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GLOSSARY

Based on Reynolds and Bailey (1997) and Shugart and Wattenberg (2001)

[Note: Items in italic mean cross references.]

Closed list. It refers to a specific type of proportional representation system in which the voter can only cast his/her vote for a list of candidates submitted by a political party or organization. Candidates are elected in the order in which they are ranked on the list. The ranking is decided solely by the party and the voter cannot change it via any indication of his or her preferences in the ballot. The closed list system, when compared with the open list one, gives party leadership more control over its members and therefore tend to strengthen party discipline. Closed list system is currently adopted in the elections of geographical constituencies of LegCo in HKSAR. 
First-past-the-post system. Sometimes also called simple plurality system, it is the most common type of majoritarian electoral system. In a first-past-the-post system, there will be only one seat in a given district or constituency; the candidate who wins the most number of votes (not necessarily a majority of votes) will get the seat. Like other majoritarian systems, disproportionality between the number of seats won and the votes received is often associated with the first-past-the-post system. However, this disproportionality usually contributes to the development of a two-party system, which tends to increase political stability. First-past-the-post system is used in the election of District Councils in HKSAR; the most well-known example abroad is the election of UK House of Commons.   
Majoritarian system. It refers to electoral systems which allocate seats on an essentially winner-take-all basis. In other words, all seats within a given district will be given to candidate(s) that win the most votes, as determined by the exact formula used. The first-past-the-post system (or simple plurality system) is the most common example of a majoritarian electoral system. As a consequence of its winner-take-all nature, disproportionality is often associated with majoritarian systems. In other words, the number of seats won by a party may differ hugely from the proportion of votes it receives in the election. The opposite of majoritarian system is proportional representation system. 
Mixed system. It refers to electoral systems which contain components of both proportional representation and majoritarian system. In a mixed system, the whole election will be divided into two tiers, with some seats returned by PR and some returned by a majoritarian (e.g. first-past-the-post) system. A voter will therefore have two votes, one to his/her favorite candidate in the constituency, the other to his/her favorite party list of candidates. Mixed systems can be further divided in two sub-types: mixed-member majoritarian (MMM, also known as parallel system) and mixed-member proportional (MMP). In MMM, the PR seats are allocated in parallel to the majoritarian ones, and therefore preserving some disproportionality resulting from the majoritarian system. In MMP, special formulas are designed such that any disproportionality resulting from the majoritarian tier will be compensated in the PR tier, thus preserving the overall proportionality as found in other PR systems. In our proposal, we suggest the lower chamber of the HKSAR LegCo adopt MMM system.   
Open-list.  A form of list proportional representation in which a voter has the option of casting either one or more preference votes or a single list vote.  Candidates are elected from the list in order determined by their preference votes.
Parliamentary system. It refers to a political system in which the executive branch is effectively fused with the legislative branch. In a parliamentary system, the head of the executive branch (usually called the Prime Minister [PM] or Chancellor) and his/her cabinet members come from the majority party (or majority parties in the case of a coalition government) in the legislature. This means that the whole cabinet is formally accountable to the legislature, which can oust the PM or any members of the cabinet via a “vote of non-confidence”. A corollary of this is that, unlike the President in a presidential system, the terms of office for the PM is not fixed, although usually there will be rules stipulating the maximum term of legislature – and hence of PM. Parliamentary systems are found in the United Kingdom and many of Commonwealth countries, as well as most of the West European countries, including Germany, Spain and Italy. A schematic diagram of parliamentary system is given below.


[image: image1]
Plurality system. It refers to majoritarian systems in which the candidate(s) with the most votes win. The first-past-the-post system, in which there is only one seat in a constituency, is a plurality system. The double-seat constituencies, double-vote system, proposed in this report to return 1/3 of the seats in HK’s Lower chamber, is another example of a plurality system.
Presidential system. It refers to a political system in which there is a formal separation between the executive branch and the legislative branch. In a presidential system, the head of the executive branch (usually called the President or, in the case of HKSAR, the Chief Executive) is elected separately from members of the legislative branch. Both the President and the legislature have fixed term of office. The legislature cannot oust the President or members of his/her cabinet with a simple “vote of non-confidence” found in parliamentary systems. Compared with parliamentary systems, presidential systems allow more check and balance between the executive and the legislature; yet it may also bring in more gridlock in policy making, especially when the two branches are controlled by different parties. Presidential systems are adopted in the United States, the Philippines, as well as many Latin American countries. For a full list of these countries, please refer to Table XX. A schematic diagram of presidential system is given below. 
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Proportional representation (PR). It refers to a class of electoral systems which allocate seats in a given district or constituency based on the proportion of votes received by each party or list of candidates. In other words, PR system is used together with multi-member constituencies. There are many possible varieties of PR, depending on (1) the exact formula used to translate number of votes received into seats allocated and (2) whether preferential voting (e.g. open or closed list) is adopted. PR is the opposite of majoritarian system; while the latter encourages two-party system, the former often leads to multi-party system. Between these two opposites of PR and majoritarian there exists a hybrid electoral system called mixed system that contains components of both. PR (with closed list) is used in election of the geographical constituencies of the LegCo in HKSAR. Elsewhere in the world, PR can be found in many countries, including Germany.
Appendix 2.1: Explanation of Support for Democracy based on public survey conducted by the research team
	Equation:
	(1)
	(2)

