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Preface and acknowledgments

This report presents the data of a three-wave panel survey designed to gather the views of a
representative sample of ordinary Australians just before and after the 2nd July 2016
Australian federal elections. The survey monitored Australian voters’ experience at the polls,
perceptions of the integrity and convenience of the registration and voting process, patterns of
civic engagement, public confidence in electoral administration, and attitudes towards reforms,
such as civic education campaigns and convenience voting facilities.

The study has been designed and conducted by the scientific team at the Electoral Integrity
Project (EIP) and supported by the Australian Electoral Commission. The EIP has been
generously supported by the award of the Kathleen Fitzpatrick Australian Laureate from the
Australian Research Council (ARC ref: FL110100093), as well as grants from International IDEA,
Global Integrity, the Australian Research Council, the Association of World Electoral Bodies (A-
WEB), (and at Harvard) by the Weatherhead Center for International Affairs, the Roy and Lila
Ash Center for Democratic Governance and Innovation, and the Australian Studies Committee.
The EIP project has collaborated closely with many international development agencies,
including the United Nations Development Program, the United Nations Electoral Assistance
Division, the Carter Center, the International Foundation for Electoral Systems (IFES),
International IDEA, the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe, the Organization
of American States, the Kofi Annan Commission, the Sunlight Foundation, the National
Democratic Institute, USAID, the UK Electoral Commission, the Varieties of Democracy project,
and many others.

The EIP project is based at Harvard University’s John F. Kennedy School of Government and the
Department of Government and International Relations at the University of Sydney. We are
indebted to many colleagues at Sydney, notably Michael Spence, Duncan lvison, Simon Tormey,
and Colin Wight for facilitating the arrangement, as well as the department. This report would
not have been possible without the research team at Sydney who have played an essential role
in formulating ideas, providing critical feedback and advice, and developing related
publications. We are also grateful to Stewart Jackson for valuable input.

Throughout the life-time of the project, the EIP owes an immense debt to all the present and
past members of the research team, as well as all the visiting fellows who have been associated
with the project over the years. The project would also not have been possible without the
help of several interns who worked with the Electoral Integrity Project over the years, notably
Elena Escalante-Block and Miguel Angel Lara Otaola. Last but not least, we are very grateful to
Alexandra Kennett, the EIP coordinator, for logistic support and input.

Finally, our gratitude goes to the Australian Electoral Commission (AEC) for having supported
this project, and to all participants in the three-wave survey for their opinions and inputs.

JK, AN, FMC, MG and PN
Sydney
January 2017
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Executive summary

It is vitally important that all Australian citizens are satisfied with the electoral process and
confident that their vote counts. Any doubts about the integrity and security of the registration
and balloting process, as well as public dissatisfaction with the efficiency, fairness, and
transparency of how elections are managed, have the capacity to erode citizen’s trust in
political parties and parliament, to fuel public disaffection with government, reinforce cynical
views about politics and even to undermine faith in democracy."

The Australian Electoral Commission (AEC) emphasizes that their core mission is to “Maintain
an impartial and independent electoral system for eligible voters through active electoral roll
management, efficient delivery of polling services and targeted education and public awareness
programs.”* Establishing evidence about the attitudes and experience of Australian voters at
the polls is thus central to monitoring the effectiveness of the AEC in meeting its core goals.
The Electoral Commissioner, Mr. Tom Rogers, has expressed commitment to reviewing the
AEC'’s election planning and delivery following the 2016 Federal elections, thereby seeking
opportunities for modernization and innovative reforms in delivering electoral events.? This
report is designed to contribute towards these efforts, with the input from the AEC.

The Electoral Integrity Project (EIP) implemented a new 3-wave panel survey about the
Australian Voter Experience. The study was designed to gather the views of a representative
sample of ordinary Australians just before and after the 2nd July 2016 Australian federal
elections. The survey monitored Australian voters’ experience at the polls, perceptions of the
integrity and convenience of the registration and voting process, patterns of civic engagement,
public confidence in electoral administration, and attitudes towards reforms, such as civic
education campaigns and convenience voting facilities®. The full technical details about the
survey design and sampling procedures are given in the report’s appendix.

Main results
The survey evidence highlights three major findings:

1. The majority of Australians express confidence in the electoral process. Two-thirds said
that they were ‘very or somewhat’ satisfied with the fairness of elections. The majority of the
electorate was satisfied with the AEC’s ability to conduct an election, to ensure that
preferences are counted accurately, and to keep private voting information safe and secure. In
general, half of all Australians were satisfied with the way that their democracy works.

These findings suggest that overall there is a broad reservoir of trust and confidence in the work
of the Australian Electoral Commission and the way that elections are managed in Australia.

2. There is, however, some cause for concern. A substantial minority of Australians express
doubts about the integrity of the electoral process and outcome. In particular, about one in
four respondents believe that fraud occurs ‘usually’ or ‘always’ during Australian elections, with
this proportion rising among supporters of minor parties, the less educated, women, and the
younger generation. Moreover, four out of ten Australians believe that fraud is likely to affect
the outcome of elections.
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These perceptions matter. Respondents who thought that electoral fraud was common were
also significantly more likely to believe that Australian elections are conducted unfairly and that
electoral laws were unfair, were less confident in the AEC and poll-workers, less trusting in the
Australian parliament, political parties, and politicians, more politically cynical in their
attitudes, and less satisfied with the overall performance of Australian democracy.

Doubts about the integrity of elections, whether these perceptions are true or false, can
undermine public faith in the legitimacy of the democratic process. The Commission needs to
investigate further to understand more fully the reasons why a substantial minority of the
public believe that fraud is common and consider how best to restore confidence in the integrity
of the electoral process, for example through strengthening transparency, complaints
mediation mechanisms, and targeted information campaigns.

3. Finally, the survey also monitored public reactions towards specific registration and voting
facilities, and potential reforms. Several findings are relevant for the work of the AEC. Thus,
on average, voters said that they did not find it difficult to vote at the polling stations. Those
who had to wait longer, however, were more likely to express doubts about the AEC’s ability to
conduct an election. For example, 36 percent of respondents who waited in line up to five
minutes expressed a great deal of confidence in the AEC compared to 28 percent who reported
having to wait in line for between 5 to 15 minutes. The majority of respondents (60%) believe
that the Australian voting system is too complicated and should be simplified, and this view
was particularly common among women, the less educated and older voters. Many voters
were frustrated with the time it takes to release the election results (62% believe that taking
four weeks is completely or somewhat unacceptable), but they became more understanding
when provided with reasonable explanations for the cause of the delay. Support for online
voting is rather strong in Australia, and support for this was greatest among the younger
generation and those most familiar with digital technologies. A majority of voters (61%) are
also confident that security and privacy of the vote can be maintained in online voting systems.
Finally, while support for compulsory voting is strong, opinions are divided about how to
enforce it. About a third believe there should be no fine at all while others believe there should
be some penalty but there is no consensus on what it should be. About 20 percent believe the
penalty for not voting should be more than $100.

The evidence suggests that the AEC could seek to improve the provision of timely
communications about any issues arising during the campaign or its aftermath, as well as
expanding civic information campaigns about the electoral system well before any contests. The
AEC should also further consider the use of digital registration and balloting processes which
could potentially improve the convenience of the voting process, while still maintaining the
security and integrity of Australian elections.

The Data

The data discussed in this report are based on an online survey of a representative sample of
eligible voters. Respondents were drawn from a large panel recruited by Survey Sampling
International (SSI), an international market research firm with offices in 21 countries.

Online panel surveys have seen a rapid growth in the last decade and are now frequently being
used for public opinion research. One of the advantages of online panel surveys is that they
offer a more efficient method for measuring public opinion that is not possible with traditional
probability samples conducted either by telephone or face-to-face. Large numbers of
respondents can be contacted at once and are provided with incentives to complete the
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guestionnaire. These same respondents can be contacted again to form a panel, providing the
opportunity to track individual opinion over time. This provides a cost effective way of
collecting high quality data from a representative sample efficiently and reliably.

There is a growing consensus in both academia and in the private sector that data obtained
from online panels are increasingly comparable to those collected via traditional probability
based methodologies, especially for population-based experiments.’

Respondents were initially contacted in the week before the election between 28 June and 1
July and completed an online questionnaire lasting approximately 15 minutes. This forms the
pre-election base line survey (wave 1). The same individuals were contacted again after the
election to complete a longer survey, an average of 25 minutes in length. Respondents in wave
2 were contacted between 4 July and 19 July, with two thirds completing the survey after the
first week. About six weeks later, the same respondents were interviewed again (wave 3)
beginning on 23 August and ending on 13 September.

All responses gathered are anonymous, and the research team at the University of Sydney had
no way to contact the respondents or know their personal data, beyond what information
gathered in the questionnaires.

The three questionnaires asked respondents their opinion about democracy, political actors
and institutions, their voting experience, how they perceived the election, and their socio-
demographic profile.

The initial sample contains 2,139 valid responses for the first wave of questionnaires, 1,838 for
the second wave (an 86 percent retention rate), and 1,543 for the third wave (84 percent
retention rate). Overall, 72 percent of the respondents were carried over from the pre-election
wave to the final wave. All analyses have been weighted by age and gender, to correct for any
differences between the sample and national distributions.

Most of the results discussed are based on data from the second wave, the immediate post-
election survey. When relevant, some trends emerging from data gathered in the first wave (in
the week preceding the election) and the third wave (about a six weeks after the election) will
be presented as well.

The Australian Voter Experience 2016 — Final Report, January 2017 9
electoralintegrityproject.com



The Australian Voter Experience 2016 — Final Report, January 2017
electoralintegrityproject.com

The Electoral Integrity Project

Why Elections Fail'/And What We Can Do About It

10



List o

Tables

Table 1:
Table 2:
Table 3:
Table 4:

Table 5:
Table 6:
Table 7:

Table 8:

The Electoral Integrity Project

Why Elections Fail'/And What We Can Do About It

f Tables, Figures, and Maps

Satisfaction and cynicism, by profile ... 43
Changes iN CONTIABNCE ....ccii it e et e e e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e snbbabeeeeeeesenannenes 44
Confidence in AEC ability to conduct an election, by profile.......cccccoeoiiiiiiiiiiiicieees 45
Changes in confidence in AEC ability to conduct an election (pre-post election), by

o140 11 LTS UPU 46
Confidence that preferences are counted accurately, by profile.........ccooceeiiiiiiiiiis 47
Confidence that AEC keeps information secure, by profile........ccccceeeiiiiiieeiieiiciiiiieece s 48
Should the AEC be able to use data from other government agencies to update the

(o] I o1V o] o] 11U UUT

Can the AEC update your enrolment details? (experiment)

Table 9: Can the AEC update your enrolment details without your consent?, by profile

Table 10: Whose responsibility is it to maintain the accuracy of the roll? (experiment)...........ccecuuuue
Table 11: Elections in Australia conducted fairly, by profile .......ccooooiiiiieiiiiici s 53
Table 12: EleCTOral INTEGIITY ..vvieiiei ittt e e e e e et be e e e e e e e e eebbtaeeeeaeeeesantbaseeaaeeesennnnens 54
Table 13: How frequently does electoral fraud occur, by profile..........ccceeeiiiiiiiieieiiee e, 55
Table 14: How frequently is electoral fraud likely to affect electoral outcomes, by profile.................... 56
Table 15: Would have voted if not compulsory, by profile ... 57
Table 16: Early VOte, DY Profile..... e et e e e e e e stra e e e e e e e e annaes 58
Table 17: Reasons for having Used @arly VOTE ........ceeviiiieiciiiiiiiie ettt e e e svare e e e e e e annaes 59
Table 18: Reasons for not having used €arly VOTe.........cocuuiiiiiiii it e e e e 60
Table 19: Type of early VOte, DY Profile........o e e e e aaaaes
Table 20: If early vote was not available, would you have voted on election day?, by profile...

