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Abstract

Instant Runoff Voting, a ranked ballot system, is being promoted as a way to improve voter satisfaction with elections in the United States. Similar ranked ballot systems used in Ireland and Australia eliminate the “wasted vote” phenomenon often occurring in first-past-the-post voting systems. My research compares the effect ranked ballot and first-past-the-post systems have on the number and nature of political parties as well as citizen satisfaction with government and politics. 


To examine the relationship between electoral systems, voter satisfaction and party strength, I utilized the Comparative Study of Electoral Systems (CSES) data set gathered by the Center for Political Studies at the University of Michigan. I found through multiple regression that citizen satisfaction with democracy depends on affinity for the majority party in all countries but more so in the United States. 



Introduction

There are many hurdles minor parties must face in order to compete on a national level. Besides the complex web of ballot access laws and funding differences between major and minor parties, another hurdle is the “spoiler effect” that emerges from our first-past-the-post system. When one of the major parties continually warns voters not to “waste” their vote on a minor party, it acts as a deterrent for both minor party candidates and their supporters. An alternative electoral system, Instant Runoff Voting (IRV), is under consideration by many local governments across the United States. Preferential voting such as IRV offers a means for minor party voters to cast ballots sincerely and it also ensures that the winning candidate receives a majority of the vote. 

Preferential voting is present in the United States albeit minimally. Cambridge, Massachusetts uses a multimember form of IRV in their city council and school board elections. San Francisco has used a form of preferential voting called Ranked Choice Voting for their board of supervisors elections since 2004. Most recently, Burlington, Vermont adopted IRV as the new system for their mayoral elections (Sneyd 2006). This is the first town to use a preferential voting system to elect a chief executive officer. Because voters’ awareness of IRV is limited across the United States, the city of Burlington conducted voter training in January to educate voters on how the system works. Advocates for preferential voting know that electoral reform needs to start locally and the growing number of counties, cities and towns showing interest in this system indicates a movement toward implementation on the state level. But can something as simple as ranked vote choice on a ballot make a difference in minor party relevancy and voter satisfaction with democracy?

To explore this question, I reviewed previous work regarding three facets of preferential voting systems. First, the reason why preferential voting might cause higher levels of citizen satisfaction. Second, the history and current usage of preferential voting systems in Australia and Ireland. Finally, actual citizen satisfaction levels in differing electoral systems. 

Literature Review

Preferential and Nominal Voting Systems Compared 


The reason why local governments, like those in Hopkins and Minneapolis, Minnesota, are considering a change toward preferential voting is because of the limitations found in nominal voting systems (nominal meaning not ranked such as first-past-the-post). Under the IRV system, voters rank their preferences rather than choosing just one candidate. If there is no candidate with a majority of the first preference votes, the candidate with the least amount of votes is dropped. The eliminated candidate’s votes  are then transferred over to the remaining candidates based off of the voters’ second preference. This is done until there is a candidate with more than 50% of the vote.  Under nominal systems, the winning candidate only needs the most votes, not necessarily the majority. For example, the last two Governors in Minnesota each received less than 50% of the vote, which sparked interest in alternate voting systems in the state (Oliver 2004).  Advocates for IRV also argue that preferential systems allow for greater choice in candidates and more minor parties therefore creating a more satisfied population overall. 

In “Tyranny of the Two-Party System”, Lisa Disch (2002) argues that there is no constitutional warrant for two parties and therefore changing the electoral system is the easiest way for minor parties to establish themselves in the United States. She looks at proportional representation as the ideal but a widespread national change such as that would be very difficult to accomplish. Reform needs to start locally, as it has in San Francisco with ranked-choice ballots, but she suggests ballot fusion (where a major party candidate runs for both the minor party and major party) as the first step. The reasoning behind this is so that voters can still vote for their party without the “wasted” vote stigma. However, the problem with party fusion is that minor parties aren’t represented by someone from their party but rather by someone from another party who “kind of” represents this party as well. It’s a form of strategic voting worked directly into the system in a sense. 


Strategic voting is where a voter casts his/her ballot toward the lesser of two evils rather than toward the actual candidate of choice. On the other hand, sincere voting is where one casts their ballot to their most preferred candidate. Usually strategic voting happens out of fear that the voter’s first choice could actually assist in getting the candidate they dislike the most elected. Burden (2005) examines the role strategic voting played in 1992, 1996, and 2000 presidential elections. He uses polling data from the 50 states to see if support for minor party candidates rose or fell between the final poll and Election Day. A negative vote-poll gap is evidence of strategic voting whereas a positive gap indicates sincere voting. He found that sincere voting was prevalent in both 1992 and 1996 but strategic voting dominated in 2000. The reason behind this was competition. The tighter the race got, the more voters defected from their preferred minor vote to a major party candidate. Along those lines, Stephen Swindle (2002) conducted a similar study but with a focus on Ireland and Japan. He argues that the absence of vote transferability (ranked voting) under nominal systems creates a conflict between what is desired and what actually happens. In other words, voters who prefer a minor party candidate tend to vote sincerely in systems like that in Ireland because the ballot permits greater choice without negative implications. This is precisely why Minnesota’s Green Party is lobbying for a voting system void of “wasted/spoiler” votes such as IRV. 


