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Wednesday 30 March 2005

The Secretary,

Joint Standing Committee on Electoral Matters
Parliament House

Canberra ACT 2600

Please find attached under this covering letter a paper titled “Australia-
Aggregate Enrolment Levels 1947-1987”, originally intended for presentation at an
H.S.Chapman Soctety forum. This paper, although incomplete, contends that
oversubscription of the Commonwealth electoral rolls has existed for much of the
period from 1947 to the present. Implications of this oversubscription, and certain
retrospective alterations of official population statistics, are considered relevant to
electoral administration generally, and as therefore having relevance to the conduct of
elections throughout the period up to the present day.

The paper itself grew from notes and observations made as the construction of
1ts attached table progressed. There is, inevitably, a certain amount of repetition or
overlap 1n the notes, which have been linked to cell or row references in the table. As
a consequence of this evolution, the paper is not set out as it might have been if all
things revealed by the tabulation were known before it was commenced. Structure
and readability have taken second place to the presentation of information that seems
as if it should be of immed:ate interest to the Committee.

Yours Faithfully,

David Patton
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Foreword

This study shows that the Commonwealth electoral rolls have been
oversubscribed between 1947 and 1987 for all but the ten years from 1951 10 1960.
Oversubscription means the recording of more enrolments than there are cligible
persons to be enrolled. Oversubscribed rolls are generally considered symptomatic of
faiture to cleanse the rolls, or the stacking of rolls tor electoral fraud.

There had been little official analysis of enrolment levels prior to 1988, if the
AEC statement in its Submission to the JSCEM dated 25 October 1988 is anything to
oo by'. Analysis of the detailed statistics provided to the Parliament by the AEC
relating to 30 June 1981 indicated an apparent enrolment level of 94.78% of the
eligible. This was a level that was in accordance with ofticial expectations. Tt was
possible, by applying the ratio of the eligible tfo total population of 1981 to the
Enrolment/Population Ratios 1961-1986 shown in Appendix I to the AEC
Submission, to approximate enrolment levels as at the census dates from 1961 to
1986. Doing so seemed to confirm aggregate enrolment levels prior to the 1980s that
were in broad agreement with enrolment level expectations, indicated by AEC
survey-based studies, in the range from 85% to 95% of the enrolled as a percentage
of the eligible. The prospect that the extremely detailed {981 official statistics might
cortain fauley estimates of the elegible and popuiation, and thus vield false resuits
when used te derive the ratio of recorded enrolments to eligible population. was
never entertained.

Tnaccuracies in the 1981 official statistics recently came to light in the process
of constructing the tabulation of determinants of aggregate enrolment levels that is
the core of this study. There was also revealed a serics of retrospective alterations of
official population statistics which, whether by coincidence or design, when applied,
prevented apparent oversubscription of the rolis that was otherwise liable to be
revealed as having happened at around just those times from becoming evident.

The prospect exists that the situation of oversubscription of the rolls from 1961
onward, and that of retrospective alterations to population statistics possibly serving
to mask such oversubscription, is something that is news to the Parliament. 1t should
also be a matter of concern, lest under this cloak sophisticated electoral fraud became
estahlished and has continued fo occur.

' The AEC statemess tead:

“Appendix V indicates the high volume of enrolment transactions in the period immediately after the
introduction of the COM 11 system which, for the first time, made such statisiics readily availabte.
Farlier figares, though not on a Divisional basis, for the period 1950-66 can be cxtracted from a
Canadian report on the Australian electoral system compiled in 1968 which was the source of the
statistics in Table 1 shove; these figures are provided iz Appendix IV, It may be that other statislics
covering (he period 1067-80 could be found in the Australian Archives or the Comumission’s records
by rescarch witieh hias not been passible given the resources available. but the continuity between
the 19503 and 1960s and the 9805 should be apparent from the statistics in the Appendices™
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How the Paper is Structured

The situation wherein the electoral rolls have been oversubscribed from 1961
until 1987, and in all probability continue in that state to this day in 2005, has
probably remained unnoticed because its revelation depends upon the correlation of
two sets of separately kept official figures - figures for population and figures for
enrolments,

There is an mherent difficulty in correlating these figures because of the
difficulty of determining who, amongst the total population, is potentially eligible for
enrolment at any given time. Factors in this difficulty in correlating figures are age,
aboriginality (prior to 1967), residence at address, citizenship, the size of the resident
adult alien component of the population, and, up until 1984, the size of that
component of the adult population having the status of British (as distinct from
Australian) citizenship.

The tabulation accompanying this paper sets out each of these factors and
enables the calculation of an aggregate apparent enrolment level (Column N -
Apparent E%E) at each of a series of benchmarks at which total electoral enrolments
have been published and population, if not published, can be reliably estimated from
published figures applicable to proximal dates.
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General Observations

A very evident feature of the apparent enrolment levels revealed by this study
is their untformly very near full attainment of the theoretical maximum possible at
any given time, and slight exceeding of that limit’around some electoral events.

One interpretation of generally high enrolment levels is that it is reflective of a
generally high compliance within the community with the legal obligation to enrol.
High general levels of enrolment are only to be expected if the vast majority of
eligible persons take their civic obligations seriously. The problem with this
interpretation is that it is at variance with the findings of research that indicates
general compliance levels well below those claimed or implicit within official
electoral statistics.

Nevertheless, just for the sake of argument let it be accepted that the apparently
high general level of enrolment is due to a high level of compliance within the
community with respect to the obligation to enrol. In this circumstance it would be
reasonable to accept that apparent over-enrolment may have satisfactory
explanations. How is it though, that apparent over-enrolment tends to be refatively
brief, associated with electoral events, only slightly exceeds 100%, and occurs at
around the time of, or slightly before, the peint of application of retrospective
adjustments of population statistics which, when taken into account, mask it? It is
almost as if there is some sort of safety valve mechanism aperating! It is this
seemingly ‘governed’ feature of apparent aggregate over-enrolment that suggests that
this phenomenon may be symptomatic of deliberate manipulation of electoral
enrolments, manipulation that if deliberate, is almost certainly unlawful.

If it was omnly these brief and slight apparent over-enrolments that were
considered to be evidence for unlawful enrolment manipulation, such claimed
evidence could be discredited by pointing to the fact that if there genuinely exists
high compliance with enrolment obligations, such brief and slight aberrations are
exactly what might be expected, and indeed could be considered to constitute
evidence that the electoral administration is maintaining the electoral rolls in the best
possible fashion. The problem with this argument is that sudden and atypical
behaviour has 1o be ascribed to large groups of electors durtng short intervals to
explam what we clearly ol transaction anomalies, m order for the “there is no
evidence of large scale fraudulent enrolment” position to be sustainable.

2 Apparent over-enrolment is not necessarily a sinister phenomenon. There are a number of obvious legitimate
explanations for it. The question is as to whether those explanations, when and where offerred, are consistent with, or
befievable in the context of. other evidence relevant to those occasions. 1t is the contention of this study that in many
cases over this perind such explanations are not consistent or believable.
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Cell 11

Determinants of Eligibility for Enrolment

The age and citizenship determinants of eligibilty are well understood, and
presumably statistically well documented. The restdency qualification, however, has
not been taken into account in this study, in order to maintain consistency with the
basis upon which the AEC provided enrolment statistics to the JSCEM in 1988. Until
persons qualified by age and citizenship to be electors who have moved address have
been resident for one month at their new address, they are not eligible to be enrolled,
nor are they permitted to lodge a transfer claim until actually in residence at this new
address. In practice it is extremely difficult, if not impossible, to say to whom the
disqualification applies except where a claimant to enrolment becomes the subject of
an objection. This gualification should nevertheless not be dismissed as being of
little significance, as whatever the theorctical level of enrolment set by age and
citizenship qualifications of the population at large, the real limit will always be
somewhat less, because, in aggregate, there will always be a significant number of
peopie who have changed address within the last month.

The AEC did not attempt to apply the effect of the residence requirement to the
enrolment level assessments it provided to the JSCEM in 1988, due to a perceived
difficulty of obtaining relevant statistical information to assess its effect on eligibility
for enrolment. The Commission’s words, on page 2 of its 25 October 1988
Submission (page S 00688 of the Committee Hansard) were:

“As 10 the third criterion [the then CEA s.98(1) one month residence provision] no
data are known to be available for periods of residence so short as 1 month.
Consequently, and particularly in Divisions of high residential mobility like inner
city or tourist areas, there will be significant variations from the average.”

The contraction in the number of persons truly eligible from that number
indicated by age and citizenship will depend upon the mobility of the population. If
as much as 20% of the population moves residence every year, as has been claimed,
then at any given time one twelfth of 20% of all persons eligible in terms of age and
citizenship would not meet the residence qualification for enrolment. At around the
end of 1972 that would have meant as many as 116,000 persons otherwise considered
cligible would in truth not have been. That 116,000 persons equates to 1.68
percentage points of the then apparent E%E.

The revelation that aggregate apparent E%E is in truth routinely understated
by around 1.6% in circumstances of prevailing very high levels of enrolment is quite
significant. It only cmphasises just how close to the theoretical maximum, if it can
be helieved, enrolment levels have been continuously maintained from 1947 to 1987,
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Cell T1
The Mobility Lag

Whilst each move of an elector is unavoidably associated with a notional
period of one month’s disqualification from enrolment, the fact is that that move will
also involve a lag before an enrolment transfer claim s lodged by the elector in
question. From the day of moving, that elector’s old enrolment is legitimately liable
to removal by objection action even if the elector has not lodged a transfer claim’. If
electoral roll review processes are in fact occurring, in the absence of a claim from
that elector notifying the new address of residence, the old enrolment should sooner
or later be removed from the roll.

1t is my suspicion that lags in lodgement of electoral enrolment transfer claims
are fypically 10 be measured in months or years, rather than weeks or months. In
such circumstances, electaral roll review processes, if they are occurring, should be
removing & least some names prior to the eventual lodgement by electors of transfer
claims. These removals should inevitably result in an overall reduction in apparent
enrolment levels. The question is how many names should typically be in the lag?

I.et us be very conservative and say that only 10% of otherwise eligible
persons change address each year. Of this 10%, let us say half delay m lodging a
transfer claim for more than one year. That would, in 1972, have left around 350,000
names subject to removal by objection action at any given time. On the foregoing
assumptions, if electoral roll review processes were actually occurring, around 5% of
the eligible at any point in time should not have been expected to be seen on the roll
as a consequence of residential mobility alone.

* And so it should %! This is not an inadvertent denial of the franchise to someone otherwise qualified by age and
citizenship. The one-mounth residency qualtfication was not legislated for nothing. It 15 there to minimise the prospect
of individeal electors opportunistically positioning their enrolment where they think it can most cntically influence an
clectoral outcome, and doing this repesitioning at the last nrinute, relatively speaking. With an enrolment being
emplaced shortly before an election, there is minimum opportunity for the inherent falsehood of that claim {ie. that the
claiman does not live there!) to be discovered by either the elecioral administration or by candidates’ campaign
workers, and consequent objection action to commence. Mosl observant Australians would identify so-called marginal
Divisions at a general election, or Divisions in which a by-clection is about 10 occur, as the likely places for such abuse
1o be attempted. T wonder whether those same Australians have considered the prospect that hundreds of thousands of
enrolments might be manipulatively emplaced and positioned not as the result of hundreds of thousands of individual
malfeasances, but 25 a result of the actions of a relatively very small number of persons doing so unlawillly in a
coordinated fashion? Given this legislaiive provision that attempts to limit individuzl, and presumably relatively
uncoordinated, abuse of the electoral process, is it not naturally to be expected that provisions would have been
emplaced in law to guard against wholesale abuse? Well, they have been. Collectively, those provisions are the
various pieces of legislation that prescribe how the electoral rolls ave 1o be compiled ard maimained. The problem is
that over the vears thst legislanion has been eithes sgnored or watered down 1o the point where 1t no longer eflectively
fulfils a precautionary function. If an example of this “watering down” of Jegislative safequards is required, look at
Section $9(5} of the CEA, evidently an amendment made simce October 1988, dealing with this very matier of the
residence gualification. W says:
*{5) The vairdity of any enrolment shall not in any case be gpestioned on the ground thar
the person enrolled has not in fact lived in the Subdivision for a period of one month,”
Haow, in the light of this amendment, does the residence qualification have any real meaning or enforcibility?
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In fact, there may exist corroborative evidence for this expectation in the
apparent enrolment levels (E%E) revealed throughout the 1950s of around 95%, as
compared to the higher levels from 1961 onward. The AEC advised the JSCEM in
1988 that habitation reviews were an annual event during the 1950s and 1960s, but
that these electoral roll review (ERR) procedures became progressively less regular
and thorough up until the 1980s. Without commenting upon all aspects of the
methodology or effectiveness of habitation reviews, perhaps the regularity and/or
method of those reviews during the 1950s resulted in an apparent E%E that reflected
exactly such an cxpected mobility lag. With even greater mobility of population,
where is the lag in the 1980s?

