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1. Introduction 

 

In electoral systems, a wide array of criteria can be used to govern the drawing of constituency 

boundaries.
1
 But typically, most democracies use a measure of population as the founding 

cornerstone from which they build. They do this to ensure that constituencies contain roughly 

the same number of people. The rationale for this even distribution is electoral fairness: one 

person, one vote, and one value. 

Though there are no internationally agreed processes that guarantee fair (re-)distribution of 

seats, several organisations, such as the Commonwealth Secretariat, the European Union and 

the International Foundation for Electoral Systems (IFES) have proposed guidelines for 

effective delimitation. The ‘Code of Good Practice in Electoral Matters’ (the ‘Venice 

Commission’) recommended that seats should be evenly distributed between constituencies.
2
  

There is some debate as to which is the most appropriate measure of population to use when 

drawing constituency boundaries. The 3 most commonly employed are (i) total population, (ii) 

number of eligible voters and (iii) number of registered voters. These are 3 different 

foundations. This paper examines each one, giving examples of their usage and outlining 

pertinent critiques. 

Beneath this principal criterion, the Venice Commission notes that other factors may be taken 

into consideration when demarcating constituencies, for example traditional boundaries (e.g. 

parishes) and the physical characteristics of the region. The benefit of votes of “equal value” 

also needs to be weighed against competing benefits—of representing smaller communities 

and areas of low population density.  

Jersey’s electoral map is curious in the sense that it has been divided along almost purely 

historical lines. Aside from the obvious parish boundaries, the electoral districts of St. Helier, 

St. Saviour and St. Brelade were drawn up by dividing and amalgamating Vingtaines. As the 

statistics will later bear out, there is significant imbalance in representation across 

parishes/districts.  

2. Total Population 

 

Internationally, total population is the most common basis for defining constituency 

 boundaries. In 2006, the IFES found that 53% of countries surveyed used total population as 

 the population base for determining equality across constituencies.
3
 Such nations  included 

 Canada, Finland, France, Italy, New Zealand, South Korea and the United States  (House of 

                                                           
1 A comprehensive resource can be found in the shape of: ACE Electoral Knowledge Network, Boundary Delimitation. 

Available from: http://aceproject.org/ace-en/topics/bd/onePage 
2 The Venice Commission can be accessed here: http://www.venice.coe.int/webforms/documents/default.aspx?pdffile=CDL-

AD(2002)023-e 
3
 Lisa Handley, “Introduction: Towards Developing International Standards,” Delimitation Equity Project: Resource Guide, 

IFES Center for Transitional and Post-Conflict Governance and USAID, 2006, Chapter 1. 

http://aceproject.org/ace-en/topics/bd/onePage
http://www.venice.coe.int/webforms/documents/default.aspx?pdffile=CDL-AD(2002)023-e
http://www.venice.coe.int/webforms/documents/default.aspx?pdffile=CDL-AD(2002)023-e
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 Representatives).
4
 In 2012 the Jersey Electoral Commission visited the parliaments of the Isle 

 of Man and the Republic of Ireland, both of whom treated the distribution of the total 

 population as the critical factor in designing wards. 

Using population data for the design and review of constituency boundaries would almost 

 certainly involve using population data gathered during the census. In Australia for 

 example, boundary redistribution is predicated on estimated population with census data used 

 as a starting point.     

Proponents of population as an underpinning tenet make the point that an elected member 

 represents all the local population, not just registered or eligible electors. They assert that it is a 

 more stable, complete and robust measure than the number of registered electors, pointing out 

 that the electoral register is often incomplete in a socially and politically biased way. Indeed, it 

 is commonly understood that certain social groups are less likely to be registered – young 

 people, urban dwellers, private tenants and certain ethnic minorities in particular. Using 

 population as the basis for boundaries might therefore avert a situation arising whereby there 

 were large disparities in the number of people in each constituency.  