	Dependent Variable:
	Universal Suffrage 

Chief Executive
	Universal Suffrage 

Legislative Council

	　
	Coef.
	Beta
	Robust SE
	Sig.
	t
	Coef.
	Beta
	Robust SE
	Sig.
	t

	Sex
	0.58
	0.21
	0.09
	***
	6.24
	0.40
	0.15
	0.09
	***
	4.37

	Age
	0.00
	0.01
	0.02
	
	0.26
	0.00
	0.01
	0.02
	
	0.27

	Education
	0.05
	0.08
	0.03
	
	1.54
	0.05
	0.08
	0.03
	
	1.52

	Working or Not
	-0.12
	-0.04
	0.10
	
	-1.20
	0.07
	0.02
	0.10
	
	0.66

	Income
	0.06
	0.12
	0.03
	**
	2.22
	0.04
	0.07
	0.02
	
	1.52

	Poverty Work
	-0.11
	-0.06
	0.07
	*
	-1.65
	-0.01
	-0.01
	0.06
	
	-0.18

	Equality
	0.03
	0.03
	0.04
	
	0.85
	0.03
	0.03
	0.03
	
	0.83

	Welfare
	0.11
	0.11
	0.04
	***
	3.18
	0.08
	0.08
	0.03
	**
	2.37

	Interpersonal Trust Dummy
	0.04
	0.01
	0.14
	
	0.27
	0.17
	0.05
	0.13
	
	1.36

	Respect Authority
	0.03
	0.02
	0.07
	
	0.49
	-0.06
	-0.03
	0.06
	
	-0.98

	Sign Petition
	-0.04
	-0.02
	0.07
	
	-0.62
	-0.16
	-0.10
	0.08
	*
	-2.04

	Post-Materialism
	-0.15
	-0.07
	0.09
	*
	-1.74
	-0.16
	-0.08
	0.08
	**
	-2.17

	Financial Satisfaction
	-0.01
	-0.01
	0.03
	
	-0.27
	0.02
	0.02
	0.03
	
	0.55

	Confidence in Political Party
	-0.23
	-0.11
	0.08
	***
	-2.81
	-0.27
	-0.14
	0.08
	***
	-3.29

	Satisfaction w/ HK Governance System
	0.05
	0.06
	0.04
	
	1.28
	0.07
	0.08
	0.04
	
	1.69

	Governance
	-0.07
	-0.07
	0.04
	**
	-2.12
	-0.07
	-0.07
	0.03
	**
	-2.01

	Political Discussion
	0.28
	0.11
	0.10
	**
	2.69
	0.30
	0.12
	0.09
	***
	3.19

	Political Interest
	0.01
	0.01
	0.08
	
	0.19
	0.19
	0.09
	0.07
	***
	2.69

	Constant
	2.03
	.
	0.46
	***
	4.45
	1.97
	.
	0.43
	***
	4.61

	Observation:
	1013
	1013

	R-square:
	0.15
	0.15

	Note: Robust t statistics in parentheses, * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%.  F-tests are jointly significant at 0% for the above findings along with each regression generated from the 5-imputed datasets.  Huber/White/sandwich estimator of variance is to be used in place of the traditional calculation of standard error.  Ramsey RESET test using powers of the fitted values of the dependent variable fails to reject the null hypothesis of no omitted variable bias at the 5% significant level, and the Breusch-Pagan /Cook-Weisberg test for heteroskedasticity fails to reject the null hypothesis of constant variance at the 5% level for each imputed regression.  The variables also show no multicollinearity.  The r-square indicated that 15% of the variance is explained by the regression models respectively. 


Appendix 2.2: Composition of the Current Election Committee
According to Annex I of the Basic Law, the Election Committee consists of 800 members from four sectors. Each sector shall return 200 members. The term of office of the Election Committee shall be five years.

1st Sector:

· Industrial, commercial and financial sectors
2nd Sector:

· The Professions

3rd Sector:

· Labour, social services, religious and other sectors
4th Sector:

· Members of the Legislative Council

· Representatives of district-based organizations

· Hong Kong deputies to the National People's Congress
· Representatives of Hong Kong members of the National Committee of the
Chinese People's Political Consultative Conference
Appendix 3.1: Methods of Producing the World's Senates and Second Chambers
	Fully elected Senates
	Partially elected/partially appointed Senates
	Appointed 
Senates

	Direct suffrage
	Indirect suffrage
	Mixed
suffrage
	Direct 
suffrage
	Indirect
suffrage
	 

	Australia
Bolivia
Brazil
Colombia
Czech Republic
Dominican
Republic
Haiti
Japan
Kyrgyzstan
Liberia
Mexico
Nigeria
Palau
Paraguay
Philippines
Poland
Romania
Switzerland
Thailand
United States
Uruguay
	Argentina
Austria
Bosnia-Herzegovina
Burkina Faso
Ethiopia
France
Gabon
Germany
Mauritania
Morocco
Namibia
Netherlands
Russian
Federation
Slovenia
South Africa
Yugoslavia
	Belgium
Spain
	Chile
Italy
	Algeria
Belarus
Botswana
Egypt
India
Ireland
Kazakhstan
Madagascar
Malaysia
Nepal
Swaziland
Tajikistan
	Antigua-and-Barbuda
Bahamas
Barbados
Belize
Cambodia
Canada
Fiji (Isles)
Grenada
Jamaica
Jordan
Lesotho
Saint Lucia
Trinidad and Tobago
United Kingdom

	21
	16
	2
	2
	12
	14

	
	
	
	
	
	


Source: Forum of the World’s Senate 2000 (http://www.senat.fr/senatsdumonde/english/english-synthese.html)
Appendix 3.2: Powers of 20 Second Chambers – with 17 of OECD Member States 

	
	Ordinary legislation
	Financial legislation
	Dispute
resolution
	Constitutional 
amendments

	Australia:

Senate
	Bills are introduced in either house. Upper house may amend of reject any legislation.
	Must be introduced in lower house. Upper house may not amend but may ‘request’ amendments, or reject.
	Only means of resolving disputes is to dissolve both houses of parliament.
	Must pass at least one house with absolute majority and then pass referendum by majority and with support in more than half the states. 

	Austria:

Bundesrat
	Bills are introduced in lower house. Upper house can object within eight weeks, but cannot amend.
	Upper house cannot object to federal budget.
	Lower house can override upper house veto.
	Passed by lower house only, but if one-third of upper house members demand it, there must be a referendum.

	Belgium:

Sénat
	Two kinds of legislation: ‘ordinary’ bills start in lower house and pass automatically unless 15 senators demand a review within 15 days (Sénat then can consider for 60 days); ‘bicameral’ bills, covering, e.g., foreign affairs, need support of both chambers.
	Treated as ordinary legislation.
	Lower house can override upper house veto on ‘ordinary’ legislation.
	Require both houses to be dissolved, and two-thirds majority in both new houses.