Column T has been left blank deliberately. It is obvious that a mimimum of
around 2% of the eligible at any given time must run foul of the residence
qualification for cnrolment, simply becausc the general mobility of the population is a
recognised fact and is in outline quantified®. It is a matter of fact and law that every
otherwise eligible mover is disqualified from enrolment for one month after that
move. What is not quantified is the extent of lags involved before movers re-enrol.
[t is because of the absence of any official assessment of mobility lags, in contrast to
the position with respect to enrolment take-up lags, that I have not attempted to show
the effect of mobility lags on the true E%E in column V. It appears highly likely that
the mobility lag will exceed 5% of the eligible, and may well reach 10%. [f at the
same time aggrepate apparent enrolment levels are around 100% L[%E, what does
that say about a percentage of enrolments equivalent to the mobility lag (or any other
lag) already showing as recorded? One interpretation is that persons unknown may
be taking advantage of a combination of ease of enrolment and public (and
seemingly, official) ignorance of mobility lags to emplace unlawful enrolments
without anyone noticing, Should such enrolments be used to claim unlawiul votes at
elections, then in Australia there could well come to exist perhaps not quite
dictatorship, but faceless irresponsible government by proxy!

* Year Book Australia 1984, on page 98. statcs that around 16% of all persans 15 and over change their residence within
4 twelve month period. (This observation related to surveys done over the years 1979, 1980, 981 and 1982) A table
titked “Internal Migration” classifies the types of moves involved. YBA 1991, on page 150 contains & succinct
summary of the information available concerning internal migration. [t reads:

“Information on internal migration (migration from one part of Australia to another) has been
available from the population censuses since 1971, The census asks people to state their place of
usual residence on Census night and also on the same date one year ago and five years ago.
Comparison of these addresses has provided data on interstate wigration and also (for the 1986
Census only) intrastate movement, Movers are classified by age, sex, birthplace and other selected
characteristics, These census questions also provide data on where migrants, recently arrived from
overseas, are now living ™
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Cell I3

Assessment of the Eligible as a Percentage of Population
30 June 1947

In 1947 attainment of the age of 21 constituted the age qualification for
enrolment. On 30 Junc 1947, out of a total population of 7,579,338 persons,
4,974,382 were recorded as being 21 or over, and thus constituted the age-qualified
component of the population that has to be identified as the first step toward
determining the proportion of the population ¢ligible for electoral enrolment. This is
derivable from a table of age distribution published in Year Book Australia (YBA)
1953, p. 543. At 30 June 1947, 65.63% of the population was qualified by age to be
enrolled.

The other major determinant of eligibility for enrolment is citizenship. In 1947 any
British subject legitimately resident in Australia was eligible in terms of citizenship.
As at 30 June 1947 there were only 38,653 aliens in Australia. (The source for this
figure 1s Year Book Australia 1959, p.306) Taking all of the alien persons as being
21 or over, 63.12% of the population was eligible on the basis of age and citizenship
for enrolment.
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Cell C26
Retrospective Alteration of the 1961 Census Count

This figure of 10,548,300 was first published in YBA 1974, p. 134, in a table
showing population at Australian censuses, 1881 to 1971. The only explanation of
the change, if it s an explanation at all, is that it is the first figure in the table to
which the note (b) “Includes Aborigines” applies. The same figure obtained from
YBA 1977-78 p.101 showing population of states and territories as at 30 June 1961
difters from the [0,508,186 shown in YBA 1963 p 318, and the 10,508,191 shown in
YBA 1962 p.295 in an analysis of intercensal increase 1954 - 1961. Footnote (b) to
the YBA 1977 - 78 table states:

"Figures before 1961 exclude full-blood aboriginals, later figures do not. The
estimates from June 1971 for each State and Territory are made from the 1971 census
results, with augmented adjustments for under-enumeration to make the total balance
with the estimates for Australia made retrospectively from 1976."

The 30 June 1961 figure seems to have been arbitrarily increased by
around 40,100 persons over the census count of 10,508,191. Are we to take it that
the 40,100 increase represents the total full-blood aboriginal population, previously
exciuded from the count, as at 30 June 19617 YBA 1998, on page 156, states that
Abonginal population numbers up to the time of the Referendum had been fairly
static “varving between 80,000 and 100,000, It is because of the disparity of these
estimates with the alteration of only around 40,100 to the 1961 census figure that [
am uncertain as to whether the 1974 alteration was made to retlect the inclusion of
Aboriginal people.

As the inclusion of full-blood aboriginal people in the census arose as a result
ot the alteration of the Constitution in November 1967, it would be expected that
cstimates of the population published in Year Books up to 1967, and, depending
upon copy lodgement deadlines and publication lead times, even 1968, would not
have included such. Given the claim in YBA 1975-76, p. 152, that “At the 1966
Census extensive arrangements were made to obtain as full a coverage of Aborigines
as possible and to chumcrate fully those Aborigines ‘out of contact’ ™, it seems
reasonable to have expected the adjustment to have been made as soon as figures
trom the 1966 Census were released subject to the Constitution alteration having
been proclaimed. However, YBA 1973 still published the original census count
figure of 10,508, 186 (on page 138) six years afier the Referendum’. Why the dclay?

A
i

" YBA 1998, on page 157, siates that the definition of an aboriginal person was finally endorsed by the Federal Cabinet
w, October 1978, It appears that inclusion of aboriginals in the published figures had not been held up by delay in
resolving this matter of definition. Sc what definition of aboriginality, or basis of expansion of the population estimates
to reflect the inclusion of Aboriginal people, was used by the newly legislated Australian Bureau of Statistics when ii
wade, in 1976, the retrospective allerations to population estimates from 31 December 19707
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Cell C27
Disregarding the Constitution?

YBA 1971 expressly states, on page 136 under the heading “The Aboriginal
Population of Australia” that “Abotigines have been enumerated in all censuses of
the Commomwealth, .....". What, however is t¢ be made of the notations to tables of
estimates over the vears to the effect of “excludes Aboriginals” prior to the 1967
Referendum? It seems that at the very least, there was a degree of uncertainty within
the then Commonwealth Statistician’s office up until 1973 as to whether or not
Aborigines should be mcluded in published population estimates prior to 1967. As
no retrospective addition of around 75,000 persons® to the 1961 estimates is in
evidence up to 1976, and as the note to the tzble in YBA 1977-78 states thai figures
betore 1961 exchide Aboriginal and that figures aftecwards de nof, could it be that
Aboriginals were i fast included in the census count of 30 June 1961
notwithstanding whai were represented to be the provisions of the at that time
unrepealed Section 127 of the Constitution to the contrary?

Had the Aboriginal population actually been included tn the census count of 30
June 1961, and had, upon discovery of this before the 1967 Referendum, any
question been raised as to the eligibility for enrolment of persons so Included, it
would in all likelihood have been extremely embarrassing for the Commonwealth
Statistician’s office to be found to have seemingly disregarded a provision of the
Constitution.  Correction of the population cstimates may have been deemed
necessary. € this hed actually occurred, as a consequence, at the then Australian
Electoral Office, it would have been necessary 10 remove the age-qualified
component of that population {quite pessibly around 40,000 persons) from the
ersiwhile total of 5,685,903 eligible. This would have left only 5,645,903 persons
chgible, at a time when 5,692,364 enrolments were on record! An apparent E%E of
100.82% would have been displayed should any cross check’ have been made! At a
nme shortly afier the famed cliff-hanger election of 1961, with sensitivities well and
truly aroused to anything that might even look like electoral impropriety, prospects of

S YBA 1971, 137 comtains wasus counts of the Aborigiml population in 1954, 1961, and 1966, It would appear fom
these counts that the dhoriging! popalation e 1961 was of the ardar of 75 000 persons.

" During the interval between the 1961 Census and the first publication of figures derived therefrom. any person
estimating the population as at 31 October 1961 {the approximate roll close date for the 1961 Federal elections) would
have had to use the then current estimate for 31 December 1960 and a projected estimate for 31 December 1961 to
calculate by interpolation an estimate for 31 October 1961. The published estimate in YBA 1961, p. 290, for 31
December 1960 was 10,398,170, A projected estimate for 31 December 1961, calculated using the annual growth rate
for 1960 published on page 301, would have been 10,635,248, The population increase over the year would have been
estimated al 237,078, The monthly increase was, very approximately, 19,757 persons. An estimate made in early 1962
as at 31 October 1961 would consequently have been around 10595000 persons. An estimale made in the same
mannaer somewhat later, as is more likely, using the revised figure for 31 December 1960 of 10,391,920 and the estimate
for 31 December 1961, both published in YBA 1962, p. 288, of 10,603,936 , would have been around 10,568,600
persens.  Application of an E%P vatio of 53.8% to the estimate of 10,568 600 would indicate 5,685,903 persons as
being eligible for enrolment. More than this number, 5,692,364 persons, were recorded as enrolled at this date!  An
apparent E%E of 100 11% would bave been on display.
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the precipitation of an inquiry into the system of electoral administration as a result of
such a discovery was an odds on het. If there was already systematic ¢lectoral
manipulation going on, such an inquiry could be a disaster for those perpetrating it.

The 1967 Referendum confirmed (if it had ever been in doubt) the eligibility of
Aboriginal people to enrol and vote. By 1974 it was clear that no appearance of over-
enrolment between 1961 and 1967 had been discovered, or if it subsequently was,
that there would be little perceivable significance to it if it was seen as relating to
Aboriginal eligibility for enrolment. To anyone that had rightly or wrongly
concluded that the 40,114 arbitrary increase represented the full-blood Aboriginal
population, the 1974 retrospective alteration of the 1961 Census figure made it look
like the Aboriginal population had only been included in the estimates after the
Referendur. Problem solved! Embarrassment avoided!

If the elipibility to population ratio current for 30 June 1961 of 53.8%" was
applied to the Aboriginal population of 75,000 as at the 1961 Census, it would be
indicated that around 40,000 persons in that population were cligible for enrolment.
Was the 1974 arbitrary increase of the 1961 Census count by 40,114 an attempt at
cover-up of the imagined unsanctioned inclusion of Aboriginal persons in the
population estimates prior to the 1967 Referendum? Did it perhaps confuse total
population nurmbers with cligibility within that population? Did it also conveniently
serve to inflate the national population estimates sufficiently to conceal a situation of
over-enrolment that may have been known, at lcast In some quarters, to exist in late
19617

% Thins E%P of 53.8% is lower than the 54.8% shown in cell J28 of the table. This is because throughout the table, with
the excaption. of the E%P far 30 June 1981 shown in cell 191, no allawaace has been made for the children of aliens
who had progressively become age-qualitied for enrolment, but still remained of alien status and were thus ineligible on
citizenship grounds. Likewise no allowance has been made for illegal immigrants or over-staying overseas visitors,
except as described. These caregories affect the E%P ratio for the population at large. In any case, the important point
is not so much whether my assessment of these categories is very accurate, but whether such an assessment done with
the full resouces of the then Commonwealth Statistician’s Office might have revealed the existence of a situation of
over-enrolment around the end of 1961,
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Cell C52
Increasing the Estimate of the Population

Cell C51 shows a published estimate of 12,663,500 given in YBA 1979, p. 77
as the pepulation as at 31 December 1970. As this figure is published eight years
atier the date m question it would teasonably be expected to be a final figure. As
such a benchmark figure for population, it has been used, in conjunction with the
figure for 31 December 1969, 1o determine by interpolation the population at around
the end of October 1970 (the roll close for the 21 November 1970 Senate elections)
of 12,627,254 shown in cell C30.

