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The Senate results

Antony Green

Abstract
In contrast to Labor’s landslide win in the House of Representatives, the use 
of proportional representation produced a less one-sided result and a larger 
crossbench in the Senate. The new Senate sees Labor with 29 senators and 
the Coalition down five seats to 27 seats. It was the Coalition’s smallest 
representation since the expansion of the Senate in 1984 and the lowest 
Coalition vote share since the formation of the Liberal Party eight 
decades earlier.

The new Senate assembled with a record 20 crossbench members. For the 
third election in a row, the Greens elected a senator in each State, though 
defections had reduced its representation to 10 before the election. 
One Nation increased from two to four senators, recorded its highest vote 
since 1998 and, for the first time at a half-Senate election, returned senators 
from outside Queensland.

The Senate’s electoral system continues to evolve in the wake of reforms 
introduced over the past decade. The Coalition’s decision to recommend 
preferences for One Nation in all States for the first time greatly increased 
preference flows to the party. A higher Labor vote in the Senate compared 
with the House provides clear evidence of Labor supporters voting tactically 
for house Independents in traditional Coalition seats.

Keywords: Senate; preferential voting; proportional representation; 
preference flows; electoral reform
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Campaigning for government in the House of Representatives defines 
the party contest in Australian elections, leaving the simultaneous Senate 
election campaign tethered in its wake. For major parties the Senate contest 
is an afterthought, but for minor parties it is the focus of a battle for seats 
and policy influence. Vote share by party for the two elections is strongly 
correlated but with variation due to the broader range of parties appearing 
on Senate ballot papers.

The 2025 result conformed to this pattern with Senate vote shares 
mirroring those in the House. Labor’s vote rose while the Coalition’s fell 
to its lowest level since the formation of the Liberal Party eight decades 
earlier. The combined vote for ‘Other’ candidates outpolled both Labor and 
the Coalition in 2022 but dipped in 2025 to fall short of Labor’s increased 
support. The Greens elected a senator from each State for the third election 
in a row and support for Pauline Hanson’s One Nation rose to 5.7 per cent—
the party’s highest vote since its first federal election in 1998. Excluding the 
Greens, One Nation, Independents and major parties, support for all other 
parties was 7.7 per cent in the House and 17.4 per cent in the Senate, where 
ballot papers presented a larger array of parties. Support for Independents in 
the Senate was just 0.2 per cent compared with an increased 7.3 per cent 
in the House.

Staggered Senate terms amplified the Coalition’s seat losses. Facing election 
were positions last filled in 2019 when Liberal prime minister Scott 
Morrison led his government to a ‘miracle’ victory. The Coalition was 
defending three of the six seats facing election in the five mainland States. 
The 2025 result reduced the Coalition to two senators in all six States while 
the Liberal Party again failed to elect an ACT senator. Thirteen senators was 
the Coalition’s worst result at a half-Senate election since the parliament’s 
expansion in 1984, and losses over two elections reduced the Coalition to 
27 senators—its worst representation in the same period. Having lost four 
seats in 2022, the Coalition lost a further five in 2025—three to Labor and 
two to One Nation.

The One Nation victories were significant for three reasons. First, One 
Nation had not previously elected senators outside Queensland at a half-
Senate election. Two previous non-Queensland victories had been with the 
lower quota applying at the 2016 double-dissolution election. Second, both 
One Nation gains were from trailing positions—the first trailing wins in a 
half-Senate contest since changes to the Senate’s electoral system in 2016. 
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Third, Coalition preferences played a part in both of One Nation’s gains, 
with 2025 the first election in which the Coalition included One Nation in 
preference recommendations in every State. 

Vote shares and seats won
Table 18.1 shows the Senate vote shares for parties polling more than 2 per 
cent in 2025. It also shows the change in vote share compared with 2022 
and the 2019 election, when State senate positions were last elected. Over 
two elections, support for the Coalition declined 8.1 per cent while Labor’s 
support rose 6.3 per cent. 

Table 18.1 Senate result: Votes and seats, 2025

Senate as elected Votes 
(%)

Change 
from 2022

Change 
from 2019

Seats 
won

Seats 
change

Labor 35.11 +5.03 +6.33 16 +3

Coalition 29.89 –4.33 –8.09 13 –5

Greens 11.72 –0.94 +1.53 6 0

Pauline Hanson’s One Nation 5.67 +1.38 +0.27 3 +2

Legalise Cannabis 3.49 +0.15 +1.69 0 0

Trumpet of Patriots 2.60 –0.86 +0.24 0 0

Others 11.52 +0.20 –0.88 2 0

Notes: The Coalition total amalgamates votes for the four Coalition parties. While by 
registration a different party (see Chapter 15, this volume), the Trumpet of Patriots 
was backed by Clive Palmer and its vote share has been compared with support for 
Palmer’s United Australia Party in 2019 and 2022.
Sources: Compiled by author from tables in AEC (2019a, 2022a, 2025a, 2025b). 