	Canada:

Senate
	Bills are introduced in either house. Upper house may amend or reject any legislation.
	Must be introduced in lower house. Upper house may amend but not increase costs.
	No means of resolving disputes

--bills may shuttle indefinitely.
	Senate can only block for 180 days, but must also be agreed by legislative assemblies in two-thirds of provinces, comprising 50% of population.

	Czech 
Republic:

Senate
	Bills are introduced in lower house. Upper house has 30 days to review.
	Treated as ordinary legislation.
	Absolute majority of deputies can overrule upper house veto.
	Must be passed by three-fifths majority in both houses.

	France:

Sénat
	Bills are introduced in either house. Upper house has right to amend or veto any legislation.
	Must be introduced in lower house. Upper house may have as few as 15 days to consider it.
	After two readings in each house, or one in case of urgency, joint committee proposes a compromise, which cannot be amended. If rejected, lower house has last word.
	There and ‘organic’ laws (covering, for example, the electoral system) must pass both houses and then either a joint sitting by three-fifths majority or referendum.

	Germany:

Bundesrat
	Upper house sees and comments on all legislation before introduction in lower house. After lower house reading bills return to upper house for approval.
	Treated as ordinary legislation, except budget which is introduced in both houses simultaneously.
	Joint committee recommends a compromise, which usually cannot be amended. Then upper house has veto on bills affecting the states (around 60% of bills) , lower house has last word otherwise.
	Must be passed by two-thirds majority in both houses.

	India:

Rajya

Sabha
	Bills are introduced in either house. Reviewing house has six months.
	Most such bills must be introduced in the lower house, but budget is introduced in both houses simultaneously and upper house has 14 days to review (lower house is decisive).
	If upper house passes unwelcome amendments, rejects the bill, or fails to consider it within six months, joint session decides.
	Must be passed by two-thirds majority in both houses and majority of total membership of both houses.

	Ireland:

Seanad
	Bills are introduced in either house. Upper house has 90 days to consider bills passed by lower house.
	Must be introduced in lower house. Upper house has 21 days to review. Can ‘suggest’ amend-

Ments, but lower house may ignore. 
	Lower house can override upper house veto within 180 days.
	Treated as ordinary legislation, but must then pass a referendum.

	Italy:

Senato
	Both houses have equal powers to introduce, amend, and reject legislation.
	Treated as ordinary legislation. Budgets introduced in two houses alternately each year.
	No means of resolving disputes—bills may shuttle indefinitely.
	Must pass both houses by two-thirds majority. If not by absolute majority, subject to referendum if requested by one-fifth of members of either house, 500,000 electors, or five regional councils.

	Japan:

Sangün
	Bills are introduced in either house. Upper house has 60 days to review legislation.
	Must be introduced in lower house. Upper house has 30 days to review. Lower house has last word.
	Two-thirds majority in lower house overrules upper house veto. Lower house may call a joint mediation committee, but has the last word. 
	Must be passed by two-thirds majority in each house.

	Mexico:

Cámara de Senadores
	Bills are introduced in either house. Both houses may amend or reject legislation.
	Must be introduced in lower house. Lower house has last word on spending and upper house on tax.
	Bill shuttles twice then ‘review’ house has the last word.
	Must be passed by two-thirds majority in both houses, and by half of all provinces.

	Netherlands:

Eerste

Kamer
	Bills are introduced in lower house. Upper house can reject, but not amend, bills.
	Treated as ordinary legislation.
	Upper house has last word.
	Require both houses to be dissolved, and two-thirds majority in both new houses.

	Poland:

Senat
	Bills are introduced in lower house. Upper house has 30 days to review legislation.
	Treated as ordinary legislation.
	Lower house can override upper house veto.
	Must be passed by two-thirds majority in lower house and absolute majority in upper house.

	Russia:

Council of the Federation
	Bills are introduced in lower house. Upper house cannot amend bills but may reject within 14 days.
	Treated as ordinary legislation.
	Joint committee recommends a compromise, which may be overridden by two-thirds majority in lower house.
	Some must be passed by three-fifths majority in both houses, others treated as ordinary legislation.

	South Africa:

National Council of Provinces
	Bills are introduced in either house. For ordinary legislation upper house members have one vote each. For bills affecting provinces each province casts one block vote.
	Must be introduced in lower house, but otherwise treated as ordinary legislation.
	Joint committee recommends a compromise, which may be overridden by two-thirds majority in lower house.
	Must be passed by two-thirds majority in lower house and six out of nine provinces in upper house, voting as blocks.

	Spain:

Senado
	Bills are introduced in lower house. Upper house has two months to review, or 20 days in case of urgency, and may introduce amendments with an absolute majority.
	Treated as ordinary legislation.
	Lower house can override upper house amendments. Upper house veto may be overridden by an absolute lower house majority, or a simple majority after two months delay.
	Most changes must pass by three-fifths majority in both houses. Joint committee can propose compromise, which requires two-thirds majority in lower house and absolute majority in upper house. Also subject to referendum if requested by one-tenth of members of either house.


	Switzerland:

Stánderat
	Bills are introduced in either house. Both houses have veto power over legislation.
	Treated as ordinary legislation.
	Joint committee recommends a compromise. If this is rejected, the bill fails.
	Unless passed by both houses, requires referendum.

	UK:

House of Lords
	Bills are introduced in either house. Upper house may amend or reject legislation. However, by convention upper house does not reject legislation implementing government’s manifesto commitments.
	Bills classified as ‘money bills’ must be introduced in lower house. Upper house may only delay for one month.
	Lower house can override upper house veto approximately one year after bill’s introduction in new parliamentary session.
	Treated as ordinary legislation, except bill to extend life of a parliament, which lord can veto.

	USA:

Senate
	Bills are introduced in either house. Senate can amend or reject any legislation.
	Must be introduced in lower house, but otherwise treated as ordinary legislation.
	Shuttles indefinitely, but joint committee, with non-binding outcome, may be called at any time.
	Must be passed by two-thirds majority in both houses, and ratified by three-quarters of states within seven years.


