, two closely aligned parties would quite naturally cooperate and potentially form a coalition—hence, unlike FPTP, under PPR the combined voting power of two similar parties would not be reduced by any vote splitting between them. 
24. How would PPR change the political impact of regional differences? 

 In every province or region, regardless of the number of seats won by each party, the parliamentary voting power would always equal the number of votes won by each party.  This reduces the risk of single party domination within a province or region (unless it’s a ‘sweep’), 
which has often resulted from the extreme distortions of FPTP. 

 Quebec would always have its parliamentary voting power allocated proportionally to both pro-federalist and pro-sovereignty parties—precisely equal to the number of votes won by each party—probably with moderate changes reflecting the shifting balance of public support. 
 Similarly, Ontario, the maritime and western provinces would each have representation reflecting the balance of public support. 

25. Might PPR  provide a partisan advantage to any party or political group? 
 The simple answer is “NO”.  Both IRV and PPR are in principle party-neutral. 

But the question deserves further explanation: 
 Some may think that IRV, because it’s based on the requirement of a majority (rather than FPTP’s lower standard of a plurality), would give even greater advantage to the major parties.  

But there are two strong factors that would work against this possible tendency:   (1) as IRV liberates voters to freely express their true preferences (i.e. without the coercion and consequent distortions associated with the now commonplace ‘strategic voting’ syndrome), the 
true levels of popular support for smaller parties should rise and become apparent for the first time!  As a result, public perceptions of all parties would change, which would probably add to the credibility and hence to the future competitiveness of emerging parties; 
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(2) PPR is the great equalizer—indeed the seat count of each party is no longer of primary importance—as the parliamentary voting power of every party is exactly equal to their total vote. 

 Supporters of the major parties may think it unfair that PPR  would benefit the smaller 
parties.  That would be a very selective misrepresentation of the facts.  PPR  is scrupulously 
fair to all parties and all Citizens.  Period.  To the extent that PPR  would benefit smaller 
parties, that would only be as a result of—and only be to the extent of—the elimination of the systemic disadvantage that those parties have suffered unfairly all along under the existing FPTP voting system. 

26. Should electoral reform be pursued as a partisan political issue? 
 Hopefully all parties will work together to find the best electoral reform for Canada! 
 Given that it would be unacceptable to adopt any electoral reform with any partisan bias either for or against any party, it should be possible for electoral reform to be pursued on a non-partisan basis, which would hopefully produce a recommendation that would be publicly supported by all parties—even their more partisan supporters. 
 Some parties on the left or the right may argue that raising the standard to require a majority to be elected might favour parties of the centre.  That argument is countered by: (1) democracy is founded upon the principle of ‘majority rules’; (2) raising the requirement for election from ‘plurality’ to ‘majority’ is raising the quality and 

fulfilling the basic principle of democracy; (3) IRV (or an equivalent process) has long been established as the best way to elect party leaders—hence it should also be accepted as the best way to elect all members; (4) beyond that, through fulfillment of the principle of ‘the primacy of the citizen’s vote’, under 
PPR  the voting power in Parliament is Perfect Proportional Representation and is precisely 
equal to the total number of 1st-place votes (uncompromised by ‘strategic voting’) received by each 
party—not the number of members elected by each party. 

27. Should electoral reform be pursued with provincial consultation? 
 That’s of course for the government to decide. 
 However, given that the objective of electoral reform is to adopt a better voting system to achieve more truly representative and effective democracy, all provincial governments would have the same interests and would obviously be impacted by federal electoral reform.  Further, the public would be expecting their governments to demonstrate better ways of working together in the people’s interests.   
 Beyond the obvious fact that the best electoral system should be used for all rather than just some elections, it would avoid unnecessary public confusion (however, there’s the example of 

Scotland where four different electoral systems are used: FPTP is used for UK general elections; The Additional Member System is used for elections to the Scottish Parliament; The Single Transferable Vote system is used to elect local councils; The Party List System is used for European Parliament elections). 
 If Canada decides to retain the Canadian Senate, it should probably also become an elected 
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body under Canada’s new electoral system. 
28. Should the government provide a public information campaign on electoral reform? 