Table 18.2 breaks down senators elected by party across two elections based 
on party affiliation at the election. The final line of Table 18.2 accounts 
for three senators changing affiliation since 2022. Victorian Senator Lidia 
Thorpe resigned from the Greens and became an Independent in February 
2023. Two WA senators elected in 2022 also changed affiliation: Fatima 
Payman resigned from the Labor Party in July 2024 and formed her own 
Australia’s Voice party, while Dorinda Cox resigned from the Greens and 
joined Labor after the 2025 election.
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Table 18.2 Party composition and changes at the 2025 Senate election

Category (positions) Labor Coalition Greens One Nation Others

2022 continuing senators (36) 13 14 6 1 2

Elected 2019 (36) 11 17 6 1 1

Elected 2025 (36) 14 12 6 3 1

Territory senators (2022, 2025) 2 1 0 0 1

Change +3 –5 0 +2 0

2022–25 Senate as elected 26 32 12 2 4

2025–28 Senate as elected 29 27 12 4 4

Including membership changes 29 27 10 4 6

Sources: Compiled by author from tables in AEC (2019b, 2022b, 2025b).

In the new Senate, Labor (29) and the Greens (10) hold 39 seats—a majority 
to pass legislation in the 76-seat chamber. With only 27 seats, the Coalition 
needs both the Greens and other members of the crossbench to defeat Labor 
motions and legislation. An expanded crossbench of 20 members equals the 
previous record produced by the 2016 double-dissolution election.

In 2019 the Coalition polled between 2.51 and 2.96 quotas and elected a 
third senator after preferences in the five mainland States. Labor elected only 
one Queensland senator in 2019, with One Nation elected from 0.72 of 
a quota. One Nation polled between 0.20 and 0.41 of a quota in the other 
mainland States and was either the last excluded or the last remaining party 
after preferences.  

The decline in Coalition support in 2025 reversed the position of One 
Nation and the Coalition in the race to elect senators. The Coalition’s 
highest vote in quotas was 2.20 in Victoria and in three States it fell short 
of two quotas. The Coalition elected only two senators and had preferences 
distributed in most States. One Nation competed as the fourth party, with 
between 0.31 and 0.50 of a quota. Queensland dissolved into a battle of 
right-wing parties, with One Nation defeating Gerard Rennick’s People First 
for the final seat. The Jacqui Lambie Network was the successful fourth-
placed party in Tasmania. In the other four States, Labor’s vote of between 
2.43 and 2.66 quotas resulted in the party’s third candidate competing with 
One Nation for a seat.
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How the battle unfolded is outlined later in this chapter in a discussion 
of the results in each State and Territory. Labor was disadvantaged in 
some States by the Greens falling short of a quota, with preference flows 
from supporters of excluded left-wing parties filling Greens quotas rather 
than keeping Labor ahead of One Nation. With the Coalition excluded 
beyond two quotas in most States, One Nation faced little competition for 
preferences from supporters of right-wing parties. In a break with the past, 
the 2025 election was the first in which the Coalition included One Nation 
in its preference recommendations in all States. Coalition preferences helped 
to confirm One Nation’s victories over Labor in New South Wales and 
Western Australia but could not stop Labor winning third seats in Victoria 
and South Australia.

Differences between the House and the 
Senate vote shares
As in 2019 and 2022, more than one-third of Senate votes were cast for 
groups other than Labor and the Coalition. Support for ‘Others’ was down 
from a record 35.7 per cent in 2022 to 35.0 per cent in 2025. Labor polled 
35.1 per cent, ending a sequence of four elections with lower support than 
‘Others’—that is, Independent and non-Greens minor parties. For the 
second election in a row, support for the Coalition slipped below that for 
‘Others’. The three-way division of Senate party votes matches the path of 
recent House of Representatives elections, though support for ‘Others’ has 
been consistently a few percentage points higher in the Senate. Figure 18.1 
uses the three-way division of party support to plot differences in support 
in the House and the Senate since 1984.

