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Abstract

Malta is one of the relatively few countries
that uses the Single Transferable Vote Method
for its General and Local Council elections and
evento electits representativesin the European
Parliament. Since at least the election of 1981
the method has encountered serious problems
because it did not deliver as the winning party
the one which had the nation-wide majority
of first preference votes. Subsequent consti-
tutional amendments have tried to address the
problem. In this article we review the situa-
tion and propose solutions which address the
incongruence between the results delivered by
the system and what the Maltese electorate per-
ceives its voting intention to have been in terms
of first preference votes cast. We illustrate our
proposed solutions by working out what results
they would have given on some past general
elections in Malta. We believe that finding
a satisfactory answer to the problems which
the Single Transferable Vote has faced in Mal-
tese general elections is important not only for
Malta but also for anyone who is interested in
seeing the system gain more support.

Background

STV in Malta can be found in [6].) It appears that
from early on there were some problems with the
system [7, 12, 6], but nevertheless STV remained
and it is now considered to be an essential part of
the Maltese political scenario. In 1993 Malta had its
first Local Council elections and in 2004 its first Eu-
ropean Parliament elections [4], and these too were
conducted using the STV system. On 8 March 2008
Malta held its 22nd general elections using the Sin-
gle Transferable Vote system [5].

We take up the story from the General Elections
of 1981. These were held in a very politically
charged atmosphere and were contested by the two
large parties, the Malta Labour Party (MLP) and the
Nationalist Party (NP). Nationwide, the NP obtained
114,132 first preference (FP) votes and 31 seats in
parliament, and the MLP obtained 105,854 FP votes
and the remaining 34 seats [8]. This situation caused
a constitutional crisis and threw Malta into five years
of political and social turmoil. What happened in
1981 cannot be attributed solely to the STV system
but rather to the way the boundaries of the electoral
districts were defined.* The NP claimed that these
boundaries were the result of a deliberate exercise
in gerrymandering, and the perception that the final
allocation of seats was engineered was perhaps the
main cause of the turmoil that ensued. But what-
ever the reasons for this result, that period cemented
into everyone’s minds the importance that the seat
distribution in parliament should reflect the nation-

STV was introduced in Malta in 1921 by Leopoldvide distribution of FP votes. A result such as that
Amery, who then handled Maltese constitutional i9f 1981 is still considered and referred to as a “per-
sues on behalf of the Secretary of State. He wagrse” result by politicians from all parties, by the
encouraged to do so by Viscount Alfred Milner whélectors and by all political commentators in Malta.
was an honorary member of the then Proportiorflis this strong reliance on FP votes which will be
Representation Society. The Society was well iithe technical issue addressed in this pgper.
volved in the introduction of STV in Malta as evi-
denced by the fact that in 1920, Major Morrison Bell
from the Proportional Representation Society carﬁ' n of the number of voters in each district must be witht%

h . . of the average district size in order to avoid effects dudgtridt
to Malta to d|SCL_'S.S the workings of the system W'&zes. The only exception is the island of Gozo which remains
the Maltese political leaders who were very relugingle district thanks to a recent constitutional amendrpes

tant to adopt it. (A full account of the early years ofiding for an exception to this rule for the island. Each st
elects five seats.