 Certainly!  But the track record of other governments failing to support electoral reform initiatives with an adequate public information campaign is abysmal.  Citizens deserve much better, and we don’t want another failure (or another insincere act of duplicity, as has so often seemed to be the case). 
 Electoral reform in Canada is a very big deal for our democracy.  All parties involved in it should be justly proud of an historic achievement, and eager to explain it to all Canadians. 
 However, electoral reform can be quite a confusing issue for many people.  And this is easily exploited by opponents of electoral reform (usually partisan political pros from the backrooms of the major parties).  This was clearly demonstrated by the defeat of referenda in BC and Ontario in recent years; in both instances, there was a failure by the government (and the media) to provide a strong public information campaign that is essential to achieving a high level of public understanding, trust and acceptance. 
 It’s even more important to help the public to clearly understand what’s ‘wrong’ with FPTP (a very long and strong list) than what’s ‘right’ with the proposed electoral reform. 
 It is absolutely essential for the government to provide an effective public information campaign on electoral reform—that is well-planned, well-funded and thoroughly supported—regardless of whether there is a public referendum, and regardless of whether the electoral reform has the support of all parties.  The public deserves to know what the Government is doing and why, and the Government would deserve the credit for such an historic achievement. 

 
29. Should the Government hold a Referendum on PPR ?: 

The Electoral Reform Committee must decide whether to recommend a Referendum on their recommended electoral reform, and subsequently this must be a Government decision.  With respect, our recommendations are: 
 PPR  is a hybrid system that includes IRV and PPR.  IRV, also known as Alternative Vote 

(AV), is an established voting system that has long been successfully used at the national and regional levels in a number of countries.  PPR is an original proposal—hence there is no precedent for its use as an electoral system.  Hence, the question of the need or advisability of a referendum should be considered separately for IRV and PPR. 
 IRV was adopted by the government of Australia in 1918, and successfully used there for almost a century.  So IRV is indeed a long-established and well proven system; in particular, Australia apparently had no regrets about switching from FPTP to IRV, and no concerns about IRV that might have led it to adopt some other system.  So Canadians should feel comfortable if Canada upgrades from FPTP to IRV in 2019, only a century after Australia did so. 
 By winning a majority in the 2015 election, and having campaigned on the clear promise to implement a new voting system for the 2019 election, this Government has a mandate to implement its chosen electoral reform without need for a referendum.  Of course the selection of the chosen electoral reform would include substantial public consultation.  However, if IRV 



 

 
2016/07/09      PPR .ca   …    Don’t Accept any Voting System that Throws ANY Votes Away!    …   MakeEveryVoteCount-Always.ca     Page 31 of 

35 

 
is chosen, it should be easy to explain the reasons for this choice, and the advantages it would provide. 

 Given that PPR is a new electoral solution that works only in Parliament, and is based directly on the 1st-choice votes of every Citizen—as ‘freely’ expressed under IRV [n.b. PPR requires IRV—but it does not require any other changes to the ballot or decision by the voters], hence it would be possible and seems quite appropriate to put the question of adoption of PPR as a referendum question held in conjunction with the 2019 election [which would save considerable time and money]. 
 With an appropriate public information program explaining PPR , it would seem that 

voters would almost certainly and overwhelmingly adopt PPR as an upgrade to IRV, quite 
simply to ‘make every vote count—always‘!  [If so, after trailing Australia for a century, 
Canada would temporarily surge ahead in the quality of its electoral system; if not, Canada would stand to be embarrassed once again, if Australia would become the first to adopt PPR, a made-in-Canada upgrade to IRV.] 

 However, there’s a very strong and principled case for not holding a referendum on electoral reform.  When one looks carefully into electoral reform issues and alternatives, one soon discovers this subject to be far more complicated and confusing than expected.  Also, very few people have the time, the patience and the interest to study the subject sufficiently to make a sound decision.  Hence, this is a very good example where representative democracy can provide much better decisions in the public interest than direct democracy.  Recognizing this, a decision by a representative body to abdicate this to a referendum would become a dubious question of objectives.  
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13. Other Reference Material 
 

http://www.democraticinstitutions.gc.ca/eng/content/backgrounder-motion-propose-all-party-parliamentary-committee-electoral-reform 
 