 If electoral reform is warranted, then what are the implications of switching from one system to another? Norris (2004) analyzes electoral engineering through two different routes. One approach claims that formal rules define electoral systems facing citizens and changing the rules means we have the capacity to change political behavior. In other words, voters act differently from one electoral system to the next. The other approach asserts that electoral change can also cause social change as well. This is true if the electoral system allows for more minority representation. Her findings show that formal rules do cause a shift in voting behavior regardless of the culture. Moreover, she found that electoral reform caused a shift in candidate behavior as well. Out of all the different voting systems, preferential voting caused for the highest levels of candidate accountability.  Finally, social change generally didn’t vary from one system to the next because parties tend to maximize the vote by either endorsing an incumbent or a candidate more representative of the majority. Nonetheless, Norris showed that electoral reform does change voting behavior regardless of how old the former institutions were.  

Satisfaction with Democracy Across Voting Systems 


Preferential voting systems, on paper, look to be an obvious “upgrade” from nominal voting systems. However, in practice, do political institutions actually effect citizen satisfaction with democracy? There are two main studies that address the subject of voter satisfaction levels and electoral systems. 


Anderson and Guillory (1997) suggest that the citizen’s status as a winner or loser plays a major role in his or her satisfaction with democracy. Initially, this seems like an obvious argument, but the authors take it a step further by comparing winners and losers between consensual (preferential) and majoritarian systems as well. They used “Eurobarometer” data to measure satisfaction levels from eleven European democracies across categories of electoral systems previously developed by Arend Lijphart in 1994. They found that winners are more satisfied than losers regardless of the type of electoral system. But more importantly, they found that winners are more satisfied in majoritarian systems than those in consensual systems. Conversely, losers in consensual systems were more satisfied than losers in majoritarian systems because the minority was given greater opportunities for democratic competition. They also concluded that the more majoritarian the country’s elections, the more winners get to impose their will on the minority as author Lisa Disch argued earlier. 


Farrell and McAllister (2003), also used a variation of Arend Lijphart’s electoral system ranking. Lijphart used the electoral system as the core independent variable and operationalized it by the degree to which it has vote aggregation properties (degree of choice). The ranking, from proportional to non-proportional, was modified by Carey and Shugart (1995) and included three different facets of ballot structure: ballot access, voting options (extent of ranking vs. nominal choice) and district magnitude. The authors then recoded those three variables to cover a wider range of democracies. Instead of focusing on merely winning and losing, this study looks at how the different forms of competition in the various electoral systems cause the need for different strategies by candidates in elections. They argue that ranked ballots in candidate-centered systems lead to higher levels of satisfaction. This is because candidates in candidate-centered systems will try to appeal to the center (the majority) as well as those who prefer their party. The only difference is that on a ranked ballot, a voter’s second and even third or fourth preferences can determine who the winner is.  Therefore, the “winning” effect on satisfaction levels is more wide spread and not limited to party attachment. Since this study included countries outside of Europe, they used the Comparative Study of Electoral Systems data set to measure satisfaction, which includes post-election survey data from the 2000 national election from 30 different countries. Farrell and McAllister found that there is a “good link” between preferential voting and higher levels of satisfaction with democracy. Because of this, new democracies or those seeking change might want to look into preferential voting as an option. However, the United States was among those with the highest levels of satisfaction despite the debate over the 2000 presidential election.  This contradiction poses an important question. Why are citizens in the United States so satisfied with democracy when much theory, anecdotal evidence and election miscues suggest we shouldn’t be?

National Preferential Voting Systems 


There are two prime examples of preferential voting used on a national level. Both Ireland and Australia use ranked ballots in national elections. Because of their long history with this voting system, they are ideal for comparing alongside the United States who also has a long history with its own electoral system. But it’s also worthwhile to look at Ireland and Australia because they both have significant historical ties to Great Britain and made similar reforms to their own electoral systems but differed from Great Britain’s pluralistic electoral system. 