However, the use of population does present some practical difficulties. The most common 

 criticism of population as a baseline is that detailed and accurate population counts are only 

 available from the census, which is produced every 10 years with its results following 

 sometime later. It could be the case that population estimates based on census data are 

 employed, like in Australia; however, such estimates become less reliable the longer the time 

 after the previous census. Moreover, accurate counts for each district and parish are only 

 available with each census. For fair and accurate redistribution to occur under a population 

 estimate, additional input would be required from parish authorities to derive precise 

 figures for the population of districts.  

3. Eligible Voters 

 

 In 2012 the Electoral Commission favoured the application of ‘eligible voters’ as the 

 foundation for constituency boundaries. This route was pursued following research conducted 

 by Dr. Alan Renwick which found that, under the electoral system(s) proposed by the 

 Commission, malapportionment would be least pronounced when constituencies were 

 assessed against eligible voters than total population or registered electorate. The IFES 

 identified 6 countries that used citizen population as the means to apportion  legislative 

 seats: Belgium, Germany, Hungary, Nepal, Sweden and Turkey.
5
 

 

 The attraction of using the estimated number of eligible voters as the basis for drawing 

 constituency boundaries is that it is essentially a middle option between using unadjusted 

 population figures and the number of registered voters. With this factor, population 

 statistics would be used to produce a number that represents what the electoral register 

 would be if it were accurate and complete. Advocates might argue therefore that this metric 

 avoids  some of the social and political bias of the electoral register, without  including 

 foreigners, recent migrants and other people who do not have the right to vote.  

 

 However, deriving a number of eligible voters relies on a process of estimation. In contrast to 

 registered electors, an amount we know exactly, and total population, which we know with 

 some degree of accuracy, it is a figure more difficult to capture. It is possible when designing 

                                                           
4 Lisa Handley, “Appendix C: Criteria Considered in the Delimitation Process,” Delimitation Equity Project: Resource Guide, 

IFES Center for Transitional and Post-Conflict Governance and USAID, 2006, Chapter 1, pages 61-74. 
5 Ibid. 
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 boundaries on this basis that the reliability of the estimations would be called into question. 

 Whilst appealing as a middle option, as a baseline figure it is less robust than population and 

 the number of registered electors. 

 

4. Registered Voters 

 

The IFES found that 34 per cent of countries surveyed use registered voters as the primary 

 basis from which to determine constituency boundaries. Such nations included Bahamas, 

 Barbados, Croatia, Iceland, Malaysia, Namibia and the United Kingdom.
6
 

The advantage of using the electoral register as the foundation for determining constituency 

 boundaries is that it is a figure known with certainty. There is no requirement for estimation, 

 and updated figures are generated with each election that passes. By comparison, detailed and 

 accurate population counts are only available from the census, which is produced every 10 

 years with its results following sometime later.  

However, in the case of the United Kingdom, the use of registered voters has attracted 

 significant criticism.
7
 

For one, basing constituencies on the registered electorate places pressure on the 

 completeness of the register. Registration can vary noticeably across constituencies. 

 Using registered voters as a foundation for drawing boundaries can therefore lead to a 

 situation in which there is a significant disparity between the number of people, as 

 opposed to voters, in each constituency.  

 Furthermore, the point is often made that the electoral register is incomplete in a socially and 

 politically biased way. It has been observed that the “worst levels of registration are

 found among members of specific social groups (particularly young people, private renters, 

 flat dwellers and some ethnic groups), causing a skewing of parliamentary representation 

 against areas with high proportions of these groups.”
8
 Typically, this inaccuracy is likely to 

 bias the electoral system against urban areas and the social groups who live therein.  

On the point of completeness, the most recent estimate was that the 2014 electoral 

 registers for Great Britain were only 85.9% complete, equivalent to 7.5 million people not 

 being correctly registered to vote.
9
 

 A further criticism of using registered voters is that the data contained within the electoral roll 

 can be inaccurate. Electoral registers suffer from problems of duplication (of names and 

 households), outdatedness (e.g. deceased, moved) and inaccuracy (ineligible people/addresses 

 wrongly included).  

