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VOTERS MISS OUT AGAIN

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 2002 State election, 45.4% of South Australian voters found that their votes (or preferences) did not elect anyone – 430 000 people wasted their votes.

And the election has left both the Liberals (40% of first preferences, 43% of the seats) and the ALP (36% of first preferences, 49% 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 2002 State election, even though all electorates had almost the same number of voters (all within the 10% margin).

Of the past nine 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 54.6% 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, 46% of Liberal supporters and 37% of ALP voters found that they voted for unsuccessful candidates.

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 (by voting above the line), or of voting full preferences (voting below the line).

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 76 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.
The Robson rotation should be used.  This is a process of rotating candidates names within a column so that favoured positions (top and bottom) are shared equally between all candidates.  This means candidates within each group or political party have to compete against each other for the votes from that party’s supporters.

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

If the voters’ wishes - as expressed at the initial election for the vacating member - are to be reflected, the quota of votes that elected the vacating member should be recounted to ascertain whom the voters next preferred.

(
Incorrect procedures in counting the votes.
In calculating transfer values, rather than transferring proportions of the votes at their existing values, under the current legislation these values are averaged.  This can lead to distortions.

In addition, any non-transferable papers should be placed fully within the elected candidate’s quota, to minimise the exhaustion of votes.

(
Lack of education and publicity about what it means if an elector votes above the line.
The Electoral Reform Society would prefer that above the line voting was eliminated.  It unnecessarily complicates the ballot paper.  If above the line voting is continued, all electors need to be provided in advance with details of where preferences flow if they vote for a particular group’s ticket.
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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.

Redistribution

2002



54.6%




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, February 9, 2002
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	LIB
	ALP
	AD
	OTHER
	TOTAL

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Votes for parties
	
	378,929
	344,559
	71,026
	153,518
	948,032

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage for parties
	
	40.0%
	36.3%
	7.5%
	16.2%
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Seats corresponding to votes
	19
	17
	4
	7
	47

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Seats actually won
	
	20
	23
	0
	4
	47

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Seats where first preferences

                  highest
	 
	
	
	
	

	
	23
	21
	0
	3
	47

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Seats with proportional representation
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(1 x 47-member)
	19
	18
	3
	7**
	47

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(7 x 7-member)*
	22
	20
	5
	2
	49*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(9 x 5-member)*
	21
	19
	2
	3
	45*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Votes for elected candidates
	204,940
	217,664
	0
	35,116
	457,720

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Votes for unelected candidates (A)
	173,989
	126,895
	71,026
	118,402
	490,312

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage of votes for elected
	
	
	
	
	

	
	candidates
	
	54.1%
	63.2%
	0.0%
	22.9%
	48.3%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage of votes for unelected
	
	
	
	
	

	
	candidates
	
	45.9%
	36.8%
	100.0%
	77.1%
	51.7%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Surplus votes in seats won outright (B)
	11,025
	8,587
	0
	1,753
	21,365

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Deficit votes won on preferences (C)
	10,694
	20,958
	0
	7,028
	38,680

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Net wastage (A+B-C)
	
	174,320
	114,524
	71,026
	113,127
	472,997

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Effective votes
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(Total - net wastage)
	204,609
	230,035
	0
	40,391
	475,035

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage of votes effective
	54.0%
	66.8%
	0.0%
	26.3%
	50.1%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

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



	
	** Seven OTHER to be elected would be one each from FFP, GRN, NP, ONP, SAF and two IND (McEwen and Such)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	Table 3: The value of each vote
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(With 47 single-member electorates, House of Assembly elections, February 9, 2002)

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

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Electorate
	
	Effective votes
	
	
	Ineffective votes
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	LIB
	ALP
	OTHER
	
	LIB
	ALP
	AD
	OTHER

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Adelaide*
	
	
	10 375
	
	
	9 958
	
	
	

	Ashford*
	
	
	11 118
	
	
	9 604
	
	
	

	Bragg
	
	12 568
	
	
	
	
	4 267
	2 150
	1 334

	Bright*
	
	10 260
	
	
	
	
	7 385
	2 720
	

	Chaffey*
	
	
	
