
REPRESENTATION TO THE ELECTORAL DISTRICTS BOUNDARIES COMMISSION
BY THE ELECTORAL REFORM SOCIETY OF SOUTH AUSTRALIA

As part of the previous redistribution process, the Electoral Reform Society made a written submission, 
which concluded with the following:

“Conclusion

The Commission has an unenviable task, with impossible terms of reference. While it may have "got it  
right" in 1993, this was questionable in 1997, and the result could even be worse at the next State  
election.

This Society urges the Commission to recommend a review of the State's electoral laws as there is no 
guarantee that another manipulation of electoral enrolments and voting figures will give a "fair" 
result.”

As the Society foreshadowed, the result from the February 9, 2002 election certainly did not meet the 
requirements of Section 83 of the Constitution Act dealing with Electoral fairness.

In two-party preferred terms (between Liberal and Labor), the Liberal Party won more than 50 per cent 
of the vote but not a majority of seats (as calculated by the State Electoral Office).

Even if these two-party preferred figures are adjusted to include the votes of Hon Peter Lewis in the 
seat of Hammond within the ALP total (after all it was his support that has allowed the ALP to govern), 
the Liberal Party still has 50.5 per cent of the two-party preferred vote.

The Electoral Reform Society submits that the Commission must now finally concede that it has 
impossible terms of reference, and the Commission should suggest that the whole method of electing 
the House of Assembly needs to be re-assessed.

This Society urges the Commission to recommend the review of the State electoral laws as 
previously approved by State Parliament.

Analysis of the 2002 State election

As part of the Society's submission, an analysis of the 2002 State election is attached. This analysis, 
"Voters miss out again", shows what may have been under multi-member electorates and quota-
preferential proportional representation.

Previously this Society had conceded that it was outside the Commission's terms of reference to 
advocate another electoral system. However, as argued previously, given that in its 1994 Report the 
Commission recommended changes to its terms of reference, we ask the Commission to consider 
whether the introduction of multi-member electorates would make its task easier.

In the Society's analysis of the 2002 elections, we found that of the past nine State elections, this was 
the worst election in terms of the proportion of voters who found their voters electing their Members of 
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Parliament (Table 1). Only 54.6% of South Australian voters found their votes being effective. It 
should be of considerable concern to the Commission that despite its best endeavours, the proportion of 
electors who find that their votes (or preferences) do not elect any members to the House of Assembly 
increased at the 2002 election.

The Society's analysis also found that both the Liberals and ALP are now over-represented in the House 
of Assembly. The Liberals with 40% of the vote won 43% of the seats, while the ALP with 36% of the 
vote won 49% of the seats. 

The Commission will be well aware that this Society, since being formed in 1930, has consistently 
advocated proportional representation.

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).

George Jukes Deane Crabb
PRESIDENT SECRETARY

Electoral Reform Society of South Australia.

Date: August 2, 2002
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