5. Population, Eligible Voters and Registered Voters in Jersey 

 

 The following table breaks down population, eligible voters and registered voters by 

 parish.  The figures for population and eligible voters are based upon the 2014 Population 

 Estimate, which was produced by the Statistics Unit using information from the 2011 Jersey 

                                                           
6 ibid 
7 Political and Constitutional Reform Committee. What next on the redrawing of parliamentary constituency boundaries?  HC 2014-2015, 
600. Available from: http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201415/cmselect/cmpolcon/600/600.pdf 
8 Baston, L. Electoral Collision Course? The Boundaries and the Register after May 2015. The Constitution Society. P47. Available from:  

http://www.consoc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/COSJ2466_Electoral_collision_course_report_09.14_WEB.pdf 
9
 Political and Constitutional Reform Committee. What next on the redrawing of parliamentary constituency boundaries?  HC 2014-2015, 

600, para 75. 

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201415/cmselect/cmpolcon/600/600.pdf
http://www.consoc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/COSJ2466_Electoral_collision_course_report_09.14_WEB.pdf
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 Census and more recent data sources. The number of registered voters is a known number 

 taken from the electoral roll of the 2014 General Election.  

 

 It should be noted that the figures for population and eligible voters are estimates. The 

 Statistics Unit has not received new parish-level population information since the 2011 

 Census. The 2014 Population Estimate assumed that the population of each parish had 

 increased by the same  proportion, which is unlikely to be true. Likewise, the number of 

 eligible voters has simply been  uprated in line with the population figures.  

 

Figure (1) - Population, Eligible Voters and Registered Voters by Parish/District 

 

 Population  Eligible 

voters 

% of 

population 

  Registered 

voters 

% of 

population   % of eligible 

 2014 

Estimate 

 2014 

Estimate 

eligible   Oct 2014 

registered   

population 

registered 

St Mary 1,805  1,380 76.48   1,378 76.36   99.83 

St John 2,999  2,349 78.32   2,158 71.97   91.89 

Trinity 3,251  2,441 75.10   2,127 65.43   87.13 

St. Brelade No. 1 3,485  2,860 82.07   2,418 69.39   84.55 

St. Saviour No. 3 3,751  2,830 75.44   2,384 63.55   84.24 

St Martin 3,876  3,059 78.93   2,767 71.38   90.44 

St Ouen 4,220  3,296 78.11   3,100 73.46   94.05 

St. Saviour No. 2 5,010  3,930 78.44   2,923 58.34   74.38 

Grouville 5,012  3,986 79.53   3,478 69.39   87.25 

St Peter 5,153  4,131 80.15   3,608 70.01   87.35 

St. Saviour No. 1 5,247  4,150 79.09   3,061 58.34   73.76 

St Lawrence 5,581  4,409 79.00   3,693 66.17   83.77 

St. Brelade No. 2 7,410  5,990 80.83   5,165 69.70   86.23 

St. Helier No. 2 9,038  7,310 80.88   4,338 48.00   59.34 

St Clement 9,498  7,386 77.76   6,244 65.74   84.54 

St. Helier No. 1 10,316  8,260 80.07   5,333 51.70   64.56 

St. Helier No. 3/4 15,147  12,110 79.95   8,382 55.34   69.22 

                 

TOTALS 100,800  79,877     62,557       

 Average     79.24     62.06   78.32 

 

 Examining the figures, there does not appear to be a material difference between eligibility 

 rates across parishes and districts. St. Brelade No. 1 is thought to possess the highest 

 percentage of  eligible  voters with 82.07 per cent of its population estimated to be entitled to 

 vote. Trinity is believed to hold the smallest percentage of eligible voters, at 75.10 per cent. 

 Based on these  approximations and their minor variations, population and eligible 

 voters would likely deliver similar results when used as the foundation for the 

 redistribution of representatives.  

 

 However, there is a significant disparity between population/eligible voters and the registered 

 electorate itself. Whilst St. Mary achieves near complete registration, only 65.19 per cent of 

 eligible St. Helier residents are on the electoral roll. Indeed, in the district of St. Helier No. 2 
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 only 48 per cent of eligible residents are registered.  Generally speaking, country parishes 

 outperform their larger, urban counterparts in terms of registration.  