	10 163
	
	6 598
	2 513
	887
	

	Cheltenham*
	
	
	9 896
	
	 
	4 959
	
	2 048
	2 570

	Colton*
	
	
	10 765
	
	
	8 968
	
	
	

	Croydon
	
	
	12 024
	
	
	4 926
	
	1 568
	1 417

	Davenport
	
	10 337
	
	
	
	
	4 563
	3 369
	1 701

	Elder*
	
	
	10 666
	
	
	9 209
	
	
	

	Elizabeth*
	
	
	11 649
	
	
	8 726
	
	
	

	Enfield*
	
	
	13 063
	
	
	6 772
	
	
	

	Finniss
	
	11 616
	
	
	
	
	4 435
	1 895
	2 851

	Fisher*
	
	
	
	12 439
	
	7 603
	
	
	

	Flinders
	
	13 373
	
	
	
	
	3 318
	1 242
	2 543

	Florey*
	
	
	10 462
	
	
	9 014
	
	
	

	Frome
	
	11 892
	
	
	
	
	7 261
	 863
	 636

	Giles*
	
	
	8 848
	
	
	5 395
	
	1 742
	1 635

	Goyder
	
	10 446
	
	
	
	
	4 740
	1 291
	3 903

	Hammond*
	
	
	
	10 205
	
	9 383
	
	
	

	Hartley*
	
	10 331
	
	
	
	
	9 796
	
	

	Heysen*
	
	10 215
	
	
	
	
	4 493
	5 345
	

	Kaurna*
	
	
	10 354
	
	
	6 169
	
	
	2 833

	Kavel*
	
	10 938
	
	
	
	
	
	
	9 744

	Lee*
	
	
	11 361
	
	
	8 569
	
	
	

	Light*
	
	10 843
	
	
	
	
	9 696
	
	

	MacKillop
	
	10 809
	
	
	
	
	2 798
	409
	6 731

	Mawson*
	
	11 270
	
	
	
	
	9 778
	
	

	Mitchell*
	
	
	10 794
	
	
	8 951
	
	
	

	Morialta*
	
	10 791
	
	
	
	
	9 144
	
	

	Morphett
	
	11 731
	
	
	
	
	6 659
	1 544
	1 533

	Mt Gambier
	
	
	
	12 246
	
	4 261
	3 621
	460
	397

	Napier
	
	
	10 328
	
	
	5 623
	
	1 710
	2 233

	Newland*
	
	9 929
	
	
	
	
	7 197
	2 416
	

	Norwood*
	
	
	10 392
	
	
	10 203
	
	
	

	Playford
	
	
	10 464
	
	
	5 859
	
	1 714
	2 217

	Port Adelaide
	
	
	11 796
	
	
	4 571
	
	1 239
	2 578

	Ramsay
	
	
	12 583
	
	
	4 785
	
	1 433
	1 623

	Reynell*
	
	11 078
	
	
	8 505
	
	
	

	Schubert
	
	9 668
	
	
	
	
	4 360
	1 719
	3 657

	Stuart*
	
	10 099
	
	
	
	
	9 595
	
	

	Taylor
	
	
	11 557
	
	
	5 076
	
	1 403
	1 592

	Torrens*
	
	
	11 968
	
	
	8 944
	
	
	

	Unley
	
	10 598
	
	
	
	
	6 152
	1 447
	2 023


	Table 3 (continued)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Electorate
	
	Effective votes      
	
	
	Ineffective votes
	
	

	
	
	LIB
	ALP
	OTHER
	
	LIB
	ALP
	AD
	OTHER

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Waite
	
	11 018
	
	
	
	
	5 007
	2 552
	2 227

	West Torrens*
	
	
	10 478
	
	
	7 774
	
	2 387
	

	Wright*
	
	
	11 438
	
	
	10 076
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTALS
	
	218 732
	253 457
	45 053
	
	200 481
	126 778
	45 553
	57 978

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GRAND TOTAL
	517 242
	
	
	
	430 790
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(In those electorates marked with a *, it was necessary to distribute preferences.  In eight electorates – Bright, Chaffey, Cheltenham, Giles, Heysen, Kaurna, Newland and West Torrens - 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
	