Alternative Vote (AV) has been used to elect Australia’s House of Representatives since 1918 and Single Transferable Vote (STV) to elect their Senate (which also uses proportional representation in the upper house) since 1948. AV and STV function the same, but AV is used in single member districts (like IRV) and STV is used in multi-member districts. In Australia’s form of preferential electoral system, voting is both compulsory and citizen’s are required to rank all candidates on the ballot. This causes (what the Australian’s call anyhow) the “donkey vote” phenomenon. “Donkey-voting” is where the voter numbers sequentially from 1 on down the ballot and showing no sincere preference at all (Reilly 2000). 

Ireland stands as the principal example of preferential voting since it has been using that form of voting since 1918 to elect both houses in their Oireachtas (national parliament) as well as the Taoiseach (prime minister). They also use proportional representation, which, as mentioned earlier, facilitates multiple parties. According to Chubb (1992), Ireland’s electoral system is great for those who believe voter satisfaction and the reflection of as many opinions as possible are key criteria for electoral systems. He also suggests that those criteria cause representatives to be more responsive to citizens.


  Compared with Ireland, Australia is more party-centered than candidate centered. They have a two-party system despite using a preferential voting system. That is because Australia has a conservative coalition who’s main opponent is the Labor Party (Warhurst 2004). There are a multitude of minor parties, however, that are threatening the future of Australia’s two-party system (evidence that minor parties can succeed among two dominating parties). But this is largely due to the fact that Australia has proportional representation as well. Lijphart (1999) found in his study on STV systems that they make proportional representation truly proportional. That is, STV increases the overall proportionality of the electorate therefore being more representative of the voting population. Also, STV has a strong effect on voter satisfaction with democracy and women representation. 


The following images are samples of ballots used in Ireland and Australia’s lower house. Note how the Australia ballot reminds the voter to rank all the candidates in order for their vote to count. 

Ireland Sample Ballot:



Australia Sample Ballot:
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Vi BLACK
"“DUP (Joseph Black of 5 Down Street,
—— Bangor. Co. Down.
—— Democratic Unionist Party)

BROWN
(RuperT Brown of 9 Mourne View.
Donaghadee, Co. Down.
Independent)

A BROWN
SoLP (VeroNica Brown of 8 Magilligan Drive.
Portaferry. Co. Down.
SDLP (Social Democratic and Labour Party))

GOLD
(John Gold of 29 Gilford Place.
S, Millisle, Co. Down.

Sinn Fein)
HAZEL
(Horace Hazel of Glen Cottage,
Banbridge, Co.Down.
Independent)

LIME
S (Harry Lime of 7 Gortin Mansions,
;-P" Dromara, Co. Down,
N Ulster Unionist Party)
PLUM
(Peter Plum of 3 Strangford Road,
Killinchy, Co. Down
Independent)
f ROSE
e (Ruth Rose of 41 Devenish Drive.
N Ballynahinch, Co. Down.
L e United Kingdom Unionist Party)
SILVER

(Anthony Silver of 3 Mourne View,
Bangor, Co. Down
L Independent) J
WRIGHT
(Frank Wnght of 11 Moira Terrace.
Newry. Co. Down
Independent)
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Further Analysis  

The use of preferential voting in the United States is quite limited but local governments are increasingly showing interest in adopting an electoral system that uses ballots like the ones above. However, conducting a study on local usage of IRV is difficult due to lack of data on the subject in the United States. Therefore, I’m studying satisfaction with democracy in Australia and Ireland because both have been using preferential voting since 1918.  

One possible reason behind the seemingly misplaced satisfaction level of the United States is one that was brought to attention earlier. Anderson and Guillory found that those in the majority are happier under majoritarian systems than those in consensual systems. Their study, however, was only of European democracies so it leaves unanswered questions about the satisfaction differences between the winning and losing parties in the United States. Also, Farrell and McAllister’s study of electoral systems found that preferential systems caused higher levels of satisfaction, with the exception of the United States who had higher satisfaction levels than both Ireland and Australia. The CSES survey data they used was gathered during the extremely controversial 2000 national elections but not after. With such a historic election with ambiguous results, there’s a possibility that the voters in the United State no longer have the same level of satisfaction. With those concerns in mind, I look at differing satisfaction levels with democracy through the scope of electoral systems and party attachment in the United States, Ireland and Australia. 

Methods & Analysis

In order to measure the relationship between electoral systems, party allegiance and citizen satisfaction, I utilized individual level survey data provided by the 2004 Comparative Study of Electoral Systems (CSES).  The CSES data set, compiled by the Center for Political Studies at the University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, is an updated version of the 2002 data set that authors Farrell and McAllister used in their 2003 study of electoral systems. I am comparing Australia, Ireland, and the United States because these three countries best represent the two types of electoral systems in question. All the variables included in my study are found in the CSES data set.