Table 21: How difficult to find where to vote, by profile ......cccccoooiiiiiiiii e,

Table 22: Effort required to get to polling station and waiting time in line, by profile..........cc..cccoeeue.
Table 23: Confidence in AEC ability to conduct an election, by waiting time ........c...ccoeeeeiviiieee i, 65
Table 24: How difficult were the instructions on House and Senate ballot papers, by profile............... 66
Table 25: Information used to assist filling ballot PAPErS .....veeevieiiieie e 67
Table 26: Is the voting system too complicated and should be simplified?, by profile .......................... 68
Table 27: Change in voting rules for the Senate: heard anything about it?, by profile........................... 69
Table 28: Opinions about delays in vote count (EXPEriMmENt) .......ccccciiiiiieeiee e e e 70
Table 29: How acceptable that results were not known for four weeks?, by profile .........ccccccceeennnnis 71
Table 30: How important to have the option to vote online?, by profile ..., 72
Table 31: Online voting required or allowed (EXPErimeENt)......cccccoeeciiiiiiiee e e e e e 73
Table 32: Online voting: how confident about security and privacy?, by profile

Table 33: Online voting: can be tampered with, by profile..........cccccooeiiiiinnii,

Table 34: Voting is a duty or a choice: strength of opinion, by profile .................

Table 35: Voting: compulsory or voluntary, by profile.........ceeiiiiioiiiiie e
Table 36: Opinions about fine for not voting, by Profile.........ccceeieeiiiiiiie s 78

The Australian Voter Experience 2016 — Final Report, January 2017

electoralin

tegrityproject.com



The Electoral Integrity Project

Why Elections Fail'/And What We Can Do About It

Figures

Figure 1: Satisfaction with the way democracy works in Australia........ccccccooveiiiiiiiiiei e

Figure 2: Confidence in AEC ability to conduct an election (comparison before and after the
LY L=To1 4 o] o) U PPUPTRRRPOt

Figure 3: Confidence that preferences are counted accurately........cccoveeeiieiiiiiiiiiiiee e
Figure 4: Can the AEC update your enrolment details? .........cccoeiiiiiiiiiiiii e e
Figure 5: Electoral integrity In Australia, Canada, UK, New Zealand, and USA ...........cccoceiiiieeeeeeiecinnnns
Figure 6: Elections in Australia conducted fairly ..o e e
Figure 7: Aspects Of EICtOral iINTEEIITY ...uueieiiie ittt e e e e et raa e e e e e e e e annnees
Figure 8: Electoral fraud: how frequent, and how likely to affect electoral outcomes........ccccceeeennnnnnes
Figure 9: Would have voted if NOt COMPUISOIY ......uuiiiiiiiiiiiieee e e e e e e aneaes
Figure 10: Waiting times and VOTer Pati@NCe .........uuiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee ettt e e e e e earr e e e e e e annees
Figure 11: Is the voting system too complicated and should be simplified? .........ccccccoeiiiiiiiiniiiniiiinnes

Figure 12: Online voting: how confident about security and Privacy ......ccccccoeecviiiiieeiieecciiiiieee e

Maps

Map 1: Confidence in AEC ability to conduct an election, by State (percentage of
respondents having a great deal of confidence) ........ccccveeeiiiiiiiiiii e,

Map 2: Perceptions of the frequency of electoral fraud by state (percentage of respondents
declaring that fraud happens usually or alWays)........ccooeiciiiiiie e

Map 3: Effort required to get to the polling station, by State (percentage declaring
R aaTeTe [T Y (<l o T ol 4 o1 1) IS UPU P

The Australian Voter Experience 2016 — Final Report, January 2017
electoralintegrityproject.com

19

32

12



The Electoral Integrity Project

Why Elections Fail'/And What We Can Do About It

1. Introduction

The 2016 federal election was a double dissolution election to elect all 150 members of the
House of Representatives and all 76 Senators. It was the first double dissolution since 1987 and
the first election to use a new voting rules system for the Senate.

The election was extremely close and the final results were not confirmed until four weeks
later. The Liberal/National coalition lost 14 seats but managed to retain enough seats to retain
a bare majority, winning 76 in total. The Australian Labor Party picked up 14 seats, winning a
total of 69 seats with the remaining five seats going to smaller parties and independents.

In the Senate, the coalition won 30 seats, representing a loss of one seat and the Australian
Labor Party picked up a seat, winning a total of 26. The Greens won 9 seats and Pauline
Hanson’s One Nation party won 4 and the Nick Xenophon Team won 3. The remaining four
seats were won by independents.

Electoral Commissions often conduct regular post-election surveys of the electorate to monitor
their voting experiences and how people evaluate the Commission services. The Australian
Electoral Commission conducts post-election surveys to monitor voting experiences for internal
evaluation and key findings are included in external submissions such as those to the Joint
Standing Committee on Electoral Matters. The British Electoral Commission conducts an annual
survey to assess the public’s views on electoral issues such as the voting and registration
process, party finance and electoral fraud. A 2015 survey revealed that two thirds of the public
in Britain were not completely satisfied with registration process and 39 percent believe that
electoral fraud is a problem. The New Zealand Commission and Elections Canada also conducts
surveys following general elections to assess voter satisfaction and to understand the level of
engagement that voters have with the voting process. The questions that are asked in these
surveys cover a range of topics, ranging from voter’s experience with registration and voting to
evaluations of how much confidence they have in the process.

We followed these examples by asking questions about the registration process, including
when and under what conditions citizens enrolled or did not enrol to vote. We also measured
perceptions of the voting experience itself, such as whether a citizen voted and if so whether it
was in person or not. For those voting in person we assessed factors such as the time it took to
obtain a ballot and the convenience of the voting location. We designed questions to measure
opinions about electoral integrity, satisfaction with the way democracy works and confidence
in political institutions and agencies such as the Australian Electoral Commission. Other
guestions focused on the electoral system, such as attitudes about the changes to optional
preferential voting, compulsory voting, and opinions about potential reforms, such as early
voting, internet voting, and campaign finance.
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2. Democracy and the election

In this section we provide an overview of general attitudes of the Australian electorate. Are
Australians satisfied with the way democracy works in Australia? What do they think about
politicians, government’s action, and the parliament? Are they cynical, and, if yes, why? Do
they trust the main political actors and institutions in this country, including public servants,
poll workers, the High Court and the media? What do Australians think about the voting
experience and about the democratic process more generally? Throughout the world,
democratic institutions face a legitimacy crisis and citizens are often passive spectators or very
critical about the way democracy works in their countries.® Is this the case in Australia as well?

2.1. General attitudes towards democracy and institutional confidence

On some key indicators, a rather pessimistic picture of the Australian public emerges. Many
people are distrusting of politicians and have a rather high level of cynicism. They also appear
to have a mistaken belief that electoral fraud is a widespread phenomenon. On the other hand,
confidence in elections and democracy remains relatively high and is also quite stable.
Nevertheless, confidence in some key actors within the electoral process — first and foremost
the AEC — dropped slightly after the election, a point which we will explore in more detail
below.

We begin with an overview of general opinions about the way elections work in Australia and
we discuss their level of cynicism and confidence in several actors and political institutions.
Unless otherwise noted, the figures that are reported below represent those who have an
opinion and those who have either reported they do not or who have refused to answer are
excluded from the analysis.

The second part (2.2) focuses on the confidence that Australian voters have in the key actor
responsible for the organization and administration of elections in Australia: the AEC. The third
part (2.3) puts this into perspective, and discusses how Australian voters perceive the July 2016
election in terms of fairness, integrity and electoral fraud.

As Figure 1 reveals a slight majority of Australians (55%) are satisfied with the way democracy
works in their country nowadays. This places Australia on the lower end of established
democracies which typically have rates of satisfaction that exceed two thirds.” Historical data
indicate that there has been a dramatic fall in satisfaction. Data from the Australian Election
Study in 2007 indicated that 86% reported being satisfied with democracy, falling to 72% in
2013. Following the election, the overall proportion reporting that they were satisfied with
democracy remains about the same but there is evidence from the individual level that about
28 percent became more satisfied and about 22 percent became less satisfied.
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Figure 1: Satisfaction with the way democracy works in Australia
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Some segments of the population are more critical than others. Middle aged people between
35 and 44 and those who are disinterested in politics or who have lower levels of education are
more dissatisfied with the way democracy works.

As Table 1 shows, many people are quite cynical about politics in general. Between two thirds
and three quarters do not think that politicians and public servants care a lot about what
citizens think, that government is largely run by a few big interests, and that most members of
the parliament are out of touch with the rest of the country. This represents a rather high level
of discontent. In New Zealand for example, less than half of the electorate believe that
members of parliament are out of touch and that government is run by a few big interests.®

Although many people are cynical about politics, we do find that citizens have quite different
views of actors and institutions which suggests that people’s attitudes are not entirely diffuse
and that people do differentiate (Table 2). Australian citizens have a rather low level of
confidence in political parties and politicians — but a comparatively higher confidence in the
High Court, poll workers and the Australian Electoral Commission (AEC). This is especially
important as it suggests that while citizens are cynical about political actors they nonetheless
have confidence in the legal and electoral process. The challenge is to maintain high levels of
confidence when citizens are fundamentally distrustful. The difficulty is illustrated when one
assesses changes in evaluations of the AEC before and after the election. Confidence in the AEC
drops somewhat after the election, going from a mean of 6.3 (on a scale from 0 to 10) just
before the election to 5.9 in the month afterwards (wave 3); this drop represents the biggest
change in confidence among all actors and institutions, and is statistically significant.

2.2. Views of the AEC

Below we look more closely at how voters view the AEC by investigating the following:
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How much confidence do voters have in the AEC’s ability to conduct an election? Are Australian
voters confident that their preferences are counted accurately? Are voters confident that their
personal information is kept safely? And, finally, who do people think is responsible for
updating the electoral roll?

The data reveal that in terms of general confidence, close to a majority have a great deal of
confidence in the AEC and a further third have at least some confidence. This is considerably
higher than in the United Kingdom, where just 21 percent reported that they were very
confident and 48 percent said they were fairly confident that the 2015 election was well run.’

As Figure 2 reveals, however, there was an overall loss in confidence after the election. The
proportion having a great deal of confidence in the AEC falls from just over 40 percent before

the election to 30 percent after the election. These figures remain relatively unchanged in the
third wave (see Table 3).

Figure 2: Confidence in AEC ability to conduct an election (comparison before and after the election)
50

A great deal of confidence

Some confidence

Not much confidence

No confidence at all

M Before the election (wave 1) B After the election (wave 2)

Men are more likely than women to have confidence in the AEC. As Table 3 shows, 36% of men
reported a great deal of confidence in the AEC, compared to just 25% of women. Our analyses
also reveal that younger respondents have less confidence, as well as those respondents with
lower levels of education. Nearly twice as many respondents with a postgraduate diploma
(43%) have a great deal of confidence compared with those with the lowest level of education
(24%). We also find that confidence varies across the country. Confidence is particularly high in
Victoria and lower in Queensland, New South Wales, and South Australia (see Map 1).

With panel data we can examine how the same individuals changed their confidence between
the two waves. Table 4 shows that 61 percent had the same assessment in both waves, while
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31 percent reported a lower level of confidence after the election and 8 percent reported a
higher level of confidence. The data reveal that the largest loss in confidence is among
respondents in the 45-54 years old category (34% loss in confidence, and a 7% increase).

Map 1: Confidence in AEC ability to conduct an election, by State (percentage of respondents having a
great deal of confidence)

35-40%
30-34%
25-29%
20-24%
No data

Note: ACT scores are based on too few observations (N<50), and should be interpreted with caution.

Scores refer to the percentage of respondents having a great deal of confidence, and vary thus

hypothetically between 0 and 100.

We also asked who much confidence people had that their preferences are counted accurately.
As Figure 3 shows, about 21 percent have a great deal of confidence and 47 percent have some
confidence.

Table 5 provides a summary of these responses by gender, age, and education. Again, men are
more confident than women when it comes to perceptions of the electoral system and the
conduct of the election. More than a quarter (27%) of men have a great deal of confidence that
their preferences are counted accurately, compared to only 16% of women.'® The differences
are more substantial across levels of education. Confidence increases with education and is
nearly three times as high for those with a postgraduate diploma than those with little
education. Age does not appear to have an influence.

Figure 3: Confidence that preferences are counted accurately
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Overall, respondents are moderately confident that the AEC is able to keep this personal
information safe and secure, with a mean of 5.6 on a 0-10 scale where 10 is the highest
confidence (Table 6). In part the lack of confidence reflects the high degree of cynicism that is
noted above.

No significant difference exists between men and women or across age categories. Not
surprisingly, our analysis shows that the highest mean confidence is among respondents with
the highest education level (postgraduate, at 6.3 out of 10).

We also asked respondents in the sample about how the AEC should update the electoral roll.
As Table 7 shows a majority (57%) believes that the AEC should be able to use data from other
governmental agencies to update the roll. Reflecting a considerable amount of ambivalence,
about a quarter had no opinion.