The additional minor parties contesting Senate elections have always 
seen some Labor and Coalition house voters drift to other parties in the 
Senate. The large ‘Others’ difference in 1984 was caused by the Nuclear 
Disarmament Party polling 7.2 per cent in the Senate but contesting few 
House of Representatives seats. The Australian Democrats regularly polled 
higher in the Senate than in the House—a gap of 4 per cent opening on 
the election of the Howard government in 1996. Elections between 2010 
and 2019 were impacted by the proliferation of parties contesting Senate 
elections and the differences in vote shares have declined since changes to 
the electoral system (in 2016) and party registration (in 2022).
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Figure 18.1 Difference in party support between the House and the Senate
Source: Compiled by author.

As Figure 18.1 shows, major parties consistently recorded lower support 
in the Senate until 2025 when Labor’s Senate vote was 0.5 percentage 
points higher than its vote in the House. This is almost entirely due to 
votes in the 14 House of Representatives seats where Labor candidates were 
excluded in Coalition–Independent contests. In these seats, Independents 
polled 32.6 per cent in the House versus less than 0.5 per cent in the 
Senate, with Labor’s House of Representatives vote in the same divisions 
14.0 per cent compared with 29.5 per cent in the Senate. Overall, Labor 
recorded 249,727 more Senate votes in these 14 seats than in the House—​
a difference of 15.5 percentage points and a 2.34 ratio of Senate to House of 
Representatives Labor support. This is clear evidence of Labor voters casting 
tactical votes for Independents in traditionally safe Coalitions seats. These 
14 seats account for almost all the difference between Labor’s support in the 
two houses.

By contrast, in the 115 House of Representatives divisions that finished as 
Labor–Coalition two-party-preferred (2PP) contests, the Labor vote in the 
Senate was lower than in the House by 63,474 votes or 1.4 per cent—a ratio 
of Senate to House of Representatives vote shares of 0.98, which matches 
the traditional pattern of major-party split-ticket voting.
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Candidates, parties and the evolution 
of the electoral system
Proportional representation by single transferrable vote (PR-STV) has been 
used to elect the Senate since 1949. A major change in 1984 divided the 
ballot paper with a thick horizontal line (see Plate 18.1) and introduced two 
voting options. Electors could vote for parties ‘above the line’ (ATL) or for 
candidates ‘below the line’ (BTL).

As originally introduced, the system meant electors could vote for only a 
single party above the line. The vote was imputed to be for the party’s list 
of candidates as well as the party’s full list of preferences for all other parties 
and candidates. These preferences were registered by a ‘group voting ticket’ 
(GVT). Voters wanting to choose between candidates or select their own 
between-party preferences were required to use the alternative BTL option, 
for which 90 per cent of candidate boxes had to be numbered.

The ease of ATL voting resulted in about 95 per cent of voters using 
that option between 1984 and 2013. This put more than 90 per cent 
of distributed preference votes under the control of GVTs. Even parties 
with low levels of support and minuscule campaigns could deliver tight 
preference flows using GVTs. Preferences became tradeable commodities 
and, over three decades, instances grew of parties with very low vote shares 
defeating higher-polling competitors via labyrinthine preference deals. 

Reforms of the Senate’s electoral system in 2016 ended GVT control of 
between-party preferences. A new form of ATL voting was introduced, 
allowing voters to complete a preference order for parties. Voters were 
instructed to mark at least six preferences for an ATL vote or 12 for BTL, 
introducing a form of optional preferential voting beyond minimum 
preferences.

As outlined in Green (2015) and McAllister and Muller (2019), the old 
system led to a proliferation of parties contesting elections as a tactic using 
GVTs to accumulate or ‘harvest’ preferences. The tactic was ended with the 
abolition of GVTs. Under the reformed system, only voters could determine 
between-party preferences. Parties actively campaigning and distributing 
how-to-vote recommendations could still influence preferences, but parties 
with little profile or campaign had no influence. A further change in 2022 
increased from 500 to 1,500 the number of members required to register 
a party.
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The combined impact of these changes was to reduce both the number of 
parties contesting elections and the number of columns on Senate ballot 
papers. The last GVT half-Senate election, in 2013, was contested by 
52 parties; the number of parties dipped to 48 in 2019, before the higher 
membership requirement reduced numbers further to 40 in 2022 and 28 
in 2025. From an average of 7.7 groups per State in 1984, numbers surged 
to an average 33.7 at the last GVT election, before almost halving to an 
average of 17.2 in 2025. The result has been smaller ballot papers and a 
return to larger and more readable font sizes.