t Exhaustive details about the Maltese General Elections

* Malta is divided into thirteen electoral districts. Theriva
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In 1987, the Maltese Parliament approved a cohad some AD candidate obtained a seat due to later
stitutional amendment (CA) which laid down thapreference votes, a naive proportionality based on
a party which obtains an absolute majority of FPP votes would have necessitated around ten top-up
votes but not an absolute majority of seats in parliaeats and it is not impossible that a greater number
ment would be given the minimum number of topaould be required if a small party obtains an even
up seats to enable it to have an absolute majoritylofver number of FP votes nationwide but elects a
the seats in parliament [10, 11]. This amendmesgat through later preference votes in one district.
had to be invoked in the elections of 1987, 199@uch more serious, perhaps, is that the system en-
and 2008. The CA went a long way towards setourages tactical voting by the parties. If the MLP
ting the minds of the Maltese electorate at rest thladd anticipated the result and had wanted to, it could
elections will yield a fair result. But it did not gohave instructed its members to give second prefer-
far enough for another potential constitutional crence (and even some FP) votes to the AD candidate
sis to be averted. The CA only allowed for top-um some district and so losing one of its seats to AD.
seats for the largest party and did not give a majorhe 2007 CA would not have been invoked and the
ity of seats proportional to the majority of FP votesMLP would have gained control of parliament with
But, more seriously, it only catered for the possfewer FP votes than the NP.
bility that a party obtains an absolute majority of FP Clearly, the situation with the 2007 CA is still
votes. With the emergence of the third small, but netry unsatisfactory. The smaller parties argue that
insignificant,Alternattiva Demokratikaarty (AD), the system is biased against them because electors
the situation where no party obtains a majority déel that it is “dangerous” to vote for a smaller party,
votes was becoming more than a distant possibéven if it is with second or later preference votes,
ity. In 2007 the constitution was again amended tpsituation which runs counter to the spirit of STV.
cover the possibility of no party obtaining an absgand in general, the feeling is that the system does
lute majority of FP votes but this was only a partiaiot guarantee a fair reflection of voters’ preferences
solution [11]. The amendment allows top-up seahd that it is open to improper practices and gerry-
to be given to the party with the largest number ehandering. So another constitutional crisis is still a
FP votes, even if this number is not an absolute mgessibility. In fact, following the results of the last
jority, only if no more than two parties obtain seatglection the newly elected Prime Minister declared
in parliament. One can speculate whether the twieat it is imperative that Parliament should look into
large parties agreed on this form of the amendmethis issue and amend the electoral law. But the po-
in order to discourage voting for AD, but there cetential crisis does not only concern the political sit-
tainly is a technical difficulty in allowing propor-uation in Malta. It is also a crisis for STV because
tionality right down to a possible single seat by ghould Malta, the first country to adopt STV, decide
small party, since itis in the very nature of STV thab abandon the system, it would be quite a blow to
such a seat could be obtained through later prefetis method of conducting elections. We shall try,
ence votes so that basing proportionality of seats #nthis paper, to propose solutions which avert the
FP votes could necessitate an enormous numbeipessibility of another constitutional crisis in Malta
top-up seats. while preserving the use of STV.

Whatever the intention of parliament when en-
acting the 2007 CA, the results of the 2008 elec- )
tions showed how near Malta was to a repeat 8f Proposed solutions
1981. The NP, MLP and AD obtained, respectively,

143,168, 141,888, and 3,810 FP votes (with 1,68ne could perhaps rightly argue that the Maltese re-
FP votes going to other smaller parties) and 31, §ance on FP votes is not compatible with STV. STV
and 0 seats. The CA came into play and the NP wigs2 much more sophisticated system than straight-
given four top-up seats. But there was great specuf@rward proportionality based on FP votes, and the
tion before the elections that, because of the politiddialtese politicians and voters should adapt them-
situation holding in the 10th District, the AD cansSelves to this reality. We believe that although this
didate could inherit enough later preference votegint of view might be technically correct, it does
to be elected. If that possibility had occurred, wot address the problem. Reliance on FP votes has
would have had a repeat of 1981. On the other haf@w been firmly ingrained in the political mental-
ity in Malta, and it is, after all, not so unnatural es-

from 1921 to 2008 can be found in Professor John Lane’s we'BeCiallly for the average V.Ote.r who sees what hap-
site [9] pens in most other countries in the world. An elec-
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toral system should serve to express the electoratgies of the matrix/. Then, the number of seats

wishes and not the other way round. Insisting thatlocated to party?; will be equal to the number of

the Maltese public should mend the way they loadntries amongst the largeStwhich lie in columni.

at STV could lead to a decision to scrap the systefim example of this procedure for the Maltese Gen-

entirely. This is an extreme position, and one whidkral Elections of 2008 is shown in Table 1.1.

we would not like to see happening. Although trans-

fer of votes across parties is very uncommon, itis ofable 1.1: Phase 1 of the d’Hondt pre-processing for the

ten clear that the Maltese electorate does send m¥altese General Elections of 2008. The quotients which
. i ive an elected candidate are marked with an asterisk.

