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WHEN WILL THE VOTERS BE CONSIDERED?

After each State election, the Electoral Reform Society of South Australia prepares an analysis of the results.

Unfortunately these analyses continue to show the same conclusions.

  -
 More than two out of every five voters find that their votes (or their preferences) do not elect any members to the House of Assembly.

  -
The representation of the political parties is rarely in proportion to votes received.

Whenever there is a distorted result, the Government of the day implements changes such as:

  -
in 1976, providing for equal electorates within a 10% margin, and

  -
in 1991, changing the State’s constitution to allow for a redistribution after every election and making changes to the criteria used in deciding where the boundaries should be drawn.

Despite these attempts at electoral reform, there has been little change in the number of wasted votes, or in improving the representation of the political parties.  Indeed the result has got worse!

At the 1997 State election, 45.2% of South Australian voters found that their votes (or preferences) did not elect anyone – over 400 000 people wasted their votes. And the election has left both the Liberals (40% of first preferences, 49% of the seats) and the ALP (35% of first preferences, 45% of the seats) over-represented in the House of Assembly.

The Electoral Reform Society believes that any redistribution with single-member electorates is virtually a waste of time. This has been reinforced at the 1997 State election, even though all electorates had the same number of voters.

Of the past eight State elections, this is the worst election in terms of the proportion of voters who found their votes electing their Members of Parliament (see Table 1). Only 54.8% of South Australian voters found their votes being effective.

Even though both the Liberals and ALP are now over-represented in the House of Assembly, over 40% of the supporters for both Parties found that their votes were wasted.

For the House of Assembly, the following analysis sets out in detail:

  (
Summary of the results (Table 2)

  (
Value of each vote (Table 3)

  (
A method that could be adopted to make votes more nearly equal in value (Tables 4 and 5).

This analysis is presented in the hope that now the shortcomings have been realised of the single-member electorate system, even with equal enrolments and a redistribution after every election, that support will be given to the quota-preferential method of proportional representation and multi-member electorates (described in Appendix 1). After examining various electoral methods, the Electoral Reform Society of South Australia believes that only the introduction of such an electoral system can give true electoral justice for all South Australian voters.

Legislative Council

In contrast to the House of Assembly, the quota-preferential method of proportional representation was used to elect 11 members of the Legislative Council, and as expected not only did the parties win seats in proportion to votes won, but also 92% of South Australian voters saw their votes elect candidates.

Unfortunately there are a number of defects in the procedures for electing Legislative Councillors, which have yet to be corrected.

(
Full preferential voting

Voters have the choice of voting for a single party and accepting the party’s preferences, or of voting full preferences.

Voting should be OPTIONAL preferential. Those who want to make their own choices should not be forced to mark preferences if they do not have any knowledge of some of the candidates (there were 51 candidates at this election). If a voter has a preference for only one candidate, or several candidates, then that voter should be allowed to vote accordingly, and not forced to give preferences to all candidates.

(
Political parties decide the order of their candidates on the ballot paper.

(
Parliament, not the voters, decides who fills any casual vacancies.

(
Incorrect procedures in counting the votes.

(
Lack of education and publicity about what it means if a voter votes above the line.

These defects need to be rectified.

D.F. Crabb

Secretary

Electoral Reform Society of SA

January 23 1998

Secretary’s address:
11 Yapinga Street, South Plympton  SA  5038




Phone:
8297 6441 [home]





8226 0342  [work]

Table 1: Voter  effectiveness

Election


Percentage of total votes

Comments





that elected MPs*

1975 58.5%

First redistribution (providing for equal electorates within a 10% margin).

1977



61.3%




4 electorates were outside the 

10% margin.

1979



58.5%




8 electorates were outside the










10% margin.

1982



58.3%




16 electorates were outside the










10% margin.

Redistribution

1985



58.1%




2 electorates were outside the










10% margin.

1989



56.7%




12 electorates were outside the










10% margin.

Redistribution

1993



58.0%




All electorates were inside the










10% distribution.

Redistribution

1997



54.8%




All electorates were inside the










10% margin.