Source: Russell (2000).
Appendix 3.3: Small Number of Registered Voters among Some FCs
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Source: Young, 2005.
Appendix 3.4: Composition of Upper House: Strengths and Weaknesses of 4 Choices
	 Choices

Criteria (Goals of bicameral legislatures)
	A. Only present FCs in Upper House 
	B. Only Reformed FC in Upper House: reduce/eliminate corporate voting and FCs with very small electorate (e.g. <1000)


	C. Include others but still stress FC: 

-FC: 50% of seats in Upper House;

-Indirectly elected members: 25%

-Appointed members by Appointment Commission: 20%

-HK’s Delegates in NPC/CPPCC: 5%
	D. Include others but still stress FC: 

FC: 40% of seats in Upper House;

-Indirectly elected members: 40%

-Appointed members by Appointment Commission: 10%

- HK’s Delegates in NPC/CPPCC: 10%

	1. Ensure broad representation: 

of different interests in districts, classes and political beliefs)  

  
	Most limited among 4 options; lowest electoral legitimacy


	Limited; low electoral legitimacy
	Moderately Strong; relatively larger electoral legitimacy: can incorporate perspectives of different districts, class, Beijing and political beliefs in legislative deliberation


	Strongest electoral legitimacy: can incorporate perspectives of different districts, class, political beliefs and forces (political parties and Beijing) in legislative deliberation

	2.  Improve public policy deliberation

	Most limited among 4 options: relatively lower participation rates of its members and narrow sectoral perspectives
	Limited: participation rates may be better than L.H.S  of its members and narrow sectoral perspectives
	Strong: relatively higher participation rates of its members and broader perspectives
	Strong:  relatively higher participation rates of its members and broader perspectives

	3.  Enhance accountability: blocking problematic legislation & supply improved monitoring of the executive branch.
	FC Easily subject to  pressure from Executive branch and least able to monitor it. 


	Subject to less pressure from Executive branch and more able to monitor it than the L.H.S.
	More able to do so than the L.H.S.
	More able to do so than the L.H.S.

	4. Overall ability to fulfill goals of bicameral legislature
	Lowest


	Low
	Strong
	Strongest


Appendix 3.5: Institutional Features of the Navette (Non-Financial)

	Nomination of Senate
	Country
	Introduction of Non-Financial Legislation
	Number of Rounds
	Final Decision
	Comments

	Appointed
	Canada
	Either house
	3/2
	Conference committee
	Formally, upper house has the same powers as lower house; in practices, upper house rarely rejects or even amends legislation and thus plays mainly an advisory role

	
	United Kingdom
	Either house
	3/2 or 2
	Two successive approvals by lower house
	1 year must elapse between 1st and 2nd approval by lower house; legislation is not returned to lower house after 2nd upper house rejection; 2 positive lower house votes are sufficient for passage

	Partially elected by indirect suffrage
	Ireland
	Either house
	2 or 5/2
	Conference committee, or lower house after 90 days
	Upper house has 90 days to review legislation; lower house must pass decisive resolution within 180 days thereafter

	
	Italy
	Either house
	Indefinite
	No stopping rules
	

	Fully elected senates by mixed suffrage
	Belgium Article 77 legislation
	Upper house
	Indefinite
	No stopping rules
	Lower house retains right of legislative initiative, in which case legislation is introduced in lower house

	
	Belgium Article 78 legislation
	Lower house
	2
	Lower house
	Upper house retains right of legislative initiative, in which case legislation is introduced in upper house, adding 1/2 round

	
	Spain 

Article 74 Legislation
	Upper or lower house, depending on content
	5/2
	Conference committee, then lower house
	Article 74 deals with treaties and autonomous communities

	
	Spain 

Article 87 Legislation
	Lower house
	1
	Lower house
	Upper house has 2 months to review legislation (20 days in case of urgency)

	Fully elected senates by indirect suffrage
	Austria
	Either house
	5/2 or 3
	Dissolution/new election; if continued disagreement, joint session
	Absolute majority of total membership of the legislature required for passage; 3 months must elapse between 1st and 2nd approval of lower house

	
	France
	Either House
	Indefinite; 3 (2 if urgent)
	Conference committee, then lower house
	Government decides where bills are introduced, the number of rounds, and whether lower house decides

	
	Germany
	Government bills in upper house; otherwise either house
	2 or 5/2
	Conference committee, lower house decided by majority or 2/3 majority in specific cases; otherwise, upper house retains veto power
	

	
	Netherlands
	Lower house or joint session
	1/2
	Upper house
	Upper house has no amendment powers

	Fully elected senates by direct suffrage
	Australia
	Either house
	5/2 or 3
	Dissolution/new election; if continued disagreement, joint session
	Absolute majority of total membership of the legislature required for passage; 3 months must elapse between 1st and 2nd approval of lower house

	
	Czech Rep.
	Lower house
	1
	Lower house
	Upper house has 30 days to review legislation

	
	Japan
	Either house
	1
	Conference committee or lower house by 2/3 majority
	Upper house may have a maximum of 60 days to review legislation

	
	Mexico
	Either house
	3/2
	Reviewing house, by majority
	Partially approved bills may be forwarded to executive for promulgation

	
	Poland
	Lower house
	1
	Lower house, by absolute majority
	Upper house has a maximum of 30 days to review legislation

	
	Switzerland
	Either house
	7/2
	Conference committee 
	Each house retains veto power

	
	United States
	Either house
	Indefinite
	Conference committee (at any time)
	


Source: Tsebelis and Money (1997) Bicameralism; Senate of the World http://www.senat.fr/
Appendix 3.6: Institutional Features of the Navette (Financial)
	Nomination of Senate
	Country
	Introduction of Financial Legislation
	Number of Rounds
	Final Decision
	Comments

	Appointed
	Canada
	Lower house
	2 or 3
	Conference committee then reviewing house
	Formally, upper house has the same powers as lower house; in practices, upper house rarely rejects or even amends legislation and thus plays mainly an advisory role

	
	United Kingdom
	Lower house
	1/2
	Lower house
	Upper house can delay a maximum of 1 month

	Partially elected by indirect suffrage
	Ireland
	Lower house
	1
	Lower house
	Upper house may recommend changes to lower house within a maximum of 21 days

	
	Italy
	Alternately in lower and upper houses
	Indefinite
	No stopping rules
	

	Fully elected senates by mixed suffrage
	Belgium
	Lower house
	0
	Lower house
	Article 74 defines budgetary legislation as the responsibility of the king at the lower house only