sages to the political parties in the vyay they transf%ﬁ'e smallest of these entries is marked with two asterisks

their preferences amongst the candidates of the sam

So. the el . letel ) ang is essentially equal to the quota of a single seat. The
party. So, the electorate Is not completely naive Humber of seats assigned are therefore 33 for the NP, 32

its use of STV and does express wishes which gg the MLP and no seats for any of the other parties.
beyond the simple choice of which party is to ru

the country for the following five years. Moreover, NP MLP AD __ Others
if the political situation in Malta were one day tg 1 ~ 143468* 141888* 3810 1633
evolve beyond the present dominance by two par2 ~ 71734*  70944* 1905 817
ties, STV could be a strong tool in the voters’ hangs3 ~ 47823*  47296* 1270 544
to influence better the composition of parliament. |t4 ~ 35867*  35472* 953 408
would be a loss for Malta if this sophisticated way > ~ 28694*  28378* 762 327
of electing representatives were to be discarded. | 6  23911* 23648~

Our solutions are therefore intended to be sim-/ ~ 20495*  20270*
ple to apply and understand, to give a final resyi® 17934 17736*
which best reflects the voters’ intentions expresseé’ 15941* 15765
through FP votes, and to preserve as much as posé'i—0 14347*  14189*
ble the benefits of STV. Basically we are proposirn g11 13043*  12899*
the use of the d’Hondt system* in conjunction with 12 11956*  11824*
STV. There are two ways of doing this, either ug-13 11036*  10914*
ing d’'Hondt as a pre-processor or using d’Hondt tol4 10248*  10135*

calculate top-up seats. 15 9565* 9459*
16 8967 8868*

17 8439* 8346*
2.1 d’Hondt as pre-processor 18 7970*  7883*

: 19 7551~ 7468*
Suppose there are parties Py, Ps, ..., P, who, 20 7173 7094

on a nation-wide basis, obtain, v», ..., v, votes 21 6832+ 6757+
respectivelyt We assume throughout thay > | ,, 6521* 6449*
vy > ... > v,. Suppose thab seats are to be 23 6238 6169*
elected. The d’Hondt system is first used to deter—24 5978* 5912*
mine how these seats are partitioned amongst h§5 5739* 5676*
n parties. This can be simply done by construgt-oe  £5qgs 5457+
ing anr x n matrix H whose first row is the vec-| 57 531« 5255+
tor (vy,vs,...,v,) and theith row is the vector 28 5124 5067+
(%, %, ...,%). The number is taken to be the 29 4947 4893*
smallest number such that adding any more ro VS0 4782+ 4730*
will not change the positions of th& largest en- 31 4628* A577*

* *
* One can use other variations of d’Hondt, like Saintet- 32 4483 4434
Lagué, but we present our workings with the d’Hondt system33 4348** 4300
because we think it is simpler to follow. 34 4220 4173
T The method we present in this section was proposed by35 4099 4054
one of the authors in 1994 in two reports to the Gonzi Commis-
sion set up to review the Maltese electoral system. Althahgte 36 3985 3941
seemed to be a general positive attitude towards the prhosa 37 3878 3835
was eventually never taken up. A similar system but withriditst 38 3775 3747
returning one seat each is described in [1]. More detailsitibe
Gonzi Commission and the proposals presented to it can Inelfou
in [9] The second phase of the pre-processing consists
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in allocating the seats obtained by each party to tttee jth entry in the priority queu& is i then thejth
respective districts. One straightforward way to deeat will be given to party’; and the district is de-
this is to allocate first the seats of the largest partgrmined by locating in which column (district) of
according to the percentage of votes it obtains iD; lies the largest entry which does not correspond
each district. These seats are then removed fréonan already assigned seat.