Women are somewhat more ambivalent and somewhat less likely than men to think that the
AEC should be able to rely on data from other governmental agencies to update the roll. Age
appears to have a strong influence in shaping opinions on this issue, with older respondents
being far more trusting than younger respondents, who are more ambivalent. Education also
appears to matter to the extent that there is greater ambivalence among those with lower
levels of education.

We designed an experiment to assess how much difference it makes to people if the AEC must
first obtain permission to change enrolment details.'"* Half of the respondents were simply
asked if they agree that the AEC can update their enrolment details (control group), whereas
another half selected at random were asked if they think the AEC could do so without their
consent (treatment group). Given the random assignment of the two conditions, comparison
between the two groups allows us to assess the causal importance of communication by the
AEC — and, more specifically, asking for consent — when updating enrolment details.

Figure 4: Can the AEC update your enrolment details?
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Not surprisingly, the share of respondents that agree that the AEC should be able to update
enrolment details drops substantially when respondents are told that this would be done
without their consent (Table 8 and Figure 4). The share of support decreases from 65% in the
group to 44% in the treatment group. This clearly shows that respondents want to be consulted
when the roll is updated.

There is also a strong gender gap in opposition to the automatic updating of the rolls (Table 9).
A majority of men (51%) support the idea, compared to 38% of women. Age also appears to be
a factor as older citizens, particularly those 55 and over, are more willing to have their
enrolment details updated than those in younger age groups.

We also asked respondents whether they felt it was a personal responsibility or the
government’s responsibility to maintain the accuracy of the roll. In this case, we used an
experimental design to examine whether opinions about responsibility are influenced by what
may be standard practice in other countries. Half of the respondents who were selected at
random were simply asked whose responsibility is to maintain the accuracy of the roll (control
group), while another group were told government agencies in many European countries share
information (treatment group).

Our analyses show that many people believe it is a matter of personal responsibility. However,
they are more likely to believe it is government’s responsibility when they are made aware that
many other countries share data and information (Table 10). Knowing that this is not unusual
clearly shifts the responsibility towards the government.

2.3. Evaluation of the election: integrity, fairness and fraud
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Beyond what Australians think about the state of their democracy and the way the AEC
manages elections, we asked respondents about their perceptions of the integrity of the
electoral process. To what extent do people think that elections are usually conducted fairly?
And what are the perceptions of electoral fraud in Australia?

It is important to note that according to experts, Australian elections have a high level of
electoral integrity. The concept of electoral integrity refers to agreed international conventions
and global norms, applying universally to all countries worldwide through the election cycle,
including during the pre-election period, the campaign, on polling day, and its aftermath.*? The
Electoral Integrity Project measures integrity worldwide through a battery of questions asked
of election experts. These questions measure a number of different aspects of the electoral
process, ranging from electoral laws and procedures, to electoral boundaries, media coverage,
campaign finance, and electoral administration. As Figure 5 shows Australia matches or
exceeds the level of integrity in Canada, the United Kingdom, New Zealand, and the United
States. Australia receives higher scores for its electoral laws, which are viewed as more fair to
smaller parties than plurality system used in the United States, Canada, and the United
Kingdom. Australia also does well in terms of the indiscriminate drawing of district boundaries,
compared with the United States and the United Kingdom.

Figure 5: Electoral integrity In Australia, Canada, UK, New Zealand, and USA
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The survey data reflect these assessments, revealing that two thirds of the electorate have
confidence in the integrity of elections.

A clear majority of citizens believe that elections in Australia are conducted fairly (Table 11 and
Figure 6). If we cumulate those respondents who somewhat agree and those who strongly
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agree, two thirds have confidence in the fairness of elections. And this result is relatively stable
across the three waves, indicating that faith in the way elections are conducted in Australia was
relatively unaffected by the election itself. We also find that in particular, women are
significantly more critical than men, and that scepticism increases with decreasing levels of
education.

In such a context, then, the decline in satisfaction with the AEC after the election (see above) is
more consequential: if the overall satisfaction with elections and democracy is stable, but
confidence in the AEC drops, then we cannot attribute this to just cynicism in general or a lack
of satisfaction towards political elites and democratic processes. It is likely that at least some of

the loss can be attributed to the dissatisfaction over the delays to complete the vote count and
release the results. We explore these issue in more depth below.

Figure 6: Elections in Australia conducted fairly
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The quality of elections can be assessed in many different ways, and through several indicators.
Aside from opinions about the overall fairness of elections, as discussed above, we replicated
six questions from our expert survey related to perceptions of different components of the
electoral cycle: electoral laws, information about voting procedures, access to electoral
processes for minorities, election coverage by TV news and journalists, and the role of money
in politics.

The data reveal that citizens have varying opinions about the quality of the election according
to those six components (see Table 12 and Figure 7). On the one hand, respondents have a
rather positive opinion about the availability of information and the access to the process for
minorities. About 74% of respondents somewhat or strongly agree that information about
voting procedures was widely available (which is directly tied to the work of the AEC in
preparing the election) and close to 54% agrees that candidates from minorities had equal
opportunities to run. Similarly, only about 26% think that electoral laws were unfair.
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On the other hand, respondents are substantially more critical about the way journalists
covered the election (only 27% think that coverage was fair) and, particularly, about the role of
money in politics. More than half of the respondents (55%) either somewhat or strongly agree
that rich people can buy elections. Although on par with a general mistrust about the role of
money in politics in Western democracies,” this result confirms the prevalence of a substantial
level of cynicism within the Australian electorate that could be attributed at least in part to the
electoral process.

Figure 7: Aspects of Electoral integrity
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Finally, we consider how voters assess electoral integrity by asking about their perceptions of
electoral fraud. The data reveal some rather surprising results.

As Table 13 shows, all but a quarter of the electorate believes that electoral fraud occurs at
least occasionally in Australian elections. Just two percent believes that it never occurs,
compared to over a quarter who believe that it occurs usually or always. It is important to note
that these figures exclude about 20 percent of the respondents who did not hold an opinion
about the prevalence of fraud. Electoral fraud can take many forms, from ballot box stuffing to
vote buying, intimidations, misinformation, and the misrecording or misreporting of votes. The
data do not differentiate between different types of electoral fraud, so it is not possible to
determine what form of fraud people are most likely to have in mind. Nevertheless, all types of
electoral fraud relate to (voluntary) efforts to manipulate or rig the electoral process. The fact
that one respondent out of four believes that these malpractices are very common during
Australian elections should be a cause for concern.
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Opinions about the prevalence of electoral fraud vary across different segments of the
population. Women are, again, relatively more cynical than men. Older respondents are also
more critical than their younger counterparts, and so are those respondents with lower levels
of education.

Figure 8: Electoral fraud: how frequent, and how likely to affect electoral outcomes
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Aside from the prevalence of fraud, we also asked respondents to evaluate how likely electoral
fraud is to affect electoral outcomes. Again, there is a segment of the population (16 percent)
who are ambivalent and were unable to make a judgement. As Figure 8 shows, of those with an
opinion, about a third believe that fraud is somewhat likely to affect electoral outcomes and
about 9 percent believe that it is extremely likely, which is a cause for concern.**

The results in Table 14 suggest that men and women have quite different perceptions about
fraud. Women are clearly more sceptical than men. Although the proportion is small, about
half as many women believe that fraud is extremely unlikely to affect electoral outcomes.
About 47 percent of women believe that fraud is somewhat or extremely likely to have an
impact on elections, compared to 38 percent of men.

Education is also a factor. Those with at least a University education have far more confidence
in the integrity of elections than those with lower levels of education. As Map 2 illustrates,
concerns about the integrity of elections are greatest on the east coast, particularly in
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Queensland, where 49 percent believe that fraud is either somewhat or extremely likely to
affect electoral outcomes.

Map 2: Perceptions of the frequency of electoral fraud by state (percentage of respondents declaring
that fraud happens usually or always)
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Note: ACT and TAS scores are based on too few observations (N<50), and should be interpreted with

caution. Scores refer to the percentage of respondents declaring that fraud happens usually or always,
and vary thus hypothetically between 0 and 100.
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3. The voting experience

Given that voting is compulsory in Australia and that nearly everyone complies, it is important
to know what people think of the experience. We begin by addressing general views on
compulsory voting and participation and early voting. In section 3.2, we discuss the experience
of the voter at the polling station and the ballot, and in section 3.3 we analyse how the changes
in voting rules and voting instructions were perceived. We conclude (3.4) with presenting the
views on the voting system and the publication of results.

3.1. Participation and early voting

Compulsory voting is one of the key features of the Australian political system. Australia is
widely known as having one of the highest rates of voter turnout among the world’s
democracies. Other countries have compulsory voting but have not been as successful in
achieving such a high degree of compliance.

Voter turnout was estimated to be at about 91 percent which is very high by international
standards but was said to be the lowest level of turnout in Australia since the introduction of
compulsory voting in 1925." In our sample, about 95 percent of the respondents reported
voting, although 15% of the respondents reported that they did not vote in 2013, either
because they were too young or because they abstained. We can examine how strong the
commitment to voting is in Australia by examining whether people would have voted if it were
not compulsory. As Table 15 reveals, just 59 percent of the sample reported that they would
definitely vote if voting were not compulsory.

To examine who might not vote if it were not required, we looked at how responses to this
guestion varied across groups. As is widely known from studies of voter turnout, age is a strong
determinant of voting.® As Table 15 shows, less than half of those 34 years or younger said
that they would definitely vote if they were not compelled to do so, compared to 71 percent of
those 55 years and over; education is also a strong predictor, the higher the educational
attainment, the more likely it is that citizens vote. Clearly, interest in politics, which may be
correlated with education, plays an important role. There is also evidence that compulsory
voting appears to have created a culture of participation. Those who are more compliant with
rules in general are more likely to vote even if compulsory voting were abolished. Nevertheless,
the pattern of likely abstention appears to be consistent with the international evidence which
gives us a better understanding of how compulsory voting changes the composition of the
electorate.

It is possible that in the future compulsory voting may not be enough to compel citizens to
vote, particularly if citizens see the costs of voting as being higher than the cost for abstaining.
Early voting is one way to make voting more convenient.

We devised an experiment to examine how support for early voting is affected by compulsory
voting. We presented one group of respondents who were selected at random with the
guestion, “Who should be allowed to vote early?”. Possible responses included no one, the
disabled and those overseas, only those who cannot vote on election day, and everyone.
Another group of respondents were first presented with the following statement before being
asked who should vote early: “Many people believe that it should be more convenient to vote
especially since they are fined for not doing so.” The proportion who believe that everyone
should be allowed to vote early increased from 50% (control group) to 63% suggesting that
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voters are likely to demand greater convenience when they are aware that voting is
compulsory.

Figure 9: Would have voted if not compulsory
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Not only is there strong support for early voting but it appears that more than a third of the
electorate is now taking advantage of it as an option (see Table 16). Older voters are
significantly more likely to vote early, with nearly half reporting that they did so. In
comparison, 76% of those 18-24 years of age reported voting on election day.

As Table 17 shows, nearly half of the early voters reported that they did so for convenience and
to avoid crowds and queues. It is interesting to note that 9% stated that they always vote early.
Of those who voted in person, 22 percent reported that they did not know they could vote
early and 5 percent reported that they would have liked to vote early but were prevented from
doing so (see Table 18). Making voters more aware of their options might be one thing the AEC
might want to consider in the future.

There is strong evidence that early voting allows more people to vote (see Table 20). Nearly a
third of the early voters report that they would not have voted if early voting was not available.

It is important to keep in mind that voting may also have expressive or symbolic value and that
for many people this can only be derived by voting in person.’’ More than half of those who
voted on election day always vote at a polling place. Less than a third reported that they
favoured the abolition of polling places. Related to this, about 5% explicitly mention social or
community reasons, such as taking part in the community or show support for the community.
Citizens can either vote early at a polling centre or by post or at a mobile polling facility (Table
19). For early voters, the most preferred option was in person, followed by the post.
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3.2. Voting at the polling station

There are two logistical factors that citizens face when voting in person. First, voters must find
where to vote. Then, they have to invest some time and energy to get to the polling station and
cast a vote.

That voting is a matter of habit has long been established: once citizens vote, they are likely to
do so again.™ Finding the polling station is not a very difficult task. As Table 21 shows, there are
no significant differences between men and women or by education. However, and here is
where the learning experience may play a role, younger cohorts find it somewhat harder than
older voters to find the polling place.