	
	Spain
	Lower house
	1
	Lower house
	

	Fully elected senates by indirect suffrage
	Austria
	Lower house
	0
	Lower house
	Upper house cannot raise objections to federal budget, among other restrictions

	
	France
	Lower house
	3 (2 if urgent)
	Conference committee, then lower house
	Government decides number of founds; budget must be enacted within 70 days or the government can enact by decree

	
	Germany
	Upper house
	2 or 5/2
	Conference committee; lower house decides by majority or 2/3 majority in specific cases; otherwise, upper house retains veto power

	

	
	Netherlands
	Lower house or joint session
	1/2
	Upper house
	Upper house has no amendment powers

	Fully elected senates by direct suffrage
	Australia
	Lower house
	1
	Lower house
	Upper house has no power of amendment but may communicate suggestions to lower house

	
	Czech Rep.
	Lower house
	1
	Lower house
	

	
	Japan
	Lower house
	1
	Conference committee then lower house
	Upper house has 30 days to review

	
	Mexico
	Lower house
	1/2 or 3/2
	Lower house for budget of expenditures; upper house for taxes or loans
	

	
	Poland
	Lower house
	1
	Lower house, by absolute majority
	Upper house has a maximum of 20 days to review legislation; government may dissolve lower house if it fails to enact the budget within 3 months

	
	Switzerland
	Alternately in lower and upper house
	7/2
	Conference committee 
	Both houses retain veto power

	
	United States
	Lower house
	Indefinite
	Conference committee (at any time)
	


Source: Tsebelis and Money (1997) Bicameralism; Senate of the World http://www.senat.fr/
Appendix 3.7: President’s terms of office among those with re-election arrangement - North America & Latin America
	Country
	Term of office
	Re-election allowed?

	Argentina 
	4 years
	Yes, a president may serve two consecutive terms but then cannot be re-elected until after one interim term

	Bolivia
	4 years
	Yes, but only after “sitting out” for one interim term



	Brazil
	4 years
	Yes, a president may be re-elected once but no more



	Chile 
	6 years
	Yes, but only after “sitting out” for one interim term



	Dominican Republic
	4 years
	Yes, but only after “sitting out” for one interim term

	Ecuador
	4 years
	Yes, but only after “sitting out” for one interim term



	El Salvador
	5 years 
	Yes, but only after “sitting out” for one interim term



	Panama
	5 years 
	Yes, but only after “sitting out” for two interim terms



	Peru 
	5 years
	Yes, a president may serve two consecutive terms but then cannot be re-elected until after one interim term

	Uruguay
	5 years
	Yes, but only after “sitting out” for one interim term



	United States
	4 years
	Yes, a president may be re-elected once but no more


	Venezuela
	6 years
	Yes, a president may be re-elected once but no more




Sources: Dominguez and Shifter (2003: 19) – for information regarding re-election provisions;  “Country Background Notes”, US Department of State http://www.state.gov/r/pa/ei/bgn/ (accessed 27 July 2005) – for the terms of office in all countries except Bolivia and Chile;  Online country studies, the Library of Congress, US http://www.country-studies.com/ (accessed 27 July 2005) – for the terms of Office in Bolivia and Chile
Appendix 3.8: Explanation of Democratic Survival of 78 Countries (1950-2000)

Aims of Research:

1.1.
To explain democratic survival around the world between 1950 and 2000 with a wide range of possible institutional and non-institutional causes by working on the largest updated sample to-date.

Through combining many cross-national databases, I will test various models covering every regime that has been democratic for some time between 1950 and 2000, worldwide, with a population of no less than half a million. 

1.2  To draw initial implications on the design of Hong Kong’s political institutions, should it become fully democratic.
Dynamic Probit analysis is used to explain the annual probability of democratic breakdowns of presidential or parliamentary democracies in the period with some theory-driven explanatory variables.  

Some of the explanatory variables have been ignored in the most well-known recent works (Boix, 2003; Cheibub, 2002), including institutional, historical, political, cultural and socio-economic ones. Those explanatory variables, with positive signs in Table 11 below, suggest that their hypothesized effects on democratic breakdowns are positive.  The explanatory variables include the electoral systems (taking non-PR systems as a reference), “effective number of parties” (ENPP), cumulative democratic breakdown in the past, ethno-linguistic fractionalization, inflation rate, real GDP (Gross Domestic Product) per capita, economic growth rate, and the extent of openness to trade.
Altogether, 78 nations were covered (see Table A2.1 below), which consisted of 32 presidential and 46 parliamentary regimes. Among them, 1745 observations were made in total and 599 observations were from presidential regimes, with each observation representing the regime status of a nation for a year.
Table A2.1 Countries & Observations in the Survey of Political Stability in Democracies (1950-2000)
	Parliamentary Regime
	Frequency (years)
	Presidential Regime
	Frequency (years)
	

	Australia
	48
	Argentina
	30
	

	Austria
	44
	Benin
	8
	

	Bangladesh
	8
	Bolivia
	15
	

	Barbados
	28
	Brazil
	22
	

	Belgium
	47
	Chile
	29
	

	Bulgaria
	8
	Colombia
	42
	

	Canada
	48
	Costa Rica
	47
	

	Cape Verde Is.
	8
	Cyprus
	13
	

	Czech Republic
	4
	Dominican Rep
	11
	

	Denmark
	48
	Ecuador
	24
	

	Dominican Rep
	22
	El Salvador
	15
	

	Estonia
	7
	Ghana
	2
	

	France
	5
	Guatemala
	29
	

	Germany
	9
	Guyana
	7
	

	Germany West
	19
	Honduras
	20
	

	Greece
	41
	Korea South
	12
	

	Hungary
	9
	Malawi
	2
	

	India
	43
	Namibia
	6
	

	Ireland
	48
	Nicaragua
	6
	

	Israel
	46
	Nigeria
	5
	

	Italy
	48
	Panama
	21
	

	Jamaica
	37
	Peru
	21
	

	Japan
	43
	Philippines
	23
	

	Latvia
	7
	Russia
	7
	

	Luxembourg
	44
	Sierra Leone
	1
	

	Macedonia
	4
	Switzerland
	46
	

	Malta
	4
	Uganda
	4
	

	Mauritius
	24
	Ukraine
	6
	

	Moldova
	2
	United States
	48
	

	Nepal
	8
	Uruguay
	33
	

	Netherlands
	46
	Venezuela
	36
	

	New Zealand
	49
	Zambia
	8
	

	Nigeria
	2
	  Total       N:
	599
	

	Norway
	33
	
	
	