Abolishing GVTs and allowing preference exhaustion weakened preference 
flows and tipped the system in favour of parties that began the count with 
a significant quota or surplus quota of votes. It became harder for parties 
to win seats from trailing positions. At the last half-Senate election with 
GVTs, in 2013, there were nine candidates elected from trailing positions—
in several cases, defeating candidates with many multiples more of first 
preferences (Green 2020).

The first election after the abolition of GVTs was the 2016 double-
dissolution election at which a lower quota applied and only two senators 
were elected from trailing positions. There were no trailing wins when half-
Senate elections resumed in 2019, and only one in 2022, with Independent 
David Pocock winning from behind in the two-vacancy ACT Senate 
election. The 2025 election produced two trailing wins—the first under the 
new rules at a half-Senate election, with One Nation candidates defeating 
third Labor candidates in New South Wales and Western Australia.

In New South Wales the third Labor candidate began the count with 0.63 
of a quota to One Nation’s 0.42 of a quota. In Western Australia Labor’s 
third candidate held 0.53 of a quota to One Nation’s 0.41 of a quota. One 
Nation’s victory margin in both States was less than 0.03 of a quota. Labor’s 
defeats were also the first under the new system in which a party had more 
than 0.5 of a quota and was defeated by a trailing candidate. 
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Is One Nation now established as 
Australia’s fourth party?
Pauline Hanson was first elected to the House of Representatives as an 
Independent in 1996. She had been selected as a Liberal candidate, appeared 
on the ballot paper as a Liberal, but was disendorsed before polling day. After 
the formation of Pauline Hanson’s One Nation in 1997, it had immediate 
success at the 1998 Queensland State election, polling 22.7 per cent and 
electing 11 MPs. Coalition preference recommendations had elected several 
One Nation members, but the Coalition joined Labor at the 1998 federal 
election in treating One Nation as a pariah party, placing it last in how-to-vote 
and Senate GVT preference recommendations. One Nation’s Senate vote was 
9 per cent in 1998; it elected a Queensland senator with a filled quota but was 
denied victories in other States by major-party preference deals.

One Nation continued to be placed last on major-party preference 
recommendations until the party faded from view a decade later. One 
Nation re-emerged in 2013 and contested the 2016 double-dissolution 
election in which a combination of name recognition, lower quotas and the 
abolition of GVTs saw the party elect four senators: two from Queensland 
and one each from New South Wales and Western Australia. The party has 
retained its Queensland Senate seat at three half-Senate elections since and, 
as already explained, added senators from New South Wales and Western 
Australia from trailing positions for the party’s first half-Senate victories 
outside Queensland.

Importantly in 2025, the Coalition broke with past practice and included 
preference recommendations for One Nation in all States for the first time. 
Using the AEC’s published ballot paper data, it is possible to calculate the 
proportion of Coalition ATL preferences that flowed to Labor, to One 
Nation or were exhausted at both elections. As Table 18.3 shows, the 
Coalition’s decision on preference recommendations had a major impact on 
how Coalition preferences flowed.

In 2022 the Queensland LNP had included One Nation in its preference 
recommendations; the Coalition in New South Wales and Western Australia 
were doing the same but in selected seats. The Tasmanian Liberal Party 
recommended a preference of sixth for One Nation in 2022 but a more 
prominent second preference in 2025. As Table 18.3 shows, the Coalition’s 
change in preference recommendations hugely increased the flows of 
preferences to One Nation.
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Table 18.3 Distribution of Liberal preferences between Labor and One 
Nation, 2022 and 2025

2022 election 2025 election

State ALP PHON Exhausted ALP PHON Exhausted

NSW 23.9 30.5 45.5 18.2 65.6 16.3

Vic. 25.9 21.4 52.8 21.7 61.6 16.7

Qld 20.9 66.2 12.9 20.6 69.8 9.6

WA 28.4 34.4 37.2 22.8 64.2 13.1

SA 28.7 19.2 52.1 25.1 61.8 13.1

Tas. 37.7 42.0 20.4 33.4 57.4 9.2

Notes: While the preference flows between Labor and One Nation can be calculated, 
the order of candidate exclusion meant they were not involved in the distribution of 
preferences in Queensland or Tasmania.
Source: Calculations by author from ballot paper data files published by the AEC. 

That One Nation elected senators was less about preferences and more 
a consequence of declining major-party vote share. In the House, a lower 
major-party vote creates more of what the AEC calls non-classic contests: 
counts that do not finish as Labor versus the Coalition after preferences. 
There were a record 35 non-classic contests in 2025. The consequence in 
the Senate is an increase in the number of contests in which one or both 
major parties find their vote below 2.5 quotas (35.7 per cent)—a rule-of-
thumb level a party must reach to be in the running for a third senator. 

