
Electoral Reform – LALIT’s Proposals   

Before proposing Electoral Reform it is vital to establish why we propose changes, and what should 

be best left as it is and why, on the principle “if it is not broken, no need to fix it”. Remember, too, 

that the best reforms only come with proper political mobilization, where the quasi-totality of the 

people, through our parties and organizations, get to participate in the debate leading up to change. 

The aim of electoral reform should be to bring in more democracy. For LALIT, this is our aim. This 

means, in particular, avoiding any traps of decreasing democracy by mistake or by ignorance, or of 

increasing bureaucracy inadvertently and thus decreasing democracy. 

The ideas below have been developed in debate and discussion with hundreds of LALIT people and 

others over decades, during political work at the grassroots. We have learnt from the democracy 

practiced in associations, formal and informal, in co-operative shops, in trade unions, and in 

common fronts amongst the people. We have 300 years of struggle for freedom from slavery and 

indenture, and modern wage slavery, and for the democracy that helps guard it. 

Here are LALIT’s proposals, for discussion, summarized:  

The present system has the following faults, amongst others: 

1. Qualifications for MPs are anti-democratic and represent colonial remnants. 

2. The Legislature (elected depite) which personifies the Republic being a “sovereign democratic” 

state is dominated by an all-powerful executive (PM & Cabinet), which descends from the British 

monarchy. 

3. The electorate has no power of revocation between general elections, allowing the executive 

Branch to deviate, become corrupt, and end up representing those who finance their parties, not 

those who elect them to the National Assembly democratically. 

4. Island of Rodrigues needs to have an equal number of MPs to Island of Mauritius’ constituencies. 

5. Agalega must obligatorily have its own Constituency with one representative. The distance from 

the main Island compensates for its low number of inhabitants. 

6. Chagos, including Diego Garcia, now supposedly sovereign since the Treaty with the UK, must 

obligatorily have a Constituency the same as Agalega, with one representative. 

7. The fact that the best loser system is communal is problematic in many ways, and there is a way 

to resolve the problem the present communal system purports to address. 

8. Nominations made by the executive are opaque and lead to nepotism. 

9. Overspending in election campaigns is the problem. It is undemocratic. 

What is Good about the Electoral System 

So as not to throw the proverbial baby out with the bathwater, here are good existing traditions: 

- Every MP stands for election in a specific Constituency. This is a vital part of our democracy: it is 

decentralized, and works, with other measures, to prevent the monarchical tendencies of a 

“presidential-style” Prime Ministership creeping in. It is what permits revocation. 

- Political parties have a constitutional and absolute right to exist and need only to register with the 

Electoral Commissioner for each election. This freedom is a vital element of our democracy. It 



prevents a bureaucracy developing around some new “Czar” or “Registrar of Political Parties”, and 

other state-imposed undemocratic, bureaucratic mechanisms – e.g. insisting on parties having 

compulsory recourse to expensive, often corrupt, chartered accountants – instead of depending on 

party members simply to control leaders democratically. There is no short-cut to democracy. 

- There are not bureaucratic or repressive state controls over parties’ finances, but importantly there 

are controls over electoral spending. This is of the essence. It needs to be tightened up to be 

effective. 

Democratizing Who can be an MP 

We in LALIT have long struggled at the grassroots, and still do, for everyone to be allowed to be 

elected for Parliament – as a democratic right – and we thus call for the repeal of the colonial 

language and literacy qualifications the Constitution imposes. We also reject the absurdity of in 

Parliament speaking only in the languages of the past two colonizing powers, and we support the 

Speaker’s efforts to introduce Republic of Mauritius Kreol in the National Assembly. 

Revocability at different levels 

We also propose, inter alia, that all those elected should be revocable by the same “constituency” 

that elected them. We have been calling for this, as a party, since 1982, so the proposal is one that 

has stood the test of time. Slowly, all political parties have agreed, some even claim paternity! 

It would certainly mean more democracy than exists. It trims the excessive power of the executive. 

Electors in a Constituency need to have right to revoke 

Members of the National Assembly should be subject to revocation by electors in their constituency. 

This means Ministers, too, come under direct democratic control by electors. Any “electoral 

revocation petition” will need to be based on a specific argument that the Electoral Commissioner 

considers meets basic standards of rationality. It will also need to meet rigorous levels of integrity, 

and subject to the Electoral Commissioner checking for forgery, people signing more than once, etc. 

All Members of Parliament will then know that they can be revoked and this, in itself, will be 

salutary. 

Leader of the House elected after election results, thus revocable 

More democracy also means MP’s, when they first meet after a general election, should 

immediately after electing a Speaker from amongst themselves, elect the Leader of the House, who 

then goes to the President to be sworn in as Prime Minister. This MP, being elected by his peers, can 

be revoked by his peers. The Prime Minister then proposes to the National Assembly, as a block, a 

Cabinet selected from amongst MPs, for election. Once elected by Parliament, individual Ministers 

or the Cabinet as a whole, are then subject to revocation by their peers. This is more democratic 

than passing a law to limit the Prime Minister’s mandate: let the electorate decide. 