the number available in the districts, and the pro- The two matricesD;, Do corresponding to the
cess continues with the next party right down to thevo parties NP and MLP in the Maltese General
smallest party which has been allocated seats. Bfections of 2008 are shown in Tables 1.3 and 1.4.
simulations carried out with Maltese General EleGhe tables give the quotients and also, where ap-
tion results of past years it was found that this dogdicable, the corresponding order (in brackets) in
not always give satisfactory results [2]. It can hapvhich that quotient yielded a seat for the party.

pen, for example, that a single seat obtained by aHaving allocated the number of seats each party
small party is not allocated to that district in whiclobtains in each district, the process continues as
the party has obtained the highest percentage usual using the STV system with the one proviso
votes. This happens because when seats are that as soon as a party elects all its seats in a par-
tributed party-wise, all the seats of a given party witlcular district, ballots for the remaining candidates
have a higher priority over the choice of district thaof that party are eliminated and their votes are dis-
any seat of a smaller party. It could therefore happetibuted according to their later preferences. From
that a seat which was marginal for the larger pargfmulations carried out in [2, 3] using the d’'Hondt
could be assigned to a district which should hayiority queue this way gives an allocation of seats
been assigned to a less marginal seat of a smatiethe parties which reflects better their performance
party. in the respective districts.

To try and get round this problem we follow the In Table 1.5 we show the number of seats and FP
proposal put forward in [3]. We specify what we callotes obtained by different parties in different elec-
the d’Hondt priority queu&) which determines thetions held in Malta without and with (where appli-
order in which theS seats are to be allocated to theable) the CA, and the number of seats they would
respective parties. This is an ordered listofium- have obtained using the modified system we are
bers each if1,2,...,n} such that if theth entry proposing here.
in @ is j that theith seat should go to party);. The  This method has the advantage that it is simple
entries inQ) are very simply determined from the tato apply and understand, it reflects the opinion of
ble constructed during the first phase. The qu@uean electorate which gives prime importance to FP
records the order of the parties according to the destes, it quickly gives the result of the election,
scending order of the quotients in the matilx An  namely, which party or coalition of parties will lead
example of the d’Hondt priority queue correspongsarliament, and it removes the threat of gerryman-
ing to Table 1.1 is shown in Table 1.2, where insteat&ring or any other practice which could be per-
of the numbers 1,2 as entries in the queue we gigeived to be an abuse of the electoral process. It also
the abbreviations NP and MLPThe remaining ta- gives smaller parties which do not manage to obtain
bles are at the end of this article - Ed.) a quotain a single district but which receive a signif-

Having determined?), the third and final pre- icant nation-wide support the possibility of gaining
processing phase allocates the seats to the parties &eat in Parliament (Table 1.5 shows that in 1992
the respective electoral districts following the ordgkD would have obtained a seat with this method).
established by). This is done as follows. Supposéts main disadvantage is that it does not make it pos-
there ared districts and each district returiisseats sible for the smaller parties to obtain seats on the
(in Malta,d = 13 andk = 5). Then for each party strength of second or later preference votes. To cater
P; which has been allocated at least one seat in tloe this possibility we propose a second method of
first phase createfax d matrix D; whose first row using the d’Hondt system to supplement the STV.
is the percentage of FP votes obtained by the party
in the respective districts. Thgh row of the ma-
trix D; equals the first row divided by. The seats
are then allocated as follows. If the first entry of thelere we first count the ballots and elect candi-
priority queue is i then locate the largest entry indates in the usual manner. As before, we assume
the matrixD; and give a seat to part; in the dis- that there are: partiesPy, P, ..., P, who obtain
trict corresponding to the column where this largest, v, . . ., v,, FP votes, in non-increasing order, and
entry lies. Having allocated the firgt— 1 seats, if we suppose that the respective seats elected by the