In a note (d) at the foot of the table in YBA 1979 it is stated that an estimate of
12,799,600 for 31 December 1970 was used to compuie rates of growth thereafter
that mcorporated vevisions as a result of claimed evidence of underenumeration at the
1976 and 1971 censuses. This is a jump of 136,100 in population. This retrospective
incTesse transiates into ap increase of around 74,000 in the etigible at around this
time. on the assumption ttat the E%P for the population at large is applicable to the
population represented by the retrospective INCrease.

Application of the E%P ratio of 54.37% (cell I50) to the population estimate of
12,627,254 (cell C50) at the roll close for the 1970 Senate elections indicates around
6.865.438 (cel} 150) persons were eligible for enrolment at that time, using the
original estimate for 31 December 1970 of 12,663,500 (cell C51) to help calculate
the roll close population estimate by interpolation, A subsequeut estimation of the
eligible at roll close, using the retrospectively amended figure for 31 December 1970,
12,799,600 (cell C52) together with the unamended figure for 31 December 1969 of
12,446,027 (cell CA8) results in an estimate by interpolation for the roll close
population of 12,764,000. This higher population estimate will in turn result in a
higher estimate of the efigible, and a lower apparent E%E for that event, but that is
not all that the retrospectively revised estimate in cell C52 does. The notes to Row
58 explain its other effect.



Row 57
The 1972 Enrolment Anomaly

The 337,230 net increase since the 1970 Senate clections requires explanation.
The apparent E%E in November 1970 was 98.12%, with, seemingly, 128,738 persons
not enrolled. Around 229,400 persons were assessed in accordance with AEC
research as being in the group lagging m effecting their first-ever electoral enrolment.
Eligibility increased by around 160,000 on the basis of the population estimates (cell
CS51Y current up until 1979,

The pool of legitimately available new names by 2 Dec 1972 was around
389,000 at most. Around 157,000 persons eligible for enrolment, and the wvast
majority having actuallty been enrolled, died during thas mterval. No less than around
494,000 new names were required to be enrolled over the interval for the net increase
of 337,230 to be legitimately recorded.

If, flying in the face of all the research, it is simplisticly accepted that all of the
names in the lag (229,400) plus all of those who became eligible during the intervat
{160,000) acwally enrolied by 2 Dec 1972, then there exists a shortfall of ne less
than arouad 105,000 fegitintately available names to satisfactorily account for
the net increase of 337,230 enrolments recorded. Whilst there also exists an over-
envolment of around 49,000 nawes at this date, lel us allow that it represents 'dead
wood' in the form of names that normally wonld have been removed by the electoral
administration, but by one oversight or another, were not.

The situation is that not less than around 100,000 names (and in all
likelthood several times” that number) that were not legitimately available had been
emplaced upon the rolls within the two years between November 1970 and
November 1972, not being names that had been inactively carried on the rolls for
much longer periods.  As such, 1t constitutes evidence of active, contcmporary, and
large scale entolmeat wnprogrieties occurting between 21 November 1970 and 2
December 1972, 1t 3s just as well this didn’t happen on the AEC’s watch, for it would
then have irrefutable evidence for what it has consistently said it has no evidence for,
the perpetration of large scale enrolment frand on the Australian electoral rolls.
Having disregarded the apparent over-enrolment of around 40,000 names at the end
of this interval as likely having acceptable explanation, the interval leading up to the
next electoral event on 8 December 1973 conmmences with full enrolment and 2
minimum of 103,000 names inexpiicably on the rolls.

* i must not be forgotten that the enrolment increases vevealed in this sable are only wet imcrcases. The mormalh
expectation would be that during a twe vear period several hundeed thousand names might appear 1o DROs to be
unsubstantiated on the rolls on which they appear. (For example, 1,175,000 varmes were recarded with “gane” notarions
tollowing the 1986-87 ERR) A substantial proportion could well be remaved by objection action quite legitimately. In
circumstances of the continuing maintainance of full or near-filtl enrolment, large numbers of different names replacing
such would be cause for concern that unlawful enrolments were being effected.
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Row 58
Retrospective Adjustment of Population Statistics

If the revision of estimates published in YBA 1995 is used, the population at
1oll close is indicaied as being around 13,400,000 persons. This revision causes the
Apparent E%E in this row to decline 1o just below 100%. The revisions for under-
enumeration at the 1971 and 1976 censuses had already been applied before this
latest one. How many revisions have been made? And why was this one'” made?

A consequence of this revision is that the estimate of the eligible as shown in
cell 157 increases by around 100,000 on the assumption that the E%P ratio in the
increase is the same as the E%P for the population at large'. 1§ now the growth in
the eligible between November 1970 and November 1972 is calculated it will seem as
if there has becn an increase of around 250,000 over the interval. To accept this is to
fall into error! Whilst this ‘miest revision may appear to be justified, if the
population estimate at 2 Dec 1972 has to be increased, so too would need to be the
estimate for November 1970, and the estimates for quite some years before that!
This in turn means that the increase in the eligible between the two dates will only be
slightly greater than the 160,000 previously revealed. Whilst this revision solves the
problem of an apparent over-enrolment becoming obvious (if that was indeed its
purpose), it demands that virtually all of a gradually accumulating body of imenrolled
persons that had become eligible over quite some years, suddenly effected their
enrolments during this interval!

'® This second revision of the esvimates of population calculated from the base date of 30 lume 1971 fissk appesred in
YBA 1983 On page 118 under the heading of “Population estumates™ Js an explanation for the change. The
explanation reads:

“The method of determining the base population at a census date has recently been changed in that

estimates now reflect the usual residence of the population rather than the actual location in which

people were counted at the census. At the Australia level this means that overseas visitors counted

in the census are subtracted, the remaining population is adjusted for census underenumeration and

an estimate of Australian residents temporarily overseas on census might is added. For the States

this process involves an additional step which returns those people not at home on census nighl o

their place of usual residence.

This change-over has enabled population estimates after the 1981 Census date to be

compiled wholiy according to place of usual residence, since components of population increase

were afready available on a usual residence basis. Estimated resident populations for the 1971 and

1976 Census dates have also been calculated and intercensal estimates have been revised

accordingly.”

Y 'I'his assumption may not be sound. The basis of estimating the population was first changed after 1976 bul applied
retrospectively from 1 January 1971, and shertty after (by not later than 1981) changed yet again with retrospective
application from the same date.. [f the allowances made that resulted in the successive upward revisions of the
estimates were for elements of the population having different electoral eligibility characteristics to the population at
large, the effect vpon overall eligibility levels may have varied. Should it have been that the revisions accounted
primarily for Hlegal immigration or overstaying overseas visitors, Lhe increase in the figure for the eligible would be
minimal, as most such persons would be disqualified on ciizenship grounds from emrolment, and even if not so
disqualified would not likely attempt enrolment lest it should lead to their discovery and deportation.
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Row 63
The 1973 Enrolment Anomaly

As can be seen in cell N57, the enrolled as a percentage of the eligible (E%E)
for Australia at large stood at 100.58% at the close of rolls for the 2 December 1972
Federal electtons. Should the alternative scenario dictated by the retrospective
alterations to population statistics of Row 58 be considered obligatory, an E%E of
99.16% prevailed. Accepting the starting condition of Row 38, there would have
been only around 60,000 eligible persons unenrolled throughout Australia as at roll
close for the 2 December 1972 Federal clections. From the notes to Row 38, it is
plast thai, apart from these 60,000 unenrolled persons, the only source from which
further enrolments could properly have come up until the rotl ¢lose for the 8
December 19732 Referenda was {from persons becoming qualified te enrol during that
period,

By the time of the roll clese for the € December 1973 Referenda, around 2 year
after the roll close for the 1972 elections, there had been a net increase (cell L63) of
716,070 enrolments across Australia. This means there had been around 795,000
new enrolments during this year, as around 79,000 persons 18 or over had died and
would have been removed from the rolls' during this period. How many new
enrolments should have been expected?

During the interval between November 1972 and November 1973 there were
four sub-groups of the population that became eligible to enrol for the first time. The
first sub-group consisted of those persons who turned 21 between November 1972
and March 1973, and comprised around 92,000 persens. The second sub-group
consisted of persons already 18 or over without any previous entitlement to enrol, but
newly qualified by virtue of having recently become Australian citizens: around
40,000 of the 57,000 persons granted Australian citizenship during 1973 may have
fallen within this category. The third group consisted of the backlog of the entire
18,19, and 20 year old cohorts as at March 1973; this comprised around 661,000
persons. The fourth sub-group consisted of those persons who turned 18 between
March and November 1973, and comprised around 130,000 persons. A total of
around 923,000 persons became eligible for the first time 1o enrol during the
interval between the end of October 1972 and the end of October 1973. Although the
net increase in enrolments was less than the increase in the number of persons who
became eligible, a net tmcrease of this size (716,000) nevertheless constitutes an
anomaty.

2 The only deaths that wouldh not kave inflacncad the legitimate expeciation with respect 1o net growth in enrolinents
would have been the deaths of aliens ot amongst the wnenrolled ducing this period. Alien deaths would have constituted
a very small proportion of the total deaths, as would deaths amongst the 60,000 unenrolied. In the prevailing
circumstances of near 100% E%E it could not be claimed that many deaths other than those of aliens were of unenrolled
persons.
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To understand why it constitutes an anomaly it is necessary for the student of
enrolment levels to have some knowledge of the extent to which the eligible in the
population uitimately exercise theiwr entitlement (and fulfil their legal obligation) to
enrol. It is equally important to have some idea as to how enrolment activity is
spread over time, especially of the lags involved in the newly enfranchised
actually taking up their enrolment. The Australian Flectoral Commission in 1988
undertook research into enrolment levels using surveys of the population rather than
relying exclusively upon the bald information dertvable from official electoral
statistics. The results of this research were published in Research Report No. 1 of
1989 — Sources of Electoral Information (AGPS Canberra). This research quantified
the extent of the lags in enrolment take-up amongst the newly age-qualified. There is

no reason 1o believe the 1988-89 reseach findings would not have applied in 1973",

What may not have been as well known in 1973 is the propensity of those who
have newly qualified for the franchise by virtue of coming of age to delay doing so
for up to several years. Research done by the AEC in 1988-89 shows that only
38.5% of such persons effect their enrolment within 12 months of becoming
qualified, 30% do so between 12 months and two years, 15.6% between two and
three years, and 3.6% between three and four years afier becoming qualified. The
remainmg 12.3% either dribble onto the rolls over succeeding years, or fail to enrol at
all.

Summing the various strands into which the newly eligible can be segregated
permits the calculation of an enrolment expectation for the period under study. It
would seem that only around 350,000 enrolments would have been expected between
the 1972 and 1973 electoral events, but the official record shows there were around
795,000. Where could the extra 445,000 enrolments have come from? And what
about the 105,000 unexplained enrolments carried over from the period December
1970 — December 19727 A total of around 550,000 enrelments were on the rolls
without satisfactory explanation as at 8 December 1973,

2 The research published by the AEC in February 1989 was based in part upon the 1986 Australian Longitudinal
Survey, which revealed enrolment propensities which by 1986 were reflective of behaviour of persons who first became
eligible to enrol as early as 1979 The pradecessor of the AEC, the Australian Electoral Office, had also undertaken
research inte enrolment take-up in 1981-82, studying behaviour by the newly eligible on the basis of age that had been
displayed correspondingly earlier, in 1972-73. There is thus every reason te regard the AEC research findmgs as
being applicable ar the time of the extension of the franchise in 1973 and in subsequent vears.
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Cell B89
Gaps in the Records

1981 was the first full year for which roll transaction statistics were available
under the COM 1l system of centralised roll management. This information comes
from the AEC Submission to the JSCEM dated 25 October 1988. On page 3 (page
500689 of the Committee Hansard), under the heading “Enrolment transactions™ it

teads:
“Appendix V indicaics the high volume of enrolment transactions in the period
immediately after the introduction of the COM il system, which, for the first
time, made such statistics readily available.”