	419 213
	
	218 732
	
	52.2%
	200 481
	47.8%
	

	ALP
	
	380 235
	
	253 457
	
	66.7%
	126 778
	33.3%
	

	AD
	
	45 553
	
	 0
	
	0.0%
	45 553
	100.0%
	

	OTHER
	
	103 031
	
	45 053
	
	43.7%
	57 978
	56.3%
	

	- NP
	
	13 982
	
	10 163
	
	72.7%
	3 819
	27.3%
	

	- CLIC
	
	10 571
	
	10 205
	
	96.5%
	366
	3.5%
	

	- ONP
	
	9 484
	
	0
	
	0.0%
	9 484
	100.0%
	

	- SAF
	
	8 677
	
	0
	
	0.0%
	8 677
	100.0%
	

	- GRN
	
	6 289
	
	0
	
	0.0%
	6 289
	100.0%
	

	- FFP
	
	4 250
	
	0
	
	0.0%
	4 250 
	100.0%
	

	- IND
	
	49 778
	
	24 685
	
	49.6%
	25 093
	50.4%
	

	Whole State
	948 032
	
	517 242
	
	54.8%
	430 790
	45.2%
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Effective representation
	54.6%
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Wasted votes
	
	45.4%
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(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
	
	44.2%
	
	20.78
	
	 21
	
	20
	

	ALP
	
	40.1%
	
	18.85
	
	 19
	
	23
	

	AD
	
	4.8%
	
	2.26
	
	 2
	
	
	

	OTHER
	
	10.9%
	
	5.11
	
	 5
	
	4
	

	- NP
	
	1.5%
	
	0.69
	
	 1
	
	1
	

	- CLIC
	
	1.1%
	
	0.52
	
	1
	
	1
	

	- ONP
	
	1.0%
	
	0.47
	
	
	
	
	

	- SAF
	
	0.9%
	
	0.43
	
	
	
	
	

	- GRN
	
	0.7%
	
	0.31
	
	
	
	
	

	- FFP
	
	0.4%
	
	0.21
	
	
	
	
	

	- IND
	
	5.3%
	
	2.47
	
	3
	
	2
	


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

	(With seven seven-member electorates, House of Assembly elections, February 9, 2002)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

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

electorates into seven electorates, the 2002 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
	
	6 337
	2 419
	 800
	10 605
	20 161
	22 130

	Finniss
	
	11 616
	4 435
	1 895
	2 851
	20 797
	22 687

	Hammond
	
	8 072
	3 368
	1 104
	7 044
	19 588
	21 221

	Heysen
	
	9 222
	3 662
	3 266
	3 903
	20 053
	21 891

	Kavel
	
	8 974
	3 718
	1 874
	6 116
	20 682
	22 752

	MacKillop
	
	10 809
	2 798
	 409
	6 731
	20 747
	22 551

	Mount Gambier
	4 261
	3 621
	 460
	12 643
	20 985
	22 839

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Totals
	
	59 291
	24 021
	9 808
	49 893
	143 013
	156 071

	Quotas
	
	3.32 
	1.34 
	0.55 
	2.79 
	
	

	Members elected*
	3 
	1 
	1 
	2 
	
	

	Actual members
	4 
	
	
	3 
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Quota for election
	
	
	17,877
	
	
	

	Number of electors enrolled
	
	156,071
	
	
	

	Number of formal votes
	
	143,013
	
	
	

	* After actual distribution of preferences from most of the minor parties and Independents, the Lib  

	quota becomes 3.72, ALP 1.59, AD 0.84, NP 0.78, CLIC 0.38 and McEwen 0.70. Nominal distribution  

	of CLIC preferences(30% to LIB, 15% ALP, 5% AD, 25% NP, 25% McEwen) and then actual  

	distribution of ALP preferences gives both AD and NP a quota and their surplus elect McEwen.