2.2 d’Hondt as post-processor
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parties in the normal STV election asg, so, ..., s, according to the above criterion. This is the same
(where somes; could be zero). We shall now usewvorking as in Table 1.1, but now we might need to
the d’Hondt method on the FP votes as above to cgle down more rows in the matrik in order to al-
culate the number of seatk, do, .. ., d, to be al- locate theMth seat. Referring to Table 1.1 we see
located to the respective parties. The final numbirat we need to go down to the 35th row, giving 35
of seats party?; wins will be the larger of; or d;. seats to the NP, 34 seats to the MLP, and no seats to
The question now is: how large should tligbe, the other parties, and this turns out in this case to be
and to what extent is proportionality with FP voteglentical to the top-up effected through the CA.
to be guaranteed? As we have already mentionedBut a better test of this method is when one party
insisting on strict proportionality right down to theobtains more than a half of the FP votes cast and
last seat obtained by the smallest party could letite STV election does not give it a majority of seats.
to an enormous number of top-up seats, especidllije situation is made even more interesting if an-
if some seats were obtained with few FP votes bather party obtains seats thanks to second or later
several later preference votes. We therefore procegeéference votes. So let us take the following as
this way. a hypothetical example. Suppose parties A, B and
First of all, let us define the total number of seats get 148,308 (51%), 140,000 and 2,492 FP votes
allocated to partyP; to beT; = max{s;,d;}. It respectively, and that the STV election gives them
could very well happen that; = d; and therefore 31, 33, and 1 seat, respectively. Therefore a correc-
party P; receives no top-up seat. But it could alstion is required since party A has an absolute ma-
happen that; > d; because the d’Hondt method igority of FP votes. This correction should give party
based on FP votes and paftycould have won seatsA at least one more seat than parties B and C to-
thanks to later preference votes. In this case dfso,gether. Moreover, the low number of votes obtained
gets no top-up seats. Top-up seats are only gairgdparty C indicates that its one seat has been ob-
if d; > s;. We then employ the following heuris-tained thanks to later preference votes. The d’Hondt
tic criterion. The d’Hondt method will be continuedable for this hypothetical election is given in Table
until M seats are allocated to all parties, whéfe 1.6. From this table we see that we need to stop at
is the smallest number such that the total numberlafe 35 of the d’Hondt table, for this is the first in-

seatsT, Ty, . .., T, obtained by the respective parstance which gives a distribution of seats satisfying
ties satisfy: the above criteria. Stopping at line 35 and taking
the largest 69 entries in the matrix gives Party A 35

1. T >T,>T3> ... > T, and seats, Party B 33 seats and Party C no seats. Com-

bining this with the one seat obtained in the STV
election by Party C gives a distribution of 35, 33

The number of top-up seats given to each pafi” | 8 TS RE T D 1S e o s
will then beT; — s; provided this difference is pOSi_Thpe fizal result gives ag al:?solute majority of S(gats to .
tive, otherwise the party gets no top-up seats. 9 jority

Since the number of top-up seats will be relativelparty A corresponding to its absolute majority of FP

small in comparison with the total number of seatsOtes I . . .
. Note that if, in this hypothetical election, Party

T;, the way they are allocated amongst party candi- ) ; .
dates is not very critical in our view. They could ng had obtained two instead of one seat in the STV

given to the candidates who are left “hanging fro lection, then we would have had.to go down to row
' : 6 and allocate seats corresponding to the 71 largest
the first phase and who end up with the largest num-=, """~ . . . .
) . _—entries in the matrix. This would have given a total
ber of votes, or they could be assigned accordlnggo S .
some pre-declared party lists Istribution of seats to parties A, B and C of 36, 33
' and 2. The number of top-up seats would therefore
We again use the results of the 2008 election to e 5 to Party A and none to the other parties.
lustrate the method. We have seen that in this elecFinally, as in Table 1.5 we give in Table 1.7
tion the NP, the MLP and the AD obtained 143,468, comparison between the results obtained by this
141,888 and 3810 FP votes, respectively. STV actmethod and the actual results of the Maltese Gen-
ally gave 31 seats to the NP, 34 seats to the MLP aaihl Elections since 1987.
no seats to the AD. To restore proportionalitythe CA This second method probably preserves better the
had to be invoked to give four seats to the NP. In onature and spirit of STV. From the point of view of
proposal, the d’Hondt method will be used to detethe smaller parties, it retains both the possibility of
mine the number of seats the parties should obtahocating seats on the basis of a nation-wide total