*
Percentage of total votes that elected MPs is calculated by adding the votes that actually elected MPs (first preferences plus, where necessary, preferences to elect a winner) and expressing this total as a percentage of total formal votes cast.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Table 2: Summary of the results, House of Assembly elections, October 11, 1997
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	LIB
	ALP
	AD
	OTHER
	TOTAL

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Votes for parties
	
	359,509
	312,929
	146,374
	71,102
	889,914

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage for parties
	
	40.4%
	35.2%
	16.4%
	8.0%
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Seats corresponding to votes
	19
	16
	8
	4
	47

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Seats actually won
	
	23
	21
	0
	3
	47

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Seats where first preferences

highest
	
	
	
	
	

	
	31
	16
	0
	0
	47

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Seats with proportional representation
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(1 x 47member)
	19
	17
	8
	3
	47

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(7 x 7-member)*
	22
	18
	8
	1
	49*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(9 x 5-member)*
	19
	16
	9
	1
	45*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Votes for elected candidates
	216,334
	185,660
	0
	17,602
	419,596

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Votes for unelected candidates (A)
	143,175
	127,269
	146,374
	53,500
	470,318

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage of votes for elected
	
	
	
	
	

	
	candidates
	
	60.2%
	59.3%
	0.0%
	24.8%
	47.2%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage of votes for unelected
	
	
	
	
	

	
	candidates
	
	39.8%
	40.7%
	100.0%
	75.2%
	52.8%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Surplus votes in seats won outright (B)
	7,205
	11,707
	0
	0
	18,912

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Deficit votes won on preferences (C)
	10,895
	21,105
	0
	12,310
	44,310

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Net wastage (A+B-C)
	
	139,485
	117,871
	146,374
	41,190
	444,920

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Effective votes
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(Total - net wastage)
	220,024
	195,058
	0
	29,912
	444,994

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage of votes effective
	61.2%
	62.3%
	0.0%
	42.1%
	50.0%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	* Under South Australia's electoral laws, all electorates must return the same number of members, thus the divergence from the present 47 members.

	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	Table 3: The value of each vote
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(With 47 single-member electorates, House of Assembly elections, October 11, 1997)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(A)
	Election results (after distribution of necessary preferences)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Electorate
	
	Effective votes
	
	
	Ineffective votes
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	LIB
	ALP
	OTHER
	
	LIB
	ALP
	AD
	OTHER

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Adelaide*
	
	10 042
	
	
	
	
	8 094
	
	

	Bragg
	
	11 328
	
	
	
	
	3 832
	3 712
	

	Bright*
	
	10 844
	
	
	
	
	8 482
	
	

	Chaffey*
	
	
	
	10 252
	
	9 256
	
	
	

	Coles*
	
	11 291
	
	
	
	
	8 231
	
	

	Colton*
	
	10 361
	
	
	
	
	8 827
	
	

	Davenport*
	
	9 788
	
	
	
	
	4 507
	4 344
	

	Elder*
	
	
	9 493
	
	
	8 562
	
	
	

	Elizabeth
	
	
	10 282
	
	
	5 703
	
	3 857
	

	Finniss
	
	10 519
	
	
	
	
	4 007
	4 471
	

	Fisher*
	
	12 361
	
	
	
	
	8 306
	
	

	Flinders
	
	10 473
	
	
	
	
	2 114
	1 219
	5 733

	Florey*
	
	
	10 012
	
	
	9 488
	
	
	

	Frome*
	
	10 368
	
	
	
	
	9 220
	
	

	Giles*
	
	
	9 223
	
	
	5 614
	
	3 325
	

	Gordon*
	
	
	
	10 093
	
	10 041
	
	
	

	Goyder
	
	10 617
	
	
	
	
	4 397
	2 595
	1 634

	Hammond
	
	9 677
	
	
	
	
	3 820
	3 405
	1 928

	Hanson*
	
	
	
	10 128
	
	8 075
	
	
	

	Hart
	
	
	11 847
	
	
	4 052
	
	2 842
	

	Hartley*
	
	9 376
	
	
	
	
	9 192
	
	

	Heysen
	
	9 723
	
	
	
	
	3 938
	5 643
	

	Kaurna*
	
	
	10 270
	
	
	8 131
	
	
	

	Kavel
	
	9 691
	
	
	
	
	3 686
	4 306
	 852

	Lee*
	
	
	10 666
	
	
	8 023
	
	
	

	Light*
	
	10 862
	
	
	
	
	8 437
	
	

	MacKillop*
	
	
	
	11 679
	
	8 497
	
	
	

	Mawson*
	
	10 695
	
	
	
	
	8 865
	
	

	Mitchell*
	
	
	9 710
	
	
	9 384
	
	
	