Seven half-Senate elections between 1990 and 2007 produced 42 State 
contests. The Coalition averaged 2.98 quotas per contest in the period and 
Labor 2.60 quotas, leaving room for only one minor party to fill the sixth 
seat. Counting the Coalition as a single party, the 42 contests saw eight in 
which only the two major parties were elected, 31 three-party combinations 
split 3–2 to majors plus a minor party and only three contests in which four 
parties including a second minor party were elected.

That position has changed at half-Senate elections since 2019, with 18 
contests in which the Coalition averaged 2.34 quotas, Labor 2.20 quotas 
and the Greens 0.86 of a quota. The 18 contests have seen nine that elected 
three parties in a 3–2–1 pattern, and nine that elected four parties. The 
Greens have elected a senator in all 18 contests, but a declining major-party 
vote has left open a second minor-party opportunity—filled by One Nation 
five times, the Jacqui Lambie Network three times and the United Australia 
Party (UAP) once.
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Elections since 2013 have shown diminishing returns for parties associated 
with Clive Palmer, leaving One Nation as the highest-polling party to the 
right of the Coalition. In 2025 the Coalition faced a dilemma: did it break 
with the past and recommend preferences for One Nation or allow four 
States to finish with four left-aligned seats—three Labor plus a Greens? 
The Coalition acted in the hope of benefiting from One Nation preferences, 
but also to prevent Labor and the Greens winning four seats in the States. 
In making its preference decision, has the Coalition anointed One Nation as 
the main minor party of the right and established it as the fourth player 
at Australian elections? The answer may depend on how the party survives 
the day when Pauline Hanson retires from politics.

Results by State

New South Wales

Table 18.4 Senate result: New South Wales

Party Vote (%) Change Quotas Elected Change

Labor 37.63 +7.19 2.63 2 0

Liberal–Nationals 29.44 –7.29 2.06 2 –1

The Greens 11.18 –0.28 0.78 1 0

One Nation 6.06 +1.93 0.42 1 +1

Trumpet of Patriots 
(versus UAP)

2.40 –0.98 0.17 0 0

Legalise Cannabis 3.49 +0.89 0.24 0 0

Others 9.79 –1.48 0.69 0 0

Note: Trumpet of Patriots change calculated versus 2022 United Australia Party result.
Source: Compiled by author from AEC (2025a) data. 

The Coalition’s 2025 vote share was its lowest since the formation of the 
Liberal Party eight decades ago. It resulted in the defeat of Nationals deputy 
leader Perin Davey, who was unfortunate under the Coalition Agreement to 
be occupying position three on the ticket in 2025. It was the first election 
since 1998 in which the Coalition failed to elect three senators, the 1998 
election being the one in which Coalition preferences helped elect an 
Australian Democrat rather than a higher-polling One Nation candidate.
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The Greens polled 0.78 of a quota and easily reached a quota on preferences, 
while Labor’s 2.63 quotas re-elected its two sitting senators with enough 
surplus to compete for a third seat. Labor failed to win a third seat in a 
contest with One Nation, which began the count on 0.42 of a quota but 
attracted more preferences. At the final count, One Nation reached 0.89 of 
a quota to Labor’s 0.87—a victory margin of just 17,326 votes, 0.35 per 
cent or 0.02 of a quota. Exhausted preferences represented 0.24 of a quota.

Labor missed the final seat due to two factors. First, the Greens, with 
a starting quota of 0.78, absorbed preferences from parties of the left that 
otherwise could have helped Labor. Picking apart the published ballot paper 
data, there were about 50,000 preferences for Labor from minor left-wing 
parties that instead helped fill the Greens’ quota and so played little part in 
the eventual contest between Labor and One Nation.

Second, while the Coalition had a surplus of only 0.06 of a quota or about 
45,000 votes, the decision to include One Nation in the Coalition’s list 
of recommended preferences increased the flow of Coalition preferences 
to One Nation. As shown in Table 18.3, the percentage of Coalition 
preferences flowing to One Nation doubled, advantaging One Nation by 
about 18,000 votes—effectively the party’s margin of victory over Labor.