It is not completely clear from the Commission’s submission precisely when
the COM 11 system was put into operation. Presumably it was some time in 1980, as
if it was before 1980 it would be expected that figures for the whole of 1980 would
have been provided to the Committee. I make this observation because there is no
immediately preceding figure for roll fransactions against which the first (ie. 1981)
COM 1 figures vould be compared. The last figures given in Appendix 1V relate to
rall transactions for 1966. There is a 15 vear gap between the two sets of records, If
you go the other way to look for a decline in envolment transactions in 1982 and 1983
that might make 1981 appear a high volume year, you find a decline simply is not
there. It is further to be noted that the net increase in enrolments between 1 J anuary
1981 and I January 1983 was 208,767 — an average rate of net increase of only
around 104,000 per year, a reduction on the rate that had prevailed between
December 1977 and September 1980. Why did the Commission say that there was
a high velume of enrolment transactions immediately after the introduction of
the COM 1 system?

During the interval between the roll closes for the 1977 and 1980 Federal
elections net increase in enrolment was occurring at an average rate of only around
165,000 per year. The rate of net increasc was four times greater than this between
e 18 October 1980 rofl close and ! January 1981. Could the Commission have
been referring to this high rate of net increase in enrolments of the last three months
of 1980 as the “immediately after introduction™ in its submission? Was the COM 11
system introduced™ just before, or just after, the 1980 Federal elections? Was the
dramatic increase in the rate of net enrolment increase in the last three months of
1980 reflective of « large increase in roll transactions in general for that same
petiod, or did it simply reflect a post-clection enrolment surge? In either case, why
was the JSCEM not fully informed and given the actual voll transaction
statistics for this three month period?

" This very centralization of roll-keeping was 2 departure from the law ihat continues to this day, The CEA, both in
1988, and as amended. in 1983, placed the respongibility for this function upon statutorily appointed officers, the DROs.
The COM II system, it seems, was instrumental in introducing around 200,000 enrolments into the rolls in 1987 just
before the Federal elections In an anomalous manner and out of the sight of the DROs. A major diserepancy of
204,880 in the enrolment accountancy appears te exist at the roll close for that elecroral event.
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Row 90

The 30 June 1981 Benchmark for Enrolment Eligibility and Take-up:
Appendix 11 to the AEC Submission to the JSCEM dated 25 October 1988 -
Statistics Relating to Roll Maintenance Activities

This row is one of the most significant in the whole tabulation. The most
obvious reason it is significant is that for columns C, I, and K it shouid be expected to
be authoritative, that information having had its origin within the electoral
administration of that time, the then Australian Electoral Office. The census date of
30 June 1981 is the last point in time for which a definitive figure for that part of the
age-qualified population that also met the citizenship qualification for enrolment
was able to be calculated from official statistics.

A useful ratio that can be derived from this benchmark information is that of
the eligible for enrolment to the population at Jarge, expressed in this tabulation as
E%P. The usefulness of the E%P for a Division is that, subject to there not being
significant change in the age and citizenship distribution of the population in that
Division, the E%P can be applied to the population figure at other points in time as a
constant to yield a figure for the eligible at that point. If at that point electoral
enrolments are a matter of record, the envolled as a percentage of the eligible (E%E)
can be calculated. Tt is this ratio that will reveal such things as a situation of apparent
over-enrolment”, or changes in the general level of enrolment within the theoretical
limits that would nevertheless seem to require explanation.

[ used the E%P as a constant in an attempt to assess enrolment levels prior to
as well as after 30 June 1981. The results of that assessment seem somewhat at
variance with e explanations advanced by the AEC for the apparent over-
enrolments revealed by Appendix . What my assessment seemed to reveal was a
situation wherein enrolment levels as at, or near to, census dates moving forward
from 1961 to 1986 showed a rise in E%E to near or above 100% that commenced in
some relatively safe seats of both political complexions in 1961, and then seemed to
spread to more marginal seats, and an increasing number of such, as the five year
perieds were progressively passed. Other seats, most notably some rural ones, and

15 sppendix II to the AEC Submission did not set out the E%P ratic for ¢ach of the Divisions in its table This is
surprising, as it is a figure needed in order to calculate the enrolled as a percentage of the eligible (E%E). The E%P
ratio can nevertheless be calculated from the other information supplied in Appendix 11 The AEC has correctly
calculated and set out in celumn six what is in fact the E%E for each Division. The E%P is calculated by dividing the
number of persons assessed as being eligible to enrol in each Division (the number in the column headed “potential”) by
the total population for each Division, and then multiptying by 190 to express it as a percentage. It should be noted that
the fifth column in the Appendix 11 tabulation, headed “Electors % Population™ is not the E%P ratio. The "E” m the
E%4P ratio stands for “eligible”, not “electors”. For example, the E%P for the Division of Banks in Appendix I is 69.2
as distinct from the 70.2 recorded in the fifth column for the electors as a percentage of the population for that Divisien,
Should anyone subsequently mistake any of the fifth column figures for a true E%P figure, and attempt to use itasa
constant in assessing enrolment levels at other times, the results vielded will be misleading in that enrolment levels
thereby derived will be understated.
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particularly seats in non-joint roll States, seemed to display E%E of around 85-90%
throughout the entire 25 year period. In aggregate, enrolment levels had appeared to
srow steadily from peneral levels in the high eighties expressed as percentages from
1961 to in excess of 95% by 1986, all of which seemed to accord with expectations
about cnrolment levels derived from other electoral research and official
pronouncements.

[ became concerned as to whether what my projected assessment of enrolment
levels seemed to reveal really existed, or was just a phantom created by the use of
inapplicable constants for assessment of the eligible at various dates, arising out of
demographic change within Divisions over time, or out of boundary changes that
suddenly altered the demographic character of a Division significantly but
nevertheless entirely legitimately. As a partial remedy I sought to estimate from first
principles, using published official statistics of population, age distribution,
migration, and citizenship, the size of the total Australian population eligible to enrol
at each of a sevies of benchmarks between 1947 and 1987.

The resuit of this approach has been to reveal a disparity between the 30 June
1981 statistics provided to the JSCEM as Appendix I{ to the AEC Submission dated
25 October 1988 - Statistics Relating to Roll Maintenance Activities, and my
estimates based upon other published official statistics for the same date. If my
estimates are anywhere near correct, general enrolment levels taking Australia at
large kave been almost uniformby in the high nineties from 1947 to 1961, and from
1961 onward around, or in excess of, 100%. The statistics of Appendix Il may have
served to mask this situation.
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Cell C90
The Benchmark 30 June 1981 Population Figure

The population shown in cell C90¢ (14,561,521) is not the census count as
retrospectively adjusted for underenumeration. That figure is given in YBA 1991, p.
120, as being 14,923.300. The 14,561,521 shown in cell C90 has been obtained by
totalling the population column in Appendix II to the AEC Submission to the JSCEM
dated 25 October 1988, which submission gives clectoral enrolment statistics as at 30
June 1981. It would be perfectly natural to expect a population figure relating to 30
June 1981 supplied to the Parliament in 1988 to be a final census figure. What must
be borne in mind in this case is that whilst the AEC supplied this information in 1988,
its source was probably an AEQO enrolment study'® undertaken in 1981-82, at which
time even provisional census figures may well not have been available. The
Appendix [I tota) (once you have calculated it yourself) is not so markedly different
from a forecast total population” as at 30 June 1981, 14,564,900 persons, obtained
from YBA 1979, p. 78, nor from a census count of 14,576,330 in a table from YBA
1984, p. 96. 1 have used the Appendix II totals for eligibility and population to derive
the eligible as a percentage of the population at large (E%P) for 30 June 1981 of
65.94%.

If the final figure for population (14,923,300) as at the Census date is used
with the Appendix 11 figure of 9,601,679 for the eligible , then the E%P works out, in
aggregate, to 64.34% (a reduction of 1.6 percentage points, equivalent to around
150,000 enrolments), provided that the total for the eligible obtainable from, but not
stated in, Appendix I is correct. There is in fact a question mark over the figure for
the cligible, with it appearing that it should be lower for 30 June 1981 than Appendix
11 claims. (See notes to celt 190, the last paragraph. )

When, in turn, the Appendix [ figure for the eligible is used with the figure for
enrolments to derive an enrolment to eligibility ratio (E%E), the ratio will appear
lower when using the Appendix IT figures than the ones that it appears should really
apply. Whethes it was intended or not, the AEC-supplied tigures for 30 June 1981
may have cttectively reset the datum for assessing enrolment Jevels at other times or
determining fhe existence of appareat over-carolment. A bit like winding back the
odometer when selling a second-hand car.

14 AEC Research Report No.| of 1989  Sources of Electoral Information, makes reference to the predecessor of the
AEC, the Australian Electoral Office, having undertaken enrolment level research in or around 1982.

'" Does the closeness with which a forecast made in 1979 approximates the Census count of 30 June 1981 indicate that
the ABS has well and truly goi on top of the underenumeration problem at censuses? Or does it indicate that despite
having studied the problem of underenameration since 1966 there was still no model that allowed for it in inter-censal
estimates and forecasts by 19797
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Cell 190
The Benchmark 30 June 1981 Figure for the Eligible

This is a benchmark figure obtained from the AEC Submission to the JSCEM
dated 25 October 1988. It comes from Appendix 1I, “Enrolment/Eligible Population
Ratios 19817 (Committee IHansard pages S00697-700). Although the AEC did not
supply the Partiament the totals for all the Divisional enrolments shown, this figure is
the total for Australia, as calculated from the Divisional figures. The aggregate
apparent E%E of 94.78% for this non-electoral benchmark date was not a statistic
readily available to the Committee in 1988, as the Commission’s failure to provide
the numerical totals necessary for its calculation constituted an initial impediment to
such a revelation.

Notwithstanding, had such a statistic been available, falting below 100%, as it
does, it would have provided no immediate impetus for any member of the
Committee to become concerned about enrolment levels generally. If, however, the
Divisional eligibility to population ratios calculable”® from Appendix I had been
used as approximate constants in assessing the Divisional levels of enrolment as a
percentage of the eligible (E%E) at the other dates for which the Commission
supplied figures for enrolments as a percentage of population in Appendix I, a
perplexing, and possibly alarming, trend may have been revealed”.

1 had done such an analysis myself, but precisely because the trends seemed to
suggest some form of manipulation of enrolments I began to question my
assuraptions and method. After all, demographic changes could have occurred within
Divisions without sinister implications, and boundary changes as the result of
redistributions could also bring about demographic change. The cross-check
undertook was to attempt to accurately determine aggregate E%E ratios at various
census and electoral benchmarks from 1947 to 1987. This necessarily meant the
determination of the proportion of the population eligible to enrol at these times, and
that, in turn, meant that both the age distribution of the population and the number of
aliens of voting age had to be determined.

3 1 will be noied thet Apperdis I to the AEC submission showed electors as a percentage of population, a subtly
different and less usefisl statistic than that of the eligible as a percentage of population, the latter statistic not being
shown at all, even though it was needed as an intermediary figure for the calculation of the E%E in the last columu of
the Commission’s tabulation.

"7 That trend was one imitially (in 1961) of mainly relatively safe seats of either political complexion displaying
apparent over-enrolment, against a background of aggregate enrolment levels of around 90% E%E. Such an aggregate
enrolment level was seemingly to be expected, as indications from survey-based sidies were that only around 85 -
9% of eligible persons were at any time actually enrolled. As the study moved forward in time it appeared that some
(and increasingly, more) marginal Divisions displayed very high or even over-enrolled levels, whilst others did not,
with the initially over-enrolled safe or blue ribband seats all the while continuing in that condition, while aggregate
enroiment levels rose slowly into the mid-nineties on a percentage basis. There was also a seemingly distinct
difference in the development of this apparent irend in non-joint roll States, it being more delayed therein.
Could it have been that unlawful enrolments were being first effected in safe seats, which were not the subject of close
scrutiny by any political party, before being farmed out by way of transfer to more marginal Divisions?
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The census of 30 June 1947 was a good place to begin, as at that date there
were only 38,653 aliens resident in Australia, the vast majority of them adults. The
post-war migration flow had not yet had much effect upon the demographic character
of Australia. Determination of the eligible for electoral enrolment was simply a
matter of consulting the published official population statistics and determining from
the age distribution tables the number of persons 21 and over, and then subtracting
from that the number of aliens resident. All other persons were British subjects, and
if of age, eligible to enrol. The statistics were even printed so as to show the number
of persons 21 and over in those days!