Dependent Variable

Like Farrell and McAllister, my dependent variable is citizen satisfaction with democracy. The respondents in the CSES data set were asked the question: On the whole, are you 1. very satisfied,  2. fairly satisfied, 3. not very satisfied, or 4. not at all satisfied with the way democracy works in [country]?  Because of how the question was worded, the closer the average is to 1, the more satisfied with democracy the citizens are. Conversely, the closer the average is to 4, the more dissatisfied with democracy the citizens are. Also, the average satisfaction score includes only those who have a political party preference. 

[Information on the remaining variables can be found in the Data Appendix]

Difference of Means Analysis

I began data analysis by conducting difference of means analysis through independent t-tests between the winning party and subsequent losing parties in Australia, Ireland and the United States. I also included means analysis between demographic variables and citizen satisfaction with democracy. Each independent t-test is followed up with a Mann-Whitney U test to verify the significance levels found in the t-test. Typically independent t-tests are reserved for variables measured at the interval/ratio level, however, my dependent variable has an ordinal level of measurement.  Because of this, I used Mann-Whitney U p-values to confirm the significance of the t-tests. The results of the independent t-tests and Mann-Whitney U tests are represented in Tables 1, 2 and 3.

Table 1. 
 
 Satisfaction with Democracy

Difference of Means Analysis

Australia



Overall Satisfaction Differences by Preferred Political Party

MW



Mean
Mean
Mean Difference
P-Value


Liberal Party  =1.90
Labor = 2.30
***-0.402
.000


 of Australia   (714)
(550)



Greens = 2.54
***-0.645
.000



(85)



National Party = 2.15
-0.255
.992



(53)




Family First = 2.14
-0.246
.323



(7)




Australian Dems = 2.33
-0.437
.029



(12)




One Nation = 2.64
**-0.740
.013



(11)



Christian Dems = 2.00
-0.104
.465



(5)



Independent = 3.00
-1.104
.073



(1)



Other = 1.75
0.146
.938



(4)




Satisfaction Differences by Demographic Categories

MW

Gender:
Mean
Mean
Mean Difference
P-Value


Male  = 2.15
Female  = 2.18
-0.028
.096


(835)
(895)

Education:


Secondary = 2.14
University Grad = 2.15
-0.008
.354


(269)
(395)

Income:


1st Quintile = 2.39
5th Quintile= 1.98
***0.403
.000


(Lowest)       (357)
(Highest)      (300)

Through the difference of means analysis, I found that there is a significant difference in satisfaction levels between those who preferred the winning party and those who preferred the runner up in all three countries (all at the .01 level). However, the winners in the majoritarian system, United States, were more satisfied with an average satisfaction level at 1.66 than the winners in the preferential systems found in Australia and Ireland with average satisfaction levels at 1.90 and 1.82 respectively. Those who preferred the runner up in the United States were more dissatisfied than those who preferred the runner up in both Australia and Ireland as well. These findings are congruent with the Anderson and Guillory study (1997).  One thing to take note of is the difference in satisfaction levels between the two countries with preferential voting. The winners in Ireland are more satisfied than the winners in Australia. Also, there was more difference between the winners and losing parties in Ireland than in Australia having four losing parties with a significantly lower (at .01 level) satisfaction level versus Australia’s two losing parties. 

Table 2.
 Satisfaction with Democracy

Difference of Means Analysis

Ireland



Overall Satisfaction Differences by Preferred Political Party1
MW


Mean
Mean
Mean Difference
P-Value

2Fianna Fail  =1.82
Fine Gael = 2.27
***-0.450
.000


(377)
(158)



Green = 2.33
***-0.511
.000



(21)



Labour = 2.29
***-0.463
.000



(42)




Progressive Dem = 2.08
-0.255
.065



(13)




Sinn Fein = 2.49
***-0.664
.000



(37)




Independent = 2.00
-0.178
.453



(3)



Other = 3.00
**-1.178
.074



(2)



Satisfaction Differences by Demographic Categories

MW

Gender:
Mean
Mean
Mean Difference
P-Value

Male  =2.15
Female  = 2.15
-0.007
.510


(1118)
(1249)

Education:


Secondary = 2.09
University Grad = 2.17
-0.081
.072


(631)
(376)

Income:


1st Quintile = 2.19
5th Quintile= 2.07
**0.121
.126


(Lowest)       (477)
(Highest)      (406)


Only 15 respondents in the United States said they preferred a minor party. Because of the small N, it was difficult to make any concrete observations about the difference in satisfaction levels among minor party voters. However, the lack of preference for minor parties could be interpreted as a result of the United States’ majoritarian system. Ireland had six different parties mentioned as a preference beyond Fianna and Fine Gael. Australia had eight. 

