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Abstract. The August 2022 special election for U.S. House Representative in Alaska featured
three main candidates and was conducted by by single-winner ranked choice voting method known
as “instant runoff voting.” The results of this election displayed a well-known but relatively rare
phenomenon known as the “center squeeze:” The most centrist candidate, Mark Begich, was elim-
inated in the first round despite winning an overwhelming majority of second-place votes. In fact,
Begich was the Condorcet winner of this election: Based on the cast vote record, he would have
defeated both of the other two candidates in head-to-head contests, but he was eliminated in the
first round of ballot counting due to receiving the fewest first-place votes.

The purpose of this paper is to use the data in the cast vote record to explore the range of likely
outcomes if this election had been conducted under two alternative voting methods: Approval Vot-
ing and STAR (“Score Then Automatic Runoff”) Voting. We find that under the best assumptions
available about voter behavior, the most likely outcomes are that Peltola would still have won the
election under Approval Voting, while Begich would have won under STAR Voting.

1. Introduction

On August 16, 2022, Alaska held a special election to fill the seat of deceased U.S. House Represen-
tative Don Young. For the special general election, there were three candidates: Democrat Mary
Peltola and Republicans Mark Begich and Sarah Palin. The election was Alaska’s first statewide
election conducted by Instant Runoff Voting (IRV), commonly referred to as Ranked Choice Voting
(RCV).1 For this election, voters were allowed to rank all three candidates, and ballots were counted
as follows:2

• Round 1: Only first-place rankings were counted. The results of this round are shown in
Table 1. At the end of this round, the candidate with the fewest first-place votes (Be-
gich) was eliminated. Ballots on which Begich was ranked first were “transferred” to their
second-ranked candidate, if any. Any ballot with no second-choice candidate indicated was
considered “exhausted” and was not counted in the second round. Of the 53,810 ballots on
which Begich was ranked first, 11,290 were exhausted and the remainder were transferred
as shown in Table 2.

• Round 2: After Begich’s first-place ballots were transferred to their second-choice candi-
dates, the votes were counted again. The results of this round are shown in Table 3. Since
Peltola received more than 50% of the votes in Round 2, she was declared the winner.

Key words and phrases. Ranked Choice Voting, Approval Voting, STAR Voting, Alaska Special Election.
The author was partially supported by a Collaboration Grant for Mathematicians from the Simons Foundation.
1“Ranked Choice Voting” is an umbrella term, referring to a variety of voting and tabulation methods for both

single-winner and multi-winner elections. In this paper, we will use the more precise term “Instant Runoff Voting,”
which refers to the specific single-winner method used for the Alaska election.

2Official results obtained from https://www.elections.alaska.gov/results/22SSPG/RcvDetailedReport.pdf, ac-
cessed Nov. 4, 2022.
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Candidate Votes Percentage
Peltola 75,799 40.19%
Palin 58,973 31.27%
Begich 53,810 28.53%

Table 1. First round results

Transferred from Transferred To Votes
Begich Peltola 15,467
Begich Palin 27,053

Table 2. Transferred votes

Candidate Votes Percentage
Peltola 91,266 51.48%
Palin 86,026 48.52%

Table 3. Second round results

Instant Runoff Voting is often billed as a solution to many of the problems of traditional, “choose
one” plurality voting, also known as “first past the post voting.” In plurality voting, voters may
only vote for one candidate, and the candidate with the most votes wins, regardless of whether
they win a majority of the votes. With IRV, the winning candidate must receive a majority of the
ballots that are still active in the final round. Additionally, IRV can often eliminate the “spoiler
effect” seen in many plurality elections, where a candidate with only a small degree of support
can attract votes that would otherwise have gone to a different candidate, thereby changing the
outcome of the election. With IRV, voters are frequently assured that they can safely rank their
honest first choice candidate first, and then if that candidate is eliminated, they can still vote for
their second choice candidate in the next round. IRV is also widely claimed to reduce polarization
by encouraging candidates to appeal to a wider variety of voters in order to attract second-place
rankings from supporters of other candidates.

However, no voting method is perfect. All of these supposed advantages of IRV can fail, and this
election demonstrates how:

(1) Peltola’s final vote count of 91,266 represented 51.48% of votes that were still active in
Round 2, but this statistic fails to take into account that 11,290 ballots from Round 1 were
exhausted and not counted in Round 2. Peltola’s 91,266 votes represent only 48.40% of
the 188,582 ballots that were active in Round 1. Thus the oft-repeated claim that IRV
“guarantees a majority for the winning candidate” is not true if by “majority” we mean
“majority of all votes cast.”