 

 Therefore, country parishes would have a stronger claim to further representation under  a 

 registered electorate basis than a population/eligible voters basis. The contrary would be true 

 for urban parishes like St. Helier and St. Saviour. 

 

6. Parish/District representation vs population, eligible voters and registered voters 

 

 This section breaks down the above figures further, to show for each parish/district the number 

 of residents/eligible voters/registered voters per Deputy. 

 

 Figure (2) – Population versus Deputorial representation by Parish/District 

 

 

 Population Current Residents Deviation 

  2014 Estimate Deputies  per Deputy from Average 

St. Mary 1,805 1 1,805 93% 

St. Saviour No. 2 5,010 2 2,505 39% 

St. Saviour No. 1 5,247 2 2,624 32% 

St Lawrence 5,581 2 2,790 25% 

St John 2,999 1 2,999 16% 

St. Helier No. 2 9,038 3 3,013 15% 

Trinity 3,251 1 3,251 7% 

St. Helier No. 1 10,316 3 3,439 1% 

St. Brelade No. 1 3,485 1 3,485 0% 

St. Brelade No. 2 7,410 2 3,705 -6% 

St. Saviour No. 3 3,751 1 3,751 -7% 

St. Helier No. 3/4 15,147 4 3,787 -8% 

St Martin 3,876 1 3,876 -10% 

St Ouen 4,220 1 4,220 -18% 

St Clement 9,498 2 4,749 -27% 

Grouville 5,012 1 5,012 -31% 

St Peter 5,153 1 5,153 -33% 

TOTALS 100,800 29   

Average   3,476  

 

 Under population, it is the larger country parishes that tend to encounter the least favourable 

 ratio of residents per Deputy. St. Peter, Grouville and St. Ouen are all underrepresented by 

 Venice Commission standards, wherein it was stated that “the permissible departure from the 

 average should not be more than 10%, and should certainly not exceed 15% except in special 

 circumstances (protection of a concentrated minority, sparsely populated administrative 

 entity.” Compared to this standard, St. Peter, Grouville and St. Ouen deviate from the average 

 by 33%, 31% and 18%  respectively. The urban parish of St. Clement also faces statistically 

 significant underrepresentation.  

 

 By contrast the small country parishes of St. Mary and St. John enjoy relative 

 overrepresentation. This also applies to the urban districts of St. Saviour No. 1 & 2. Both are 

 represented by 2 Deputies each, despite maintaining a population equivalent to Grouville and 

 St. Peter. The same can be said of St. Lawrence.  
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 There is considerable imbalance in representation across the board. 10 out of 17 

 parishes/districts exceed the maximum permissible departure from the average as 

 outlined by the Venice Commission.  

 

Figure (3) – Eligible voters versus Deputorial representation by parish/district 

 

 It was previously observed in Figure (1) that there did not appear to be a material difference 

 between eligibility rates across parishes. As such, the base factor of ‘eligible voters’ delivers 

 similar results to those experienced under population (Figure (2)).  

 It remains the case under eligible voters that the larger country parishes tend to encounter the 

 least favourable ratio of residents per Deputy. St. Clement again faces a statistically significant 

 level of underrepresentation. Once more this is contrasted by St. Mary, St. Saviour No. 1 & 2, 

 St. Lawrence and St. John, all of whom enjoy relative overrepresentation.  

 There remains significant imbalance in representation across the map under the eligible 

 voters metric. 9 out of 17 parishes/districts exceed the maximum permissible departure  from 

 the average as outlined by the Venice Commission.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Eligible voters Current Residents Deviation 