Table 3.

Satisfaction with Democracy
Difference of Means Analysis

United States



Overall Satisfaction Differences by Preferred Political Party1
MW


Mean
Mean
Mean Difference
P-Value

2Republican = 1.66
Democrat = 2.35
***-0.691
.000


(270)
(317)



Reform = 2.00
-0.341
.270



(4)



Other = 2.36
***-0.704
.007



(11)



Satisfaction Differences by Demographic Categories

MW

Gender:
Mean
Mean
Mean Difference
P-Value

Male = 2.03
Female = 2.16
**-0.133
.085


(507)
(559)

Education:


Secondary = 2.06
University Grad = 2.01
0.050
.777


(306)
(323)

Income:


1st Quintile = 2.40
5th Quintile = 1.95
***0.455
.000


(Lowest)       (183)
(Highest)       (177)

Race:


White = 2.00
African = 2.64
***-0.645
.000



(758)
(163)

As for the differences between the demographic variables and satisfaction with democracy, all three countries showed a significant difference between the highest and lowest income earners (Australia and U.S. at .01 level and Ireland at .05 level) with the  lowest income earners being less satisfied. Gender and education didn’t show a significant difference in Australia and Ireland. However, in the United States, women were significantly less satisfied with democracy than men (.05 level). Race, only included in the United States, also showed that whites were significantly more satisfied than African Americans (.01 level).  Overall, the demographic variables showed more difference in the United States than in Australia and Ireland. 

The next step in my analysis is measuring the difference between closeness to the preferred party and citizen satisfaction with democracy. By measuring this difference, one can see whether those with close ties to their preferred party are more or less satisfied with democracy than those who don’t feel close to their preferred party. I hoped to measure strategic voting but the number of those who preferred minor parties in the United States, where strategic voting would be most prevalent, was small. Thus, those who are not close to their preferred party could possibly indicate minor party strategic voters. Like the previous test, I used both independent t-tests and Mann-Whitney U tests for the same reason.  The results from these tests can be seen in Table 4. 

Table 4.               Difference of Means Analysis

Satisfaction with Democracy &

Degree of Closeness Within Preferred Parties:

Australia, Ireland and United States


1Satisfaction Differences in Australia:
Mean2
Mann-Whitney


Party
Close
Not Close
Difference
P Value

Liberal Party of Aus.
1.81
2.11
***-0.308
.000



(497)
(201)


Labor Party
2.27
2.37
-0.098
.404



(361)
(169)


National Party
2.13
2.20
-0.068
.859



(38)
(15)


Greens
2.70
2.23
*0.472
.102



(53)
(31)


Australian Dems.
3.00
1.86
**1.143
.054



(4)
(7)


One Nation
2.78
2.00
0.778
.457



(9)
(2)


Other
1.67
2.00
-0.333
.564



(3)
(1)


Satisfaction Differences in Ireland:


Mean
Mann-Whitney


Party
Close
Not Close
Difference
P Value

Fianna Fail
1.78
2.03
**-0.250
.013



(316)
(32)


Fine Gael
2.25
2.29
-0.034
.542



(131)
(14)


Labour
2.37
2.00
0.368
.579



(39)
(2)


Sinn Fein
2.51
2.00
0.514
.317



(35)
(1)


Green
2.37
2.00
0.370
.626



(19)
(2)


Other
4.00
2.00
2.000
.317



(1)
(1)

Satisfaction Differences in United States:

Mean
Mann-Whitney


Party
Close
Not Close
Difference
P Value


Republican
1.65
1.72
-.067
.565



(252)
(18)


Democrat
2.31
2.70
**-0.386
.095



(287)
(30)


Other
2.40
2.00
0.400
.738



(10)
(1)


Closeness to the respondents’ preferred parties also gave different results between the two systems. Australia and Ireland showed a significant difference in satisfaction levels between those who preferred the winning and felt close to it and those who preferred the winner but did not feel close in the United States. There was a minimal difference in satisfaction with democracy between those who felt close to their preferred Republican party and those who did not feel close to that same preference. Another difference between the two systems was present in the runner up party. There was a significant difference between closeness levels for those who preferred the Democrat party in the United States whereas there was only a minimal difference within the runner up parties in Australia and Ireland.  Those who preferred the Democrat party but didn’t feel close had an average satisfaction level of 2.70. This is far more dissatisfied than any other party preference. One possible explanation for this extreme satisfaction score could be strategic voting. It’s possible that some of the respondents felt forced to pick the Democrat party so their sincere vote wouldn’t serve as a “spoiler”, but end up losing anyhow. 