(2) While voters who ranked Begich first had the opportunity to vote for their second choice
candidate in Round 2, voters who ranked Palin or Peltola first never had their second choice
vote considered. In particular, voters who were assured that they could safely rank Palin
first and still have their second-place vote for Begich counted if Palin were eliminated never
got to express their support for Begich.

(3) When the full cast vote records were released, it became clear that a great deal of information
about voter preferences was lost in the IRV tallying procedure. Among voters expressing
a second choice, Begich won an overwhelming majority of second-place votes—but these
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votes were never counted. In fact, Begich was the Condorcet winner of this election: Based
on the preferences expressed on the IRV ballots, Begich would have defeated both Palin
and Peltola in head-to-head contests. (More details will be given in Section 3.) This
phenomenon, in which the Condorcet winner has broad support as a second choice candidate
but is eliminated prior to the final round due to a lack of first-place votes, is referred to as
a “center squeeze.” When this happens, the candidates who remain in the final round are
often the more polarizing candidates who have the strongest bases of first-choice supporters.

This election displayed other anomalies of IRV as well, including the “monotonicity paradox” and
the “no-show paradox;” see [2] for a more thorough discussion.

The goal of this paper is to explore how this election might have played out under two other
alternative voting methods: Approval Voting and STAR (“Score Then Automatic Runoff”) Voting.
We will use the actual cast vote records from the election and explore a range of possibilities for how
the preferences expressed in these IRV ballots might translate to votes in each of these methods.

2. Approval and STAR Voting

Instant Runoff Voting is an ordinal (also known as a ranked) voting method: Voters rank candidates
in order of preference. Importantly, tied rankings are not allowed; if a voter assigns the same ranking
to more than one candidate, that ballot is considered invalid and is not counted. In this Alaska
election, voters could express a tied ranking for their second- and third-place candidates by ranking
only their first-place candidate and leaving the other two rankings blank, but voters had no way
to express a tied ranking for their first- and second-place candidates.

2.1. Approval Voting. Approval Voting is the simplest example of a cardinal (also known as a
score or range) voting method, in which voters give each candidate a score, the scores are added,
and the candidate with the highest score wins the election. In Approval Voting, the ballot is similar
to a plurality voting ballot, except that voters may vote for as many candidates as they like, and
the candidate who receives the most votes wins. (So voters effectively give each candidate a score
of either 0 or 1.) This can help eliminate the spoiler effect, as voters do not have to choose between
voting for their true favorite candidate and a less favored candidate who is more likely to win.

Approval Voting does require some strategic thinking on the part of voters: After voting for their
favorite candidate and declining to vote for their least-favorite, is it better to vote for intermediate
candidates in order to minimize the chance of a least-favorite candidate winning, or to decline
to support them in order to maximize the chance of a favorite candidate winning? If every voter
decided to support only their first choice candidate—a strategy known as “bullet voting”—then the
outcome would be the same as in a plurality election. In practice, the specific details of each election
and each voter’s attitudes towards the various candidates may lead to a variety of outcomes.

2.2. STAR Voting. STAR stands for “Score Then Automatic Runoff;” it is a combination of
cardinal and ordinal voting methods that was first introduced in 2014 [4]. In STAR Voting, voters
give each candidate a score, typically in the range of 0-5. STAR ballots are tallied in two rounds:
In the first round (the “score” round), all scores are added and the candidates with the top two
scores advance to the second round. In the second round (the “automatic runoff” round), every
ballot that gives one of the two final candidates a higher score than the other counts as one vote in
favor of that candidate, just as in a standard plurality election between two candidates. (Any ballot
that gave the final two candidates the same score is recorded as “no preference” in the runoff.) The
winner of the runoff wins the election.

STAR Voting allows voters a greater range of expression than either IRV (unless there are more
than 6 candidates) or Approval Voting, as they can more fully express their degree of support
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for each candidate. Voters can express a range of ranked preferences by giving different scores to
different candidates, and they can indicate tied preferences by giving the same score to multiple
candidates. The runoff round incentivizes voters to use the full range of scores available (unless
they truly have no preference between candidates), so that their vote will be counted in the runoff
round.