	Morphett
	
	10 069
	
	
	
	
	5 002
	3 313
	

	Napier
	
	
	10 031
	
	
	3 798
	
	4 055
	

	Newland*
	
	11 305
	
	
	
	
	8 195
	
	

	Norwood*
	
	
	9 244
	
	
	8 943
	
	
	

	Peake*
	
	
	10 747
	
	
	8 122
	
	
	

	Playford*
	
	
	9 833
	
	
	5 743
	
	3 807
	

	Price
	
	
	11 314
	
	
	3 456
	
	3 078
	

	Ramsay
	
	
	9 757
	
	
	4 011
	
	2 835
	1 122

	Reynell*
	
	
	10 381
	
	
	8 938
	
	
	

	Ross Smith
	
	8 905
	
	
	4 712
	
	3 055
	 704

	Schubert
	
	10 416
	
	
	
	
	3 742
	4 270
	1 383

	Spence
	
	
	11 806
	
	
	4 063
	
	2 339
	

	Stuart*
	
	9 602
	
	
	
	
	9 039
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Table 3 (continued)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Electorate
	
	Effective votes      
	
	
	Ineffective votes
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	LIB
	ALP
	OTHER
	
	LIB
	ALP
	AD
	OTHER

	Taylor
	
	
	10 657
	
	
	3 840
	
	2 952
	 697

	Torrens*
	
	
	11 380
	
	
	7 568
	
	
	

	Unley*
	
	10 337
	
	
	
	
	8 641
	
	

	Waite
	
	9 899
	
	
	
	
	4 394
	4 592
	

	Wright*
	
	
	10354
	
	
	9 150
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTALS
	
	239 644
	205 912
	42 152
	
	167 170
	146 968
	74 015
	14 053

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GRAND TOTAL
	487 708
	
	
	
	402 206
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(In those electorates marked with a *, it was necessary to distribute preferences

	
	  In three electorates - Davenport, Giles and Playford - it was not necessary to

	
	  distribute all preferences to elect a candidate.)
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(B) Voter representation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	The election results listed in (A) can be summarised:
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Party
	
	Total votes
	Effective votes
	Ineffective votes
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	LIB
	
	406 814
	
	239 644
	
	58.9%
	167 170
	41.1%
	

	ALP
	
	352 880
	
	205 912
	
	58.4%
	146 968
	41.6%
	

	AD
	
	74 015
	
	 0
	
	0.0%
	74 015
	100.0%
	

	OTHER
	
	56 205
	
	42 152
	
	75.0%
	14 053
	25.0%
	

	  -  NAT
	
	18 498
	
	10 252
	
	55.4%
	8 246
	44.6%
	

	Whole State
	889 914
	
	487 708
	
	54.8%
	402 206
	45.2%
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Effective representation
	54.8%
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Wasted votes
	
	45.2%
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(C) Party representation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	The election results listed in (A) also shows the following:
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Party
	
	% of total vote
	Corresponding
	
	Seats actually

	
	
	
	
	proportion of seats
	
	won
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	LIB
	
	45.7%
	
	21. 49
	
	 21
	
	23
	

	ALP
	
	39.7%
	
	18. 64
	
	 19
	
	21
	

	AD
	
	8.3%
	
	3.91
	
	 4
	
	
	

	OTHER
	
	6.3%
	
	2. 97
	
	 3
	
	3
	

	  - NAT
	
	2.1%
	
	. 98
	
	 1
	
	1
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	Table 4:  Proposal to make votes more nearly equal in value
	

	(With seven seven-member electorates, House of Assembly elections, October 11, 1997)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Using the quota-preferential method of proportional representation and grouping the present 

	electorates into seven electorates, the 1997 election can be extended as follows:
	

	(A) Election results (if following grouping had been used):

	
	SEAT ONE
	
	
	
	
	

	District
	
	
	
	Votes
	
	  
	Electors

	
	
	   LIB
	   ALP
	 AD
	OTHER
	Total
	enrolled

	Chaffey
	
	8 133
	2 734
	1 399
	7 242
	19 508
	21 949

	Finniss
	
	10 519
	4 007
	4 471
	
	18 997
	21 346

	Gordon
	
	8 360
	4 344
	2 382
	5 048
	20 134
	22 397

	Hammond
	
	9 677
	3 820
	3 405
	1 928
	18 830
	21 020

	Heysen
	
	9 723
	3 938
	5 643
	
	19 304
	21 655

	Kavel
	
	9 691
	3 686
	4 306
	 852
	18 535
	21 126

	MacKillop
	
	7 170
	3 116
	1 008
	8 882
	20 176
	22 545

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Totals
	
	63 273
	25 645
	22 614
	23 952
	135 484
	152 038

	Quotas
	
	3.74 
	1.51 
	1.34 
	1.41 
	
	

