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Abstract The purpose of this paper is to outline potential reasons why the 2013 
election vote into the Baseball Hall of Game failed to elect a new player. The paper 
compares various voting rules, and analyzes specific statistics of players.
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     When a player is elected into 
the Baseball Hall of Fame, he 
enters the club of the “immor-
tals” (New York Times). The 
Hall of Fame in Cooperstown, 
New York, is a museum that 
honors and preserves the lega-
cy of outstanding baseball play-
ers throughout the decades. A 
player receives a great honor by 
being voted in, and his career is 
stamped with a seal of approv-
al by the fans of the game. As 
such, there is a strict voting pro-
cedure to induct a player into 
the Hall of Fame. The big ques-
tion is, how strict is too strict?
     The current voting proce-
dure in the Hall of Fame, also 
known as the Hall, is bifurcated 
into two separate systems, each 
with its own ballot. The Play-
ers Ballot is run by the Baseball 
Writer’s Association of America 
(BBWAA), and the Composite 
Ballot is run by the Veterans 
Committee (Baseballhall.org).
     The voters of the Players 
Ballot consist of over 550 dis-
tinguished sports journalists 
who have been members of the 
BBWAA for at least 10 consecu-
tive years. The exact number of 
voters is subject to slight change 
from year to year. The writers 
can remain part of the vote even 
if they are not active members 
of the BBWAA. This branch of 
the system holds elections an-

nually (baseballhall.org). sdfsdf
     The eligible candidate pool 
for the players ballot each year 
consists of all players who were 
part of Major League Baseball 
(the MLB) for at least 10 con-
secutive years and have been 
retired for at least five1. Another 
committee narrows down this 
pool to 200 players, and then the 
60-person BBWAA screening 
committee compiles the top 25 
players to go on the final ballot. 
A committee of six current Hall 
of Famers can then add players 
to the list from the group of all 
first time eligible players (base-
ballprospectus.com). In this 
supplementary process, each 
voter ranks their top five pre-
ferred candidates, and if a player 
appears on two of the six lists of 
top 5 players, he is added to the 
ballot (baseball-reference.com).
     A player is disqualified from 
the pool if he has appeared on 
the official players ballot for 
15 times without being elect-
ed, or if he did not receive the 
required minimum vote in 
the previous year’s election. 
Otherwise, most players from 
the previous year’s ballot ad-
vance to the next cycle of vot-
ing (baseball-reference.com).
     The final Players Ballot each 
year is usually comprised of 25 
to 40 candidates, and the final 
voting procedure is as follows: 

Each voter from the BBWAA 
submits his or her top 10 pre-
ferred candidates that he or she 
feels is worthy to be inducted 
into the Hall from the list on 
the ballot (bbwaa.com). The 
listed order is not relevant to 
the voting; each player in the 
group of 10 is treated equally in 
the count. In addition, a voter 
is only restricted to nominating 
10 candidates, but he or she can 
choose as few as zero candidates 
from the ballot if this is what he 
or she prefers (baseballhall.org).
     In order to be elected, a play-
er must appear in a minimum 
of 75 percent of the voters’ top 
10 picks. If he is listed on fewer 
than 5 percent of these lists, he 
is disqualified for all future vot-
ing cycles on the Players Ballot. 
There is no maximum or min-
imum number of candidates 
who must be elected each year. 
There can be as little as zero 
elected, or as many as can earn 
75 percent of the voting share 
(baseballhall.org). This has 
been the voting procedure for 
the Players Ballot since 1967, 
although there has been contro-
versy surrounding changes to 
the voting procedure in the past.
     The second branch of the 
voting system is the Com-
posite Ballot, which is run by 
the Veterans Committee. This 
ballot is designed for electing