2.3. Condorcet winners and losers. Since IRV allows voters to rank all candidates, it is possible
to determine from cast ballots how each voter would (presumably) vote in a theoretical head-to-
head matchup between any pair of candidates, and consequently which candidate would win any
such head-to-head election. If there is a candidate who would defeat all other candidates in head-
to-head elections, that candidate is called the Condorcet winner of the election. In practice, IRV
elects the Condorcet winner most of the time, but as the Alaska election shows, this result is not
guaranteed. This was also famously the case in an IRV election for Mayor in Burlington, VT in
2009; see, e.g., [3] for details.

Similarly, if there is a candidate who would lose all head-to-head elections, that candidate is called
the Condorcet loser of the election. In this Alaska election, Begich was the Condorcet winner and
Palin was the Condorcet loser.3

While IRV does not guarantee the election of the Condorcet winner, it does guarantee that the
Condorcet loser will not be elected. The Condorcet loser may survive until the final round—as
indeed happened in the Alaska election—but by definition will lose to whichever other candidate
survives until the final round.

By virtue of the automatic runoff step, STAR Voting also guarantees that the Condorcet loser will
not be elected. In Approval Voting, however, this result is theoretically not guaranteed. While it is
extremely unlikely that the Condorcet loser would win any particular Approval Voting election, we
will see in Section 4 how it is mathematically possible that, under precisely the right (or wrong?)
circumstances, Palin could have won the Alaska election if it had been conducted by Approval
Voting.

3. Cast vote record analysis

The complete cast vote record was downloaded from The Alaska Division of Elections website [1] at
https://www.elections.alaska.gov/election-results/e/. Importantly, the cast vote record
contains only the votes and rankings from ballots that were scanned electronically, while the official
results also reflect votes and rankings from ballots that were counted manually. In order to gauge
the impact of the missing manually counted votes, we applied the tallying procedure described
at https://www.elections.alaska.gov/election-results/ under “Sample RCV Report and
Definitions” to the ballots in the cast vote record and obtained the results shown in Table 4.
(Compare with the official results in Tables 1 and 3.)

Candidate First Round Votes Percentage Second Round Votes Percentage
Peltola 74,119 40.39% 90,587 51.72%
Palin 57,084 31.11% 84,548 48.28%
Begich 52,317 28.51% N/A N/A

Table 4. IRV Results computed from cast vote record

3Note that it was not possible to determine the Condorcet winner/loser from the official election reporting; this
determination requires a full knowledge of the cast vote record, including the record of second choice preferences for
Palin and Peltola voters.
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As expected, there were slightly fewer votes in the cast vote record than in the reported results.
Percentage-wise, results from the cast vote record are very similar to those from the official results,
and we expect that our analysis based on the cast vote record will not be significantly affected by
the absence of the manually counted ballots.

For our analysis of how this election might have played out under Approval or STAR Voting, we
processed the cast vote record slightly differently. Since a relatively small number of write-in votes
do not affect these methods in the same way as IRV, we ignored votes for write-in candidates
entirely. We also disregarded skipped rankings—unlike the official counting process, which ignores
all rankings below two successive skipped rankings.

There were 188,985 ballots that ranked at least one of the three main candidates. Of these, 234
were “overvotes” that gave 2 or 3 candidates their highest ranking. These votes are considered
invalid in an IRV election, but we will include them in our Approval and STAR Voting models;
they are shown in Table 5.

The remaining 188,751 ballots all gave their highest ranking to a single candidate. Of these, 55,965
indicated no preference between the other two candidates, while 132,786 ranked all three candidates.
The frequencies of the various rankings are shown in Table 6 and depicted graphically in Figure
1. From this data, we see that among voters who ranked all three candidates, Begich was the
overwhelming second choice of both Palin and Peltola voters. Indeed, Begich received dramatically
more second-place votes overall (81,546) than either Palin (31,985) or Peltola (19,255), but since
Begich was eliminated after Round 1, his second-place votes were never counted in the official
results.

Highest-ranked candidates Votes
Begich, Palin, Peltola 56
Begich, Palin 86
Begich, Peltola 62
Palin, Peltola 30

Table 5. Overvotes with first-place ties in cast vote record

First place candidate
Begich Palin Peltola

Second place candidate
None 11,179 21,139 23,647
Begich N/A 34,117 47,429
Palin 27,258 N/A 4,727
Peltola 15,572 3,683 N/A

Table 6. Valid ranked votes in cast vote record

We can also use the data in Table 6 to compute the results of theoretical head-to-head matchups
for all three pairs of candidates:

• Begich vs. Palin: Begich would receive votes from all ballots that ranked him first, plus
votes that ranked Peltola first and Begich second. Likewise, Palin would receive votes from
all ballots that ranked her first, plus votes that ranked Peltola first and Palin second. Thus
we would have:
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Figure 1. First and second place votes based on cast vote record

– Begich: 11,179 + 27,258 + 15,572 + 47,429 = 101,438

– Palin: 21,139 + 34,117 + 3,683 + 4,727 = 63,666

Thus Begin would defeat Palin with approximately 61.44% of the vote.