2. ifvg > Z?:Q v; thenTy > Z?:QTZ
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number of FP votes and also on the basis of segsing the CA.
ond or later preference votes. One can even consider
modifying the nature of the votas, vo, ..., v, oOn
which it is based to make it respect better the spirit

of STV. For example, instead of taking them to bgyithmetic alone cannot determine which is the
the respective parties’ FP votes one could take thgrest election method. Other considerations are
ballots remaining after the first phase using STyhnortant, not the least being the electorate’s ex-
and lettingv; be the number of candidates of partyectation of what its vote is supposed to mean. We
i which appear as the highest candidate in thegglieve that the two related methods we are propos-
remaining ballots. This, however, has the disaqqg in this paper give a good compromise between
vantage of delaying the declaration of the final rne aims of the STV system and the expectations
sult. In a country like Malta, where a 93% voting an electorate that FP votes should determine who
turn-outis considered surprisingly low compared g 5 run government for the subsequent five years.
other years, and where everything almost comes#@oosing between these two systems is, in our opin-
a standstill awaiting the outcome of the elections, 3 5 political choice between two equally accept-
inordinate delay in knowing the result of the generglje methods. We believe that the issue of STV in
elections can cause political tension and this is NQiaita is of interest not only to the Maltese elec-
an issue which should be ignored. Also, with suchygrate. If STV cannot be shown to be flexible
choice for thev;, there would be the risk of havingenough to accommodate the expectations of an elec-
a result which does not reflect the parties’ FP votegyate in one of the few countries which has been
which goes against the point of this exercise in thgsing it for over eighty years, then it would be more

first place. difficult for the system to be widely accepted and

~The main disadvantage of this method is thahtroduced where it has not been tried before.
since it allows small parties to get seats with later

preference votes and therefore possibly with a Ig& K led t
overall total of FP votes, the number of top-up se cKknowledgmen

might be top large. prever, in the present pOIItLI"he authors would like to thank Douglas Woodall,
cal context in Malta this does not seem to be a ve

likely possibility. And even if we go further back‘r]}‘élmes Gilmour, Brian Wichmann, Stephen Todd and

. . vid Hill for very stimulating di ions which
in Malta’s electoral history when the present tw David or very stimulating discussions c

party dominance had not yet been established,%e'p(ad us to write this paper, and especially to

e . . . .
. . Bouglas Woodall for detailed discussions especially
vv_ould find that t_he occurrence of a small party erin connection with the d’Hondt post-processing
ning seats despite having a small number of FP votes

. . S method. We are also grateful to Brian Wichmann
is very rare indeed. The onlytime it happened was|n . ) .

. [Qr encouraging us to write this paper. Of course,
1947 when the Jones Party obtained two seats wigh €€ . :

any misrepresentation of STV or of election meth-
3664 FP votes, an average of 1832 FP votes per se % in aeneral in our bronosals is our own
and the Gozo Party obtained three seats with 549 9 prop '
FP votes, an average of 1830 FP votes per seat [9].
But in 1947 there were 105,494 voters to elect 4bhe authors
seats (an average of 2637 voters per seat) whereas )
in the last general elections the average numberBfth authors are professors of mathematics at the
voters for each of the 65 seats was 4475. Thefdhiversity of Malta. Anton Buhagiar was asked by
fore although the method dealt with a scenario |i8€ Gonzi Commission to write a report on the Mal-
the second hypothetical election above quite well {gS€ Electoral System which included the method
nevertheless seems that such a situation with a pa?fpPosed in Section 2.1. Josef Lauri was a member
obtaining two STV seat with 2492 FP votes or evepf the Electoral Commission of Malta from 1987 to
less is not very likely to occur. 1993.
Applying this method would therefore seem to

give very reasonable results which respect the eleg- References
torate’s wish for proportionality with FP vote and at
the same time does not penalise the smaller partigd. M. Balinsky. Fair majority voting (or How to
Table 1.8 summarises the results which this method eliminate Gerrymanderingfmerican
would have given for the Maltese general elections Mathematical MonthlyFebruary 97-112
since 1987 and compares them with the results given 2008,