	Pakistan
	10
	
	
	

	Papua New Guinea
	21
	
	
	

	Sierra Leone
	4
	
	
	

	Slovakia
	4
	
	
	

	Slovenia
	8
	
	
	

	Spain
	22
	
	
	

	Sri Lanka
	6
	
	
	

	Sweden
	48
	
	
	

	Thailand
	16
	
	
	

	Trinidad
	32
	
	
	

	Turkey
	35
	
	
	

	United Kingdom
	49
	
	
	

	Total              N:
	1146
	
	
	


The statistical method adopted to explain the annual probability of democratic breakdowns of presidential or parliamentary democracies has been the dynamic probit analysis, which has become a common tool to analyze democratic survival in the current literature (Przeworski et. al., 2000; Boix, 2003).

Table A2.2: Hypothesized Causes of Democratic Breakdowns & their Effects on the Breakdowns (+ means favor breakdowns; - means not favor breakdowns) 
	Institutional Variables
	Expected Sign
	Cultural Variables
	Expected Sign

	Bicameralism
	-
	Ethnolinguistic Fractionalization
	+

	Effective Nmbers of Party (ENPP)
	-
	UK Colony
	-

	Square of ENPP
	+
	Protestant, % in Population
	-

	Presidential Regime (Ref. Parliamentary)
	+
	Muslim, % in Population
	+

	Party Coalition
	+
	Latin Dummy
	+

	Presidential Runoff
	+
	Social-Economics Variable
	

	Ineffective Legislature (Ref: Effective)
	+
	Openness to Trade (log)
	+

	Partially Effective Legislature
	+
	Real GDP per capita (log)
	-

	Deadlock Government
	+
	Real GDP per capita Growth Rate
	-

	PR Electoral System
	+ or -
	Inflation Rate (log)
	+

	Political & Historical Variables
	
	
	

	Cumulative Breakdown in the past
	+
	
	

	World Democratic Proportion
	-
	
	


Findings

Having considered many institutional, structural and cultural variables, the following findings bear particular relevance for Hong Kong:

1.  Presidents with strong legislative and non-legislative powers are more likely to cause political instabilities and democratic breakdowns than weaker ones.  The dual legitimacy for both elected presidents and elected legislatures suggests that the coexistence of powerful presidents and weak legislatures bode ill for stabilities.
2.Some institutional variables are crucial for the democratic survivals. More specifically, 

-We should avoid having too many relevant parties in the legislature to preclude a fragmented legislature and the government’s party from becoming a minority party in the legislature.  More specifically, the number of major relevant parties should not be between 2.5 and 4.62.

3.  We should use concurrent elections to enhance the government’s party becoming a majority party in legislature.

4.  We should use mixed electoral system rather than PR alone for non-plural society like Hong Kong. 
5.  As Hong Kong’s relatively high level of economic development contributes greatly to the chance of its democratic survival, the relatively high level of Hong Kong’s economic development may make up for other weaknesses it may have with respect to the democratic survival.
Appendix 3.9: Thirty Countries Adopting Mixed-member Electoral System in early 2005

	
21 Countries with Mixed-

Member Majoritarian System
	9 Countries with Mixed-

Member Proportional System

	Andorra
	Philippines
	Albania

	Armenia
	Russian Federation
	Bolivia

	Azerbaijan
	Senegal
	Germany

	East Timor
	Seychelles
	Hungary

	Georgia
	Taiwan
	Italy

	Guinea
	Tajikistan
	Lesotho

	Japan
	Thailand
	Mexico

	Kazakhstan
	Tunisia
	New Zealand

	South Korea
	Ukraine
	Venezuela

	Lithuania
	Pakistan
	

	Monaco
	
	


Sources:http://www.idea.int/esd/type.cfm?electoralSystem=Parallel; http://www.idea.int/esd/type.cfm?electoralSystem=MMP 

Appendix 3.10: Projection of Number of Legislators in HK based on 11 OECD bicameral 
countries in late 1990s
	Country
	Total Member in Lower House
	Total Member in Upper House
	Total Population (1999)
	Lower House's population per member
	Upper House's population per member

	Australia
	148
	76
	18967000
	128155 
	249566 

	Austria
	183
	64
	8092000
	44219 
	126438 

	Belgium
	150
	71
	10226000
	68173 
	144028 

	Canada
	301
	104
	30491300
	101300 
	293186 

	France
	577
	321
	58620300
	101595 
	182618 

	Ireland
	166
	60
	3752000
	22602 
	62533 

	Italy
	630
	315
	57646000
	91502 
	183003 

	Netherlands
	150
	75
	15805000
	105367 
	210733 

	Spain
	350
	259
	39167744
	111908 
	151227 

	Switzerland
	200
	46
	7136000
	35680 
	155130 

	UK
	659
	1207
	59500900
	90290 
	49297 

	Average:
	319 
	236 
	28127659 
	88049 
	119093 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Hong Kong
	76 
	56 
	6720700
	88049 
	119093 


Source: Russell (2000), World Bank, World Development Report, 2001, and CIA Factbook 1999.
Appendix 3.11: The d'Hondt formula

Among PR systems, some means of determining the allocation of seats among those contesting the election needs to be made. One formula commonly adopted to do this is the highest average systems -the d'Hondt version.  It is a kind of high-test-averages methods, demanding the number of votes for each party to be divided successively by a series of divisors.  Seats are distributed to the parties that obtained the highest resulting quotients, up the total number of seats available.  In the d’Hondt formula, divisors adopted are 1, 2, 3, 4 etc. (Blais & Massicotte, 2002, 48-9): 
“The highest average system divides each party's votes by successive divisors and then allocates seats to the parties in descending order of the quotients. Table 1 shows the results using the d'Hondt highest average system to allocate the seats.