• Begich vs. Peltola: Begich would receive votes from all ballots that ranked him first,
plus votes that ranked Palin first and Begich second. Likewise, Peltola would receive votes
from all ballots that ranked her first, plus votes that ranked Palin first and Peltola second.
Thus we would have:

– Begich: 11,179 + 27,258 + 15,572 + 34,117 = 88,126

– Peltola: 23,647 + 47,429 + 4,727 + 3,683 = 79,486

Thus Begin would defeat Peltola with approximately 52.58% of the vote.

• Palin vs. Peltola: Palin would receive votes from all ballots that ranked her first, plus
votes that ranked Begich first and Palin second. Likewise, Peltola would receive votes from
all ballots that ranked her first, plus votes that ranked Begich first and Peltola second.
Thus we would have:

– Palin: 21,139 + 34,117 + 3,683 + 27,258 = 86,197

– Peltola: 23,647 + 47,429 + 4,727 + 15,572 = 91,375

Thus Peltola would defeat Palin with approximately 51.46% of the vote.

These calculations show that for this election, Begich was the Condorcet winner and Palin was the
Condorcet loser.
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In the next two sections, we will explore a range of possibilities for how this election might have
played out under either Approval or STAR Voting.

4. Possible election outcomes with Approval Voting

In order to model an Approval Voting election based on the cast vote record, we make the following
assumptions:

• The 178 voters who overvoted by giving two candidates their highest ranking will vote for
those two candidates and will not vote for the remaining candidate. (The 56 voters who
gave all three candidates will not be considered since they expressed no preference among
the candidates.)

• The 55,965 voters who ranked only one candidate will vote for that candidate and will not
vote for the remaining two candidates.

• The 132,786 voters who ranked all three candidates will vote for their first-place candidate
and will not vote for their third-place candidate. We will consider a range of possibilities
for what percentage of these voters choose to vote for their second-place candidate.

The range of possible outcomes for this election is depicted numerically in Table 7 and graphically
in Figure 2. For each candidate, the dark-colored bar in Figure 2 indicates their minimum level of
support, based on first-place votes. The light-colored, shaded bars indicate the range of support
that is potentially available from second-place votes, color-coded by the range available from each
of the other candidates’ first-place voters.

Minimum votes Maximum votes
Begich 54,157 135,703
Palin 59,055 91,040
Peltola 75,895 95,150

Table 7. Range of Possible Approval Voting Outcomes

Figure 2. Range of Possible Approval Voting Outcomes

This chart shows that, in theory, any of the three candidates could win the election under exactly
the right circumstances.
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• How Begich could win: If a substantial portion of the Peltola and/or Palin voters who
ranked Begich second opted to vote for him, then Begich could win easily, regardless of how
many votes Palin and Peltola received from second-place rankings. Indeed, even if Begich
received no votes from voters who ranked him second to Palin, he would need votes from
only 40,994 of the 47,429 voters who ranked him second to Peltola (about 87%) in order to
exceed the maximum possible number of votes for either Palin or Peltola.

• How Peltola could win: If all voters opted to bullet vote, then the outcome would be
the same as for a plurality election and Peltola would win. Alternatively, if most Peltola
and Palin voters opted to bullet vote, while most Begich voters opted to vote for their
second-choice candidate, the outcome would likely be similar to the final total in the IRV
election, and Peltola would likely still win the election.

• How Palin could win: If all voters declined to support a second-choice candidate from
the opposite party of their first-choice candidate, then Peltola would receive no support
from any second-place rankings. In this case, Begich and Palin would receive no votes from
Peltola’s first-place voters, but they could still receive support from each other’s first-place
voters. If most voters who ranked Begich second to Palin voters declined to support Begich
while most voters who ranked Palin second to Begich voters opted to support Palin, it is
theoretically possible that Palin could win the election.