Conclusion
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Table 1.2:Phase 2 of the d’Hondt pre-processing for the Maltese GdriEections of 2008, the d’Hondt priority
queue with the corresponding quotients. This gives therandehich the seats will be allocated to each party in the
next phase.

d’'Hondt Party Seat Seat | d’'Hondt Party Seat Seat

quotient winning number  numberquotient winning number  number
seat for party overall seat for party overall

143468 NP 1 1 6832 NP 21 41

141888 MLP 1 2 6757 MLP 21 42

71734 NP 2 3 6521 NP 22 43

70944 MLP 2 4 6449 MLP 22 44

47823 NP 3 5 6238 NP 23 45

47296 MLP 3 6 6169 MLP 23 46

35867 NP 4 7 5978 NP 24 47

35472 MLP 4 8 5912 MLP 24 48

28694 NP 5 9 5739 NP 25 49

28378 MLP 5 10 5676 MLP 25 50

23911 NP 6 11 5518 NP 26 51

23648 MLP 6 12 5457 MLP 26 52

20495 NP 7 13 5314 NP 27 53

20270 MLP 7 14 5255 MLP 27 54

17934 NP 8 15 5124 NP 28 55

17736 MLP 8 16 5067 MLP 28 56

15941 NP 9 17 4947 NP 29 57

15765 MLP 9 18 4893 MLP 29 58

14347 NP 10 19 4782 NP 30 59

14189 MLP 10 20 4730 MLP 30 60

13043 NP 11 21 4628 NP 31 61

12899 MLP 11 22 4577 MLP 31 62

11956 NP 12 23 4483 NP 32 63

11824 MLP 12 24 4434 MLP 32 64

11036 NP 13 25 4348 NP 33 65

10914 MLP 13 26

10248 NP 14 27

10135 MLP 14 28

9565 NP 15 29

9459 MLP 15 30

8967 NP 16 31

8868 MLP 16 32

8439 NP 17 33

8346 MLP 17 34

7970 NP 18 35

7883 MLP 18 36

7551 NP 19 37

7468 MLP 19 38

7173 NP 20 39

7094 MLP 20 40
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Table 1.3:The matrixD for the NP for the thirteen districts. The numbers in the fiost give the percentage of votes
obtained by the NP in the relevant district multiplied by Ithe numbers marked by an asterisk show the order in
which seats are assigned.

I I m v v Vi vl vl IX X Xl X XHI
493 319 357 373 383 453 478 565 611 632 613 586 553
1 493 319 357 373 383 453 478 565 611 632 613 586 553
*13 *25 *23 *21 *19 *17 *15 *9 *»  *1  *3 7 *11
2 246 160 178 186 191 227 239 283 306 316 307 293 277
*39 *65 *61 *57 *53 *43 *41 *35 *31 *27 *29 *33 *37
3 164 106 119 124 128 151 159 188 204 211 204 195 184
*63 *55 *49 *45 *47 *51 *59
4 123 80 89 93 96 113 119 141 153 158 153 147 138
5 9 64 71 75 77 91 96 113 122 126 123 117 141
Seats: 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3

Table 1.4:The matrixD for the MLP for the thirteen districts. The numbers in thetficsv give the percentage of
votes obtained by the NP in the relevant district multiplisd10. The numbers marked by an asterisk show the order
in which seats are assigned.

I I 11 v Vv VI VIL VI IX X Xl Xl Xl
497 667 625 615 603 536 506 414 362 339 357 390 429
1 497 667 625 615 603 536 506 414 362 339 357 390 429
*14 *2  *4 *¢6 *8 *10 *12 *18 *22 *26 *24 *20 *16
2 249 333 312 308 301 268 253 207 181 170 179 195 214
*40 *28 *30 *32 *34 *36 *38 *48 *56 *62 *60 *54 *44
3 166 222 208 205 201 179 169 138 121 113 119 130 143
*42 *46 *50 *52 *58 *64
4 124 167 156 154 151 134 127 103 90 85 89 97 107
5 99 133 125 123 121 107 101 83 72 68 71 78 8pb
Seats: 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 2
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Table 1.5:Results for some Maltese General Elections compared witloriit pre-processing