Four-member constituency, 20,000 votes cast, division by d'Hondt divisors

	Party
	Votes
	Divisor: 1
	Divisor: 2
	Divisor: 3
	Total Seats

	A 

B

C

D

TOTAL
	8,200

6,100

3,000

2,700

20,000
	8,200(1)

6,100(2)

3,000 

2,700 
	4,100(3)

3,050(4)

1,500 

1,350 
	2,733

2,033

1,000

900
	2

2

0

0

4


Source: Dick Leonard and Richard Natkiel, World Atlas of Elections: Voting Patterns in 39 Democracies, The Economist Publications, London, 1986, p. 3.

 In this example, the number of votes received by each party is successively divided by d'Hondt divisors (1,2,3). Seats are allocated once the use of all the divisors has been completed; in this way it is possible to compare the quotients and allocate the seats on the basis of their descending order. Party A, with the highest quotient of 8,200, is awarded the first seat; its third-highest quotient of 4,100 gives it the third seat as well. Party B's second highest quotient of 6,100 gives it the second seat and its quotient of 3,050 gives it the fourth, and last, seat. It is clear from this example that the d'Hondt system tends to award seats to parties that receive the largest share of the votes cast, a factor which indicates that this system does not provide a large measure of proportionality (O’Neal, 1993).”
Appendix 5.1: Comparing think tanks in five different places

	
	United States
	Western Europe
	Australia
	Northeast Asia
	Hong Kong

	General landscape
	Pluralism in both think tank types and financing due partly to strong philanthropic tradition and tax incentives. Government contracts also contribute to the emergence of some big names, e.g. RAND Corp.


	Many think tanks are found by parliamentary legislations although there are also private ones; contract researchers like RAND Corp. in the US are uncommon 


	Both private (e.g. business supported) and political party think tanks can be found. Generally, the development of think tanks has not been on the scale seen in US or Europe 
	Heavy state intervention in the think tank market; policy research funding goes mostly to academic institutions and universities, esp. in Korea and Taiwan (e.g. Academia Sinica)

 
	Think tanks are recent phenomenon and there is little direct government support; weak tradition in the private sector (and society at large) to finance think tank activities

	Size
	Despite a few big names (examples of which given below), most think tanks are in fact quite small (i.e. with less than 50 FT staff), relying on adjunct research fellows


	Only a few think tanks have more than 100 staff; most are small (less than 50 staff) and virtually no think tanks with budget and research staff comparable with the US big names


	Most are very small (i.e. with less than 20 FT staff) and depend on their network of adjunct researchers (refer to Appendix 2 for details)
	State-sponsored think tanks (e.g. National Institute for Research Advancement NIRA in Japan) have sizeable research manpower; otherwise small


	Very small (usu. less than 10 FT staff) and rely mainly on adjunct researchers from local universities

	Source of funding
	Diverse source of funding, from government contracts to private endowments; yet state-founded institutes (as in Europe) almost non-existent


	Overall, state funding (sometimes via political parties) makes up for the relative absence of a philanthropic tradition as found in the US
	No strong philanthropic tradition to support policy research; state funding (many channeled via parties) is important but shrinking since Liberal government (1996)
	Few independent think tanks; most are funded by government departments, key business groups (corporations and banks) or universities
	Mainly private donations from individual and corporations, although most also take on funded projects from the government

	Ideological positioning?
	Early think tanks were initiated by independents and the leftist (“liberals” in the American sense) though they have been overshadowed by New Right and conservatives who quickly marshaled business support and “fight back” since the 1970s 


	Early think tanks were largely “establishment”, academic and technocrat in nature and focus on foreign policy and national economic research. Later on advocacy think tanks (esp. pro-free-market and environmentalist ones) flourish since 1970s


	Earliest think tanks were largely non-partisan. Similar to the cases of US and UK, New Right parties and groups has been a major force in the recent wave of think tank establishments. Think tanks with close party linkages are also set up.
	Since most think tanks are founded and sponsored by the government, they tend to be more “apolitical” and focus on issues pertaining to regional security and economic development; more critical advocacy think tanks just started to emerge
	Ideological alignments of think tanks are less on the economic (left-right) dimension than on the political one (pro-democratic v. pro-Beijing).

	Regulation
	Think tanks can register as charities but they cannot then participate in political activities like endorsing candidates or fund raising
	Similar to the US; in many countries, party think tanks are not allowed to engage in campaign activities or employ exclusively party members
	Think tanks may apply for charity status but generally tax exemption is difficult to acquire 
	Late development of legal mechanisms to promote financial support for think tanks from private sector


	Think tanks can register as charities but they must comply with certain restrictions (e.g. not for the attainment of “political object” or for the benefits of the founders/subscribers) 



	Examples
	Brookings Institution
CATO Institute

Heritage Foundation

RAND Corporation

Urban Institute


	Centre for Policy Studies, DEMOS (both UK), Club de l’Horloge (France), Konrad Adenauer Foundation (Germany)
	Committee for the Economic Development of Australia (CEDA), Centre for Independent Studies (CIS)
	21st Century Public Policy Institute (Japan)

Korean Development Institute (KDI); Korean Institute of International Studies (both in Korea)
	Civic Exchange, Hong Kong Policy Research Institute, One Country Two Systems Research Institute, SynergyNet


Appendix 6.1 The culture of laissez-faire in Hong Kong

In a representative sampled survey conducted between June 7 and 10 & 13, 2005, respondents were asked "in the following two situations, on which one do you agree more?" First: An egalitarian society where the gap between rich and poor is small, regardless of one’s achievement; Second：A competitive society, where wealth is distributed according to one’s achievement.

	 
	Frequency
	%
	Valid %
	Cumulative %

	Valid
	Agree on first view very much
	95
	9.2
	10.2
	10.2

	 
	Agree on first view much
	251
	24.3
	26.9
	37.1

	 
	Same for both
	21
	2.0
	2.3
	39.3

	 
	Agree on second view
	395
	38.3
	42.3
	81.7

	 
	Agree on second view very much
	171
	16.6
	18.3
	100.0

	 
	Total
	933
	90.4
	100.0
	 

	Missing
	Don’t know/ no opinion
	78
	7.6
	 
	 

	 
	Unwilling to answer
	2
	.2
	 
	 

	 
	System
	19
	1.8
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	99
	9.6
	 
	 

	Total
	1032
	100.0
	 
	 


Respondents were also asked, "in the following two situations, on which one do you agree more？" 
First: Hong Kong as a society with extensive social welfare, but high tax rates; Second：Hong Kong as society where taxes are low and individuals take responsibility for themselves.
	 