The second logistical aspect to consider is the effort it takes to get to the polling station. As
Table 22 shows, although most voters report that little or no effort was required, a larger
proportion of younger voters (32%) reported that it required at least a moderate if not more
effort in getting to the polling place. As Map 3 shows, more people reported problems getting
to the polling places in New South Wales than in other states.

Map 3: Effort required to get to the polling station, by State (percentage declaring “moderate” or more)
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Note: ACT and TAS scores are based on too few observations (N<50), and should be interpreted with
caution. Scores refer to the percentage of respondents that the effort required for them to go to the
polling station was moderate or more, and vary thus hypothetically between 0 and 100.
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Other than finding the polling place, voters may also experience inconveniences associated
with waiting to cast a vote. Long waiting times are known to be a problem in other established
democracies such as the United States where less than six out of ten eligible voters turn out in
presidential elections.” In Australia, where nearly everyone votes, about half of the voters
reported having to wait no more than five minutes to cast a ballot while 17 percent had to wait
15-30 minutes and 10 percent had to wait 30 minutes or more (see Figure 10). In New Zealand,
where turnout is lower than in Australia, two thirds (66%) reported taking less than five
minutes to vote.”

Figure 10: Waiting times and voter patience
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There are significant differences across states in waiting times. More than a third of
respondents in South Australia and the ACT reported having to wait more than 15 minutes
while less than a quarter reporting waiting in Queensland and just 12 percent reporting waiting
in Tasmania. No significant differences in waiting times were reported by men or women or by
age group.

Australians appear to have some patience for the time it might take to vote. As Figure 10
shows, just 6% said they would not wait at all while 14% said they would wait up to five
minutes. In comparison, 31% said they would be prepared to wait up to 15 minutes to vote and
17% said that they would wait as long as it takes. While Australians may be patient it appears
that it does have an impact. Those who reported having to wait more than 15 minutes appear
to have less confidence in the AEC (see Table 23). Thus one way of increasing confidence is to
make voting more convenient and efficient.
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If voting were not compulsory, waiting in line would reduce the likelihood of voting. Fewer
report that they would have voted after waiting more than 15 minutes if voting were not
compulsory.

3.3. Changes in the Rules and Voting instructions

The use of preferential voting and the different quotas for the House and the Senate requires
that voters have some knowledge of the rules in order to ensure that votes are cast effectively.
In addition, there are different requirements for the Senate which changed in 2016. Under the
new rules, voters were required to rank at least six candidates above the line in the order they
prefer or 12 below the line. However, if a voter listed just one preference above the line or six
below the line it would still be counted. This may have caused some confusion. To investigate
whether voters felt sufficiently informed we asked them about the clarity of the instructions on
the ballot paper and what other information they relied upon to cast their vote.

Most people think that the instructions for the House ballot paper are relatively easy to
understand. On a scale from 0 to 100, the mean difficulty is rather low (19.8, see Table 24). As
one would expect, those more interested in politics find the instructions almost two times
easier to understand than those with no interest at all.

Voters report having more difficulty understanding the Senate instructions which is not
unexpected given change in the rules and the larger number of candidates involved.
Furthermore, the youngest cohort (18-24) and those with primary or secondary studies find it
harder than others.

As Table 27 indicates, before the election 69% said that they had heard about the change in the
rules for voting for the Senate. After the election, awareness drops to 44%. This could be either
due to a loss in salience after the election. It is also possible that respondents could have over
reported their initial awareness of the change. There is a significant gender gap, with more
than half of men reporting that they are aware of the rule change compared to only 39 percent
of women. Education and political interest are factors that help to explain why some people
are more knowledgeable than others. There also appears to be significant differences across
states in terms of awareness; nearly half reported being aware of the change in New South
Wales compared to 38% in Queensland and 39% in Western Australia.

We also asked two questions to measure whether respondents actually understood the Senate
rules. One question asked how many preferences must a voter rank to vote “above the line” by
presenting three options; a voter must now rank all preferences, a voter must rank at least six
preferences, or a voter can rank any number of preferences. About 63% of the respondents
identified six preferences as the correct answer and 19% reported that they did not know.
Another question asked about voting “below the line”, replacing six with twelve preferences. A
larger percentage of people (78%) correctly identified twelve preferences for voting below the
line while 13 reported that they did not know (results not shown).

Not surprisingly there is a relationship between subjective and objective knowledge; those who
reported having more difficulty understanding the Senate instructions were more likely to give
the wrong answer.

Voters reported using the same sources of information to assist them with filling in the ballot
papers. As Table 25 shows, a quarter of voters reported relying on the ballot paper instructions
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while another quarter reported using a ‘how to vote card’. About 15 percent reported that they
had seen a TV ad.

3.4. Voting system and publication of results

In this final section, we focus on what people think about the voting system itself and time that
it took to report the results of the election.

As Figure 11 shows, a substantial proportion (60%) of the respondents believe that the
Australian voting system is too complicated and should be simplified. Women are significantly
more likely than men to express concerns about the complexity of the system (see Table 26).
Older voters are also far more likely to believe that the system is too complicated. More than
two thirds (70%) of those 55 or over believe the system is complicated compared to just 41
percent of those between 18 and 24 years of age.

Figure 11: Is the voting system too complicated and should be simplified?
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As one would expect, those with higher levels of formal education and those with more
interest in politics are less likely to believe that the system is complicated.

Two thirds of those born outside Australia feel the system is too complicated compared to 59
percent of those who are born in Australia.

The close nature of the 2016 election along with the changes in the Senate rules and changes in
procedures for counting ballots contributed to delays in the vote count and the release of the
final results.”* We designed an experiment to measure how accepting voters are of the time it
takes to count ballots. In one version of the questionnaire, a third of the respondents were
asked whether they view it is acceptable if the results would not be known for weeks (Table
28). As the table shows, when there are no reasons provided, 71% felt that it was
unacceptable. Another third were told that it takes time to count the ballots. In this case, a few
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voters were more understanding but 62% still found it unacceptable. The remaining third were
told that it takes more time because many people voted by post and the postal ballots still had
to be returned. More people were understanding but nevertheless a majority found such a
delay unacceptable. Older voters and those with lower levels of education, in particular, appear
to be more critical than younger and more educated voters (Table 29).
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4. Looking beyond the 2016 election

This section considers the introduction of possible reforms. We begin with an analysis of
voters’ opinions about online voting. This topic has gained considerable salience with the long
time lapse between polling and the announcement of official results in the 2016 contest.
Results show that there is a general desire for having the ability to vote online, but not to the
extent that it should be a requirement. A majority of voters feel somewhat confident that
online voting can maintain the security and privacy of their vote, but at the same time, more
than two-thirds of voters believe that an online voting system could be tampered with. These
concerns clearly need to be taken seriously if online voting is ever adopted. Generally,
scepticism is highest among those who are politically interested and highly educated. In
contrast, technological optimism is prevalent among people who are very familiar with other
online technologies such as internet shopping or banking.

The second section examines support for voluntary voting. There is strong opposition to the
adoption of voluntary voting. Many Australians view voting as a duty and favour compulsory
voting. Nevertheless, opinion is divided about how best to enforce compulsory voting. There
are significant pockets where opposition against compulsory voting and the use of fines is
strongest, importantly among groups with little or no interest in politics.

4.1. Online voting

Soon after the 2016 election, a discussion ensued about introducing online voting. The issue
had been raised in media commentary, by policymakers, and in academic circles, but not
knowing the election winner on the night of the polls may have renewed public debate.
Proponents of online voting facilities emphasised the speed and potential savings along with
the increased security compared to the widely used postal voting.”? Opponents on the contrary
pointed to possible increases in costs, security concerns, and problems in NSW’s iVote system
which allows the disabled and those who live long distances from polling places to vote online
in NSW State by-elections and is set to be used for the 2019 NSW State general election.”

The survey included several questions about voting via the internet, whether it should be an
option, and how much trust people would have in such a system. The results show support for
the implementation of online voting, but scepticism about its security and doubts about
tampering remain, especially among older people and those not very familiar with online
technologies.

We asked respondents in wave 2 how important it would be for them to have the option of
voting online. As shown in Table 30 the general sentiment is that online voting is desirable. On
a scale ranging from 0 (not important at all) to 100 (very important), the average response is
60. There are no clear differences between men and women, and no significant differences
across level of education. Also, somewhat surprisingly, few differences emerge with respect to
age with the notable exception of those 55 years and over, who see online voting as less
important than others. With a mean importance of 52.2, the oldest cohort is seven points
below the national average, and 15 points below the cohort for whom online voting is most
important (24-34 year olds).

Interest in politics plays a role in so far as those who are least interested in politics place the
highest importance on having online voting as an option (average importance of 66.4 out of
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100). This suggests that those who would otherwise not be engaged and probably less inclined
to vote, if it were not compulsory, would prefer more convenient options.

Finally, there is evidence to suggest that familiarity with online technologies increases
Australians’ desire to have access to online voting. The average importance placed on online
voting increases steadily with the frequency of using either online shopping or banking tools
such that voters who buy or bank online less than once a month assign a twenty-point lower
average importance on online voting compared to those who buy/bank online every day (46.6
out of 100 compared to 66.0). Put plainly, as the familiarity with internet tools expands and
more and more ‘digital natives’ join the electoral roll, so will likely rise the wish to be able to
cast votes online.

In sum, Australians for whom it is most important to have the option to vote online tend to be
those who are younger than 55 who are frequent users of online shopping or banking services,
and not at all interested in politics.

Given the generally high importance of online voting for large parts of the electorate, one
might ask whether voting online should become compulsory or simply offered as one of the
available options to cast a vote. We devised an experiment in wave 3 to examine how
responses varied by whether the introduction of online voting was framed as an option or as a
requirement. One half of the respondents was asked whether by the end of the decade,
everyone should be allowed to vote online. Another half (split at random) were asked “By the
end of the decade, everyone should be required to vote online”. The results are presented in
(Table 31). When framed in terms of a choice, nearly two thirds support the introduction of
online voting. In comparison, the proportion drops to 45 percent when online voting is framed
as a requirement, indicating that people are more likely to oppose the change if online voting
were compulsory.

Previous studies have shown that Australian voters have a reasonable confidence in the
security of online voting, but remain less confident than in traditional paper-based voting. **
Online voting via smartphones, however, was viewed with more scepticism. Positive political
attachments, and a familiarity with technology in general are often seen as being positively
associated with high confidence in the security of different online voting technologies.”

How did voters feel about the security and privacy of their vote — had it been cast online —
shortly after the July 2016 election? As Figure 12 reveals, two thirds of respondents in wave 2
are either somewhat confident or very confident that security and privacy could be guaranteed
in an online voting system (Just six percent of the sample did not express an opinion (not
shown). This reveals a high degree of confidence that an online voting system could be
implemented in a sufficiently safe and secure way. There are no significant differences across
education levels. Still, some segments of the population have reservations. As Table 32 shows,
older citizens, particularly those 55 years and older are more sceptical about the security of
casting their vote online. Interest in politics also reduces voters’ confidence in online voting.

Figure 12: Online voting: how confident about security and privacy
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As one would expect, familiarity with online shopping and/or banking is strongly associated
with higher confidence in online voting technologies. As shown in Table 32 more than half of
those never shopping or banking online exhibit no confidence at all in online voting, whereas
only 10% show high confidence. The numbers are almost reversed for people who shop or bank
online once a week. They are quite trusting in the security of the online vote (26% having high
confidence, and 43% some confidence), and only 14% are not at all confident. The proportion
drops again slightly for those who use these online channels daily, with only 20% being very
confident. Clearly, some use of online technologies means a significant boost in confidence
compared to no exposure and familiarity whatsoever. But possibly, a daily use of online
shopping or banking sensitizes the users ever so slightly more to the risks.

In sum, confidence in the security and privacy of online voting can be expected to be highest
among those most familiar with internet technologies such as online shopping and banking.

On 9 August, Australians received an invitation to complete the 2016 census for the first time
online (though respondents could opt to receive a paper form). The Australian Bureau of
Statistics had also previously announced that it would retain the names and addresses which
raised concerns among privacy advocates. It is important to note that completing the census is
mandatory and that citizens risk a fine of $180 a day for failure to complete the form. Shortly
after the website went live the site crashed and thousands were prevented from completing
the survey online.”® It was within this context that the third wave of the survey entered the
field on 23 August. As Table 2 shows, despite the problems with the census, confidence in the
Australian Bureau of Statistics was higher than the Australian Parliament and politicians in
general but slightly lower than the AEC. Moreover, 70% reported that completing the census
should be compulsory. These results suggest that many citizens were likely to overlook the
immediate problems with the census.