1Rare exceptions have been made in the past for recently deceased players or other extenuating circumstances
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all players who are disqualified 
from the Players Ballot or who 
are not players on the field. This 
pool includes players who have 
been unelected on the ballot for 
15 cycles, as well as managers, 
umpires, owners, and execu-
tives (New York Times). This 
is significant because it still al-
lows any player who is no lon-
ger eligible for the Players Bal-
lot a chance to be enshrined 
in the Hall of Fame through 
the Composite Ballot. Recent 
changes to this voting system 
have increased the number of 
voters in the Veterans Com-
mittee from 15 to close to 80 in 
order to allow members of the 
Hall of Fame to participate in 
the process. The Veteran’s com-
mittee has very different voting 
rules and qualifications than 
the BBWAA and will not be in-
cluded within the scope of this 
study. This analysis will focus 
on the elections by the BBWAA 
from the Players Ballot and 
the controversial results from 
this vote in the 2013 election.
     The 2013 vote by the BBWAA 
did not elect a single player to 
the Hall of Fame for the first 
time since 1996 (ESPN). The 
only people inducted this year 
were those elected through the 
Veteran’s Committee, and none 
had been members of a team 
in the MLB on the field in the 
last century (baseball-refer-
ence.com). This result was in-

credibly disappointing and left 
many baseball fans wonder-
ing: Why was no one elected?
     One possible reason for the 
enigma is that the voting system 
is flawed. Perhaps the voting 
procedure needs to be changed 
so that this issue will not arise in 
the future. Previous alterations 
to the voting system through-
out history can reveal some of 
the motivations behind the cur-
rent system and why the system 
is not flawed. When the vote 
began in 1936, any member of 
the BBWAA was eligible to vote. 
In order to increase the level of 
‘expertise’ in the voting body, a 
new rule was instated in 1958 
that limited the voting body to 
only those who had been with 
the BBWAA for at least 10 years. 
It became a privilege to be able 
to vote in the election, and vot-
ers took the responsibility more 
seriously (New York Times). 
This also decreased the size of 
the voting population, which 
allowed for a less stratified vote. 
In addition, the voting changes 
in 1958 stated that each voter 
could nominate no more than 
10 players from the final ballot 
(baseballhall.org). This allowed 
voters the ability to select less 
than 10 nominees, which made 
the process more competitive.
     Elections were initially held 
once every three years, and after 
numerous alterations the rule 
was settled with an annual vot-

ing schedule. By having more 
frequent voting cycles, more 
players had the ability for con-
sideration and were less likely 
to be passed over for superior 
players in proximate years. Oth-
er changes to the voting rules 
served to narrow down the pool 
of players. On the one hand, 
these changes made it easier for 
qualified players to be induct-
ed; however, they also raised 
the qualifications and made the 
process more selective. For ex-
ample, changes in subsequent 
years added the limitation that 
the initial pool of players would 
only include those who had 
been retired for at least 5 years. 
Other changes added the use 
of a pre-screened ballot so that 
the selection of the final ballot 
would only include the most 
skilled and respected players. 
Lastly, later modifications add-
ed the condition that any play-
er who had been unelected on 
the ballot for 15 cycles, or had 
received less than 5 percent of 
the vote share in a given year, 
was automatically eliminated 
by the BBWAA from all future 
votes (baseballhall.org). This 
rule served to clear out the ob-
vious “non-winners” in order 
to unclog the ballot and make 
room for stronger candidates. 
Meanwhile, throughout the 
years, there are two rules that 
have never changed from the 
initial procedure. One is the
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rule limiting the pool to include 
only players with 10 years of 
consecutive MLB play, and the 
second is the 75 percent of vot-
ing nominations minimum in 
     order  to  be  inducted into the Hall.
     The evolution of the voting 
procedure rules proved that in 
fact each aspect of the process 
was created deliberately for a 
specified purpose. The Hall was 
trying to create a balance that 
would allow players to stand 
out from their peers, while also 
maintaining the honor and 
prestige associated with being 
enshrined into the Hall. The 
consistency of the 75 percent 
minimum displays that the Hall 
intended to make it very diffi-
cult to be inducted and did not 
want to let undeserving players 
slip through the cracks. They 
wanted membership to the 
Hall to be perceived with the 
necessary glory, reserved only 
for the exceptionally elite. As a 
result, the solution cannot be 
that the voting system is flawed 
because each stringency sat-
isfies this designated purpose.
     Another possibility might be 
that this year’s cycle was stricter 
than in the past, and therefore, 
it was particularly challenging 
to receive 427/569 votes. This 
claim has some validity given 
that this voting cycle saw an 
increase of 10 more candidates 