Victoria

Table 18.5 Senate result: Victoria

Party Votes (%) Change Quotas Elected Change

Labor 34.68 +3.23 2.43 3 +1

Liberal–Nationals 31.41 –0.88 2.20 2 –1

The Greens 12.45 –1.40 0.87 1 0

One Nation 4.44 +1.53 0.31 0 0

Legalise Cannabis 3.63 +0.63 0.25 0 0

Trumpet of Patriots 
(versus UAP)

2.52 –1.49 0.18 0 0

Others 10.87 –1.62 0.76 0 0

Note: Trumpet of Patriots change calculated versus 2022 United Australia Party result.
Source: Compiled by author from AEC (2025a) data. 
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As occurred in most States, in Victoria, the Coalition recorded its lowest vote 
share since the formation of the Liberal Party. The Coalition was defending 
three Senate seats from 2019, re-electing two sitting senators, but losing the 
third seat, which had been held by Liberal turned Independent David Van.

The Greens retained their traditional seat with 0.90 of a quota and, with 
Labor winning three seats for the first time since 2007, delivered four of 
the six Victorian seats to left-aligned parties. On first preferences, Labor’s 
vote was 2.43 quotas against One Nation’s 0.31 of a quota. This was a 
narrower lead than in New South Wales, but a higher Victorian Greens 
vote left preferences from the Animal Justice Party and Legalise Cannabis to 
boost Labor’s total later in the count. Based on analysis of ballot paper data, 
Family First and Trumpet of Patriots delivered twice as many preferences 
to One Nation as to Labor, after which Labor’s lead over One Nation had 
shrunk to 0.04 of a quota.

For the first time the Coalition in Victoria included One Nation in its 
preference recommendation. As shown in Table 18.3, the decision tripled 
the flow of Coalition preferences to One Nation, pushing One Nation to 
0.73 of a quota ahead of Labor on 0.67 of a quota. The final act in the count 
was the distribution of preferences from former State MP Fiona Patten, the 
lead candidate of Legalise Cannabis. Having fallen behind One Nation by 
32,505 votes at the previous count, Labor had a net gain of more than twice 
that to win the final seat by 32,041 votes, 0.05 of a quota or 0.8 per cent.

Queensland

Table 18.6 Senate result: Queensland

Party Vote (%) Change Quotas Elected Change

Liberal National Party 30.93 –4.30 2.17 2 –1

Labor 30.48 +5.79 2.13 2 +1

The Greens 10.47 –1.92 0.73 1 0

One Nation 7.13 –0.27 0.50 1 0

Gerard Rennick 
People First

4.69 +4.69 0.33 0 0

Trumpet of Patriots 
(versus UAP)

3.65 –0.54 0.26 0 0

Legalise Cannabis 3.51 –1.86 0.25 0 0

Others 9.13 –1.60 0.64 0 0

Note: Trumpet of Patriots change calculated versus 2022 United Australia Party result.
Source: Compiled by author from AEC (2025a) data. 
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In 2019, the Queensland Senate election had returned the unusual 
combination of three LNP senators along with one each for Labor, the 
Greens and One Nation, with Labor polling only 22.6 per cent that year. 
Labor elected two senators in both 2022 and 2025. Labor’s second seat 
at both elections was at the expense of a third LNP senator. For the third 
election in a row, Queensland elected two minor-party representatives with 
both Greens and One Nation senators.

The battle for the final seat did not involve the major parties. One Nation 
Senator Malcolm Roberts faced a challenge on the right from former 
LNP senator Gerard Rennick, who had formed his own party, Gerard 
Rennick People First, after being defeated for LNP preselection. Roberts 
began the count leading Rennick 0.50 to 0.33 of a quota. Analysis of the 
ballot papers reveals that Rennick had few political friends in the contest, 
with preferences from the LNP and Trumpet of Patriots heavily favouring 
Roberts. In a contest between two right-wing candidates, most left-wing 
voters made no selection between the two; final exhaustion rates calculated 
from ballot paper data were 81.8 per cent among Greens voters, 70.5 per 
cent among Socialist Alliance voters and 67.4 per cent among Labor voters. 
At the end of the count, 0.41 of a quota of votes had exhausted—higher than 
the rate in other States where more traditional left–right contests took place. 

Western Australia

Table 18.7 Senate result: Western Australia

Party Vote (%) Change Quotas Elected Change

Labor 36.17 +1.62 2.53 2 0

Liberal 26.61 –5.06 1.86 2 –1

The Greens 12.84 –1.42 0.90 1 0

One Nation 5.87 +2.38 0.41 1 +1

Legalise Cannabis 4.03 +0.65 0.28 0 0

Nationals 3.58 +3.58 0.25 0 0

Australian Christians 2.67 +0.50 0.19 0 0

Others 8.22 –2.25 0.58 0 0

Source: Compiled by author from AEC (2025a) data.