In wave 3 we asked respondents whether they believed that online systems could be tampered
with (Table 33). A substantial proportion, nearly three quarters, expressed concerns about the
lack of security and possible manipulation. These concerns dissipate somewhat with higher
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levels of education. In addition, those who use the internet frequently for financial transactions
are less likely to be concerned.

4.2. Compulsory voting

Australia remains one of the few countries in the world to have a system of enforced
compulsory voting. The system was introduced for federal elections in 1924; the first state to
introduce compulsory voting for its elections was Queensland in 1915 and the last was South
Australia in 1941. There are, therefore, few voters alive today who have experienced anything
other than a compulsory voting electoral system.

Compulsory voting works in Australia because it attracts widespread public support which is
reflected in our data. While many studies have examined its effects on voter turnout, few have
examined why the system enjoys such strong support. ¥’

We asked respondents about their views about voting in general: 'For you personally, voting is
first and foremost a duty or a choice'. Respondents were then prompted to indicate how
strongly they felt voting was either a choice or a duty (Table 34). Overall, a majority (58%) feel
either very strongly or somewhat strongly that voting is a duty.

Women are slightly more inclined to feel voting is a duty while men see it more as a choice.
There is a four percent gender difference for those who feel very strongly that it is their choice,
and a three percent difference in those who feel strongly that it is their duty. These differences,
although small, are statistically significant.

Age and political interest are also significant predictors. Older respondents and those with
higher levels of interest in politics are much more likely to feel that voting is a duty. Younger
voters, in contrast, are more ambivalent about whether voting is first and foremost a choice or
a duty, as 16% of those 18-24 appeared to be more ambivalent when prompted. They clearly
see it more as a duty (27%) than a choice (7%), but the level of uncertainty is rather high.

But as age increases, respondents’ views become more solidified. The percentage of people
who are unsure about their feelings about voting drops to just 8% among those 55 or older.

Finally, there is a strong and significant relationship between the general tendency to adhere to
rules and the feeling that voting is a duty. We measured conformity by asking respondents:
‘Some people feel that it is important to obey the rules and always swim between the red and
yellow flags at the beach when lifesavers are present. Others feel that they should be free to
do whatever they like. How often do you think these rules should be obeyed?’. Very few felt
that rules should never or rarely be obeyed, and these responses are consequently left out of
this analysis.

We included several questions to measure people’s opinions about the compulsory voting
system in general and about its implementation. As Table 35 shows, two thirds support
compulsory voting in principal.

By far the strongest factor predicting support is political interest. Of those who are most
interested in politics, 75% favour compulsory voting, compared to just 33% with the little or no
political interest. In short, support for compulsory voting is highest among those who are most
predisposed to vote.
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And finally, rule compliance matters. Persons who believe that rules should only sometimes be
followed are less supportive of compulsory voting (62%) than persons who think they should
always be followed (68%).

Although there is strong support for compulsory voting, opinions are divided about how to
enforce the law. It is important to note that many people do not know how much the current
fine is for not voting; when asked in the first wave of the survey, 44 percent said they did not
know and just 10% knew that it was $20. About a quarter believed the fine was at least a $100
or more. When asked how the fine for not voting should be, about a third believe there should
be no fine at all while 39 percent believe that it should be at least $100 more (Table 36).

The strongest opposition against fines is among TAFE graduates, where 36% are against fines
altogether. In contrast, only 19% of persons with a postgraduate degree would want fines to be
abolished. A quarter of those with University or postgraduate degrees are in favour of
increasing the existing fines to more than $100.

Not surprisingly, there strong support for the abolition of fines among those who have less
motivation to vote. Of those with no interest in politics, 59% oppose fines altogether. As
political interest increases, support for abolition of fines drops substantially. Among those with
a high level of political interest, just 20% are in favour of abolishing fines.

In sum, those who believe that fines for non-voting should be abolished tend to have lower
educational attainment and little or no interest in politics at all. These are of course precisely
the people who either abstain or are likely to abstain if voluntary voting is introduced.
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5. Methodological primer

5.1. Sampling and weights

The data discussed in this report are based on an online survey of a representative sample of
eligible voters. Respondents were drawn from a large panel recruited by Survey Sampling
International (SSI), an international market research firm with offices in 21 countries.

Respondents were initially contacted in the week before the election between 28 June and 1
July and completed an online questionnaire lasting approximately 15 minutes. This forms the
pre-election base line survey (wave 1). The same individuals were contacted again after the
election to complete a longer survey, an average of 25 minutes in length. Respondents in wave
2 were contacted between 4 July and 19 July, with two thirds completing the survey after the
first week. About six weeks later, the same respondents were interviewed again (wave 3)
beginning on 23 August and ending on 13 September.

The sample contains 2,139 valid responses for the first wave of questionnaires, 1,838 for the
second wave (an 86 percent retention rate), and 1,543 for the third wave (84 percent retention
rate). Overall, 72 percent of the respondents were carried over from the pre-election wave to
the final wave.

To improve the quality of the responses, we used ‘Instructional Manipulation Checks (IMCs, or
‘screeners’)?® in waves 1 and 2 to filter out respondents who might answer randomly to
guestions or, at the very least, did not pay a close attention to the way questions were asked.
These reliability checks verify if respondents are paying attention to questions by asking them
to follow a precise set of instructions (usually related to a specific survey response that they
have to select). In our surveys, ‘screeners’ took the form of a long and verbose question,
embedded in which there was the following instruction: “We are interested in whether you
actually take the time to read the directions. To demonstrate that you have read the
instructions, please answer ‘other’ to the question below and type in ‘I read it’.” The question
was followed by a series of unrelated response categories (e.g., ‘attended a meeting or rally’,
‘signed a petition’, etc.) plus the category ‘other’, that the respondents had to select.
Respondents that failed those reliability checks — that is, that selected the inappropriate
answer or did not write the required key sentence (‘I read it’) in the space allowed — were
filtered out from our analyses.

All analyses have been weighted by age and gender, to correct for any differences between the
sample and national distributions.?

5.2. Coefficients and effects

The strength of effects - that is, how strongly one variable (e.g. gender) determines how
observations are distributed on another variable (e.g., confidence in the AEC) — is presented
throughout the report through Cramer’s V. This coefficient varies between 0 and 1, where 0
signals a null effect and 1 signals the strongest possible effect. This coefficient is usually
followed by an indication of the significance of the effect, represented by the p value, which
indicates the probability that the effect shown is due to chance. A small p value implies that
this probability is very low, and thus that we can have enough confidence that a relationship
exists (the relationship is “statistically significant”). The p value is either reported in full (e.g.,
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p=0.047, which means that there are 4.7 chances out of 100 that the relationship is due to
chance) or through thresholds (indicated by symbols). Depending on the analysis made, the p
value is either computed through Chi-2 or F tests.

In social sciences, it is common to accept up to a 5% probability that the relationship is due to
chance (p=0.05). Above this level, the relationship is statistically non-significant, and thus the
variable (e.g., gender) does not have a statistical effect on the other variable (e.g., confidence
in the AEC). In some cases, mostly when the number of observations is very low, we can
tolerate up to a 10% probability.

To facilitate comprehension of results, symbols referring to significance levels according to four
thresholds are used: *** (indicates a relationship that is significant at p<.001, that is, there are
less than 0.1 probabilities out of 100 that the relationship is due to chance), ** (relationship is
significant at p<.01), * (relationship is significant at p<.05), and 1 (relationship is only significant
at p<.1, which means that there are up to 10 probabilities out of 100 to make an error — which
is usually considered too high). Above p=.1, we signaled throughout the report that the
relationship is non-significant with the acronym (n.s.).

Throughout the report, percentages within parentheses should be interpreted with caution
because they are computed on categories with too few observations (N<50).
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Tables

Table 1: Satisfaction and cynicism, by profile

Satisfaction with Politicians don’t Government Most MPs
way democracy care run by few out of touch
works (% agree) interests (% agree)
(% satisfied) (% agree)
Overall 55 68 74 75
Gender
Male 59 65 73 71
Female 51 71 75 78
Age
18-24 51 65 68 62
25-34 53 60 73 74
35-44 50 66 73 75
45-54 57 70 75 78
55 and over 58 73 76 78
Education
Incomplete, prim. or second. 47 74 74 76
Technical (TAFE) 53 69 74 75
University 60 62 73 74
Postgraduate 72 60 75 73
Interest in politics
Not at all interested 28 81 72 75
Not very interested 48 71 69 73
Somewhat interested 57 65 75 75
Very interested 65 69 77 77
Immigrant
Born outside Australia 56 69 75 76
Native born 55 70 74 75
Multilingual
Yes 59 60 77 71
No 54 69 73 75
State
ACT (75) (67) (68) (84)
NSW 52 65 75 72
QLb 48 73 78 81
SA 55 78 72 72
TAS 46 64 (81) 77
VIC 62 65 71 74
WA 57 69 71 73

Note: Data from wave 2, results weighted by age and gender. Percentages within parentheses are
computed on categories with too few observations (N<50), and should be interpreted with caution.
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Table 2: Changes in confidence

Wave 1 Wave 3 Difference Difference
Mean Mean Mean Sig°
Australian Parliament 4.6 4.8 +0.2 p=.000
High Court 6.1 6.3 +0.2 p=.001
AEC 6.3 5.9 -0.4 p=.000
Political Parties 3.7 3.8 +0.1 p=.000
Politicians 3.3 3.4 +0.1 p=.000
Public servants 5.1 5.1 0 n.s.
Poll workers 6.2 6.2 0 n.s.
Media 3.8 .
ABC . 6.1
Aust. Bureau of Statistics . 5.7

Variable varies between 0 (very low confidence) and 10 (very high confidence). N in wave 1 varies
between 2,059 and 2,021. N in wave 3 is 1,523.

% statistical significance of difference between means computed through t-tests.

Note: results weighted by age and gender
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Table 3: Confidence in AEC ability to conduct an election, by profile

No Not much Some A great Total N
confidence  confidence confidence deal of (%)
atall (%) (%) confidence
(%) (%)
Overall (wave 1) 4 10 43 42 100 1,996
Overall (wave 2) 6 18 46 30 100 1,713
Overall (wave 3) 6 15 50 29 100 1,459
Difference waves 1-2 +2 +8 +3 -12
Gender (V=.14**%*)
Male 6 16 42 36 100 877
Female 6 20 50 25 100 830
Age (V=.10**%*)
18-24 5 27 45 23 100 135
25-34 6 19 50 25 100 300
35-44 7 16 50 28 100 350
45-54 9 15 44 32 100 369
55 and over 4 17 45 33 100 559
Education (V=.11**%*)
Incomplete, prim. or second. 7 23 46 24 100 505
Technical (TAFE) 7 18 47 28 100 544
University 4 15 45 35 100 492
Postgraduate 2 7 48 43 100 166
State (V=.08**)
ACT (5) (5) (50) (40) (100) (35)
NSW 8 16 47 28 100 465
QLb 6 20 46 28 100 361
SA 4 21 51 24 100 149
TAS 3 34 28 35 100 51
VIC 4 16 46 34 100 454
WA 7 17 47 29 100 188

Note: Data from wave 2, results weighted by age and gender. Percentages within parentheses are
computed on categories with too few observations (N<50), and should be interpreted with caution.
*p<0.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001; 'p<.1
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Table 4: Changes in confidence in AEC ability to conduct an election (pre-post election), by profile

Decreased Stable Increased Total N
confidence  confidence confidence (%)
(%) (%) (%)

Overall (waves 1-2) 31 61 8 100 1,672
Gender (n.s.)
Male 30 61 9 100 863
Female 31 61 8 100 808
Age (n.s.)
18-24 28 63 9 100 129
25-34 32 58 10 100 285
35-44 30 60 10 100 343
45-54 34 59 7 100 360
55 and over 29 63 7 100 555
Education (V=.07%)
Incomplete, prim. or second. 34 56 10 100 491
Technical (TAFE) 33 60 8 100 529
University 28 65 7 100 487
Postgraduate 21 70 9 100 164
State (n.s.)
ACT (16) (81) (3) (100) (35)
NSW 29 63 8 100 455
QLb 30 61 9 100 354
SA 34 56 11 100 147
TAS 48 38 14 100 50
VIC 29 63 8 100 441
WA 35 59 6 100 186

Note: Data from wave 2, results weighted by age and gender. Percentages within parentheses are
computed on categories with too few observations (N<50), and should be interpreted with caution.
*p<0.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001; 'p<.1
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Table 5: Confidence that preferences are counted accurately, by profile

No Not much Some A great Total N
confidence  confidence confidence deal of (%)
atall (%) (%) confidence
(%) (%)
Overall 10 22 47 21 100 1,447
Gender (V=.13**%*)
Male 9 19 44 27 100 750
Female 10 25 49 16 100 693
Age (V=.07")
18-24 8 32 43 17 100 88
25-34 7 18 51 25 100 226
35-44 9 19 52 20 100 305
45-54 11 18 47 24 100 322
55 and over 11 25 44 21 100 506
Education (V=.11**%*)
Incomplete, prim. or second. 13 28 46 13 100 436
Technical (TAFE) 11 22 46 22 100 462
University 7 17 48 28 100 404
Postgraduate 4 18 47 31 100 141
State (V=.09%)
ACT (0) (9) (58) (33) (100) (27)
NSW 14 24 42 21 100 409
QLb 12 21 45 22 100 293
SA 10 29 44 18 100 129
TAS (5) (29) (45) (22) (100) (47)
VIC 6 20 50 24 100 381
WA 7 21 56 17 100 156

Note: Data from wave 3, results weighted by age and gender. Percentages within parentheses are
computed on categories with too few observations (N<50), and should be interpreted with caution.