	
	SEAT TWO
	
	
	
	
	

	District
	
	
	
	Votes
	
	
	Electors

	
	
	   LIB
	   ALP
	   AD
	  OTHER
	  Total
	enrolled

	Flinders
	
	13,373
	3,318
	1,242
	2,543
	20,476
	22,464

	Frome
	
	11,892
	7,261
	863
	636
	20,652
	22,051

	Giles
	
	5,272
	8,742
	1,664
	1,942
	17,620
	20,781

	Goyder
	
	10,446
	4,740
	1,291
	3,903
	20,380
	22,059

	Light
	
	8,954
	8,032
	1,121
	2,432
	20,539
	22,531

	Schubert
	
	9,668
	4,360
	1,719
	3,657
	19,404
	21,048

	Stuart
	
	9,072
	7,945
	764
	1,913
	19,694
	21,475

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Totals
	
	68,677
	44,398
	8,664
	17,026
	138,765
	152,409

	Quotas
	
	3.96 
	2.56 
	0.50 
	0.98 
	
	

	Members elected*
	4 
	3 
	
	
	
	

	Actual members
	6 
	1 
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Quota for election
	
	
	17,346
	
	
	

	Number of electors enrolled
	
	152,409
	
	
	

	Number of formal votes
	
	138,765
	
	
	

	* After actual distribution of preferences from minor parties and independents, the LIB quota 

	 becomes 4.01, ALP 3.25 and AD 0.75. 
	
	
	
	

	Table 4 (continued)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	SEAT THREE
	
	
	
	

	District
	
	
	
	Votes
	
	
	Electors

	
	
	   LIB
	   ALP
	   AD
	  OTHER
	  Total
	enrolled

	Elizabeth
	
	7,111
	9,107
	1,430
	2,727
	20,375
	22,380

	Napier
	
	5,623
	10,328
	1,710
	2,233
	19,894
	22,085

	Playford
	
	5,859
	10,464
	1,714
	2,217
	20,254
	22,347

	Ramsay
	
	4,785
	12,583
	1,433
	1,623
	20,424
	22,678

	Taylor
	
	5,076
	11,557
	1,403
	1,592
	19,628
	21,710

	Wright
	
	8,243
	9,676
	1,567
	2,028
	21,514
	23,273

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Totals
	
	36,697
	63,715
	9,257
	12,420
	122,089
	134,473

	Quotas
	
	2.40 
	4.17 
	0.61 
	0.81 
	
	

	Members elected*
	3 
	4 
	
	
	
	

	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 this 

	
	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
	
	
	15,261
	
	
	

	Number of electors enrolled
	
	134,473
	
	
	

	Number of formal votes
	
	122,089
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	* After nominal distribution of ALP surplus (15% to LIB, 50% AD, 5% ONP, 10% FFP, 20% SAF) and 

	actual distribution of minor party preferences, the LIB quota becomes 3.08 and AD 0.92.
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	SEAT FOUR
	
	
	
	
	

	District
	
	
	
	Votes
	
	
	Electors

	
	
	   LIB
	   ALP
	   AD
	  OTHER
	  Total
	enrolled

	Cheltenham
	
	4,627
	9,457
	1,329
	4,060
	19,473
	22,237

	Colton
	
	7,650
	8,235
	865
	2,983
	19,733
	21,920

	Croydon
	
	4,926
	12,024
	1,568
	1,417
	19,935
	22,253

	Enfield
	
	4,779
	7,827
	1,201
	6,028
	19,835
	22,367

	Lee
	
	7,405
	9,131
	1,104
	2,290
	19,930
	22,061

	Port Adelaide
	4,571
	11,796
	1,239
	2,578
	20,184
	22,314

	West Torrens
	7,307
	9,452
	1,353
	2,527
	20,639
	22,950

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Totals
	
	41,265
	67,922
	8,659
	21,883
	139,729
	156,102

	Quotas
	
	2.36 
	3.89 
	0.50 
	1.25 
	
	

	Members elected*
	2 
	4 
	1 
	
	
	

	Actual members
	
	7 
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Quota for election
	
	
	17,466
	
	
	

	Number of electors enrolled
	
	156,102
	
	
	