	Members elected*
	4 
	1 
	1 
	1 
	
	

	Actual members
	4 
	
	
	3 
	
	

	Quota for election
	
	
	16,936
	
	
	

	Number of electors enrolled
	
	152,038
	
	
	

	Number of formal votes
	
	135,484
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	* After actual distribution of preferences from minor OTHER and possible distribution of AD surplus preferences (as in MacKillop), the LIB quotas become 3.84, ALP 1.74,

	NAT 0.63 and Williams (IND LIB) 0.78.  Distribution of NAT preferences (as in MacKillop) enables Williams to gain a quota and LIB the fourth quota. 

	
	SEAT TWO
	
	
	
	
	

	District
	
	
	
	Votes
	
	
	Electors

	
	
	   LIB
	   ALP
	   AD
	OTHER
	Total
	enrolled

	Flinders
	
	10,473
	2,114
	1,219
	5,733
	19,539
	21,793

	Frome
	
	8,884
	6,945
	2,111
	1,648
	19,588
	21,526

	Giles
	
	5,361
	8,734
	3,041
	1,026
	18,162
	21,640

	Goyder
	
	10,617
	4,397
	2,595
	1,634
	19,243
	21,324

	Light
	
	9,133
	5,917
	4,249
	
	19,299
	21,700

	Schubert
	
	10,416
	3,742
	4,270
	1,383
	19,811
	21,990

	Stuart
	
	8,203
	7,039
	2,264
	1,135
	18,641
	21,099

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Totals
	
	63,087
	38,888
	19,749
	12,559
	134,283
	151,072

	Quotas
	
	3.76 
	2.32 
	1.18 
	0.75 
	
	

	Members elected*
	4 
	2 
	1 
	
	
	

	Actual members
	6 
	1 
	
	
	
	

	Quota for election
	
	
	16  786
	
	
	

	Number of electors enrolled
	
	151,072
	
	
	

	Number of formal votes
	
	134,283
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	* After actual distribution of preferences from minor OTHER and possible distribution of AD surplus preferences, the LIB quotas become 3.91, ALP 2.53 and NAT 0.56.  Distribution of ALP surplus preferences (as in Flinders) gives the LIB 4.06 and NAT 0.94 quotas.

	

	Table 4 (continued)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	SEAT THREE
	
	
	
	
	

	District
	
	
	
	Votes
	
	
	Electors

	
	
	   LIB
	   ALP
	   AD
	OTHER
	  Total
	enrolled

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Elizabeth
	
	5,703
	10,282
	3,857
	
	19,842
	22,453

	Napier
	
	3,798
	10,031
	4,055
	
	17,884
	20,363

	Playford
	
	5,498
	9,464
	3,545
	876
	19,383
	21,895

	Ramsay
	
	4,011
	9,757
	2,835
	1,122
	17,725
	20,319

	Taylor
	
	3,840
	10,657
	2,952
	697
	18,146
	20,701

	Wright
	
	7,175
	8,076
	2,604
	1,649
	19,504
	22,061

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Totals
	
	30,025
	58,267
	19,848
	4,344
	112,484
	127,792

	Quotas
	
	2.14 
	4.14 
	1.41 
	0.31 
	
	

	Members elected*
	2 
	4 
	1 
	
	
	

	Actual members
	
	6 
	
	
	
	

	(Note: For the purposes of this analysis, both SEATS THREE and SEVEN have been considered to return seven-members, even though there are only six electorates in each. Currently the House of Assembly consists of 47 members, whereas analysis is based on 49 members (seven seven-member electorates).  Under the State's Constitution, each electorate must return the same number of members, hence the divergence from the present 47 members.)