 "The Government has committed that 2015 would be the last federal election conducted under the first-past-the-post voting system." 
 "While Canada is a strong and respected democracy, we inherited first-past-the-post (FPTP). The Government believes that it is time to create a new system that is broad and representative of voters’ views. Of the 34 member countries of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), Canada is one of only three that continue to use the FPTP system to elect legislators." 
 "The Government is proposing five principles that would be used to guide the parliamentary committee’s study and act as a framework for the Government’s eventual policy decisions:  

1. Restore the effectiveness and legitimacy of the voting system by reducing distortions 
and strengthening the link between voter intention and the electoral result; 

2. Encourage greater engagement and participation in the democratic process, including by 
fostering civility and consensus building in politics and social cohesion; 

3. Support accessibility and inclusiveness for all eligible voters, including by avoiding 
undue complexity in the voting process; 

4. Safeguard the integrity of our voting system; and 
5. Take into consideration the accountability of local representation." 

 
Suffice it to say that PPR  objectively gets top marks in all five principles as stated above. 
Even better, PPR  perfectly fulfills an original goal (conspicuously missing from this list): 
i.e. to “Make Every Vote Count”—which of course PPR  exceeds by making every vote count—
always!  
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https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Additional_Member_System 
 
The Additional Member System (AMS) is a voting system which uses semi-proportional representation in order that the makeup of the elected group more closely resembles the share of votes cast between different political parties than under non-proportional systems such as first past the post voting. 
AMS is used in Scotland, Wales, the London Assembly, Hungary and Bolivia, and was used (in a modified format) in Italy. 
 
Electoral systems now used in Scotland are:[1] 
 The First Past the Post system is used for UK general elections. 
 The Additional Member System is used for elections to the Scottish Parliament. 
 The Single Transferable Vote system is used to elect local councils. 
 The Party List System is used for European Parliament elections. 

 
 

STV was first used in Ireland in 1918. STV was then used in the Irish general elections of 1921, and subsequently adopted for all elections by the Irish Free State in 1922. Part of the reason for this was to ensure that the new state's Protestant/Unionist minority received adequate representation in the legislature, but this did not occur in practice. 
 
 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/History_and_use_of_the_single_transferable_vote#Republic_of_Ireland 
 
The concept of transferable voting was first proposed by Thomas Wright Hill in 1819. The system remained unused in public elections until 1855, when a transferable vote system was used in 1856 to elect the Danish Rigsdag, and by 1866 it was also adapted for indirect elections to the second chamber, the Landsting, until 1915.(Why?) 
Although he was not the first to propose a system of transferable votes, the English barrister Thomas Hare is generally credited with the conception of Single Transferable Voting, and he may have independently developed the idea in 1857.[1] Hare's view was that STV should be a means of "making the exercise of the suffrage a step in the elevation of the individual character, whether it be found in the majority or the minority." In Hare's original STV system, he further proposed that electors should have the opportunity of discovering which candidate their vote had ultimately counted for, to improve their personal connection with voting.[2] 
The noted political essayist, John Stuart Mill, was a friend of Hare and an early proponent of STV, praising it in his 1861 essay Considerations on Representative Government. 
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Australia enforces compulsory voting,[6] which has been a requirement since 1924. 