Liberal support in Western Australia plumbed new depths, falling to 
26.6 per cent (under two quotas), with the party’s second seat only achieved 
on Nationals preferences. Where the Liberal Party had easily elected three 
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senators at 10 half-Senate elections between 1990 to 2019, the 2025 election 
was the second in a row in which the party elected only two senators. 
Labor elected two senators with a surplus of 0.53 of a quota, and the now 
traditional seat for the Greens was easily retained.

The contest for the final seat began with Labor on a partial quota of 0.53 versus 
One Nation’s total of 0.41 of a quota. Preferences from several leftish parties 
helped fill the Greens quota while flows from a range of conservative minor 
parties aided One Nation. Ballot paper data show the combined preferences 
from Australian Christians, Trumpet of Patriots and People First split 61.9 per 
cent to One Nation, 22.3 per cent to Labor and 15.8 per cent were exhausted. 
The exclusion of the Nationals filled the Liberals’ second quota and Liberal 
and Nationals preferences put One Nation far enough ahead of Labor to 
prevent preferences from Legalise Cannabis putting Labor back in the lead. 
At the end of the count, One Nation had reached 0.89 of a quota, Labor 
0.86; One Nation’s margin of victory was 8,397 votes or 0.5 per cent. A total 
of 56,967 votes, or 0.24 of a quota, had exhausted by the end of the count.

One Nation’s victory was again aided by the Liberal Party’s decision in all 
seats to include One Nation in preference recommendations, doubling the 
flow of Liberal preferences to One Nation. One Nation’s narrow win would 
have been even narrower without Liberal preferences.

South Australia

Table 18.8 Senate result: South Australia

Party Vote (%) Change Quotas Elected Change

Liberal 27.57 –6.36 1.93 2 –1

Labor 38.06 +5.80 2.66 3 +1

The Greens 12.90 +0.95 0.90 1 0

One Nation 5.34 +1.33 0.37 0 0

Legalise Cannabis 2.86 +0.54 0.20 0 0

Trumpet of Patriots 
(versus UAP)

2.84 –0.18 0.20 0 0

Jacqui Lambie Network 2.71 +2.71 0.19 0 0

Family First 2.02 +2.02 0.14 0 0

Others 5.70 –6.79 0.40 0 0

Note: Trumpet of Patriots change calculated versus 2022 United Australia Party result.
Source: Compiled by author from AEC (2025a) data. 
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The Liberal Party lost its third seat in South Australia with the party’s 
support falling short of two quotas. The beneficiary of the Liberals’ 
declining fortunes was Labor, winning a third seat in South Australia for 
only the second time since six-vacancy half-Senate elections began in 1990. 
The Greens elected a now traditional Senate seat, which, combined with 
Labor’s three senators, resulted in left-aligned parties winning four of six 
South Australian half-Senate seats for the first time.

Labor’s vote rose to 38.3 per cent—the party’s equal highest level since 
the 1980s—and their 2.66 primary quotas were enough to elect Charlotte 
Walker to a third seat. Walker turned 21 on election day and set a record 
as the youngest person elected to the Senate. One Nation polled 0.37 of a 
quota and received strong flows of preferences from right-wing parties, but, 
with Liberal preferences playing no part, One Nation had only 0.80 of 
a quota by the time Labor’s third candidate reached quota.

Tasmania

Table 18.9 Senate result: Tasmania

Party Vote (%) Change Quotas Elected Change

Labor 35.23 +8.19 2.47 2 0

Liberal 23.54 –8.48 1.65 2 0

The Greens 16.31 +0.83 1.14 1 0

Jacqui Lambie Network 7.28 –1.36 0.51 1 0

One Nation 5.17 +1.29 0.36 0 0

Legalise Cannabis 3.40 +0.37 0.24 0 0

Trumpet of Patriots 
(versus UAP)

3.24 +1.61 0.23 0 0

Shooters Fishers 
Farmers

2.27 +0.37 0.16 0 0

Others 3.57 –2.82 0.25 0 0

Note: Trumpet of Patriots change calculated versus 2022 United Australia Party result.
Source: Compiled by author from AEC (2025a) data. 

There was no change to Tasmanian party representation despite an 
8-percentage-point shift in major-party support from Liberal to Labor since 
2022. Compared with the 2019 elections, Labor’s vote share rose 4.6 per 
cent, the Liberal Party’s fell 7.9 per cent and the Jacqui Lambie Network’s fell 
1.6 per cent. The Liberal Party vote was the lowest on record, but the party 
turned 1.65 quotas into two seats on One Nation preferences. The Greens 
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filled their usual quota, with few votes left over to help Labor turn 2.47 
quotas into a third seat. Preferences from across the ballot paper favoured 
Jacqui Lambie, who was returned for another six years in the Senate. The 
2025 election was the third in a row to elect two Labor, two Liberal, one 
Greens and a Jacqui Lambie candidate.