Multiple Regression
Because of my suggestive and significant findings in the difference of means analysis, I use multiple regression to assess the independent effect of each variable on citizen satisfaction with democracy. I used citizen satisfaction with democracy as the dependent variable and then created two models per country to measure the relationship between my independent variables and the dependent variable. First, I tested a simple demographic model using the same demographic variables in the difference of means analysis. Then, I tested a party preference model retaining the demographic variables but also adding the party dummy variables into the equation. 

Multiple Regression Equations
Demographic Base Model (Model 1)

Satisfaction with democracy = constant + age + education + income (+race in U.S.)

Party Preference Base Model (Model 2)

Satisfaction with democracy = constant + age + education + income + winner 

+ minor party + closeness (+race in U.S.)


A positive relationship indicates that an increase in the independent variable causes an increase in the dependent variable. A negative relationship indicates that an increase in the independent variable causes a decrease in the dependent variable. Because of how the dependent variable is coded (on a scale of 1 to 4 where 1 indicates very satisfied and 4 not at all satisfied), the direction of the relationship may seem counterintuitive.  The variables to pay close attention to in regards to direction of relationship are age, education  and income.   An increase in age would potentially have a negative relationship if older voters tend to have higher levels of satisfaction. Education is coded from least amount of education to university graduates so this variable would have a negative direction if those with less education were less satisfied with democracy. Finally, income is coded from low income earners (1=first quintile) to high (5=fifth quintile) and would also have a negative direction if those in the high income quintile were more satisfied with democracy.  Dummy variables that I created are coded so that 0 = part of the population that was more satisfied, 1 = part of the population that was less satisfied. By doing this, a positive relationship would indicate that a positive relationship is associated with more satisfaction.  The results from the multiple regression tests can be found in Tables 5, 6 and 7. 


The R2 for both models in all three countries is very small, meaning that the independent variables I chose explain a very small percentage of the variance from the mean (average satisfaction with democracy score). However, because my main purpose of the regression analysis is to assess the independent effects of my independent variables, rather than an explanation of the variation in the dependent variable, I am not too concerned with low R2 values.  The constant, the value of the dependent variable when all independent variables equal zero, is significant at the .01 level for both models in all three countries. 

Table 5. Multivariate Regression: The Effects of Party Preference on Citizen Satisfaction with Democracy in Australia







Demographic1


Party Preference2







Base Model


Base Model






Expected
Coefficient

T-
Coefficient

T-




Direction
(s.e.()
Beta1
Value1
(s.e.()
Beta2
Value2

Demographic Variables



Age
-
0.000
-0.014
-0.54
0.000
-0.002
-0.06





(.000)


(.000)



Gender
+
-0.003
-0.001
-0.06
0.065
0.030
1.04





(.060)


(.062)



Education
-
0.032*
0.047
1.69
0.027
0.043
1.38





(.019)


(.020)



Income
-
-0.080***
-0.098
-3.49
-0.056**
-0.071
-2.28





(.023)


(.024)


Party Variables



Winner
+
---
---
---
0.408***
0.186
6.10








(.067)



Minor Party
+
---
---
---
0.038
0.012
0.383








(.100)



Party Closeness
+
---
---
---
0.124*
0.052
1.81








(.067)


Constant

2.195***

19.91
1.809***

14.93

R2


.008


.049



Model 1, the demographic model, had similar results in Australia and Ireland. The coefficients reported in the regression tables represent the slope of the regression line for that variable when all other variables are held constant. The closer the slope is to +/- 1.00, the greater the association between the independent and dependent variable. The slopes for the demographic variables in Australia and Ireland were generally very small and not significant. The only exception was for the income variables for both countries (significant at .01 level in Australia and .10 in Ireland). The slope for education is also significant at the .10 level in Australia. 

Table 6. Multivariate Regression: The Effects of Party Preference on Citizen Satisfaction with Democracy in Ireland







Demographic1


Party Preference2







Base Model


Base Model






Expected
Coefficient

T-
Coefficient

T-




Direction
(s.e.()
Beta1
Value1
(s.e.()
Beta2
Value2
Demographic Variables



Age
-
0.000
-0.015
-0.69
0.000
0.002
0.05





(.000)


(.001)



Gender
+
-0.015
-0.010
-0.44
0.014
0.010
0.23





(.035)


(.060)



Education
-
0.000
0.001
0.04
-0.001
-0.002
-0.05





(.012)


(.020)



Income
-
-0.026*
-0.010
-0.44
-0.016
-0.033
-0.71





(.014)


(.023)


Party Variables



Winner
+
---
---
---
0.454***
0.307
6.21








(.073)



Minor Party
+
---
---
---
0.079
0.043
0.86








(.092)



Party Closeness
+
---
---
---
0.105
0.040
0.98








(.108)


Constant

2.231***

35.46
1.846***

17.94

R2


.002


.111




The United States had much different results in the demographic model. All but one variable, education, had significant slopes (age, race and income at .01 level. Gender at .05). Furthermore, the slopes were larger than those in Australia and Ireland. This means that in the United States there is a larger association between the independent demographic variables and citizen satisfaction with democracy when all other variables are held constant. 