*p<0.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001; p<.1
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Table 6: Confidence that AEC keeps information secure, by profile

Mean N Sig
Confidence
Overall 5.6 1,516
Gender n.s.
Male 5.7 775
Female 5.5 737
Age p=.022
18-24 53 102
25-34 5.8 244
35-44 5.8 322
45-54 5.4 335
55+ 5.6 513
Education p=.000
Prim, second 5.1 457
TAFE 5.5 491
University 6.1 418
Postgraduate 6.3 146
State n.s.
ACT (6.7) (28)
NSW 5.5 431
QLb 5.5 307
SA 53 133
TAS (6.0) (46)
VIC 5.9 401
WA 5.5 165

Dependent variable varies between 0 (no confidence) and 10 (a great deal of confidence)
Note: Data from wave 3, results weighted by age and gender. Scores within parentheses are computed
on categories with too few observations (N<50), and should be interpreted with caution.
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Table 7: Should the AEC be able to use data from other government agencies to update the roll?, by

profile

No Yes Don’t N

(%) (%) Know

(%)

Overall 20 57 24 1811
Gender (V=.13**%*)
Male 19 61 20 908
Female 20 53 27 897
Age (V=.12**%*)
18-24 18 45 37 157
25-34 17 55 28 329
35-44 17 59 24 369
45-54 23 54 22 386
55 and over 21 62 17 570
Education (V=.06*)
Incomplete, prim. or second. 20 50 30 550
Technical (TAFE) 20 56 24 580
University 18 65 17 505
Postgraduate 18 63 19 170
State (n.s.)
ACT (13) (71) (16) 36
NSW 20 58 22 495
QLb 19 63 19 377
SA 27 53 19 161
TAS (28) (54) (18) 51
VIC 16 54 30 481
WA 21 51 28 199

Note: Data from wave 2, results weighted by age and gender. Percentages within parentheses are
computed on categories with too few observations (N<50), and should be interpreted with caution.

*p<0.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001; p<.1
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Table 8: Can the AEC update your enrolment details? (experiment)

Control Without your
group consent
(%) (%)
Yes 65 44
No 21 38
Don’t know 15 17
Total 100 100
N 775 757

The Electoral Integrity Project

Why Elections Fail'/And What We Can Do About It

Note: Data from wave 3, results weighted by age and gender. The table presents
the results of an experiment where half the respondents have been randomly
assigned to receive the question that includes “without your consent”.

The difference between the two groups is statistically significant at p<.001
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Table 9: Can the AEC update your enrolment details without your consent?, by profile

Yes No Don’t N
(%) (%) Know
(%)

Overall 44 38 17 757
Gender (V=.14**%*)
Male 51 34 14 387
Female 38 42 20 367
Age (V=.13**%)
18-24 39 34 27 62
25-34 41 40 19 125
35-44 48 32 20 154
45-54 37 46 17 169
55 and over 50 39 12 247
Education (n.s.)
Incomplete, prim. or second. 39 44 17 239
Technical (TAFE) 43 33 23 235
University 54 34 34 218
Postgraduate 41 45 45 62
State (n.s.)
ACT (47) (37) (16) 12
NSW 41 41 18 216
QLb 45 42 13 155
SA (54) (32) (14) 66
TAS (39) (46) (15) 26
VIC 45 32 24 200
WA (48) (40) (12) 78

Note: Data from wave 3, results weighted by age and gender. Percentages within parentheses are
computed on categories with too few observations (N<50), and should be interpreted with caution.

*p<0.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001; 'p<.1
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Table 10: Whose responsibility is it to maintain the accuracy of the roll? (experiment)

Control group In many European countries
(%) gvt agencies share information
(%)
It is primarily a personal responsibility 78 63
It is primarily the government’s responsibility 22 37
Total 100 100
N 739 639

Note: Data from wave 3, results weighted by age and gender. The table presents the results of an
experimental setting, where respondents have been confronted with only one of the options described
above. Respondents have been attributed to one of the groups randomly.

The difference between the two groups is statistically significant at p<.001
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Strongly Somewhat  Neither agree = Somewhat Strongly Total N
disagree disagree nor disagree agree agree (%)
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Overall (wave 1) 7 12 18 42 21 100 1,997
Overall (wave 2) 7 11 18 43 21 100 1,774
Overall (wave 3) 6 13 16 45 19 100 1,493
Gender (V=.15%*%*)
Male 8 11 16 39 26 100 902
Female 8 12 18 46 16 100 866
Age (n.s.)
18-24 7 8 25 40 21 100 147
25-34 6 10 19 46 18 100 318
35-44 8 12 15 48 17 100 361
45-54 9 11 16 41 22 100 380
55 and over 8 13 17 40 22 100 568
Education (V=.11**%*)
Incomplete, prim. or second. 10 12 24 38 16 100 535
Technical (TAFE) 10 13 17 42 18 100 560
University 4 9 13 49 25 100 504
Postgraduate 2 11 11 39 36 100 169
State (n.s.)
ACT (3) (5) (14) (44) (35) (100) (36)
NSW 10 13 16 38 23 100 487
QLb 10 16 16 40 18 100 372
SA 7 12 19 48 14 100 155
TAS 14 4 16 49 16 100 50
VIC 5 9 20 44 22 100 468
WA 5 9 16 48 22 100 197
Note: Data from wave 2, results weighted by age and gender. Percentages within parentheses are
computed on categories with too few observations (N<50), and should be interpreted with caution.
t

*p<0.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001; p<.1
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Table 12: Electoral integrity

Electoral Information TV news Journalists  Rich buy
laws widely Minorities favoured did fair elections
unfair availably could run gvt coverage (%

(% agree) (% agree) (% agree) (% agree) (% agree) agree)

Overall 26 74 54 35 27 55
Gender

Male 25 74 58 34 27 52
Female 26 73 51 36 26 58
Age

18-24 23 62 24 40 21 56
25-34 28 71 45 36 34 53
35-44 23 75 51 35 27 55
45-54 27 75 58 32 25 57
55 and over 26 76 67 35 26 55
Education

Incomplete, prim. or second. 27 72 51 32 27 54
Technical (TAFE) 24 71 56 35 24 57
University 25 77 57 39 29 56
Postgraduate 26 79 54 36 29 49
State

ACT (48) (52) (50) (31) (29) (49)
NSW 24 76 59 37 30 55
QLb 29 75 56 38 27 61
SA 23 73 54 37 30 60
TAS (27) 55 56 (46) (25) (54)
VIC 21 73 53 30 26 49
WA 29 75 47 33 18 55

Note: Data from wave 2, results weighted by age and gender. Percentages within parentheses are
computed on categories with too few observations (N<50), and should be interpreted with caution.
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Table 13: How frequently does electoral fraud occur, by profile
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Never Infrequently Occasionally Usually Always Total N
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Overall 2 25 46 15 13 100 1,454
Gender (V=.10%)
Male 2 30 44 13 12 100 760
Female 1 21 47 17 14 100 690
Age (V=.08*%*)
18-24 0 34 43 17 5 100 120
25-34 1 32 44 11 12 100 257
35-44 3 26 45 16 10 100 289
45-54 3 23 46 10 18 100 302
55 and over 1 20 47 18 14 100 486
Education (V=.12**%*)
Incomplete, prim. or second. 1 19 46 16 18 100 416
Technical (TAFE) 1 23 46 15 14 100 467
University 3 30 47 15 6 100 414
Postgraduate 3 39 37 11 10 100 153
State (V=.10**%*)
ACT (0) (47) (44) 2) (6) (100) (31)
NSW 2 24 41 16 17 100 405
QLb 2 16 50 18 15 100 311
SA 1 26 47 19 7 100 125
TAS (2) (19) (49) (20) (9) (100) (43)
VIC 2 32 42 14 10 100 375
WA 0 28 54 6 12 100 155
Note: Data from wave 2, results weighted by age and gender. Percentages within parentheses are
computed on categories with too few observations (N<50), and should be interpreted with caution.
+
*p<0.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001; p<.1
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Table 14: How frequently is electoral fraud likely to affect electoral outcomes, by profile
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Extremely Somewhat Neither likely = Somewhat Extremely Total N
unlikely unlikely nor unlikely likely likely (%)
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Overall 12 24 22 33 9 100 1,515
Gender (V=.16**%*)
Male 16 27 19 31 7 100 802
Female 8 21 24 36 11 100 708
Age (n.s.)
18-24 10 24 18 38 9 100 124
25-34 12 26 22 30 11 100 262
35-44 13 22 24 35 6 100 301
45-54 14 24 21 30 11 100 321
55 and over 10 24 23 34 10 100 507
Education (V=.10**%*)
Incomplete, prim. or second. 10 20 24 34 11 100 447
Technical (TAFE) 12 21 21 37 10 100 467
University 13 30 19 31 8 100 440
Postgraduate 15 31 25 23 6 100 156
State (V=.08*)
ACT (30) (19) (17) (14) (21) (100) (29)
NSW 11 26 19 32 13 100 422
QLb 8 19 23 41 8 100 322
SA 11 23 24 34 9 100 138
TAS (9) (31) (27) (26) (7) (100) (42)
VIC 17 24 21 31 7 100 393
WA 8 29 24 31 7 100 159
Elect. fraud freq. (V=.40**%*)
Never (62) (10) (10) (8) (9) (100) (24)
Infrequently 31 45 13 8 3 100 353
Occasionally 6 24 32 37 1 100 629
Usually 1 12 14 60 13 100 200
Always 2 2 8 41 48 100 183
Note: Data from wave 2, results weighted by age and gender. Percentages within parentheses are
computed on categories with too few observations (N<50), and should be interpreted with caution.
t

*p<0.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001; p<.1
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Table 15: Would have voted if not compulsory, by profile

Definitely Might, Probably Definitely Total N

not might not would have would have (%)

(%) (%) (%) (%)
Overall 7 13 21 59 100 1,712
Gender (V=‘06*)
Male 8 13 20 58 100 859
Female 7 12 22 59 100 848
Age (V=.13**%)
18-24 10 20 28 42 100 141
25-34 11 15 27 47 100 303
35-44 11 15 19 54 100 343
45-54 8 14 19 58 100 363
55 and over 3 7 19 71 100 562
Education (V=.08**%*)
Incomplete, prim. or second. 9 13 23 55 100 517
Technical (TAFE) 11 14 19 56 100 538
University 4 12 20 64 100 487
Postgraduate 4 8 21 68 100 165
Interest in politics (V=.33**%*)
Not at all interested 39 28 20 14 100 151
Not very interested 11 24 31 34 100 349
Somewhat interested 3 10 25 62 100 806
Very interested 3 2 6 89 100 401
Rule Compliance (V=.12**%*)
Never (45) (12) (8) (35) (100) (8)
Rarely (36) (39) (6) (19) (100) (13)
Sometimes 16 21 34 29 100 114
Usually 7 10 23 59 100 501
Always 6 12 19 62 100 1,063
State (n.s.)
ACT (4) (20) (17) (58) (100) (33)
NSW 6 11 25 59 100 454
QLb 9 11 18 62 100 358
SA 11 7 17 66 100 157
TAS (10) (9) (12) (69) (100) (49)
VIC 7 18 22 53 100 455
WA 8 13 21 58 100 196

