FPTP is the root cause of political polarization, skewed elections, and misrepresentation of voters – even on a mathematical level, it fails.
Steven J. Mulroy 18 Rethinking US Election Law : Unskewing the System. Edward Elgar Pub., 2018. |dd
1. In 2016, 3 million more Americans voted for Hillary Clinton than for Donald Trump for President. Yet Donald Trump became President. 2. In 2012, more Americans voted for Democratic candidates for U.S. House seats than for Republican House candidates. Yet the GOP1 maintained majority control of the House (by 30 seats). 3. A similar comparison for the U.S. Senate is slightly more complicated because Senate terms are staggered and it takes 3 consecutive elections for all 100 Senate seats to be up for election. But in the first 3 elections in this decade (2010, 2012, and 2014), more Americans voted for Democratic Senate candidates than Republican Senate candidates (52%), and yet Democrats won only 46% of the Senate seats. This seems to go against basic assumptions about democracy and majority rule. Our middle-school civics class understanding of American government has always been that the candidate or party who gets the most votes wins. If they get more votes than the other party, they control. They certainly shouldn’t take a back seat to a candidate or party that gets fewer votes. We can call this the “majority criterion.” Unfortunately, the above scenarios are not freakish, once-in-a-lifetime occurrences. They happen periodically throughout our nation’s history. They have affected both parties, both nationally and at the state level. In New Jersey, for example, Republican candidates garnered 51% of the statewide vote for State Assembly in 2013 but Democrats controlled 60% of the seats. How to explain these anomalous results? Although the scenarios above are superficially different, the same dynamic underlies all three. They all divide the electorate into lots of smaller subunits and hold a “winnertake-all” election within each—a situation sometimes called “the unit rule.”2 Whenever you do that, you create the possibility that there will be a significant deviation between (i) the percentage of votes a party receives, and (ii) the percentage of seats the party receives (or, in the case of presidential elections, the number of states the party carries). In close elections, that “skew” between votes and seats can mean that the majority party becomes the loser and the minority party becomes the winner. But even when this “winner loses” situation doesn’t occur, there is almost always a gap between votes and seats, with the majority party either getting robbed of some seats it otherwise earned, or getting a windfall of extra seats it doesn’t deserve. In the parlance of political scientists, the culprits are winner-take-all systems. They allow for a majority-supported candidate or party to “waste” its votes—to distribute them in a less than ideally efficient manner. This can be done in two ways: by “packing” and by “cracking.” Presidential elections create a good example of packing, thanks to the Electoral College. Under our Constitution, we do not vote directly for our President. Instead, we vote to determine whether our state’s Electoral College votes go to one candidate or another, with the winner being the candidate who receives a nationwide majority of Electoral votes. Each state has a number of Electoral votes equal to its number of House and Senate members. Almost all states allocate these Electoral votes on a winner-take-all basis: the party that gets 50.1% or more of the votes in the state gets all its Electoral votes. Because of this, it is easy for a candidate to waste votes by running up an unnecessary and useless supermajority in some states, and coming up just short in others.
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