Table 7. Multivariate Regression: The Effects of Party Preference on Citizen Satisfaction with Democracy in the United States







Demographic1


Party Preference2






Base Model


Base Model






Expected
Coefficient

T-
Coefficient

T-




Direction
(s.e.()
Beta1
Value1
(s.e.()

Beta2
Value2

Demographic Variables



Age
-
-0.006***
-0.108
-3.26
-0.005**
-0.094
-2.22





(.002)


(.002)



Gender
+
0.149**
0.075
2.30
0.038
0.020
0.48





(.065)


(.078)



Race
+
0.534***
0.203
6.147
0.223*
0.087
1.92





(.087)


(.116)



Education
-
-0.037
-0.054
-1.58
-0.021
-0.033
-0.75





(.023)


(.028)



Income
-
-0.044**
-0.075
-2.21
-0.019
-0.033
-0.77





(.020)


(.025)


Party Variables



Winner
+
---
---
---
0.553***
0.296
6.44








(.086)



Minor Party
+
---
---
---
0.148
0.025
0.59








(.250)



Party Closeness
+
---
---
---
0.242*
0.069
1.65








(.147)


Constant

2.618***

13.51
2.123***

8.59

R2


.081


.143




Model 2, the party preference model, also had similar results in Australia and Ireland. The slopes on the demographic variables fell from statistical significance, except for income in Australia retaining a significance level of .05. In both Ireland and Australia, the slope of the minor party dummy variable was small and had no significance, as expected. The winner dummy variable had a much higher slope than the other variables and was significant at the .01 level for both countries as well.  Party closeness had little association with satisfaction levels (.1 significance in Australia only).


Once again, the United States differed from the two countries that use preferential voting in the party preference model. First, the slope of the winner dummy variable was larger (significant at the .01 level) than the same variable in Australia and Ireland. This was expected based off the findings from the Anderson and Guillory study (1997). They found that winners in majoritarian systems were more satisfied than winners in preferential systems and this goes along with their results. The minor party dummy variable had a small slope that wasn’t significant but this was expected because of the very small N. Nonetheless, the slope for this variable was slightly larger in the U.S. than in Ireland and Australia. It would be worthwhile to see if this would change with a larger sample of minor party preferences in the United States. Finally, the party closeness dummy variable had a higher slope than the same variable in Australia and Ireland (significant at the .10 level). 


Overall, the party preference and demographic variables combined showed little association to satisfaction with democracy in Ireland. This means that satisfaction levels vary minimally along these lines in Ireland, the most preferential of the three countries. Australia had similar results but with a significant association found in the income and party closeness variables. The United States differed the most with significant associations found in age, race and party closeness. All three countries had a significant and positive association between the winner dummy variable and satisfaction with democracy. 

Conclusion 


Despite theories that preferential voting causes higher levels of citizen satisfaction with democracy, the United States still equal or higher levels of satisfaction with democracy than exist in Ireland and Australia.  However, in the United States satisfaction is more dependant upon various demographic categories and whether or not one supports the winning party.  Also the number of those who preferred a minor party are drastically higher in Ireland and Australia indicating that their system allows for more party options. 

In order to better understand the relationship between citizen satisfaction with democracy and electoral systems, we must examine strategic voting. I attempted this in my study but data for minor party preferences in the United States the CSES data set is very limited.  And since strategic voting happens the most in minor parties under majoritarian systems, such as that in the United States, there is more research to be done on this question.  

Breaking down citizen satisfaction levels along the lines of strategic voting is important because advocates for preferential voting boast that this system is better because it eliminates the idea of “wasted votes”.  If  those who voted sincerely for a minor party and still lost (or wasted their vote) are more satisfied than those who voted strategically and lost, this would work in favor of preferential voting advocates. 


Also, another avenue to study would be the local usage of IRV in the United States. Currently research is limited on the effects of IRV in the United States.  As the number of jurisdictions using Instant Runoff in the United States increases, so will the opportunity to study voter satisfaction. 