Executive Power constrained by National Assembly  

Once Ministers, including the Prime Minister, are subject to revocation by the totality of MPs, this 

means Parliament has more power, relative to the Cabinet or executive. This means more 

democracy. It immediately curtails excessive powers of the Prime Minister. The point of revocation 

is not constant petitions and motions of revocation. The point is that elected people are constantly 

aware that they are revocable. This changes the balance of forces. Revocation is already practiced in 



most associations and unions in Mauritius, and has been for generations. For reference, in the UK, 

there is the right of revocation of MPs (“the right of recall”) and in many US states. 

We propose an enlarged Parliament of 21 four-member constituencies plus one MP for Chagos and 

one for Agalega, plus 20 proportional representation MPs. This is a total of 106 MPs. It will be in 

proportion to the number of electors for each MP established at Independence, because the 

population has doubled. More MPs is the most democratic way to spend any public money. 

The 20 MPs by “proportional representation” can be chosen by a non-communal Best Loser System 

or taken from a list, in order, prepared by party leaders from amongst all their up to 106 candidates, 

and submitted to the Electoral Commissioner on Nomination Day. This means every elected person 

is linked to a constituency, and thus avoids the non-accountable nature of some forms of 

proportional representation. 

This also means the Parliament is stronger, in terms of relative numbers, than the executive. The 

number of Ministers should be reduced to 12-15. Junior Ministers should be done away with. 

This new balance of forces within the National Assembly will increase democracy by curtailing the 

powers of the executive, including the Prime Minister. 

End Communal Classification 

The four-member constituencies and the 20 PR or non-communal Best Losers will allow the 

communal Best Loser system to be done away with, without fear of unintended communal 

consequences. In addition, leaders can organize their proportional lists to ensure fair communal 

representation, representation of women, young people, so-called experts, or simply to ensure their 

leader is elected. 

Lalit has used passive resistance methods for decades, drawing lots for a “community” to fill in on 

Nomination Day, as a form of protest, while also being able to field candidates.   

This proposal does away with filling in a “community” or conducting a loathed communal census. 

Either, each elector will get two ballots: one for electing 4 MPs (first four elected), and the other to 

choose a party. PR seats will be allocated in the order predetermined by the Party, skipping those 

already elected by the first-past-the-post election: Or the 20 MP’s will be determined by a non-

communal Best Loser System. 

The legislation can include a clause to prevent PR nominations actually overturning an elected 

majority, should there be one. 

Power to make nominations 

We propose that Parliament, i.e. our elected representatives, get increased powers, relative, in 

particular, to the Cabinet, i.e. the Ministers, and the Prime Minister. For example, the executive’s 

proposals for nominations to positions of power should come before a permanent “Parliamentary 

Permanent Select Committee on Nominations” (along the lines of Senate Committees in the USA), 

filmed for the public to follow the Hearings.  

For taking on anyone in the civil service or in para-statals for ordinary jobs, the State must put up 

on the internet the qualifications required for the job, the names, qualifications and constituencies of 

all applicants and of all actually appointed. Where there are many applicants with equal 

qualifications, a drawing of lots in public can be organized. 



Other Permanent Select Committees 

On other questions, too, Parliamentary Permanent Select Committees can be set up. These can 

include: the environment, the land question, housing, job creation, health, education, finance 

capital, economic development. Again, this means that elected MPs get to have oversight on 

programmatic issues that, until now, the executive and in particular the Prime Minister, runs much 

like a monarch would.  

Any of these Permanent Select Committees would then, as well as being public and broadcast live, 

have the power to convoke any person or organization concerned, to give evidence. This can 

include evidence given under oath, as exists in UK Standing Parliamentary Committees and Special 

Committees, or the USA Senate and House Committees.  

Control Electoral Expenses 

The laws on election expenses must be tightened up, without in any way subjecting political parties 

to bureaucratic controls, like the Registrar of Associations has over unions and Associations. 

Electoral over-spending is a danger to democracy. The change necessary, to close a loophole, is for 

the onus to be on candidates to show that expenses made in their favour were not made by them. 

Conclusion 

These are all proposals designed for the people as a whole to have much more power than we have 

today over Government i.e. the executive branch, which has become so dominant, with much of this 

power resting with the Prime Minister. 

This democratization of power can then also be increased by political mobilization within our 

parties – the only real way to bring in change. People who are not in parties working towards more 

democracy should be encouraged to join one and become politically active. 

Cindy Clelie and Lindsey Collen, for LALIT, 14 September 2025.  