Note: Data from wave 2, results weighted by age and gender. Percentages within parentheses are
computed on categories with too few observations (N<50), and should be interpreted with caution.
*p<0.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001; p<.1
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Table 16: Early vote, by profile

Voted on Early vote Total N
election day (%) (%)
(%)
Overall 63 37 100 1,736
Gender (n.s.)
Male 65 35 100 875
Female 61 39 100 856
Age (V=.10*%*)
18-24 76 24 100 143
25-34 70 30 100 309
35-44 67 33 100 352
45-54 64 36 100 370
55 and over 54 46 100 562
Education (V=.07%)
Incomplete, prim. or second. 63 37 100 524
Technical (TAFE) 60 40 100 548
University 66 34 100 494
Postgraduate 60 40 100 165
State (V=.12**%*)
ACT (62) (38) (100) (33)
NSW 62 38 100 463
QLb 56 44 100 361
SA 76 24 100 158
TAS (59) (41) (100) (49)
VIC 61 39 100 465
WA 74 26 100 197

Note: Data from wave 2, results weighted by age and gender. Percentages within parentheses are
computed on categories with too few observations (N<50), and should be interpreted with caution.
*p<0.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001; p<.1
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Table 17: Reasons for having used early vote

(%)
It is more convenient 22
To avoid crowds and/or queues 20
I had pre-existing commitments 12

I always vote early 9
| was travelling interstate 8
| was unable to leave work 6
| was travelling within state 6
| was travelling overseas 2

Other 15
Total 100
N 551

Note: Data from wave 3, results weighted by age and gender
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Table 18: Reasons for not having used early vote

(%)
| always vote in person 55
I didn’t know it was an option for me to vote early 22
I was undecided until election day 6
| wanted to vote early but | was not able to do so 5
I like to take part in the community event (sausage sizzle, etc) 4
| wanted to show support to my community 2
| needed assistance to vote 0
Other 6
Total 100
N 929

Note: Data from wave 3, results weighted by age and gender
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Table 19: Type of early vote, by profile

In person, at By post At a mobile Total N
an early (%) polling (%)
polling centre facility
(%) (%)

Overall 64 36 1 100 622
Gender (n.s.)
Male 67 32 1 100 325
Female 61 39 1 100 296
Age (n.s.)
18-24 (62) (38) (0) (100) (40)
25-34 73 26 1 100 94
35-44 64 36 0 100 118
45-54 60 40 0 100 135
55 and over 62 36 2 100 235
Education (n.s.)
Incomplete, prim. or second. 67 33 0 100 177
Technical (TAFE) 68 32 0 100 219
University 57 41 3 100 159
Postgraduate 55 43 2 100 66

Note: Data from wave 2, results weighted by age and gender. Percentages within parentheses are
computed on categories with too few observations (N<50), and should be interpreted with caution.
*p<0.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001; p<.1
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Table 20: If early vote was not available, would you have voted on election day?, by profile

Yes No Total N
(%) (%) (%)
Overall 71 29 100 472
Gender (n.s.)
Male 67 33 100 257
Female 75 25 100 214
Age (V=.16%)
18-24 (73) (27) (100) (22)
25-34 52 48 100 64
35-44 60 40 100 85
45-54 76 24 100 103
55 and over 77 23 100 198
Education (n.s.)
Incomplete, prim. or second. 74 26 100 140
Technical (TAFE) 68 32 100 150
University 74 26 100 124
Postgraduate 66 34 100 57

Note: Data from wave 3, results weighted by age and gender. Percentages within parentheses are
computed on categories with too few observations (N<50), and should be interpreted with caution.
*p<0.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001; p<.1
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Table 21: How difficult to find where to vote, by profile

Mean N Sig
difficulty
Overall 18.3 1,732
Gender n.s.
Male 19.3 869
Female 17.4 858
Age p=.000
18-24 24.3 145
25-34 223 309
35-44 19.5 350
45-54 17.9 369
55+ 14.1 559
Education p=.085
Prim, second 16.2 522
TAFE 17.5 549
University 20.1 492
Postgraduate 211 164
Changed address in last 3 yrs p=.060
No 17.2 1261
Yes 21.5 469
State n.s.
ACT (28.4) (33)
NSW 17.3 464
QLb 18.7 361
SA 17.4 157
TAS (18.8) (48)
VIC 18.9 463
WA 17.4 196

Dependent variable varies between 0 (very easy) and 100 (very difficult)
Note: Data from wave 2, results weighted by age and gender. Scores within parentheses are computed
on categories with too few observations (N<50), and should be interpreted with caution.
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Table 22: Effort required to get to polling station and waiting time in line, by profile

Effort N Waiting N
(%)° time
(%) "

Overall 18.5 1,800 27 1,523
Gender (n.s./n.s.)
Male 21 905 29 767
Female 19 889 25 751
Age (V=13***/n.s.)
18-24 32 153 33 128
25-34 23 327 28 284
35-44 23 366 31 309
45-54 19 384 26 317
55 and over 13 570 23 485
Education (n.s./n.s.)
Incomplete, prim. or second. 20 546 28 465
Technical (TAFE) 18 578 27 478
University 21 501 26 439
Postgraduate 22 169 29 136
Immigrant (n.s./n.s.)
Born outside Australia 16 302 22 259
Native born 18 1302 28 1,096
Multilingual (V=.05*/n.s.)
Yes 23 231 29 199
No 19 1557 27 1,313
Non Voter (2013) (V=.11***/n.s.)
No 18 1632 27 1,408
Yes 33 164 30 113
Changed Address last 3 years
(n.s./n.s.)
No 19 1308 27 1,099
Yes 22 164 28 422
State (n.s./V=.11%)
ACT (14) (35) (36) (31)
NSW 24 487 25 407
QLb 16 379 22 311
SA 18 161 35 140
TAS 20 50 (20) (41)
VIC 22 478 31 407
WA 14 199 26 176

Note: Data from wave 2, results weighted by age and gender. Percentages within parentheses are
computed on categories with too few observations (N<50), and should be interpreted with caution.
® Figures represent those reporting moderate, a lot, or a great deal of effort.

b Figures represent those reporting having waited in line more than 15 minutes to vote.

*p<0.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001; p<.1
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Table 23: Confidence in AEC ability to conduct an election, by waiting time

No waiting Upto5 5-15 15-30 30-45 45 + mins
time min mins mins mins (%)
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

No confidence at all 8 4 3 4 9 9
Not much confidence 16 14 19 23 22 14
Some confidence 42 46 49 48 46 49
A great deal of confidence 34 36 28 24 24 29
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100
N 388 294 382 236 90 59

Relationship: V=.08*
Note: Data from wave 2, results weighted by age and gender.
*p<0.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001; 'p<.1
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Table 24: How difficult were the instructions on House and Senate ballot papers, by profile

Mean N Sig Mean N Sig
difficulty difficulty
(House) (Senate)

Overall 19.8 1,739 28.9 1,739
Gender n.s. n.s.
Male 19.0 875 28.0 875
Female 20.5 859 29.6 859
Age p=.004 p=.064
18-24 21.7 145 36.5 145
25-34 21.0 309 29.6 309
35-44 20.7 352 26.5 352
45-54 20.3 370 27.5 370
55+ 18.1 563 27.8 563
Education n.s. n.s.
Prim, second 20.1 525 30.0 525
TAFE 18.8 550 28.7 550
University 19.9 494 28.1 494
Postgraduate 21.3 165 27.1 165
Interest in politics p=.000 p=.000
Not at all interested 26.6 179 34.5 179
Not very interested 21.9 345 333 345
Somewhat interested 20.1 798 28.1 798
Very interested 14.4 403 23.9 403
Political news exposure p=.028 p=.004
No time at all 20.6 255 28.8 255
About 1 hour 21.2 440 31.8 440
Between 1-2 hours 19.8 320 28.9 320
Between 3-4 hours 20.7 251 29.5 251
Between 4-5 hours 19.8 146 29.0 146
More than 5 hours 15.5 274 21.8 274

Dependent variable varies between 0 (very easy) and 100 (very difficult)
Note: Data from wave 2, results weighted by age and gender
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Table 25: Information used to assist filling ballot papers

House ballot Senate ballot

paper paper
(%) (%)
The instructions on the ballot paper 25 26
A how to vote card given to you by a party representative 22 19
TV ads you had seen earlier showing how to vote correctly 15 16
Advice from a polling official 6 8
Posters in the polling place 6 5
Information in the “Official Guide” you received at home 5 6
Information received in the mail from parties/candidates 5 4
The how to vote practice tool on the AEC website 3 4
Information from a website other than the AEC 3 3
Newspaper ads you had seen earlier demonstrating how to vote correctly 3 4
Advice from a friend or family member or carer 2 2
Workshops or other community education activities 1 0
The AEC telephone enquiry line/interpreter service 1 1
Translated material available at the polling place 0 0
Other 3 3
Nothing 32 30
N 1,838 1,838

Note: Data from wave 2, results weighted by age and gender. Total percentages potentially higher than
100% because multiple choices could be selected by respondents.
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Table 26: Is the voting system too complicated and should be simplified?, by profile

Yes No Unsure Total N
(%) ° (%) (%) (%)
Overall 60 25 14 100 1,746
Gender (V=.08%*)
Male 54 31 15 100 883
Female 66 22 12 100 857
Age (V=.09**%*)
18-24 41 33 26 100 144
25-34 54 32 14 100 307
35-44 59 29 12 100 354
45-54 61 23 15 100 377
55 and over 70 20 10 100 564
Education (V=.08**%*)
Incomplete, prim. or second. 66 21 13 100 524
Technical (TAFE) 60 25 15 100 557
University 55 31 15 100 492
Postgraduate 57 31 11 100 167
Interest in politics (V=.12**%*)
Not at all interested 69 18 13 100 181
Not very interested 56 24 20 100 347
Somewhat interested 63 26 12 100 798
Very interested 56 32 12 100 410
Immigrant (V=.06)
Born outside Australia 66 18 16 100 297
Native born 59 28 13 100 1261
Multilingual (n.s.)
Yes 57 27 15 100 223
No 61 26 14 100 1511
State (V=.09**%*)
ACT 52 34 (14) (100) (34)
NSW 63 25 12 100 470
QLb 67 19 13 100 369
SA 57 32 12 100 156
TAS 54 23 (24) (100) (49)
VIC 55 32 13 100 466
WA 60 21 19 100 191

Note: Data from wave 2, results weighted by age and gender. Percentages within parentheses are
computed on categories with too few observations (N<50), and should be interpreted with caution.
® Figures represent ‘probably’ and ‘definitely’ yes.

*p<0.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001; p<.1
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Table 27: Change in voting rules for the Senate: heard anything about it?, by profile

Yes No Total N
(%) (%) (%)
Overall (wave 1) 69 31 100 2,079
Overall (wave 2) 44 56 100 1,799
Gender (V=.11**%*)
Male 50 50 100 904
Female 39 61 100 889
Age (n.s.)
18-24 48 52 100 153
25-34 46 54 100 325
35-44 45 55 100 366
45-54 41 59 100 383
55 and over 43 57 100 572
Education (V=.20**%*)
Incomplete, prim. or second. 36 64 100 545
Technical (TAFE) 40 60 100 577
University 53 47 100 501
Postgraduate 64 36 100 170
Interest in politics (V=.29**%*)
Not at all interested 23 77 100 201
Not very interested 33 67 100 361
Somewhat interested 43 57 100 809
Very interested 66 34 100 413
Multilingual (n.s.)
Yes 49 51 100 231
No 43 57 100 1556
State (V=.14**%*)
ACT (73) (27) (100) (35)
NSW 49 51 100 488
QLb 38 62 100 378
SA 44 56 100 160
TAS (25) (75) 100 50
VIC 47 53 100 478
WA 39 61 100 199

Note: Data from wave 2, results weighted by age and gender. Percentages within parentheses are
computed on categories with too few observations (N<50), and should be interpreted with caution.