Now, how likely are each of these scenarios? The outcomes hinge on what percentage of voters
with each preference profile choose to vote for their second-place candidate, and this is difficult to
predict in advance. Approval Voting has a limited track record in real-world political elections,
with the best-known Approval Voting elections taking place in nonpartisan primary elections for
municipal offices in St. Louis, MO and nonpartisan municipal elections in Fargo, ND since 2020.
Results from these elections are available at https://approval.vote/. Here is a summary:

• In Fargo, Approval Voting was used in 2020 and 2022 to elect two City Commissioners in
a single election each year, and in 2022 to elect the Mayor. For the City Commissioner
elections, voters approved an average of 2.3 candidates (out of 7 running) in 2020 and an
average of 3.1 candidates (out of 15 running) in 2022. For the 2022 Mayoral election, voters
approved an average of 1.6 candidates (out of 7 running).

• In St. Louis, Approval Voting was used in 2021 for two-winner primary elections for Mayor,
Comptroller, and 16 ward-based Aldermen. Of these, only the Mayoral and 7 of the Al-
derman elections featured 3 or more candidates. In each of the 6 Alderman elections with
exactly 3 candidates, voters approved averages of 1.1 or 1.2 candidates; in the Alderman
election with 6 candidates, voters approved an average of 1.4 candidates, and in the Mayoral
election with 4 candidates, voters approved an average of 1.6 candidates. Note that in all
of these elections, the average number of approvals was less than the number of winning
candidates (i.e., two).

While it is certainly not a given that a statewide, partisan election would follow the same pattern
as a local, nonpartisan election, it appears that on average, voters generally prefer to support a
relatively small number of candidates in an Approval Voting election.

For our hypothetical election, if we assume an extremely simple model where the percentage of
voters who choose to vote for their second-choice candidate is the same for all candidate ranking
patterns, then the threshold required for Begich to overtake Peltola is about 1.35 approvals per
ballot. So in this model, if at least 35% of voters chose to vote for their second-ranked candidate,
then Begich would win the election; otherwise Peltola would win. (Palin would never win with
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this model, as the scenarios under which she could win would require her to receive many more
second-place votes than the other two candidates.) Based on the data from Fargo and St. Louis, it
seems unlikely that this threshold would be reached, and therefore most likely that Peltola would
still win the election.

5. Possible election outcomes with STAR Voting

In order to model a STAR Voting election based on the cast vote record, we make the following
assumptions. We start by assuming that voters will maximize the impact of their votes by giving
their favorite candidate(s) 5 stars and their least favorite candidate(s) 0 stars.

• The 178 voters who overvoted by giving two candidates their highest ranking will give
each of those two candidates 5 stars and will give the remaining candidate 0 stars. (The
56 voters who gave all three candidates will not be considered since they expressed no
preference among the candidates.)

• The 55,965 voters who ranked only one candidate will give that candidate 5 stars and will
give the remaining two candidates 0 stars.

• The 132,786 voters who ranked all three candidates will give their first-place candidate 5
stars and will give their third-place candidate 0 stars. We will consider a range of possibili-
ties for how may stars, on average, these voters choose to give their second-place candidate.

There is one key difference between our models for STAR and Approval Voting: Since voters who
ranked all three candidates indicated a preference between their second- and third-place candidates,
for STAR Voting we will assume that they will give their second-place candidate at least one star,
so as to maintain their preference order for the runoff round. And, while there is the possibility
that some of these voters might choose to give 5 stars to each of their top two candidates, the runoff
round is a sufficiently strong disincentive to do so that we will assume that the average score given
to second-ranked candidates in each category is no more than 4 stars.

The range of possible outcomes for this election is depicted numerically in Table 8 and graphically
in Figure 3. For each candidate, the dark-colored bar in Figure 3 indicates their minimum level of
support, based on 5 stars from each first-place votes and 1 star from each second-place vote. The
light-colored, shaded bars indicate the range of support that is potentially available from additional
stars for second-place votes, color-coded by the range available from each of the other candidates’
first-place voters.

Minimum score Maximum score
Begich 352,331 596,969
Palin 327,260 423,215
Peltola 398,730 456,495

Table 8. Range of Possible STAR Voting Outcomes

Comparing with Figure 2 shows some important differences between the scoring outcomes for STAR
and Approval Voting. In Approval Voting, second-place rankings can contribute anywhere from
0%-100% as much as first-place rankings. But in our STAR Voting model, the assumption that
second-place rankings receive between 1 and 4 stars means that this range is reduced to 20%-80%.
This 20% floor pays off handsomely for Begich, who received many more second-place rankings
than either of the other two candidates.
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Figure 3. Range of Possible STAR Voting Outcomes

• How Begich could win: Since Begich is the Condorcet winner, he would win the election
as long as he made it to the runoff. If the Peltola and Palin voters who ranked Begich
second (81,546 voters total) gave him an average of at least 1.87 stars instead of the assumed
minimum of 1 star, that would give him at least 70,945 additional stars, for a total of 423,276
stars—just above Palin’s theoretical maximum of 423,215 stars. Absent a situation in which
Begich’s second-place voters gave him many fewer stars on average than Palin’s second-place
voters gave her, Begich would advance to the runoff and win the election regardless of how
many stars Palin and Peltola received from second-place voters.