 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Electoral_system_of_Australia#Voting_system 
Australia uses various forms of preferential voting for almost all elections. Under this system, voters 
number the candidates on the ballot paper in the order of their preference. The preferential system was introduced in 1918, in response to the rise of the Country Party, a party representing small farmers. The Country Party split the anti-Labor vote in conservative country areas, allowing Labor candidates to win on a minority vote. The conservative government of Billy Hughes introduced preferential voting as a means of allowing competition between the two conservative parties without putting seats at risk.  
The system was first used for election for the Queensland Parliament in 1892. It was introduced in the 
Tasmanian House of Assembly in 1906 as a result of the work of Thomas Hare and Andrew Inglis Clark. 
Preferential voting has gradually extended to both upper and lower houses, in the federal, state and 
territory legislatures, and is also used in municipal elections, and most other kinds of elections as well, such 
as internal political party elections, trade union elections, church elections, elections to company boards 
and elections in voluntary bodies such as football clubs. Negotiations for disposition of preference 
recommendations to voters are taken very seriously by candidates because transferred preferences carry the same weight as primary votes. Political parties usually produce how-to-vote cards to assist and guide voters in the ranking of candidates. 
Allocation process for House of Representatives 
The main elements of the operation of preferential voting for single-member House of Representatives divisions are as follows:[20][21] 
 Voters are required to place the number "1" against their first choice of candidate, known as the "first preference" or "primary vote". 
 Voters are then required to place the numbers "2", "3", etc., against all of the other candidates listed on the ballot paper, in order of preference. 
 Prior to counting, each ballot paper is examined to ensure that it is validly filled in (and not invalidated on other grounds). 
 The number "1" or first preference votes are counted first. If no candidate secures an absolute majority (more than half) of first preference votes, then the candidate with the fewest votes is excluded from the count. 
 The votes for the eliminated candidate are re-allocated to the remaining candidates according to the number "2" or "second preference" votes. 
 If no candidate has yet secured an absolute majority of the vote, then the next candidate with the fewest primary votes is eliminated. This preference allocation is repeated until there is a candidate with an absolute majority. Where a second (or subsequent) preference is expressed for a candidate who has already been eliminated, the voter's third or subsequent preferences are used. 
Following the full allocation of preferences, it is possible to derive a two-party-preferred figure, where the votes have been allocated between the two main candidates in the election. In Australia, this is usually between the candidates from the Coalition parties and the Australian Labor Party. 
Alternative allocation methods for Senate 
For the Australian Senate, each State constitutes one multi-member electorate. Currently, 12 senators are elected from each State, one half every three years, except in the case of double dissolution when elections for 
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all 12 senators in each State takes place. The number of senators to be elected determines the 'quota' required to be achieved for election. For a half-Senate election of 6 places to be filled, the quota in each State is 14.28% (calculated using the formula 1/(6+1)), while after a double dissolution the quota is 7.69% (calculated using the formula 1/(12+1)). 
The federal Senate electoral system, and those for some state legislatures, now provide for simultaneous registration of party-listed candidates and party-determined orders of voting preference, known as 'group voting tickets' or 'above the line voting' which involves placing the number '1' in a single box and the vote is then allocated in accordance with the party's registered voting preferences. The AEC automatically allocates preferences, or votes, in the predetermined order outlined in the group voting ticket. Each party or group can register up to three group voting tickets. This highly complex system has potential for unexpected outcomes,[22] including the possible election of a candidate who may have initially received an insignificant primary vote tally. (See, for example, the Minor Party Alliance at the 2013 federal election.) An estimated 95% of all votes are cast 'above the line'.[23] 
The alternative is to use 'below the line voting' by numbering a large number of individual candidate's boxes in the order of their own preference. To be valid, the voter must place sequential numbers against every candidate on the ballot paper, and the risk of error and invalidation of the vote is significant. 

 
Also called the Alternative Vote in Canada,[63] IRV has never been used for federal elections but was used 
for provincial elections in British Columbia (1952 and 1953), Alberta (1926), and Manitoba (1927–1953).[64] 
IRV is used to elect the leaders of two of the largest federal political parties in Canada, the Liberal Party 
of Canada[65] and the Conservative Party of Canada. The New Democratic Party of Canada uses a 
mixture of IRV and exhaustive voting, depending on the member. Canadian Prime Minister Stephen Harper 
won an IRV election to become party leader in the 2004 leadership election. In 2013, the Liberal Party picked Justin Trudeau with IRV in a national primary.[66] 
The province of Ontario has announced that they will allow municipalities the option to use instant-
runoff voting for local elections starting in 2018. 

 
The New Zealand electoral system has been mixed-member proportional (MMP) since 1996. MMP was introduced after a referendum in 1993. MMP replaced the first past the post (FPTP) system New Zealand had previously used for most of its history. 
============= 
Westminster system: 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Parliamentary_system 
“Leader of the political party that has the support of a majority in the House of Commons of Canada is appointed Prime Minister of Canada by the Governor General of Canada, who then appoints the Cabinet of Canada on the advice of the Prime Minister” 

 