Data Appendix
Note: All the variables in my study are found in the 2006 Comparative Study of Electoral Studies data set. In the United States and Australia, the survey was conducted during their 2004 national elections. Ireland’s survey was conducted during their 2002 national election.

Dependent Variable
Citizen Satisfaction with Democracy: Satisfaction means measured by response to the question: On the whole, are you 1. very satisfied, 2. fairly satisfied, 3. not very satisfied, or 4. not at all satisfied with the way democracy works in [country]? Mean values can range from 1 to 4 (satisfied to not very satisfied).

Independent Variables
Demographic Control Variables:
· Age: Interval/ratio

· Gender: Coded 0=male, 1=female.

· Education: Ranges from 1-8 with 1= less than secondary complete to 8=University grad. 

· Income: The ordinal variable is broken up into quintiles. 1=lowest to 5=highest. 

· Race: The dichotomous variable is coded 0=white, 1=African American. This variable is only used in U.S. analysis because it was omitted from Ireland and Australia’s survey.

Party Preference Variables:
· Winner: This variable is based off the response to: What political party do you feel closest to? It is recoded as a dichotomous variable so that  0 = prefers winning party, 1= prefers other. (Australia: 0=Liberal Party of Australia, 1=Other. Ireland: 0=Fianna Fail, 1= Other. U.S.: 0=Republican, 1= Other)
· Minor Party: This variable is based off the response to: What political party do you feel closest to? It is recoded as a dichotomous variable so that  0=prefers major party, 1=prefers minor party. (Australia: 0=Liberal Party of Australia and Labor Party, 1= Other. Ireland: 0=Fianna Fail and Fine Gael, 1= Other. U.S.: 0= Republican and Democrat, 1= Other)
Closeness: This variable is based off the response to: How close do you feel to [party preference]? 1=close, 2=somewhat close, 3=not very close. It is recoded as a dichotomous variable. 0=close or somewhat close, 1=not close

References
Anderson, Christopher and Christine Guilory.1997. “Political Institutions and 

Satisfaction with Democracy: A Cross-National Analysis of Consensus and Majoritarian Systems.” American Political Science Review 91: 66-81.

Burden, Barry C. 2005. “Minor Parties and Strategic Voting in Recent U.S. Election.” 

Electoral Studies 24: 603-618.

Carey, John and Matthew Shugart. 1995. “Incentives to Cultivate a Personal Vote: A 

Rank Ordering of Electoral Formulas.” Electoral Studies 14: 417-439. 

Chubb, Basil. 1992 The Government and Politics of Ireland. Harlow (UK): Longman.

Disch, Lisa Jane. 2002. The Tyranny of the Two-Party System. New York: Columbia 

University Press.

Farrell, David M. and Ian McAllister. 2005. “1902 and the Origins of Preferential 

Electoral Systems in Australia.” Australian Journal of History and Politics 51: 155-167.

Farrell, David M. and Ian McAllister. 2003. “Voter Satisfaction and Electoral 

Systems: Does Preferential Voting in Candidate-Centered Systems Make a Difference?” Presented at the annual meeting of the American Political Science Association, Philadelphia. 

Lijphart, Arend. 1999. “Australian Democracy: Modifying Majoritarianism?” 

Australian Journal of Political Science 34: 313-326.

Neely, Francis. 2005 “An Assessment of Ranked-Choice Voting in the 2004 San 

Fransisco Election.” Final Report, San Fransisco State/Public Research Institute, May 2005. http://pri.sfsu.edu.

Norris, Pippa. 2004 Electoral Engineering. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Oliver, Marsha. 2004. “Alternative Voting Systems: Facts and Issues.” League of Women 

Voters: Minnesota, September. www.lwv.org.

Reilly, Ben & Michael Maley. 2000. “The Single Transferable Vote and the Alternative 

Vote Compared.” In Election in Australia, Ireland, and Malta under the Single Transferable Vote, ed. Shaun Bowler and Bernard Grofman. Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press. 

Sneyd, Ross. 2006. “Vt. City Electing Mayor Via Instant Runoff.” Los Angeles Times, 3 

March. 

Swindle, Stephen. 2002. “The Supply and Demand of the Personal Vote.” Party Politics 

8: 279-300.

Warhurst, John. 2004. “Patterns and Directions in Australian Politics over the Past 


Fifty Years.” Australian Journal of Politics and History 50(2): 163-177.
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* = significant at the .10 level, ** = significant at the .05 level, *** = significant at the .01 level


1 Satisfaction means for all three countries are measured by response to the question: on the whole, are you 1. Very satisfied, 2. Fairly satisfied, 3.  Not very satisfied, or 4. Not at all satisfied with the way democracy works in [country]?


2 Comparing degree of closeness within the respondents’ preferred parties
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