  2014 Estimate Deputies  per Deputy From Average 

St Mary 1,380 1 1,380 100% 

St. Saviour No. 2 3,930 2 1,965 40% 

St. Saviour No. 1 4,150 2 2,075 33% 

St Lawrence 4,409 2 2,204 25% 

St John 2,349 1 2,349 17% 

St. Helier No. 2 7,310 3 2,437 13% 

Trinity 2,441 1 2,441 13% 

St. Helier No. 1 8,260 3 2,753 0% 

St. Saviour No. 3 2,830 1 2,830 -3% 

St. Brelade No. 1 2,860 1 2,860 -4% 

St. Brelade No. 2 5,990 2 2,995 -8% 

St. Helier No. 3/4 12,110 4 3,028 -9% 

St Martin 3,059 1 3,059 -10% 

St Ouen 3,296 1 3,296 -16% 

St Clement 7,386 2 3,693 -25% 

Grouville 3,986 1 3,986 -31% 

St Peter 4,131 1 4,131 -33% 

TOTALS 79,877 29   

Average   2,754  
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 Figure (4) – Registered voters versus Deputorial representation by parish/district 

 

 It was previously observed in Figure (1) that there is a disparity between population/eligible 

 voters and the registered electorate itself. Rates of registration vary across parishes, with 

 country parishes generally outperforming their larger, urban counterparts.  

 

 As such, when registered voters is applied as the base factor for comparing representation by 

 parish/district, different results are generated. The three St. Helier districts, which experienced 

 a statistically normal level of representation under population/eligible voters, appear to be 

 overrepresented under the registered voters metric. Indeed, under this measure, St. Helier No. 

 1 & 2 enjoy a level of overrepresentation beyond the permissible amount stated by the 

 Venice Commission.  Likewise, the magnitude of overrepresentation in St. Saviour No. 1 & 

 2 heightens. This phenomenon can be explained by the lower registration rates in St. 

 Helier and St. Saviour,  which stand at 65.19 and 76.72 per cent of the eligible  population 

 respectively.  

 

 Meanwhile, due to their healthier registration rates, the country parishes appear to be less well 

 represented under registered voters than population/eligible voters. Because of its near 100% 

 registration rate, the scale of St. Mary’s overrepresentation decreases substantially under this 

 metric.  Elsewhere, St. John, which was previously deemed to be overrepresented 

 under population/eligible voters, now achieves a level of representation in line with the 

 average. St. Martin, which was within the Venice Commission’s permissible departure range 

 under population/eligible voters, is underrepresented to a statistically significant level under 

 registered electors.  

 

 Generally speaking then, country parishes would have a stronger claim to further 

 representation under a registered electorate basis than a population/eligible voters basis. The 

 contrary is true for urban parishes like St. Helier and St. Saviour. 

 

 Registered voters Current Residents Deviation 

  2014 Estimate Deputies  per Deputy from Average 

St Mary 1,378 1 1,378 57% 

St. Helier No. 2 4,338 3 1,446 49% 

St. Saviour No. 2 2,923 2 1,462 48% 

St. Saviour No. 1 3,061 2 1,531 41% 

St. Helier No. 1 5,333 3 1,778 21% 

St Lawrence 3,693 2 1,847 17% 

St. Helier No. 3/4 8,382 4 2,096 3% 

Trinity 2,127 1 2,127 1% 

St John 2,158 1 2,158 0% 

St. Saviour No. 3 2,384 1 2,384 -10% 

St. Brelade No. 1 2,418 1 2,418 -11% 

St. Brelade No. 2 5,165 2 2,583 -16% 

St Martin 2,767 1 2,767 -22% 

St Ouen 3,100 1 3,100 -30% 

St Clement 6,244 2 3,122 -31% 

Grouville 3,478 1 3,478 -38% 

St Peter 3,608 1 3,608 -40% 

TOTALS 62,557 29   

Average   2,157  
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 The scale of imbalance is greater under registered electors than population/eligible voters.  12 

 out of 17 parishes/districts exceed the maximum permissible departure  from the average 

 as outlined by the Venice Commission.  

 

7. Conclusion 

 

 The registered electorate, those eligible to be part of the registered electorate and the 

 population are three different groups. The choice of which factor to use as the cornerstone for 

 delimitation can affect parishes’ claims to representation. It is a matter for the Sub-

 Committee and the wider Assembly to assess the merits and demerits of each potential 

 baseline.   