	
	

	Quota for election
	
	
	14,061
	
	
	

	Number of electors enrolled
	
	127,792
	
	
	

	Number of formal votes
	
	112,484
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	* No preferences needed to be distributed as seven quotas have been reached.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	SEAT FOUR
	
	
	
	
	

	District
	
	
	
	Votes
	
	  
	Electors

	
	
	   LIB
	   ALP
	   AD
	OTHER
	Total
	enrolled

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Colton
	
	7,690
	6,006
	2,267
	3,225
	19,188
	21,536

	Hart
	
	4,052
	11,847
	2,842
	
	18,741
	21,266

	Lee
	
	5,977
	8,545
	2,194
	1,973
	18,689
	21,624

	Peake
	
	6,998
	8,804
	3,067
	
	18,869
	21,367

	Price
	
	3,456
	11,314
	3,078
	
	17,848
	20,849

	Ross Smith
	4,712
	8,905
	3,055
	704
	17,376
	20,022

	Spence
	
	4,063
	11,806
	2,339
	
	18,208
	20,867

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Totals
	
	36,948
	67,227
	18,842
	5,902
	128,919
	147,531

	Quotas
	
	2.29 
	4.17 
	1.17 
	0.37 
	
	

	Members elected*
	2 
	4 
	1 
	
	
	

	Actual members
	1 
	6 
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Quota for election
	
	
	16,115
	
	
	

	Number of electors enrolled
	
	147,531
	
	
	

	Number of formal votes
	
	128,919
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	* No preferences needed to be distributed as seven quotas have been reached.

	Table 4 (continued)
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	SEAT FIVE
	
	
	
	
	

	District
	
	
	
	Votes
	
	
	Electors

	
	
	   LIB
	   ALP
	   AD
	OTHER
	Total
	enrolled

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Adelaide
	
	8,499
	5,536
	2,987
	1,114
	18,136
	21,500

	Coles
	
	8,954
	5,957
	3,179
	1,432
	19,522
	22,179

	Florey
	
	7,449
	7,085
	3,113
	1,853
	19,500
	22,096

	Hartley
	
	8,096
	7,168
	3,304
	
	18,568
	21,191

	Newland
	
	9,268
	6,009
	4,223
	
	19,500
	21,871

	Norwood
	
	7,732
	7,128
	2,215
	1,112
	18,187
	21,222

	Torrens
	
	6,226
	9,096
	2,895
	731
	18,948
	21,332

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Totals
	
	56,224
	47,979
	21,916
	6,242
	132,361
	151,391

	Quotas
	
	3.40 
	2.90 
	1.32 
	0.38 
	
	

	Members elected*
	3 
	3 
	1 
	
	
	

	Actual members
	3 
	4 
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Quota for election
	
	
	16,546
	
	
	

	Number of electors enrolled
	
	151,391
	
	
	

	Number of formal votes
	
	132,361
	
	
	

	

	* After actual distribution of OTHER preferences, the LIB quotas become 3.49, ALP 2.99 and AD 1.53. The ALP would win the final position.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	SEAT SIX
	
	
	
	
	

	District
	
	
	
	Votes
	
	
	Electors

	
	
	   LIB
	   ALP
	   AD
	OTHER
	Total
	enrolled

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bragg
	
	11,328
	3,832
	3,712
	
	18,872
	21,864

	Davenport
	
	8,913
	4,113
	3,462
	2,151
	18,639
	21,185

	Elder
	
	6,455
	6,192
	2,262
	3,146
	18,055
	20,958

	Hanson
	
	5,837
	5,773
	1,871
	4,722
	18,203
	21,314

	Morphett
	
	10,069
	5,002
	3,313
	
	18,384
	21,110

	Unley
	
	7,873
	5,095
	2,549
	3,461
	18,978
	22,246

	Waite
	
	9,899
	4,394
	4,592
	
	18,885
	21,594

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Totals
	
	60,374
	34,401
	21,761
	13,480
	130,016
	150,271

	Quotas
	
	3.71 
	2.12 
	1.34 
	0.83 
	
	

	Members elected*
	4 
	2 
	1 
	
	
	

	Actual members
	5 
	2 
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Quota for election
	
	
	16,253
	
	
	

	Number of electors enrolled
	
	150,271
	
	
	

	Number of formal votes
	
	130,016
	
	
	

	

	* After actual distribution of preferences from minor OTHER, the LIB quotas become 3.81, ALP 2.24, AD 1.51, Trainer (IND LAB) 0.23 and Keenan (IND) 0.20.  While it is not clear where preferences would flow, there should be a sufficient preferences for LIB to win the final position. 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Table 4 (continued)
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	SEAT SEVEN
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	District
	