Australian Capital Territory

For the second successive election, the Liberal Party failed to elect an 
ACT senator. In 2022 Independent David Pocock caught and passed the 
Liberal Party on preferences to win the ACT’s second seat. In 2025, Pocock 
increased his primary vote substantially to 39.2 per cent and won the first 
seat, achieving a quota in his own right. Labor polled just short of a quota 
with Finance Minister Katy Gallagher finally (and easily) elected on minor-
party preferences. The Liberal Party again suffered a swing of more than 
7 per cent, polling just over half a quota on 17.76 per cent.

The ACT Liberal Party’s Senate vote did not drop below 30 per cent at 
17 elections between 1975 and 2019. Over two elections since 2019, Liberal 
support has crashed from 32.4 per cent to 17.8 per cent. In the same period, 
Pocock’s support in net terms has come at the expense of the Liberal Party 
(14.6 per cent), the Greens (9.9 per cent), Labor (7.6 per cent) and, finally, 
from others (7.0 per cent), largely due to fewer parties and Independents 
nominating in 2025.

Table 18.10 Senate result: Australian Capital Territory

Party Vote (%) Change Quotas Elected Change

David Pocock 39.16 +17.98 1.17 1 0

Labor 31.74 –1.63 0.95 1 0

Liberal 17.76 –7.04 0.53 0 0

The Greens 7.78 –2.51 0.23 0 0

Others 3.56 –6.79 0.11 0 0

Source: Compiled by author from AEC (2025a) data. 
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Northern Territory

For the nineteenth election in a row, the Northern Territory elected one 
Labor and one Country Liberal Party (CLP) senator. Labor’s Malarndirri 
McCarthy was re-elected for a fourth term with a quota on first preferences. 
CLP Senator Jacinta Nampijinpa Price fell just short of a quota but easily 
won a second term after a partial distribution of preferences.

Under the CLP’s rules, elected federal members are permitted to sit in federal 
parliament as either Liberals or Nationals. CLP senators have traditionally 
joined the Nationals, as Senator Price did after her 2022 victory. Five days 
after the 2025 election, Senator Price announced she would take her new 
seat in the Senate as a Liberal; Liberal leadership aspirant Angus Taylor then 
announced Senator Price as his preferred deputy on 11 May. After Taylor’s 
defeat by Sussan Ley in the leadership ballot, Price did not nominate for the 
deputy leadership ballot, to the annoyance of Taylor’s supporters, according 
to reports.

Table 18.11 Senate result: Northern Territory

Party Vote (%) Change Quotas Elected Change

Labor 34.97 +2.00 1.05 1 0

CLP 32.73 +1.03 0.98 1 0

The Greens 11.07 –1.20 0.33 0 0

One Nation 7.78 +7.78 0.23 0 0

Legalise Cannabis 5.34 –0.89 0.16 0 0

Others 8.12 –8.71 0.24 0 0

Source: Compiled by author from AEC (2025a) data. 

Conclusion
The 2025 Australian Senate election produced a more proportional result 
than in the House, with Labor performing well but not enjoying a similar 
landslide. Labor won 16 of the 40 Senate seats up for election, increasing 
their Senate representation by three. The Coalition suffered its worst result 
since 1984, winning only 13 seats (down five seats from before the election). 
The result saw Labor with 29 seats in the full Senate, the Coalition 27 
and the Greens ten. One Nation achieved its best result on the back of 
a preference deal with the Coalition, winning four Senate seats in total, 
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including two from outside Queensland for the first time in a half-Senate 
election. Combined, Labor and the Greens can command a majority in the 
Senate with the crossbench potentially sidelined in legislative negotiations.

Two results stand out as particularly interesting. First, Labor performed 
much better in the Senate in electorates with Liberal–Independent two-
candidate contests, suggesting that Labor voters are voting tactically to try 
to remove Liberal members of the House of Representatives. Second, the 
Coalition’s preference deal with One Nation likely won One Nation the final 
Senate seat in New South Wales and increased the size of their win in the 
final WA seat. Although electoral reforms in 2016 and party registration 
restrictions in 2022 have reduced the number of candidates and groups 
contesting the Senate, the chamber continues to reflect fragmentation 
among the electorate generally.
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