A progressing calculation of the eligible commencing from 30 June 1947 on
the basis of a study of published official population, migration, and citizenship
statistics indicates a total for the eligible by 30 June 1981 of around 9,300,000 which
is around 300,000 fewer than the 9,601,679 claimed by the then AEQ. When the
number of the eligible thus calculated from first principles is used with the final
census figure for population to derive an c¢higibility to population ratio, that ratio,
62.32%, differs quite markedly’® from the 65.94% implicit within the Appendix [
figures.

Was the %P of 62.32% as assessed by me o have been closer to the truc
eligihility situation, and m have been applied to the popwiation figure™ implicit
within the AEQ statistics presented by the AEC, an E%E of 100.3% would have
been implicit in those statistics. The Parliament could have been deemed to have
beens on notice that a suation of full enroiment had evidently prevailed as aft the
1981 Census date!

If the AEO assessment of the eligible shown in cell 190 was inflated, then the
effect of the most seemingly complete enrolment statistics for any givea date (and
for such a significant date, 30 June 1981) supplied to the Parliament in 1988 was to
wind back the clock with respect to enrolment levels.

* Could my own estimate of the size of the age-cligible alien component of the population as at 30 June 1981 be
incorrect? Obviously, it could be, but s0 too was the population estimate unplicit within the AEQ study of 1981
enrolment ieveis that was the basis for Appendix [l of the AEC submission, by comparison with the census fingl figures.

' Adjustment of census count figures for underenumeration was first done after the 1976 Census. At this time (1976)
adjustments were also made to the 1971 Census count for underenumeration at that census. (Was it the case that
approval of retrospective adjustment of statistics was something that had to wait until after the passage of the ABS
Act in 1975, an Act which freed the ABS from Ministerial oversight or direction?) [ have assumed the Statistician’s
fina! figures to be the most accurate with respect to population, and the evidence for underenumeration to be sound.
What if, however, one of the indicators of underenumeration was the electoral roll, and, in that circumstance, the tolt
was already somewhat inflated? Might not the population come to be overstated? Might not E%E statistics that were in
reality slightly in excess of 100% be thereby brought back to appear lo be slightly below 100%47? 1 observe that the
ABS, in estimating the exient of inter-State migration at around this time, has used address changes netified to the
Electoral Office, amongst other sources of information. Year Book Australia 1979, p. 84, under the heading “Internal
migration”, refers.
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Cell 390
The Benchmark 30 June 1981 E2FP Ratio

Whilst 65.94% is anthmetically correct as the E%P ratio on the basis of the
figures provided to the JSCEM by the AEC, it nevertheless appears to be factually
incorrect.  Independent calculation of an E%P ratio derived from population,
migration, and citizenship studies working forward from 30 June 1947 to 30 June
1981 indicates an E%P ratio of 62.32% at the latter date.

An effect of this apparent overstatement, implicit within the AEQ statistics
supplied to the Committee by the AEC in 1988, of the proportion of the population
eligible to enrol, has been to mask a situation in which the true level of enrolment as
a percentage of the eligible on an Australia-wide basis may have almost continuously
exceeded 100% since 1961.

The disparity of 3.6 percentage points by which the E%P is seemingly
overstated n the 1988 statistics is equivalent to around 537,000 enrolments, based
upon the final population figure for 30 June 1981, and the situation of 100%
enrolment of the eligible, which it seems existed in 1981. That means over half a
million names in some way not qualified for emplacement upon an electoral roll have
in fact been emplaced”™. The question is as to whether the presence of these names
has come about by concerted action of a manipulative nature by a relatively small
number of persons unknown, or is the sum of hundreds of thousands of individually
commitied malfeasances having no intended, or at least coordinated, manipulative
cffect.

% This number of 537,000 is not suggested as being the limit of unlawfizlly emplaced enrolments. If eredence is given
to the survey-based reseacch that finds oaly around 85% of the eligible are enrolled at any given time, then something of
the order of a3 much as 1.4 miltion names could have been involved in eorolment improprietics as at 30 June 1981
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Cell L0
Net Change in Enrolment Levels 1 January — 30 June 1981

The net drop of 63,266 in enrolment I would normally interpret as evidence of
the removal of names following a habitation review. It is noteworthy on how few
occasions there is any net drop in enrolment between any two benchmarks, and when
this does occur, how relatively small the net drop 1s. This drop is by far the largest so
far revealed by the benchmarks available to me and recorded in this tabulation since
1947, Tt may, of course, simply be that the benchmarks have not on all occasions
been close enough to each other in time to reveal the effects of habitation reviews on
aggregate enrolment levels due to the steady increase in the eligible population over
time more than counteracting the effect of objection action by the time the next
benchmark is reached.

It may be, however, if in circumstances of coordinated enrolment manipulation
existing, that it was considered necessary to drop off names, given the approaching
Census and the fact that in reality (when the characteristic lag in enrolment take-up
by ihe newly age-eligibﬁeﬂ is taken into account) apparent enrolment had reached
104.24% as 2% 1 January (981. Does the expression “drop off pames™ imply the
collusion of electoral officials? Not necessarily at all. One explanation for the
apparent ranty of net enrolment drops, in an expanding population like that of
Australia, could be that as fast as the electoral administration was legitimately
removing names after roll reviews, the same or other names were being re-estabhished
on the rolls by third parties. All that a postulated manipulator would have to do to
effectively “drop off names” would be to refrain for a period from re-establishing or
replacing names that had legitimately been the subject of objection action. As the
growth of the eligible population continued, the E%E would gradually return to a
level below 100%, and any risk that the discovery of such anomalies might provoke
more thorough mnvestigation would abate. The reduced figure for the enrolled as at
30 June 1981, irespective of how ar by wham it was brought about, when used with
an mfated figure for eligibility, enabled the E%E shown in cell N90 to appear to be
below 100%.

The use of an unrecognisedly inflated figure for the eligible together with an
unrecognisedly understated figure for total pepulation meant that any calculation of
an aggregate eligibility to population ratio (E%P) would result in a higher percentage
than in reality existed. Anyone privately studying electoral statistics and applying
this ratio to population figures at other times in enrolment level assessments would
obtain a higher figure for the eligible than that which in reality was the case. The
corresponding E%E would then be lower, and so long as it fell below 100%, there
would presumably be little incentive to examine enrolment matters more closely.

¥ 1 must not be forgotten that the newly age-qualified lag is not a figure cn public display, although the AEC Research
Repart Na.1 of 1989 quantifies it fairly thoroughly.



Cell 191
My Estimate of the Eligible as at 30 June 1981

The estimate of around 9,300,000 eligible was arrived at by estimating the size
of the age-eligible alien population as at 30 June 1981 and deducting it from the total
population 18 and over at that date. This was done by commencing at the base date
of the 30 June 1947 Census, at which date it was known that there were only 38,653
aliens in Australia. Comparison of subsequent net migration statistics relating to non-
British migrants with records of grants of Australian citizenship over the same period
allowed a crude estimate™ to be made of the total number of persons who, if still
alive in 1981, would still have been of alien status and disqualified from enrolment
and voting.

I suspect that the deaths of many persons who constituted the net alien
migration numbers between 1947 and 1981 may nevertheless have had negligible
effect upon the overall size of the age-¢ligible alien component of the population as at
30 June 1981. The reason for this is that, by and large, the persons being granted
Australian citizenship would have been the older component of the alien population
at any given time. The persons thus most statistically likely to die are continually
moving out of the alien population, and their deaths, when they occur, are deaths
of Australian citizens that do not reduce the size of the alien population arrived at
as being the difference between the sum of net alien migration and the sum of
citizenship grants between 1947 and 1981. The alien population in Austraiia has thus
effectively acquired some of the characteristics of eternal vouth, The only deaths that
serve to reduce the size of the crude estimate are those of persons who lived and died
as aliens between 1947 and 1981,

Allowance was also made for the fact that around 25,000 of the citizenship
grants that were made were to British citizens who had been eligible for enrolment in
any case.

* 1t is highly fikely that my estimate of the vesident alien population is understated. [ have based its calculation upon
the met migration gain figures throughout the period. The reality is that a quite significant number of pative bom
Australians depart permanently, or if not permanently, for extended periods measured in vears or decades. Whilst
assessment of net migration gain of necessity takes this fact into account, there is no accounting in that assessment of
how many persons, in addition to the net migration gain, had to have migrated into Australia te offset the native
born departing. Such immigrants, mevitably, would have contributed to the resident aiien population in exactly the
same marner as those immigrants already accounted for in the net migration gain. [t is not the overail numbers in the
population that are in question, but the proportion of that population that is of alien status. As an indication, YBA
1993, p. 150 displays a lable that indicates that from 1971 to 1981 around 110,000 Australians permanently departed.
Perhaps as many as 250,000 may have departed belween 1947 and 1981, but some of these will undoubtedly have
returned, so it is difficult to pul a precise number to the expatriate population. The numbers involved are not small,
however, and only serve to support my contention that the figure given for the eligible as at 30 June 1981 in the AEQ
statistics provided to the Parliament is significantly over-stated.
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Cell 192
My Estimate of the Eligible as at 30 June 1981

Between 30 June 1976 and 30 June 1981 there was a net migration gain of
273,995 persons. (YBA 1991, p. 120 refers) Persons over 18 still alien at 30 June
1976 I assessed as numbering around 883,000. Between 30 June 1976 and 30 June
1981 there were 344,825 persons granted citizenship. (YBA 1983, p. 148 refers)
Tatal population, as at 30 June 1981, was 14,923,300 persons. (YBA 1991, p.120)

Allowing that around 45% of net migration gain for the interval comprised
persons with British citizenship (a significant proportion of which was from New
Zealand), around 151,000 persons who remained ineligible on citizenship grounds
now angmented the alien population in Australia. Of these 151,000 persons, allowing
that around 30% may not have been qualified for enrolment by age, around 106,000
who were age-qualified comprised the net migration gain disqualified by alien status.
When added to the 883,000 adult alien population as at 30 June 1976, the simplistic
estimate of the adult alien population as at 30 June 1981 was around 989,000 persons.

The 989,000 person estimate is simplistic because no account has been taken
of persons who arrived in Australia as alien children who have hitherto been excluded
from estimates of the adult ineligible because they were not age-qualified, but who
have progressively since 1947 attained adult age whilst still being aliens. T estimate
that up to 250,000 persons that had arrived as children between 1947 and 1981, by 30
June 1981 augmented the resident adult alien population, bringing it to around
1,239,000 before adjustment for citizenship grants over the interval 1976 — 1981.

[ estimate around 242,000 citizenship grants (out of the total of 344,825) were
made in the interval 1976 — 1981 to persons who were 18 or over by 30 June 1981,
When this is subtracted from the 1,239.000 above, the estimated age-qualified
resident alien population as at 30 June 1981 would have stood at around 997.000
persons.

From the age distribution table for the population at large as at 30 June 1981 in
YBA 1983, p. 123, it is possible to calculate the percentage of the population 18 or
over. This comes to around 69.84%, and when applied to the final census figure of
14,923,300 gives 10,422,432 persons as being age-qualified for enrolment. From this
10,422,432 age-qualified must be subtracted the figure for the resident adult alien
population of 997,000 persons, which gives a figure for the eligible as at 30 June
1981 of 9,425,432 persons. This figure should be further reduced by around 25,000
because around this number of citizenship grants over the period from 1947 to 1981
were to persons who were already holders of British citizenship (and thus entitled to
enrolment) at the time of grant. The size of the resident adult alien population,
hitherto reduced on the assumption that all citizenship grants were to aliens, must be
adjusted upwards as a consequence by the same figure. When this is done the
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eligible stands at 9,400,432 persons. It should be noted that in this estimation of the
eligible the final census population figure has been used.