*p<0.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001; 'p<.1
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Table 28: Opinions about delays in vote count (experiment)

Control It takes time Many people

group to count voted by Post
(%) ballots (%)

(%)

Completely unacceptable 40 29 24
Somewhat unacceptable 31 33 32
Neither unacceptable nor acceptable 14 12 11
Somewhat acceptable 11 16 20
Completely acceptable 5 11 14
Total 100 100 100
N 499 477 515

Note: Data from wave 2, results weighted by age and gender. The table presents the results of an
experimental setting, where respondents have been confronted with only one of the options described
above. Respondents have been attributed to one of the groups randomly.
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Table 29: How acceptable that results were not known for four weeks?, by profile

Completely Somewhat Neither Somewhat = Completely Total N
unaccept. unaccept. acceptable acceptable acceptable (%)
(%) (%) nor unaccept. (%) (%)
(%)
Overall 31 31 11 16 11 100 1,106
Gender (V=‘08f)
Male 28 32 13 16 12 100 761
Female 33 31 12 15 8 100 726
Age (V=.10**%*)
18-24 29 37 15 13 6 100 99
25-34 20 38 20 17 5 100 239
35-44 24 33 15 17 10 100 313
45-54 32 29 13 16 10 100 324
55 and over 37 28 8 15 12 100 516
Education (V=.09**%*)
Incomplete, prim. or second. 42 30 9 11 7 100 453
Technical (TAFE) 25 34 15 17 9 100 474
University 25 31 12 18 14 100 414
Postgraduate 24 30 13 21 12 100 146
State (n.s.)
ACT (19) (41) (9) (21) (11) (100) (28)
NSW 36 32 10 14 8 100 420
QLb 28 30 15 17 9 100 303
SA 42 28 6 11 13 100 130
TAS (39) (22) (14) (12) (14) (100) (47)
VIC 26 29 15 20 10 100 392
WA 23 42 12 11 11 100 166
Note: Data from wave 2, results weighted by age and gender. Percentages within parentheses are
computed on categories with too few observations (N<50), and should be interpreted with caution.
t
*p<0.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001; p<.1
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Table 30: How important to have the option to vote online?, by profile

Mean N Sig
importance
Overall 60.0 1,786
Gender n.s.
Male 61.5 899
Female 58.7 881
Age p=.000
18-24 62.3 151
25-34 67.1 325
35-44 63.7 365
45-54 64.3 377
55+ 52.2 568
Education n.s.
Prim, second 58.0 540
TAFE 59.0 574
University 63.5 497
Postgraduate 60.3 169
Interest in politics p=.050
Not at all interested 66.4 201
Not very interested 61.8 359
Somewhat interested 60.2 802
Very interested 55.3 410
State (n.s.) p=.005
ACT (73.1) (35)
NSW 62.9 484
QLb 60.2 377
SA 54.7 158
TAS 45.0 50
VIC 60.9 474
WA 57.1 198
Buy / banking online p=.000
Never 33.6 66
Less than once a month 46.6 113
1-3 times a month 53.0 188
Once a week 61.1 299
Several times a week 65.4 499
Everyday 66.0 316

Dependent variable varies between 0 (not important at all) and 100 (very important)

Note: Data from wave 2, results weighted by age and gender. Scores within parentheses are computed
on categories with too few observations (N<50), and should be interpreted with caution.

*p<0.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001; 'p<.1
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Table 31: Online voting required or allowed (experiment)

Everyone Everyone

should be should be

required allowed

(%) (%)

Strongly agree 22 41
Somewhat agree 23 22
Neither agree nor disagree 21 17
Somewhat disagree 13 8
Strongly disagree 22 11
Total 100 100
N 708 753

Note: Data from wave 3, results weighted by age and gender. The table presents the results of an
experimental setting, where respondents have been confronted with only one of the options described
above. Respondents have been attributed to one of the groups randomly.
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Table 32: Online voting: how confident about security and privacy?, by profile

Not at all Not very Somewhat Very Total N
confident confident confident confident (%)
(%) (%) (%) (%)

Overall 20 19 38 23 100 1,683
Gender (n.s.)
Male 19 15 41 25 100 852
Female 21 22 36 21 100 825
Age (V=.07%)
18-24 21 16 38 25 100 141
25-34 15 17 44 24 100 301
35-44 18 17 41 24 100 347
45-54 14 18 41 26 100 354
55 and over 27 21 33 20 100 540
Education (n.s.)
Incomplete, prim. or second. 24 20 34 22 100 503
Technical (TAFE) 20 19 39 21 100 532
University 17 18 40 25 100 480
Postgraduate 18 14 43 25 100 162
Interest in politics (V=.07**)
Not at all interested 21 14 34 31 100 177
Not very interested 18 19 43 20 100 327
Somewhat interested 19 18 41 21 100 769
Very interested 25 21 30 25 100 400
State (n.s.)
ACT (7) (26) (52) (14) (100) (32)
NSW 19 16 37 28 100 461
QLb 25 15 36 24 100 361
SA 21 28 29 22 100 150
TAS (22) (28) (29) (22) (100) (47)
VIC 18 19 45 18 100 441
WA 20 20 37 23 100 181
Buy / banking online (V=.15***)
Never 53 27 11 10 100 63
Less than once a month 40 23 25 12 100 102
1-3 times a month 30 25 30 15 100 172
Once a week 14 17 43 26 100 475
Several times a week 14 14 43 29 100 300
Everyday 16 18 46 20 100 275

Note: Data from wave 2, results weighted by age and gender. Percentages within parentheses are
computed on categories with too few observations (N<50), and should be interpreted with caution.
*p<0.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001; p<.1
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Strongly Somewhat  Neither agree = Somewhat Strongly Total N
disagree disagree nor disagree agree agree (%)
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

Overall 3 8 20 38 31 100 1,435
Gender (V=.12**%*)
Male 6 8 20 37 29 100 742
Female 1 8 20 38 32 100 689
Age (n.s.)
18-24 3 3 23 38 33 100 100
25-34 4 13 22 38 24 100 233
35-44 4 7 20 40 29 100 297
45-54 4 10 22 35 29 100 315
55 and over 3 7 17 38 35 100 490
Education (n.s.)
Incomplete, prim. or second. 2 8 22 35 34 100 432
Technical (TAFE) 4 8 17 39 32 100 459
University 4 9 22 38 27 100 401
Postgraduate 7 6 16 44 26 100 139
Interest in politics (V=.08**)
Not at all interested 3 9 23 28 36 100 168
Not very interested 3 6 23 45 23 100 276
Somewhat interested 3 9 20 41 27 100 659
Very interested 5 7 16 30 43 100 324
State (n.s.)
ACT (6) (27) (17) (36) (15) (100) (27)
NSW 4 8 26 33 30 100 411
QLb 4 9 18 39 31 100 294
SA 2 4 18 35 41 100 124
TAS (5) (12) (13) (29) (42) (100) (47)
VIC 2 8 18 42 30 100 376
WA 5 5 18 45 27 100 151
Buy / banking online (V=.12***)
Never 1 4 3 30 62 100 66
Less than once a month 1 3 18 31 46 100 108
1-3 times a month 3 4 15 45 33 100 184
Once a week 3 11 21 38 27 100 482
Several times a week 7 8 23 35 27 100 304
Everyday 2 9 24 39 26 100 290
Note: Data from wave 3, results weighted by age and gender. Percentages within parentheses are
computed on categories with too few observations (N<50), and should be interpreted with caution.

t
*p<0.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001; p<.1
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Table 34: Voting is a duty or a choice: strength of opinion, by profile

Very Somewhat Weak Somewhat Very Total N
strongly strongly a choice/duty strongly a strongly a (%)
a choice choice (%) duty duty
(%) (%) (%) (%)

Overall 16 15 11 27 31 100 1,963
Gender (V=.07%*)
Male 17 16 11 27 30 100 951
Female 15 15 10 28 33 100 983
Age (V=.10**%*)
18-24 7 17 16 34 27 100 204
25-34 11 19 14 31 25 100 355
35-44 14 17 12 25 32 100 390
45-54 16 14 9 28 33 100 398
55 and over 22 13 8 23 34 100 616
Education (V=.08**%*)
Incomplete, prim. or second. 11 14 15 31 30 100 584
Technical (TAFE) 20 16 8 24 31 100 603
University 17 15 11 27 30 100 572
Postgraduate 14 16 4 26 39 100 176
Interest in politics (V=.19**%*)
Not at all interested 13 7 23 29 28 100 204
Not very interested 11 18 15 36 20 100 394
Somewhat interested 13 17 8 31 30 100 912
Very interested 26 11 8 12 43 100 448
State (n.s.)
ACT (19) (28) (8) (21) (24) (100) (38)
NSW 18 17 11 24 29 100 525
QLb 17 13 11 28 31 100 407
SA 17 19 6 29 29 100 169
TAS 24 7 15 25 30 100 53
VIC 10 13 14 30 33 100 513
WA 14 14 7 30 35 100 220
Rule Compliance (V=.10**%*)
Never (14) (18) (8) (33) (28) (100) (11)
Rarely (38) (0) (17) (13) (32) (100) (13)
Sometimes 5 28 20 27 20 100 132
Usually 14 17 12 32 25 100 600
Always 17 13 9 25 35 100 1,194
Note: Data from wave 1, results weighted by age and gender. Percentages within parentheses are
computed on categories with too few observations (N<50), and should be interpreted with caution.

t
*p<0.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001; p<.1
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Compulsory Voluntary Total N
(%) (%) (%)

Overall 66 34 100 1,713
Gender (n.s.)
Male 63 37 100 855
Female 68 32 100 853
Age (n.s.)
18-24 65 35 100 142
25-34 61 39 100 309
35-44 63 37 100 343
45-54 66 34 100 365
55 and over 69 31 100 554
Education (V=.13**%*)
Incomplete, prim. or second. 66 34 100 524
Technical (TAFE) 57 43 100 545
University 71 29 100 475
Postgraduate 76 24 100 164
Interest in politics (V=.24**%*)
Not at all interested 33 67 100 187
Not very interested 64 36 100 334
Somewhat interested 69 31 100 782
Very interested 75 25 100 400
State (n.s.)
ACT (59) (41) (100) (34)
NSW 67 33 100 468
QLb 63 37 100 360
SA 68 32 100 152
TAS (64) (36) (100) (48)
VIC 68 32 100 452
WA 62 38 100 189
Rule Compliance (V=.09*%*)
Never (42) (58) (100) (9)
Rarely (25) (75) (100) (16)
Sometimes 62 38 100 114
Usually 64 36 100 497
Always 68 32 100 1,064

Note: Data from wave 2, results weighted by age and gender. Percentages within parentheses are
computed on categories with too few observations (N<50), and should be interpreted with caution.

*p<0.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001; 'p<.1
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Table 36: Opinions about fine for not voting, by profile

There $10 $20 $50 $100 More N
should be (%) (%) (%) (%) than
no fine $100
(%) (%)
Overall 29 3 8 20 18 21 1642
Gender (V=.06)
Male 30 3 11 16 21 20 839
Female 29 3 6 23 16 22 798
Age (V=..09**)
18-24 26 1 29 20 13 12 140
25-34 35 4 4 14 21 22 290
35-44 32 2 6 18 21 21 321
45-54 31 3 7 17 15 26 362
55 and over 25 4 4 25 19 22 529
Education (V=.07%)
Incomplete, prim. or second. 29 3 11 22 15 19 497
Technical (TAFE) 36 3 7 18 17 19 523
University 25 3 6 20 21 25 456
Postgraduate 19 3 6 19 26 27 161
Interest in politics (V=.13**%*)
Not at all interested 59 2 7 11 10 12 152
Not very interested 34 4 8 22 17 15 335
Somewhat interested 27 4 7 20 20 22 759
Very interested 20 2 9 22 19 28 390
State (V=.10**)
ACT (16) (20) (2) (15) (35) 13 31
NSW 28 2 9 17 19 24 455
QLb 34 4 5 19 17 20 348
SA 29 3 8 22 13 25 145
TAS (31) (3) (3) (16) (11) (36) 39
VIC 27 3 10 23 20 17 431
WA 29 1 8 24 19 19 184
Rule Compliance (V=.09**%*)
Never (57) (0) (0) (0) (12) (31) 9
Rarely (63) (15) (0) (11) (11) (0) 14
Sometimes (36) (6) (12) (15) (15) (16) 115
Usually 34 (2) (7) 20 17 20 477
Always 26 3 8 21 20 23 1,014

Note: Data from wave 2, results weighted by age and gender. Percentages within parentheses are
computed on categories with too few observations (N<50), and should be interpreted with caution.
*p<0.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001;
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