Election Party FP votes Seats Top-up Seats  Totdl Seats
Year obtained  obtained numbegr obtained
with STV  with CA of seats|| with d’Hondt
pre-processing
1987 NP 119,721 31 4 35 33
MLP 114936 34 0 34 32
AD 511 0 0 0 0
1992 NP 127,932 34 0 34 34
MLP 114911 31 0 31 30
AD 4186 0 0 0 1
1996 NP 124,864 34 0 34 32
MLP 132,497 31 4 35 33
AD 3820 0 0 0 0
1998 NP 137,037 34 0 34 34
MLP 124,220 31 0 31 31
AD 3208 0 0 0 0
2003 NP 146,172 35 0 35 34
MLP 134,092 30 0 30 31
AD 1929 0 0 0 0
2008 NP 143,468 31 4 35 33
MLP 141,888 34 0 34 32
AD 3810 0 0 0 0
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Table 1.6: A hypothetical election result. The d’Hondt table is conéd until Party A gets an absolute majority of
seats, counting also the seats obtained in the STV election.

Partl Party A PartyB Party G
148308 140000 2492
74,154 70,000 1,246
49,436 46,667 831
37,077 35,000 623
29,662 28,000 498
24,718 23,333 415
21,187 20,000 356
18,539 17,500 312
16,479 15,556 277
10 14,831 14,000 249
11 13,483 12,727 227
12 12,359 11,667 208
13 11,408 10,769 192
14 10,593 10,000 178
15 9,887 9,333 166
16 9,269 8,750 156
17 8,724 8,235 147
18 8,239 7,778 138
19 7,806 7,368 131
20 7,415 7,000 125
21 7,062 6,667 119
22 6,741 6,364 113
23 6,448 6,087 108
24 6,180 5,833 104
25 5,932 5,600 100
26 5,704 5,385 96
27 5,493 5,185 92
28 5,297 5,000 89

Part2 Party A PartyB Party C
29 5,114 4,828 86
30 4,944 4,667 83
31 4,784 4,516 80
32 4,635 4,375 78
33 4,494 4,242 76
34 4,362 4,118 73
35 4,237 4,000 71
36 4,120 3,889 69
37 4,008 3,784 67
38 3,903 3,684 66
39 3,803 3,590 64
40 3,708 3,500 62
41 3,617 3,415 61
42 3,531 3,333 59
43 3,449 3,256 58
44 3,371 3,182 57
45 3,296 3,111 55
46 3,224 3,043 54
47 3,155 2,979 53
48 3,090 2,917 52
49 3,027 2,857 51
50 2,966 2,800 50
51 2,908 2,745 49
52 2,852 2,692 48
53 2,798 2,642 47
54 2,746 2,593 46
55 2,697 2,545 45

O©oOoO~NOUIA~,WNE

Table 1.7:Top-up seats for Maltese General Elections since 1987 uligndt post-processing and the CA

Election Year Top-up seats with d’Hondt Top-up seats with CA
1987 5 to the NP 4 to the NP

1992 1tothe NP, 1 to AD CA not invoked

1996 6 to the MLP, 1 to AD 4 to the MLP

1998 None required None required

2003 2 to the MLP Not invoked

2008 4 to the NP 4 to the NP
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Table 1.8:Results for some Maltese General Elections compared whtlonidt post-processing

Election Party FP votes Seats Top-up seat$op-up seats
Year obtained  obtained obtained
with STV with CA with d’Hondt
post-processing
1987 NP 119,721 31 4 5
MLP 114936 34 0 0
AD 511 0 0 0
1992 NP 127,932 34 0 1
MLP 114911 31 0 0
AD 4186 0 0 1
1996 NP 124,864 34 0 0
MLP 132,497 31 4 6
AD 3820 0 0 1
1998 NP 137,037 34 0 0
MLP 124,220 31 0 0
AD 3208 0 0 0
2003 NP 146,172 35 0 0
MLP 134,092 30 0 2
AD 1929 0 0 0
2008 NP 143,468 31 4 4
MLP 141,888 34 0 0
AD 3810 0 0 0
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