Of the 346,970 persons assessed by the ABS as not having been enumerated,
how many should reasonably be expected to have been illegal immigrants or
overstayers? As illegal immigrants or overstayers, such persons should be considered
similarly to resident adult aliens when it comes to estimating the eligible for electoral
enrolment. It is logical to expect that such persons would seek to escape being
recorded in the census. Somewhere between 50,000 and 150,000 seems realistic® for
this category. Taking a middle figure of 100,000 for this allowance could see the
estimate for the ehigible at 30 June 1981 reduced to around 9,300,000 persons,

** YBA 2001 sheds some light on this matter of illegal immigration or overstaying of visas. On page 186 there is a
graph on which is plotied overseas visitors arriving and, separately, overseas visitors departing. Over the 46 years from
1959 10 1999 the plot of arrivals is consistently higher than that for departures, and while the gap varies in size over the
years, at no peint de departures cutnumber arrivals. Whilst it is not stated expressly how many overstayers are in the
papulation, | believe the graph indicates something of the order of 100,000 as at 30 June 1981 A table on page 187
shows the number of overstayers detected for the years 1990 to 1999, but it is not clear as to what extent, if any,
detection is followed by deportation, nor what the size of the overstaying compenent of the population js at any point in
time. This latter table seems to indicate my estimate for 1981 may be very conservative.



£

SANETANA- R EECD B ENYORYICTIT Laavels [V i NS 39

Row 94
The Last Printed Mid-Term Roll

I suspect that the 1982 “mid-term” roll print was the last Commonwealth
electoral roll ever printed shortly afier a habitation review. 1 do not know for certain
whether there had been a habitation review in 1981-82, but the net drop in enrolments
shown in cell L90 as having occurred some time in the first half of 1981 is indicative
of there having been such review™.

There was, 1 think, no roll specially reprinted for the 5 March 1983 Federal
elections. | recall magenta supplementary lists were available in association with the
1982 print when I purchased a copy of the roll in 1983. That roll was also printed by
sub-divisions, as the law then, and as it has continued since, required. If in fact those
magenta supplementary lists were printed for the 1983 Federal elections, it is likely
that the 1982 print was used as the basis for the certified lists for the conduct of those
elections, with the Divisional Returning Officers striking through names that had
been removed since the date of printing,

Anyone could quickly gauge the extent to which new names had been added to
a roll since the last print by looking at the supplementary list. Particular names
claimed to be those of persons newly resident at particular addresses since the last
print of the roll could be checked for accuracy and truthfulness. The extent and
identity of names removed was a little less easily determined, but still a matter of
record. All that was needed was a certified list that was superfluous to actual election
requirements. The ability to identify the names removed is important in that such
would have included a sub-class of names removed where habitation reviews had
recently found the presence of those names on a roll to be unsubstantiated.

The only acceptable reason for a particular name disappearing permanently
from the rolls was that of death, which in virtually every case was a matter of precise
record.  All other specific names being removed should only have been by way of
transfer or objection action by the DRO. In the case of transfer of enrolment to
another Division, the particular name being removed from that Division would
simultaneously re-appear on the roll for a different Division, backed up by an
enrolment claim requesting the transfer of enrolment. Names removed by objection
action following ERR should, by and large, not have re-appeared on any other roll,
as the very reason for the removal was that the elector (if such really existed) had
evidently moved on without making any transfer claim.

% The Commission’s slatement in its 25 October 1988 Submission to the JSCEM indicates that there may have been an
electoral roll review in 1981, but does not positively confirm that one was completed. The Commission’s words
{speaking with respeet to ratio of names added to net start roll figures) were: “However the change in habitation review
practice from being a regular event in the 1950s and 1960s, to an vnreliable event jn the egrly 19805 when activity
might qot proceed to completion, to a biennizl event in the mid 1980s, appears to have had some effect on the non-
review years.,”
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A situation of apparent full enrolment prevailed in the early 1980s. The
routine printing of post-ERR mid-term rolls provided a record of names against
which a subsequent certified list for an election could be compared at some time in
the future. The emergent capabilities of the personal computer to make such
comparisons were beginning to be recognised. Soon it would be possible for small
interest groups, or even individuals, to scan printed rolls into a database program and
make the necessary comparisons. If such comparisons were to be made, no matter
how long delayed after the actual event, the game could well be up. Should
different names to those removed by objection action in excess of the number of
newly qualified persons expected to appear have actually appeared on the rolls, then
proof would exist that a proportion of names on the rolls were being unlawfully
emplaced.

The mantra of the AEC, recited over the years in response to guestions as 1o
the accuracy of the rolls, that “the Commission has no evidence of significant
fraudulent enrolment occurring” would cease to sound so reassuring.

The next set of rolls printed were the rolls required for the 1 December 1984
Federal elections. The 1984 print was effectively an “clection” print, as distinct from
a “mid-term” print. This was so particularly because, for the first time, the electoral
rotls were not printed as separate sub-divisional rolls as the law then, and to this day,
requires where sub-divisions exist, but as one amalgamated Divisional rof?’. The
fact that a post-ERR mid-term roll did not get printed in the same format as the roll
tor the preceding election is important. If there was to have been a body of unlawful,
or unlawfully positioned, enrolments within the rolls, there would have been no
outward hint as to the identity of such names unless there was some benchmark
against which name turnover could be compared, The production of one such
benchmark, whether intentionally or by coincidence, was avoided in 1984,

There was, as is now well known, ne electoral roll printed during the life of the
Parliament clected at the ! December 1984 elections, in contravention of the
provisions of the CEA as they were then framed.

* The AEC has attempted to claim authorisation for this change where no avthority existed. In a submission to the
JSCEM dated 7 November 1988, in paragraph 7. (Page S00845 of the Comumnittee Hansard}, the Commission states that
“The change referred to [the change in roll format to accompany the introduction of Division-wide voting] was in fact
made in the 1983 amendmments, on the Committes’s recommendation, and applied for the first time at the 1984
election” The Commission®s claim is not correct. The 1983 amendments did not alter the requirement that the rofls
be kept by sub-divisions, nor did they contain any legislative authorisation for the roll forruat adopted by the AEC for
the 1984 elections. This very issue would have come under the umbrella of the contention over the regionalisation
plans of the AEC and its interpretation of the CEA to purportedly authorise what the wording of the Act clearly did
not permit. The matter ended, I understand, in a standoff between the Special Minsster of State and the Commission
some time in 2004 before the Federal elections. The Commission claimed # had a legal opinion that justified its
imerpretation of the Act to authorise the amalgamation of Divisional offices, the Minister asked the Commission to
produce the legal opinion, and the Commission subsequently decfined to do so. In the light of hindsight, it would
appear the Commission”s claim in its 7 November 1988 submission is of like nature o its claims with respect to office
amalgamations as they relate to roll keeping, and s somewhat misleading of the Committee, and the Parliament. The
Commission’s subsequent faifure to provide the requested legal opinion | if it is continiing, would appear contemptuous
of it
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There were 1,175,000 “gone” notations made by the AEC in connection with
the 1986-87 clectoral roll review. Whilst in some Divisions by the time of the 12
June 1987 roll close for the 11 July 1987 Federal elections objection action in
connection with the ERR had been taken, in the majority of Divisions, apparently by
direction, it had not. So although the “mid-term™ roll that should have been printed
by mid-1987 was omitted, even the roll printed for the 11 July 1987 elections was not
a post-ERR roll. Between March 1983 and July 1987 three successive enrolment
benchmarks prescribed by law had either been omitted or rendered ineffective by
departure from the law.

Shortly after 1987, the provisions of the CEA were changed such that the only
printed roll available (on a much more restricted basis) during the life of a Parliament
would effectively be the one on which the last election had been conducted. Without
saying so in as many words, the printed “mid-term” post-ERR roll was
abandoned. There would no longer be any magenta supplementary list at election
times publicly recording new names since the last mid-term print, because there
would now be no mid-term print. There would no longer be any defacto list of names
removed since the last print with the removals struck through — an entirely new list
would be printed just for the election. The DRO would know it was the “certified”
list because the Electoral Commissioner told him so! There was no longer any
printed, publicly accessible, post-ERR historical record of names enrolled that could
be used in any attempt to determine whether any unlawful emplacement or
positioning of enrolments at election times might have occurred.

It is now 23 years since Australia has seen a post-ERR mid-term electoral roll
printed and available to the public. With the move from periodic electoral roll
reviews to continuous roll update (CRU), the last obligation to maintain any form of
unalterable public electoral enrolment benchmarking was eliminated. What has been
kept hidden from discovery as a consequence?
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Cell K99

Gaps in the Records

Despite the fact that the COM 1l roll management system was able to supply
figures presented in Appendix V for 1981-1983, and for 1985-1987 in Appendix VI,
no roll transaction figures for 1984 were provided to the JSCEM in the AEC
Submission. Consequently, the figure of 9,553,917 enrolments as at 1 January 1984
has had to be calculated from the net results of the enrolment transactions for 1983
obtained from Appendix V.
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Row 100

The Conditional Disfranchisement of the British Citizens

Change to Eligibility. 1t is important to recognise a change to eligibility for
enrolment that took effect throughout Australia from 25 January 1984. This change
related to holders of British citizenship, whose previously recognised right to enrol
and vote in Australian elections subject to their meeting the residence requirement
was either denied or qualified at this date. 1t was denied if such persons were not
already enrolled upon an electoral roll, and for those who were already enrolled, it
was made conditional upon their remaining upon such a roll.

How Many Were Involved??® In 1986 I crudely estimated the British citizens
18 and over in Western Australia as being 4.86% of the population. This cstimate,
when expressed as a percentage of the population 18 or over, equates to around
6.75% of the potentially eligible immediately prior to the change. Somcthing of the
order of 60,000 persons were thus conditionally disfranchised in that State by the
change. The key point with regard to the conditional nature of the disfranchisement
is that it is officially claimed that it is not known how many electors on the rolls
throughout Australia as at 25 January 1984 were British citizens, nor, by name, who
they were. Uncertainty as to the size of the electorally eligible proportion of the
population was created as the immediate consequence of this legisiation.

Why Was It Done? What if a very significant proportion of migrants from the
UK and Ireland, who, although eligible to enrol, had not taken advantage over the
years of this right, and this fact had become known io persons interested in emplacing
unlawful electoral enrolments? It would have been a very simple matter to have
committed what amounts to a huge identity theft, and used the absence of these
British citizens enrolments from the rolls as cover for an equivalent number of other
enrolments, the particulars of which would be known only to those emplacing them.
If, however, later in life significant numbers of these British citizens began to
lawfully enrol themselves, there would not be room within a proper enrolment
accountancy for all of the electoral enrolments now coming to be on the rolls. The
tolls would become over-subscribed. More to the point, someone might netice that
fact, and an inquiry might result. A huge, yet absurdly simple, electoral racket that is,
in the extraordinarily lax Australian electoral enrolment and voting system
essentially undetectable, might come to light. Whilst it may not have been the
purpose of this legislation, it has to be acknowledged that an effect of this conditional
disqualification was to establish a ready made explanation for any anomalous over-

2 A¢at 1981, around 1,100,000 persons in the Australian population had been born in the UK or Ireland. For what it
may be worth, YBA 2000 contains the claim, in the section headed “Citizenship” that “between 1949 and 1965, only
% of citizenship grants were made to former citizens of the United Kingdom and Ireland.” Whether this evident
reluctance to surrender British citizenship, 2s distinct from the British nationality such migrants shared with native-
bom Australians, indicates that faw took up the right to efectoral enroiment they held by virtue of their nationality, i5
not so clear. [ would suspect that a substantial proportion of such may not have taken advantage of this right, but that
significantly more than the 25,000 that represented 4% of all citizenship grants up to 1981 would have done so.
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enrolment, an explanation that might act to discourage more penetrating inquiry into
enrolment levels and electoral administration generally. An apparent over-enrolment
of up to around 107% for Australia at large, discovered at any time after 25 January
1984, could be readily explained away by saying that, apparently, almost all British
citizens must have exercised their right to enrol prior to the 1984 cui-off date.
Without the evidence of any study, who could gainsay t? Without knowledge of the
names used, who could correct the rolls?