LALIT Stand against Diaspora voting in Mauritian Elections  
 

History of the Nation State and Democracy 

From the time when the “nation state” was becoming hegemonic in the West over the past 250 years 

and then speeded up with the end of colonial empires and the decolonization process of the past 75 

years, this relatively new form of “territorial sovereignty” was linked with the right to vote for those 

living within the fixed borders. During decolonization and until the present, the dual processes of 

self-determination and territorial integrity define this new form of “sovereignty” which deviates 

from both blood-lines and colonial empires of previous ages during feudal times. So a decolonised 

nation-state is defined by its territory, people were born in and who chose to reside on this territory 

on a permanent basis, and pay taxes to the State they live in. 

 

Logical Reason for Voting Being Linked to Residence 

There is a logical, philosophical, reason for the right to vote being linked to residence. You vote in 

the place where you are living and where you will therefore be living with the consequences of your 

vote. You are not voting from afar to determine the lives of people half-a-world away. You vote in 

the country where you actually live the effects of your vote.  

The effect of this is to decrease opportunist or adventurist voting, or any other irresponsible political 

actions, especially those teleguided by powerful imperialist interests. 

No Taxation without Representation 



In the past, the struggle for democratic rights has been associated not only with residence, but also 

with taxes. In general people who pay taxes in a place, vote there. In Mauritius, everyone residing 

here also pays taxes here. The diaspora pays its taxes in the country it lives in, and so it votes there, 

or should have that right, and more generally, should participate in the life of the city and the town 

and the village there. That is how human society works. Until one day, there is no “state” but 

something better that enshrines within it the voting rights and democratic rights of all of us on 

planet earth. In the meantime, we vote where we live and where we pay taxes including VAT.  

 

Decolonisation 

Whether in India in 1947, Kenya in 1963 or Mauritius in 1968, when Independence finally comes to 

a new sovereign State, a process of defining the boundaries is often problematic (like Diego and 

Chagos were and still are until today), and defining the people who will vote in the new “polity”. 

All the British colonisers and colonised who had been living in these countries for years, decades or 

even centuries, were given a choice. You can have one or the other nationality, one or the other 

citizenship. You choose! You cannot have both! The historical progress was confirmed that electors 

vote where they choose to live their lives, at the time new countries were being born in the second 

half of 20th Century. 

 

Danger of Mauritian Diaspora getting political “rights” 

Given the history of colonialism and anti-colonialism, it is not difficult to see the dangers of US-UK 

or French imperialist states, especially former colonisers, using Mauritian diaspora residing in their 

countries to influence Mauritian politics. We have seen the British State use Mauritian Chagossians 

with double-citizenship (British and Mauritian) against unification of the Mauritian Republic. 

Misley Mandarin who calls himself “First Minister of Chagossians in exile” works in tandem with 

the extreme right in the UK to keep Chagos British. He recently made the headlines recently by 

offering to give Trump’s name to one of the Chagos islands in return for Trump’s intervention. 

 

This is not the first time this kind of thing has happened. Self proclaimed “President of Chagos” 

Allen Vincatassin campaigned for continued US-UK occupation of the Chagos. In 2021, he got a 

four-year prison sentence after having been found guilty of fraud and abuse of power against an 83 

year old woman suffering from Alzheimer’s disease. 

 

The US and its CIA is notorious for the use of diaspora to push for “regime change”. Strangely, the 

dangers of Mauritian diaspora getting more weight in national politics are not given the attention 

due in the debate on electoral reform. In Mauritius, we see some political parties proudly 

announcing that they have political structures in imperialist countries like the UK. And presumably 

getting political funding from them as well. These parties must be opposed.    

 

Corruption from Afar 

There is a tradition in Mauritius of there being social control over the electoral process and 

campaign. Although people might not know where the money is coming from, excessive 

expenditure of some political parties is visible. In 1993 when there was a by-election in 

Constituency no. 19, people noticed that there were Union Democratique Mauricienne (feu Guy 

Ollivry’s party) baz everywhere with agents by the dozen equipped with newly-given mobile 

phones, expensive fast-food take-aways and alcoholic drinks, agents distributing UDM T-shirts to 

everyone on the streets and in cars, agents by the dozen on each electoral latab on election day. 

Everyone asked the question where this money came from. The majority of people rightly did not 

vote for the UDM in the by-election. Later it was discovered that it was Teeren Appasamy, a 

Mauritian diaspora who was UDM’s main financial backer. The MCB CEO Pierre Guy Noel 

confessed in Court that this donation was done through the MCB when there was the scandal of the 

lakes nwar fraud at the MCB.    

 



In conclusion, LALIT stands against the voting by Mauritian Diaspora in general elections here. We 

stand for Mauritian citizens who have taken up residence in other countries to be able to vote there. 