• How Peltola could win: Even if all voters gave their second-choice candidate the min-
imum of 1 star, Peltola would receive the highest score in the first round but would still
lose the runoff to Begich. Peltola’s only path to win the election would be for most of
Begich’s second-place voters to give him only 1 star and for a significant fraction of Palin’s
second-place voters to give her 3 or 4 stars, thereby allowing Palin to defeat Begich in the
score round and advance to the runoff, where Peltola would defeat Palin.

As the Condorcet loser, Palin could not win this election under any circumstances.

Now, how likely are each of these scenarios? STAR Voting has an even more limited track record
than Approval Voting in real-world political elections. As of this writing, it has only been used
for some internal party elections in Oregon, although an effort is underway to introduce a 2024
ballot initiative to adopt STAR Voting statewide in Oregon. More information is available from
the Equal Vote Coalition at https://www.equal.vote/.

But even with the uncertainty about how voters might choose to vote in a STAR Voting election,
it seems clear that Begich has a much stronger path to victory here than in an Approval Voting
election. The only scenario in which Begich might lose would require a significant asymmetry in
the way that voters with different preferences choose to score their second-place candidates, with
many more Begich voters choosing to score Palin highly than the reverse, and essentially no Peltola
voters choosing to score Begich highly.

6. Conclusions

When implementing a new and unfamiliar voting method, it is almost impossible to predict in
advance how voters might navigate the new procedures. Extensive voter education should be an
essential component of implementation, but this is challenging and takes time. Voter behavior is
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likely to evolve over time as voters become more familiar with a new system and gain understanding
as to how to use it to express their preferences most effectively. It will be interesting to see
how Approval Voting patterns evolve over time in St. Louis and Fargo as voters become more
comfortable with it—and perhaps even more interesting to see how voters respond to STAR Voting
if it is adopted in Oregon in 2024.

That said, with the limited information that we have regarding voter behavior in Approval and
STAR Voting elections, it seems most likely that Peltola would still have won the Alaska special
election under Approval Voting, while Begich—the Condorcet winner—would most likely have won
the election under STAR Voting.

Meanwhile, the Alaska special election has an unusual postscript: The same three candidates (plus
one additional candidate, Libertarian Chris Bye, who was eliminated in the first round) faced off
again just a few months later in the November 2022 regular general election for U.S. House. Many
observers wondered whether a significant number of Republican voters might take a lesson from the
special election and switch their first-place votes from Palin to Begich in order to avoid a repeat
victory by Peltola; however, this emphatically did not happen. The regular election played out
much the same as the special election, with Begich being eliminated before Palin despite strong
second-place support, and Palin losing to Peltola in the final round. The main differences between
the special and regular elections were:

• As might be expected for a regular election, the electorate was larger: 264,589 valid ballots
were cast in the regular election, vs. 188,582 in the special election.

• Many fewer invalid ballots were cast in the regular election: 2,208 invalid ballots (0.83%
of all ballots cast) in the regular election vs. 3,707 invalid ballots (1.93% of all ballots
cast) in the special election. We might hope that this improvement reflects increasing voter
understanding regarding how to cast a valid ballot in an IRV election.

• Whether due to a more Democratic-leaning regular election electorate, incumbency advan-
tage, or both, Peltola had a stronger showing in the general election than in the special
election: She received 48.66% of valid first-place votes (vs. 40.19% of valid first-place votes
in the special election), and she defeated Palin in the final round by a margin of 54.96% to
45.04% of active ballots (vs. a margin of 51.48% to 48.52% in the special election).

• An examination of the cast vote record from the general election shows that, unlike in the
special election, Peltola was the Condorcet winner of the general election. Using our same
conventions for processing the cast vote record as in the special election, we find that among
voters who expressed preferences between the candidates, Peltola would defeat Begich by
a margin of 55.40% to 44.60% and Palin by a margin of 54.97% to 45.03%. Meanwhile,
Begich would defeat Palin by a margin of 60.57% to 39.43%.
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