How Should It Have Been Done? If it was important enough that legislation
was necessary to deny British citizens eligibility for enrolment, why were not all such
then on the rolls removed? Could it be that, as a consequence of the fact that the
identity of the British citizens on the rolls was not known, the only way to with
certainty remove them was by completely recompiling™ the rolls from scratch?
Recompilation of the rolls, to be effective in enforcing the new citizenship criterion,
would have required the attendance in person, together with the presentation of
evidence as to citizenship and identity, of all persons eligible for enrolment at a
nation-wide re-enrolment. Historically, the permissibility of simply posting in a
freely available enrolment claim card said to have been witnessed by a person
qualified to be an elector (but not necessarily enrolled as such) without any
requirement for lodgement or witnessing in personm, nor the presentation of any
identification, had made enrolment very easy. Was it to have been that advantage
had been taken over the years of this incredible ease of enrolment with the intent of
manipulation of whole elections, such a recompilation of the electoral rolls would
have constituted a disaster for any manipulator.

® It is interesting to observe the provisions of Section 85 of the CEA relating 1o the. preparation of new rolls.
Sub-section (1) authorises the preparation of new roils “whenever directed by proclamation”. Sub-section (2) goes on
to amplify that the proclamation may specify the manner in which rolls are to be prepared. Sadly, sub-section (2)
concludes with a provise that effectively protects any already unlawfully emplaced enrolments from the
specifications as to manner of preparation of the new rolis that may have been designed to soot out Just such abuse,
This sub-section allows all of the enrolments on the old roll te be transferred en masse to the new roll without any
requirernent to even submit a new enrolment claim! The first part of sub-section (2}, when tzken together with sub-
section {1), prescribes or permits virtually all that may be necessary to remove vnlawful enrolments. ¥ looks to be good
respansible legislation. The provise following on its heels, however, promises to totally negate the intended effect of
the legislation or any proclamation made under it.

I suspect the High Court might hold the proviso to be of no effect if it can be shown that it would negate the
inteation of the rest of the legislation of which it forms part. I further suspect that this would be especially so if the
fulfilment of the acknowledged purpose of the legisiation could be achieved in no other way than by whole roll
recompilation. The purpose of Section 85 of the CEA is {0 authorise the preparation of new rolls at such times and in
such manner as the (overnor-General in Council proclaims and directs. Presumably new rolls would be Jjustified if the
integrity or format of the old ones were seen 10 be, or suspected of being, in some way deficient or frustrating of the
intent of electoral or other legislation. Such other legislation could well be that which discriminatorily disfranchises
some, but naot all, holders of British citizenship, More to the point, it could be Section 61 of the Constitution of the
Commonwealth of Australia,

T may appear to the Governor-General that recompilation of the rolls is prudent or necessary for the upholding
of the Constitution, or the prevention of sabotage thereto. He may be able (o proceed, without any rufing from the High
Cour, in the exercise of his reserve powers to proclaim such measures as seem appropriate for the recompilation of the
rolis without the need for any further legislation. Tt would be poetic justice if legisiation that selectively
distranchised a significant segment of the community, and that had as a side effect something of the character of a
smokescreen for enrolment abuses, was itself the trigaer for lawful corrective action with respect to the compilation of
the electoral rolls.
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Scope for Unlawful Enrolment. This change to eligibility to enrol means that
many Divisions could show an over-enrolment of 107% or more. If the AEC
research that found that only around 85% of eligible persons are actually enrolled at
any given time is accepted, then it has to be accepted that in a Division showing an )
E%E of 107% around 20.6% of all the names on the roll would be likely unfawful.
When it comes to actually exploiting such unlawful enrolments at an election, the
proportion of the official valid vote that they comprise would be even greater than
20.6%. If it is assumed that the names in which no vote is claimed (typically around
5%) and informal votes (commonly 2 or 3%) do not feature in coordinated electoral
manipulation, the unlawful component of the official valid vote could be as great as
22.3%. In a simple head to head contest, a candidate obtaining only a little more than
27% of the lawful valid votes cast could be placed in a position of winning by one
vote if assisted by an undetectable fraudulent vote obtained through the unlawful
enrolments on the roll. If such an inversion of a simple head to head contest is
possible with such relatively small (7%) manifestation of enrolment irregularity, it is
not difficult to imagine how contests involving closer margins or more candidates
could be decisively mfluenced with much less fraudulent vote. The E%F doesn’t
need to be over 100% for a real threat to electoral integrity to reside in the rolls!

Enrelment Levels in 1984. By the time of the roll close on 2 November 1984
for the 1 December 1984 Federal elections, enrolments were nudging 100% of the
theoretically possible in aggregate. At the same point in time there were around
280,000 persons in the newly age-qualified lag that were eligible, but had not got
around to effecting their enrolment. Were these persons to have been deemed to have
been enrolled at this date, an apparent enrolment level of 102.7% could be considered
to have been reached. All of this without having removed the British citizens from
eligibility in the calculations! Was there something wrong in the electoral rolls?
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Cell L105

The Unremarked-Upon Net Enrolment Surge in Late October 1984

This net surge of 146,386 enrolments since the October 1984 Section 58
certificate’s various report dates is interesting. Relatively few working days elapsed
between some States’ October reporting dates and the roll close date of Friday 2
November 1984. There was a net surge of 37,165 enrolments in NSW between the
end of business on Tuesday 30 October 1984 and roll close at the end of business on
Friday 2 November 1984, that is, in just three working days! The net surge for all
of Australia of 146,386 constitutes the equivalent of two-thirds the size of the net
surge that was such a clamedly unprecedented phenomenon in 1987. The net surge
in NSW over the 15 working days of the roll close period in 1987 was 67,217
enrolments. In Queensland the net surge was 22,032 enrolments in the four working
days following its Section 58 certificate report at the close of business on Monday 29
October 1984. The net surge in 1987 was 39,110 enrolments over 14 working days.
Overall, the rate of net surge per working day was greater in 1984°° than in 1987

It is clear when this net surge must have occurred, but where were the not less
than 146,386 new enrolments processed into the roll management system? The
processing of enrolment claims and entry of names onto the rolls during the toll close
period at any place other than the Divisional office for the Division to which the
clair related did not become lawiful until amendments to Section 102 of the CEA
became law on 3 June 1987. In 1987, with seemingly less pro-rata claim processing
workload, Divisional offices were swamped with claims and had to call upon State
Head Offices for assistance. There are, to my knowledge, no reports of this sort of
situation in 1984. Were enrolments and transfers processed into the rolls after roll
close, and/or were they processed away from the statutorily prescribed oversight of
the DROs’' in the roll close period in 19847

* 1t must be borne in miud that the extent of net surge of itself may not be a reliable indicator of the total number of
roll transactions in the respective periods. However, any significant variance between the extent of net surge and totat
roil transactions in the respective roll close periods would itself seem to require explanation if it in fact occurred.

*! It is very believable that claims for enrolment or transfer were processed contrary to law during and/or after roll close
in 1984, The AEC was intent upoen introducing Divisional rolls, as distingt fom Sub-divisional rells, to facilitate
Division-wide voting for the first time in the conduct of the 1984 Federal elections. It would not be surprising o find
that the roll printing schedule 10 produce this new roll format conflicted with the existing Divisional office roil keeping
and enrolment claim processing procedures, and Divisional office work schedules, during a roll ¢lose. Perhaps a reason
that the 1984 net enrolment surge has been so little remarked upon was that workloads were not placed upon Divisional
staff, but enrolments were entered directly at State Bead Office or Central Office level, ostensibly to meet the
requirements imposed by the format change and printing schedule. The first that DROs may bave known of the surge
may have been as late as the delivery of the printed rolls for their certification, and indeed they may not have realised
the extent of the net growth for some time after that, masked as it was by the changed format. Such a scenario might
also explain DROs concerns and sensitivities in 1987 with respect te roll certification, as they may have been faced with
a “blank cheque” certification put upon them in 1984 and rightly resented it. Given that there was change to the roll
format, it would be interesting {0 know the details of its proclamation in 1984, as seemingly required under Section 85
of the CEA.
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Cell L111

Section 58 Certificate Sleight of Hand?

The net drop of 106,402 enrolments over the period from January 1985 to
December 1985 may be indicative of the removal of names over this period in
accordance with electoral roll review procedures. The problem with this possible
explanation is the timing of the net drop in enrolment. The AEC has indicated that
habitation reviews were biennial events in the 1980s. Such reviews were undertaken
in 1986-87. It is unclear whether 1985 would also have been a year during which
removals following ERR would have occurred.

There exists another possible explanation for such a net drop. With Section 58
of the CEA pemitting (and indeed almost requiring) the reporting of totals of
Divisional enrolments in each State on different days in each month, it is possible for
the 1otal enrolments in such cerfificates, Anstralia-wide, to be over or under-stated. If
enrolments are transterred out from, say, NSW in one month afier that State has
reported total enrolments in accordance with Section 58, and into another State, say,
Queensland in the same month but before Queensland’s report date later in that
month, then all those enrolments will be counted twice. In such circumstances, the
monthly total for Australia will be overstated. Conversely, if a transfer were to go in
the opposite direction within the same time frame, the monthly total for Australia
would be understated. Perhaps the net drop shown in cell Lill represents an
accumulation of such understatements.
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Cell L121

The 1987 Roll Close Enrolment Surge

The net growth of only 22,057 enrolments between the May Section 58
certificate total for Australia and the roll close conflicts with the AEC claim that there
was an enrolment surge after the announcement of the elections. The GN9 gazettal
established that a very large part of the surge was already 1n the roll accountancy
system before the elections were ammounced. The AEC has seemingly sought to
establish its claim that the surge occurred after the announcement by successive
revisions of the May 1987 Section 58 certiftcate (GN10, GN13, and GNIS5), all of
which contained arithmetical errors. The total discrepancy between the first gazettal
and the last was 204,880 enrolments. Quite apart from its sheer size, the significance
of the discrepancy was that anomalous bulk mter-State transfers were seemingly an
inexplicable feature of transactions at this time. This discrepancy is the subject of a
separate report.