	
	Frequency
	%
	Valid %
	Cumulative %

	Valid
	Agree on first view very much
	91
	8.8
	9.5
	9.5

	 
	Agree on first view much
	153
	14.8
	16.0
	25.6

	 
	Same for both
	32
	3.1
	3.4
	28.9

	 
	Agree on second view
	364
	35.3
	38.2
	67.1

	 
	Agree on second view very much
	314
	30.4
	32.9
	100.0

	 
	Total
	954
	92.4
	100.0
	 

	Missing
	Don’t know/ no opinion
	59
	5.7
	 
	 

	 
	Unwilling to answer
	19
	1.8
	 
	 

	 
	System
	78
	7.6
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	1032
	100.0
	 
	 


The valid sample size was 1013, response rate of 48.3% and the overall sampling error for this survey is +/- 3.1% at the 95% level of confidence.
Appendix 6.2: A List of Basic Law Articles/Annexes that have to be reviewed

	Article
	Content
	Relevant reform proposals

	AMENDMENT REQUIRED

	46
	“The term of office of the Chief Executive of the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region shall be five years.”
	CE’s term of office will be shortened to four years from 2012 onwards so that all future elections of the CE and the Lower Chamber of the will be held concurrently. 

	69
	“The term of office of the Legislative Council of the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region shall be four years, except the first term which shall be two years.”
	In our proposed bicameral LegCo, the term of office for the Upper House will be six years while that for the Lower House will be maintained at four years. 

	74
	“Members of the Legislative Council of the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region may introduce bills in accordance with the provisions of this Law and legal procedures. Bills which do not relate to public expenditure or political structure or the operation of the government may be introduced individually or jointly by members of the Council. The written consent of the Chief Executive shall be required before bills relating to government polices are introduced.”
	In our proposed bicameral LegCo, members can initiate different types of bills (members of the Upper Chamber can only initiate non-financial bills) without CE’s approval. Therefore, restrictions on private members’ bills described in Art. 74 no longer apply. 

	Annex I
	“Method for the Selection of the Chief Executive of the HKSAR” 

· This Annex specifies that the CE will be nominated and elected by the 800-member Election Committee
	The Election Committee will be renamed Nomination Committee (NC) and expanded to 1600 members in 2007 and 3200 in 2012. Starting from 2012, the NC will only nominate candidates who will then be elected by universal suffrage. 

	Annex II
	“Method for the Formation of the Legislative Council of the HKSAR and its Voting Procedures”, which specifies 

· Composition of the LegCo: 30 members of the LegCo will be returned by functional constituencies (FCs), the other 30 by geographical constituencies (GCs)

· Split voting mechanisms: The passage of motions, bills or amendments to government bills introduced by individual members of the Legislative Council shall require a simple majority vote of each of the two groups of members present: members returned by FCs and those returned by GCs through direct elections
	In our proposed bicameral system the FCs will be moved to the Upper Chamber whereas all seats of the Lower Chamber will be returned by universal suffrage. With the exception of constitutional amendments, the Upper House enjoys only delaying but not veto powers over bills passed from the Lower Chamber. The split voting mechanism will no longer be relevant. 

	AMENDMENT MAY BE REQUIRED

	49
	“If the Chief Executive of the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region considers that a bill passed by the Legislative Council is not compatible with the overall interests of the Region, he or she may return it to the Legislative Council within three months for reconsideration. If the Legislative Council passes the original bill again by not less than a two-thirds majority of all the members, the Chief Executive must sign and promulgate it within one month, or act in accordance with the provisions of Article 50 of this Law.”
	This veto power by the CE will be retained in the short run, but is subject to review in the future. 

	50
	“If the Chief Executive of the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region refuses to sign a bill passed the second time by the Legislative Council, or the Legislative Council refuses to pass a budget or any other important bill introduced by the government, and if consensus still cannot be reached after consultations, the Chief Executive may dissolve the Legislative Council.”
	Same as above

	51
	“If the Legislative Council of the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region refuses to pass the budget introduced by the government, the Chief Executive may apply to the Legislative Council for provisional appropriations. If appropriation of public funds cannot be approved because the Legislative Council has already been dissolved, the Chief Executive may, prior to the election of the new Legislative Council, approve provisional short-term appropriations according to the level of expenditure of the previous fiscal year.”
	Same as above

	70
	“If the Legislative Council of the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region is dissolved by the Chief Executive in accordance with the provisions of this Law, it must, within three months, be reconstituted by election in accordance with Article 68 of this Law.”
	Same as above

	73
	Powers and Functions of the LegCo
	Amendments may be required to accommodate the change from a unicameral to a bicameral system?


Procedures for amending Articles of the Basic Law (as stated in Art. 159 of the BL)
“The power to propose bills for amendments to this Law shall be vested in the Standing Committee of the National People's Congress, the State Council and the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region. Amendment bills from the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region shall be submitted to the National People's Congress by the delegation of the Region to the National People's Congress after obtaining the consent of two-thirds of the deputies of the Region to the National People's Congress, two-thirds of all the members of the Legislative Council of the Region, and the Chief Executive of the Region.”
“Before a bill for amendment to this Law is put on the agenda of the National People's Congress, the Committee for the Basic Law of the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region shall study it and submit its views.”
Procedures for amending Annex I of the Basic Law (as stated in the Annex)

(1) Endorsement of a two-thirds majority of all the members of the Legislative Council
(2) Consent of the Chief Executive, and 
(3) Reporting to the Standing Committee of the National People's Congress for approval
Procedures for amending Annex II of the Basic Law (as stated in the Annex)

(1) Endorsement of a two-thirds majority of all the members of the Legislative Council
(2) Consent of the Chief Executive, and 
(3) Reporting to the Standing Committee of the National People's Congress for the record
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