	
	
	Votes
	
	  
	Electors

	
	
	   LIB
	   ALP
	   AD
	OTHER
	Total
	enrolled

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bright
	
	9,153
	5,910
	4,263
	
	19,326
	21,675

	Fisher
	
	10,225
	5,849
	4,593
	
	20,667
	22,999

	Kaurna
	
	6,527
	7,783
	2,262
	1,829
	18,401
	20,847

	Mawson
	
	9,031
	6,599
	3,930
	
	19,560
	21,852

	Mitchell
	
	7,673
	7,411
	3,074
	936
	19,094
	21,188

	Reynell
	
	6,969
	6,970
	3,522
	1,858
	19,319
	22,097

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Totals
	
	49,578
	40,522
	21,644
	4,623
	116,367
	130,658

	Quotas
	
	3.41 
	2.79 
	1.49 
	0.32 
	
	

	Members elected*
	3 
	2 
	2 
	
	
	

	Actual members
	3 
	3 
	
	
	
	

	
	(See Note under SEAT THREE for explanation of difference between actual members and members elected).

	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Quota for election
	
	
	14,546
	
	
	

	Number of electors enrolled
	
	130,658
	
	
	

	Number of formal votes
	
	116,367
	
	
	

	* After actual distribution of OTHER preferences, the LIB quota becomes 3.46, ALP 2.86 and AD 1.68. With possible distribution of LIB surplus preferences (as in Napier), the AD should win the final position.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(B) Voter representation
	
	
	
	
	

	The outcome of the election, if the districts had been grouped as shown, can be summarised as follows:

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Seat
	
	Effective votes
	Ineffective votes
	Total votes

	
	
	
	
	
	
	135,484
	

	1 
	
	118,556
	
	16,928
	
	134,283
	

	2 
	
	117,502
	
	16,781
	
	112,484
	

	3 
	
	98,427
	
	14,057
	
	128,919
	

	4 
	
	112,805
	
	16,114
	
	132,361
	

	5 
	
	115,822
	
	16,539
	
	130,016
	

	6 
	
	113,771
	
	16,245
	
	116,367
	

	7 
	
	101,822
	
	14,545
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	889,914
	

	Whole State
	
	778,705
	
	111,209
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Effective representation
	87.5%
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WASTED VOTES
	
	12.5%
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TABLE 4 (continued)
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(C) Party representation
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Seat
	
	LIB
	ALP
	AD
	OTHER
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1 
	
	4 
	1 
	1 
	1 
	(IND LIB)
	

	2 
	
	4 
	2 
	1 
	
	
	

	3 
	
	2 
	4 
	1 
	
	
	

	4 
	
	2 
	4 
	1 
	
	
	

	5 
	
	3 
	3 
	1 
	
	
	

	6 
	
	4 
	2 
	1 
	
	
	

	7 
	
	3 
	2 
	2 
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Whole State
	
	22 
	18 
	8 
	1 
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Members expected in
	
	
	
	
	

	proportion to votes
	20 
	17 
	8 
	4 
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Actual members
	23 
	21 
	
	3 
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	NOTE: The grouping in Table 4 gives only a first approximation to the problem of how to achieve "one vote, one value".  This demonstrates the electoral justice and the practicality of using multi-member electorates each returning the same number of members. 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	Table 5:  Proposal to make votes more nearly equal in value
	

	
	(With nine five-member electorates, House of Assembly, October 11, 1997)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Using calculations similar to those in Table 4, and by grouping the present electorates into nine electorates, the results of the 1997 election can be extended and summarised as follows:

	(A)
	Election results
	(if following grouping had been used)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Seat
	
	Districts
	
	
	
	Members elected
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lib
	ALP
	AD
	Other

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	Chaffey, Finniss, Gordon, Hammond,

MacKillop, Schubert
	2
	1
	1
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	(Ind. Lib)

	2
	Flinders, Frome, Giles, Goyder, Light, Stuart
	3
	1
	1
	0

	3
	Elizabeth, Napier, Ramsay, Taylor, Wright
	1
	3
	1
	0

	4
	Colton, Hart, Lee, Price, Spence
	1
	3
	1
	0

	5
	Florey, Hartley, Playford, Ross Smith, Torrens
	2
	2
	1
	0

	6
	Elder, Hanson, Mitchell, Morphett, Peake
	2
	2
	1
	0

	7
	Adelaide, Bragg, Norwood, Unley, Waite
	3
	1
	1
	0

	8
	Bright, Fisher, Kaurna, Mawson, Reynell
	
	2
	2
	1
	0

	9
	Coles, Davenport, Heysen, Kavel, Newland
	3
	1
	1
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	PARTY REPRESENTATION
	