It is important to note that there were two separate discrepancies with respect
to enrolment accountancy at the roll close for the 1987 Federal elections. The first
was the one as to when a net increase of 204,880 enrolments had occurred within the
roll accountancy (the one spoken of above), whilst the second was a discrepancy of
6,777 enrolments between the Section 58 certificate total for Australia as at 12 June
1987 and the official record of total enrolments for the Federal elections as at the
same date. The latter discrepancy, because it was a net increase, raised the spectre of
 an unknown number of enrolments in excess of 6,777 having been added, whilst
others were removed, after the rolls had closed. Cells K120 and K121 reveal this
discrepancy in the spreadsheet.
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Date Benchmark FPopulation Eligible E%P Enrolied ) Mo o last  EME Not Lag  Qualifed E%E
| 1] axt Entry alaction Enrolled Lag
| 2 128-Sep48 Federal elections 7,485,081 4,861,248 06512 4,739,853 NIA NiA 97.580 121395 138,000 100.34
[ 3 | 30-dun-47 Census 7,897,358 4,947 400 088512 NiA )
| 4 | 1-Jan-48 7,838,825 A
5 | 1-Jan-4g 7,794,890 NiA
|6 | 10-Dec49  Federal elections 8,003,500 5018195 08270 4,913,664 173,801 97,92 104541 140000 100.71
7 | 1-dan-50 5050882 5047903 06270 4.908,747 3,807 97,26 138158 140000 100.04
8 | 1-Jan-s1 8,307,500 5,192,188 06250 4904501  -5.248 8448 287,687 142000 §7.19
Iml 28-Apr-81 Federal elections  B,362,857 5205754 08225 4,862,678 58,174 49021 U533 243079 142,000 98.06
ﬂ 1-Jan-52 5,528,129 5274648 08185 4967469 34,794 9475 27779 142,000 97 44
ﬂ 1-Jan-53 B.730.647  5331,307 06100 5020811 23342 9418 310498 144,000 96.88
m 9-May-63  Senate plocion  8,780.637 5312285 0.8050 5,087,753 46842 105078 0540 244532 144000 98 11
H.H 1-Jap-54 6,903,008 5268606 05538 5080440 7313 9572 226186 145000 98 46
ﬂue.!&.m; Federal elections 8,958,569 5319,558 05838 5,000,000 29560 22,247 8568 229858 145000 9B 41
15 ] 30-Jun-54 Census BOSSA00 5336184 05038  5.050966 9540 245198 145000 g8 12
-4|m: 1-Jan-55 9,090,355 146,000 )
17| 10-Dec-55 Faderal elections 9,278,655 5460578 0.5867 5,172,443 112,009 B2443 9472 288.13% 147,000 97 42
l._mlu 1-Jan-56 9,311,800 5436299 05838 5,198,183 25740 9562 230048 147,000 98.33
4|m- 1-Jan-57 9,533 3354 £516,940 05787 5216779 15,506 94.56 300161 148,000 97.24
Inal 1-Jan-58 9,747,471 6552124 05737 5248271 31492 93.B5 343853 148000 98,50
M{ 30-Jun-§g 5846140 5848731 05737 148,000
[ 22| 22-Nov-58 Fedara eloctions 9,880,000  5868,156 0.5737 6412,868 164,594 240422 9550 255281 149,000 98.12
[ul 1-Jan-59 8,951,618 5708.2¢3 05737 5434260 21,495 95.19 274882 149,000 97,80
[ 24| 1-Jan-80 10166173 8,710,338 0.5817 5426736 7624 95.03 283603 150,000 97 66
ENM 1-Jan-51 10,291,900 5715545 06.5500 5496519 60783 86.17 219,028 181,000 98.81
INIw.H 30-Jun-61 Census 10,848,300  5780,000 0.5480 152,073
| 27 | 8-Doc-61  Foderal elections 10,568,503 5685908 0.5380 5,692,364 195845 279499 100.19 (6.461) 154,800 102.84
25| 1-Jan-62 10803,931 5810954 05480 5,690,073  .2.291 97.92 120881 156200 100.61
| 20] 1-Jan-63 10810371 59502463 05460 5713519 23448 96.80 188344 164,600 GH 59
To 30-Nov-63 Foderal elections  10,987.404 5977148 (.5440 8,878,841 162322 183477 98.31 101307 171500 101,17 |
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Date Benchmark Population Eligible E%P Enrolled Ince o last Mm.m Not Lag  Qualified EoE
31 lagk Entry *\ection Enrolied Lag
mmluc-zo__.s Federal slections 10,387,404  5.977,148 05440 BE75841 182222 183477 98.31 101307 71500 10117
43 | 1-J2n-64 11022811 5996409 05440 5878258 G417 98.03 118159 172800 100.61
[ 34 | 1-dan-85 11250708 6.097.084 06420 5934567 % 97.32 163297 181100 100.29
Y Roll Print .
35| 1-Jari6B 11478703 6209978 05410 5,011,024 86.80 198044 189,400 9985
Mﬂj 0-Jun-66 Census 11,550,462 6,231,000 0.5398 - 193,500
Iwm|~m.zs_.8 Faderal elections 11,657,078 6288994 05395 6,193,881 182,847 318,040 98.49 95,13 196,200 101,61
39| 1-Jan67 11,740,387
[ 40] 30-Jun-67 11,819,698 . 201,800
[ 41 | 28-Nov-67 Reforenda 11,892,472 6415988 0.53956 6,207,000 3319 103 013 9815 118,959 204500 101.33
42| 1-Jan-6s 11,920,889 :
:M.r. 7 Roll Print
U aq | 30-Jun-68 12,030,818 210,000
45| ‘1-Jan88 12172301
“a5 | 20-Jun-69 12,296,279 : 218,400
Iﬁl 26-0ct-8%  Federal slections 12,371,153 6,705,165 0.5420 6,808,233 300233 308233 98.52 98,932 220500 101.81
48| 1-an7o 12,448,027 -
"4 | 30-Jun-70 12,564,763 0.6428 226,600
Im..._r 21-Nov-70  Senate elections 12,627,284 6,865,438 0.5437 B788T00 30487 150 4is 98.12 12738 229400 101.47
51| 1-Jain-74 12663,500 6985145 05437 8738700 97.84 230,800 101.20
52| 1-Jan-71 12795600 6959143 05437 6736700 96.80 230800 10012
53 | 30-Jun-71 Census 12997200 7,033,956 0.5437 234,900
5l 2 Roll Print
55| 1-dan-72 13,070,000
Wuzs.ﬂ 13,177,000 7.016,000 0.5824 242,177
57] 2-Dec-72  Fedoeral elections 13,210,900 o 06324 7.073830 337.230 337,230 100.58  140.447) 245000 104,08
53] 2Dec-T2  Federal slections 13400000 7124150 0.5324 7073050 387230 337,230 99.16 60,230 245000 102.59
59 1Jan-73 13,283,900 7072348 0.5324
BO
51| 30-Jun-73 13,131,508 7,624,000 05958 707.175
52| 20-Jun73 13.380400 7,824,000 0.5847 . 707,175
33| BDac-73 Referanda 13,453,300 4T 05847 7790000 716070 746,070 99,03 76.145 521,000 107.05
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L . .. incresse Increane ».r.!-.i ouu”._hn“ MoblIiy znw.-a True
Date Benchmark Population Eligible E%P Enrolled shwe - "0 ™o Not Lag  Quilifed E%E
64 . S \#SEPYY orection Enrolled Lag .
65| 8-Dac-73 Referonda 15,453,300  Y.a85.:5 05847 7,790,000 TIE470 716070 99.03 76,145 §31,000 107.08
a5 | 1-Jan74 13480750 7,887,457 0.5847 o -
67 [18:-May-T4 Federsl elections  13544,426  7,919426 05847 7897808 107506 107506 99.72 21,819 537,000 106.50 |
68| 30-Jun-74 13,569100 T 480,524
(60| 1-Jan-75 13,671,150
70 30-Jun-76 13,771,400 339,106
71} 11-Nav-75 Dismissal 13819433 9233618 05958 8262333 364827 204827 100.35 (28.715) 305,000 104.05
[72]13-Dac-75 Foderal slections 13,618,433 8,262,333 364,827
73] 1-Jen-76 13,843,450 ” gL
74 | 30-dun-76 Census 139185800 8516600 0.6142 8346000 63667 . 9765 200,600 284218 100.98
75 |: 1-Jan77 15,994,860 .
78| . 2 Rol print ? .
7 |21-May7T  Referenda 14,018,833  BB10,367 06142 8,426400 80400 164,067 97.86 152,967 277000 101.08
75 | 30-Jun-77 14,074,100 : o 278,471
ﬂm. . Rail close
M._o.u-a.qq Federal sloctions 14,132,266  B&B0038 0.6142 B54R,770 122379 122378 D98.49 131,288 283000 101.75
1] 1-van-78 14,161,350 .
62| 30-0un-78 14,248,600 247,983
™ 1-4an-79
(84| 7 Roll print :
85 | 30-Jun-79 14,421,900 284,012
Im.ml 1-Jan-80
47| 30-0un-s0 14,815,900 294,355
:wﬂ 18-Oct-80 Federal slections 14,692,760 0024287 06142 5,014,920 486141 466,141 99.90 9,367 293,000 103.14
Iwm. 1-Jan-81 COM lioperating 14769600 9,071,488 08142 9,183,297 148,377 101.01 (91,809 202,800 10424
0] 309une1  AEC figures 14,584,521 9,601,679 66938 9,100,031 -63,266 9478 501,848 201,300 97.81
;mrrﬂu?_c_fs Census-final 14,923,300 9300000 0.6232 $100031 -63,266 97.85 199,968 291,300 400.98
92| 30-JunB1  Census-count 14576330 9,300,000 0.6380 9100031 -63.266 97.85 199968 291300 100.98
o3| 1~Jan-82 9.133168 33,137
P Roll print
o5 | 30-Jun-82 15,184,200 387,800
m 1-Jan-83 15,278,500 9585731 0.6274 9,362,091 225923 97.87 23840 288,750 100.85
97 | &-Mar-83 Faderal siections 18,303,525 9601432 06274 9,372,084 9973 357,144 O7.671 229368 286400 100.58
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o — . Net . Numbar .. Newly o
Date. Benchmark Poputation Eligible E%F Enrolled e et ERE  Wor e Quenad Mﬁm
E: . ) 3t Entry alction ) Enrolled Lag
{ o9 | 6-Mar-83 Federalelections 15303525 9,601,432 06274 8,372,084 9973 357144 9761 229,368 285,400 100.58
100} 3o-dur-83- 15,378,800 o o 263,500
101] 1:an-4’ (15488450 9716,199 08274 0553017  iB1.8s8 98.33 282000 101,23
[102] 7 Rotprint . :
102 15579400 9,774,516 06274, B 280,000
04| Sect 56 cortificate . . 9715850 65,863 - .
105{ Roll close 15649033  ©518,203 o.m.n..x. 9,866,266 146386 100.49 (45,063} 280,000 103.34
108 Fedecal oloctions 15,649,033 5818203 06274 9,866,266 434,202 100.49 (48,063 280,000 403.34
107 Sect 58 certficate L T 9888772 19,508 .
108} . 15,883,900 v
108" Sact 58 certificate S 5932598 46,528
110l 15786305 9906579 0.6274 .
M.. Sect 58 certificate ERERTIRS 9.526 196 -108 402
r._lm.m
113] J6-BS. Sect58 cerificate - . 9866 087 38,881
114| 30-0in88. Census 16,018,380 10,049,913 06274
115] _uo?wm Sect 5B cerificate - . - - 10,004,085 137,879
ﬁ...‘tms..uﬂ “ .
7] Al Sect 58 certiicate 10167,157 103,001
118| 27-May-87 Election announced o .
119" May  GN9 S58 certificate 16,242,805 10,190,792 08274 10,321 :56 223 899 101.38 (1403584
120| 12-Jun87 Sect 58 carificate 10,345 438
121{ 12-Jun-87 Reoll close 18281060 10,195915 06274 10,353,213 22057 486,974 101.54 (157 208 290,000 104,39
12| a0-Jun-87 16,263,300 10,203,504 06274 10353213 101.47 (149,619} 200,000 104.31
123] 1-JukBT  GNg gazetisl date
124| 11-Jul-87 Federal elections 18,270,808 10,353,213 486,947 101.54 104.39
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EXPLANATION OF COLUMN HEADINGS

Benchmark

Population

Eligibie

E%P

Net Increase

Apparent E%E

True E%E

in column B, a date of electoral or statistical
significance, generaily an election, a census, or
new year at which time one or both of population
and total enrolments have been published.

In column C the total population estimated for
Australia at the date in question. Black figures
are published; blue figures are estimates derived
by interpolation.

In column |, the total number of persons
estimated as being qualified by age and
citizenship for enrolment. It is estimated from
published statistics on age distribution, migration,
and citizenship grants.

In column J the ratio of the total number of
persons estimated as being eligible to enrol to the
total population, normally expressed as a
percentage of the latter, but in column J
expressed as a decimal fraction for calculation
purposes.

In columns L and M this refers to the net
Increase (or decrease, shown in red) in total
enralments. It does not necessarily equate to the
tal number of new enrolments or roll
transactions during the period in question.

In column N, the ratio of the total actual
enrclments recorded to the total of persons
eligible to enrol at the same date, expressed as a
percentage, in red if over 100%. It does not take
account of the numbers of persons involved in the
lags known to occur between persons becoming
eligible to enrol and actually effecting their
anrolment.

in column V, a notional level of enrolment that
would exist if all of the persons in the AEC
research quantified newly age-qualified lag
actually had enroiled. Over 100% shown in red.