	Number of formal votes
	
	139,729
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	* After actual distribution of IND preferences, the ALP reaches its fourth quota. Distribution of minor 

	party preferences gives the LIB 2.80 quotas and AD 1.19.
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Table 4 (continued)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	SEAT FIVE
	
	
	
	
	

	District
	
	
	
	Votes
	
	
	Electors

	
	
	   LIB
	   ALP
	   AD
	  OTHER
	  Total
	enrolled

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Adelaide
	
	8,621
	8,215
	1,197
	2,300
	20,333
	23,150

	Florey
	
	7,096
	8,414
	1,341
	2,625
	19,476
	21,298

	Hartley
	
	8,779
	7,852
	1,328
	2,168
	20,127
	22,480

	Morialta
	
	8,733
	6,931
	2,083
	2,188
	19,935
	22,163

	Newland
	
	8,858
	6,842
	2,020
	1,822
	19,542
	21,125

	Norwood
	
	8,633
	7,986
	1,654
	2,322
	20,595
	23,084

	Torrens
	
	7,063
	9,840
	1,824
	2,185
	20,912
	23,050

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Totals
	
	57,783
	56,080
	11,447
	15,610
	140,920
	156,350

	Quotas
	
	3.28 
	3.18 
	0.65 
	0.89 
	
	

	Members elected*
	3 
	3 
	1 
	
	
	

	Actual members
	3 
	4 
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Quota for election
	
	
	17,615
	
	
	

	Number of electors enrolled
	
	156,350
	
	
	

	Number of formal votes
	
	140,920
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	* After actual distribution of preferences from minor parties and Independents, and nominal distribution 

	of ALP surplus preferences (20% LIB, 40% AD 5% FFP, GRN 35%), the LIB quota becomes 3.46, 

	AD 1.03 and FFP 0.51.
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	SEAT SIX
	
	
	
	
	

	District
	
	
	
	Votes
	
	
	Electors

	
	
	   LIB
	   ALP
	   AD
	  OTHER
	  Total
	enrolled

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ashford
	
	7,682
	8,425
	1,987
	2,628
	20,722
	23,153

	Bragg
	
	12,568
	4,267
	2,150
	1,334
	20,319
	22,318

	Davenport
	
	10,337
	4,563
	3,369
	1,701
	19,970
	21,721

	Elder
	
	7,545
	8,672
	1,340
	2,318
	19,875
	22,186

	Morphett
	
	11,731
	6,659
	1,544
	1,533
	21,467
	23,437

	Unley
	
	10,598
	6,152
	1,447
	2,023
	20,220
	22,550

	Waite
	
	11,018
	5,007
	2,552
	2,227
	20,804
	22,930

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Totals
	
	71,479
	43,745
	14,389
	13,764
	143,377
	158,295

	Quotas
	
	3.99 
	2.44 
	0.80 
	0.77 
	
	

	Members elected*
	4 
	2 
	1
	
	
	

	Actual members
	5 
	2 
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Quota for election
	
	
	17,922
	
	
	

	Number of electors enrolled
	
	158,295
	
	
	

	Number of formal votes
	
	143,377
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	* After actual distribution of preferences from minor parties and Independents, LIB reaches a  

	fourth quota. After distribution of FFP and SAF preferences, ALP quota is 2.59, AD 1.00 
	

	and GRN 0.38.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	Table 4 (continued)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	SEAT SEVEN
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	District
	
	
	
	Votes
	
	
	Electors

	
	
	   LIB
	   ALP
	   AD
	  OTHER
	  Total
	enrolled

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bright
	
	9,086
	6,784
	1,672
	2,823
	20,365
	22,346

	Fisher
	
	6,275
	4,422
	1,323
	8,022
	20,042
	21,879

	Kaurna
	
	5,245
	8,742
	1,109
	4,260
	19,356
	21,438

	Mawson
	
	9,206
	7,739
	1,791
	2,312
	21,048
	22,952

	Mitchell
	
	7,520
	8,502
	1,595
	2,128
	19,745
	21,661

	Reynell
	
	6,405
	8,489
	1,312
	3,377
	19,583
	21,587

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Totals
	
	43,737
	44,678
	8,802
	22,922
	120,139
	131,863

	Quotas
	
	2.91 
	2.98 
	0.59 
	1.53 
	
	