	19
	16
	9
	1

	
	Members expected in proportion to votes
	18
	16
	7
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(B)
	Voter Representation
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	The outcome of the election, if the districts had been grouped as shown, can be summarised as follows:

	Seat
	
	Total Votes
	Effective Votes
	
	Ineffective Votes
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	
	117,456
	
	97,885
	
	
	19,571
	
	

	2
	
	114,472
	
	95,395
	
	
	19,077
	
	

	3
	
	93,101
	
	77,585
	
	
	15,516
	
	

	4
	
	92,674
	
	77,230
	
	
	15,444
	
	

	5
	
	93,775
	
	78,150
	
	
	15,625
	
	

	6
	
	92,605
	
	77,174
	
	
	15,431
	
	

	7
	
	93,058
	
	77,550
	
	
	15,508
	
	

	8
	
	97,273
	
	81,065
	
	
	16,208
	
	

	9
	
	95,500
	
	79,585
	
	 
	15,915
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Whole State
	889,914
	
	741,619
	
	
	148,295
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Effective representation
	83.3%
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Wasted Votes
	
	16.7%
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	NOTE:
	The grouping in Table 5 gives another example of how multi-member electorates could replace single-member electorates. However, in comparing five-member and seven-member electorates the latter gives both a better party representation and a more effective elector representation.
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Appendix 1: The quota-preferential method of proportional representation

The quota-preferential method is based on the idea that a candidate must have the support of a “quota” of voters to be elected. The method is also known as the single-transferable-vote method and in Tasmania and the Australian Capital Territory as the Hare-Clark method. Voting is preferential. In some applications, voters are required to indicate preferences for all candidates but this requirement is unnecessary for the working of the method and is an unwarranted interference with the choice of the voter.

The quota is calculated so that it is just possible to form a number of quotas equal to the number of vacancies. If, for example there are seven vacancies, the quota is the whole number just greater than one-eighth of the total number of votes. When seven quotas have been formed, they amount to more than seven-eighths of the total, and the remaining votes are less than an eighth. The quota for any number of vacancies is the whole number next above the quotient found by dividing the total number of votes by the number next above the number of vacancies.

If it should happen that candidates equal in number to the number of vacancies were each supported by a quota of voters, these candidates would be elected and the election would be complete. It is more usual for some candidates, numbering less than the number of vacancies, to have first-preference totals greater than the quota. These candidates are elected and their surplus votes are transferred to the candidates shown on the voting papers, as second preferences. The transfer of these papers may bring the totals of other candidates up to or above the quota and if so, these candidates are elected and any surplus votes are transferred. If there are vacancies unfilled when all surpluses have been transferred, the candidate with the smallest total is excluded and the voting papers credited to that candidate are transferred to the candidates shown as next preferences among the “continuing candidates”, that is, those who are neither elected nor excluded. These processes are continued until all the vacancies are filled each by a candidate supported by a quota.

With this method, any group of voters as large as a quota is assured of representation by the candidate of their choice. If a group amounts to two or more quotas, it will elect the corresponding number of candidates as its representatives. The choice of the candidates who become representatives is made by the voters themselves through their preference indications. It is worth noting that in Tasmania and the ACT, numbered “how to vote” cards are not used and the candidates are listed and rotated in random order. The parties invite their supporters to vote in order of their own choice. The result is that most voters see the election of the candidates they prefer as their representatives. Most of those whose first-preference candidates are not elected see the election of other candidates high in their order of preference. A high level of voter satisfaction is assured and each coherent group of voters is represented in proportion to its number – thus the term “proportional representation”.

The quota-preferential method gives voters freedom of choice between candidates associated with a wide range of political views, ensures that most of the voters see the election of candidates who are acceptable to them as representatives, and gives effective representation to both majorities and minorities. Although no method can meet the requirements of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights perfectly, the quota-preferential method comes closer to doing this than any other method. By making elected bodies unmistakably responsible to the voters as a whole, it encourages governments to enact legislation of the kind wanted by the people. At the same time it removes most of the possibilities for minority pressure groups to exercise undue influence on governments.