	Members elected*
	3 
	3 
	1
	 
	
	

	Actual members
	2 
	3 
	
	1 
	
	

	
	(See Note under SEAT THREE for explanation of difference between actual members

	
	and members elected).
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Quota for election
	
	
	15,017
	
	
	

	Number of electors enrolled
	
	131,863
	
	
	

	Number of formal votes
	
	120,139
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	* After actual distribution of most OTHER and Independent preferences, both LIB and ALP 

	achieve their third quota. After distribution of other minor party preferences and nominal 
	

	distribution of Such preferences (50:50), AD quota becomes 1.10 and FFP 0.82.
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(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
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1 
	
	126,444
	
	16,569
	
	143,013
	

	2 
	
	125,656
	
	13,109
	
	138,765
	

	3 
	
	108,039
	
	14,050
	
	122,089
	

	4 
	
	125,659
	
	14,070
	
	139,729
	

	5 
	
	123,872
	
	17,048
	
	140,920
	

	6 
	
	125,457
	
	17,920
	
	143,377
	

	7 
	
	106,461
	
	13,678
	
	120,139
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Whole State
	
	841,588
	
	106,444
	
	948,032
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Effective representation
	88.8%
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WASTED VOTES
	
	11.2%
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TABLE 4 (continued)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(C) Party representation
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Seat
	
	LIB
	ALP
	AD
	OTHER
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1 
	
	3 
	1 
	1 
	2 
	(McEwen, NP)

	2 
	
	4 
	3 
	
	
	
	

	3 
	
	3 
	4 
	
	
	
	

	4 
	
	2 
	4 
	1 
	
	
	

	5 
	
	3 
	3 
	1 
	
	
	

	6 
	
	4 
	2 
	1 
	
	
	

	7 
	
	3 
	3 
	1 
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Whole State
	
	22 
	20 
	5 
	2 
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Members expected in
	
	
	
	
	
	

	proportion to votes
	19 
	18 
	4 
	8 
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Actual members
	20 
	23 
	
	4 
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	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, February 9, 2002)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Using calculations similar to those in Table 4, and by grouping the present electorates into nine electorates, the

	results of the 2002 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, Hammond, MacKillop,
	
	2
	1
	0
	2

	
	Mount Gambier, Schubert
	
	
	
	
	
	(McEwen, NP)

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

	3
	Elizabeth, Napier, Ramsay, Taylor, Wright
	
	2
	3
	0
	0

	4
	Cheltenham, Colton, Croydon, Lee, Port Adelaide
	2
	3
	0
	0

	5
	Enfield, Florey, Hartley, Playford, Torrens
	
	2
	3
	0
	0

	6
	Ashford, Elder, Mitchell, Morphett, West Torrens
	2
	2
	1
	0

	7
	Adelaide, Bragg, Norwood, Unley, Waite
	
	3
	2
	0
	0

	8
	Bright, Fisher, Kaurna, Mawson, Reynell
	
	2
	2
	0
	1 (Such)

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

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	PARTY REPRESENTATION
	
	21
	19
	2
	3

	
	Members expected in proportion to votes
	
	18
	16
	4
	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
	
	121,682
	
	101,504
	
	
	20,178
	
	

	2
	
	119,361
	
	100,191
	
	
	19,170
	
	

	3
	
	101,835
	
	85,035
	
	
	16,800
	
	

	4
	
	99,255
	
	82,915
	
	
	16,340
	
	

	5
	
	100,604
	
	87,386
	
	
	13,218
	
	

	6
	
	102,448
	
	88,327
	
	
	14,121
	
	

	7
	
	102,271
	
	87,192
	
	
	15,079
	
	

	8
	
	100,394
	
	84,818
	
	
	15,576
	
	

	9
	
	100,182
	
	83,898
	
	 
	16,284
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Whole State
	948,032
	
	801,266
	
	
	146,766
	
	

	
	
	
	Effective representation
	84.5%
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Wasted Votes
	
	15.5%
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	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 numbers – 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.