than the 2012 ballot, or a to-
tal of 37 candidates2. However, 
19 of the 2013 candidates were 
not nominated by even 5 per-
cent of the voters. Although an 
increase in candidates means 
a lesser likelihood of any indi-
vidual being nominated, over 
50 percent of the candidates re-
ceived so little voting share that 
they cannot individually be seen 
as detracting from the voting 
share of others. Alternatively, 
in total they gathered a sum of 
12.6 percent of the vote, so per-
haps the increase in the number 
of ‘outliers’ filling voters’ bal-
lots had an effect on the over-
all vote share distribution. On 
the other hand, it is important 
to note that the 2013 vote saw a 
30 percent uptick in the average 
number of nominees submitted 
per ballot, and the highest in-
dividual votes per ballot in 10 
years (baseball-reference.com). 
This indicates a possibility for 
more players to receive more 
votes than prior years, making 
it easier to receive a higher vote 
share, although if these addi-
tional votes were allocated to 
the outlier players rather than 
the skilled players, there would 
be a lesser possibility of obtain-
ing a winner.  An analysis of the 
average number of total “outlier 
players” appearing on a given 
voter’s ballot may clarify this 

issue further. However, with-
out this data it remains unclear 
whether the increase in players 
on the ballot resulted in a ‘strict-
er’ voting cycle than prior years.
     The absence of any sufficient-
ly qualified candidates may also 
be a factor contributing to the 
absence of a winner. It is per-
fectly feasible that the batch 
of candidates on the 2013 bal-
lot were simply not perceived 
overall by the voters as contain-
ing an obvious player with the 
skill set of a Hall of Famer. One 
might conclude that the pres-
ence of five players who were 
on the ballot for the first time 
and received among the top 10 
vote shares might explain why 
a strong enough player was not 
elected. Ballot history indicates 
that it is very rare for a player 
to ever be elected when it is his 
first time on the ballot; 2013 
was the first time in at least over       
30 years that there were five 
first-time candidates, or “rook-
ies,” in the ballot results’ top 10.
     However, an analysis of the 
candidates reveals that in fact, 
these rookies were perhaps more 
qualified than any other players 
on the ballot if the steroid con-
troversy were not an issue. The 
most talented of all were Rog-
er Clemens and Barry Bonds 
(Forbes). According to the 
Hall of Fame standard, which

2Thus, the probability of any one candidate being chosen is smaller than in the previous year: 10/37  < 10/27.
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measures how likely it is for a 
player on the ballot to be elect-
ed, these two players were more 
likely than any other of the 37 
candidates. The standard also 
revealed that Clemens’ and 
Bonds’ credentials were a bet-
ter physical match for the Hall 
than any other single candi-
date’s. Furthermore, within the 
top 10 for vote share, the rook-
ie pitchers had more strikeouts 
than the non-rookies, and 2/3 
of the rookie hitters had more 
hits than the non-rookies. This 
career data, as well as other sta-
tistics, prove that not only were 
these five rookies more qualified 
than older players on the ballot, 
but some more than any others 
throughout history! (ESPN)3 
However, still none of these 
rookies appeared on at least 75 
percent of the voters’ top 10 lists. 
Therefore, there is one more 
possibility to explore in order 
to determine why the 2013 elec-
tion failed to elect a winner.
     The last, and most likely, ex-
planation for why no winner was 
elected in 2013 is because of the 

political controversy around the 
use of steroids by players who 
appeared on the 2013 ballot4. 
This year marked the first voting 
cycle where six of the 18 candi-

dates who appeared on over 5 
percent of the voters’ nominee 
lists were explicitly linked to the 
use of performance enhancing 
drugs during their career 5. This 
number was higher than in any 
other previous cycle; the 2013 
ballot listed the highest num-
ber of players from the “Steroid 
Era” (bleacherreport.com). As a 

result, voters of the BBWAA are 
significantly biased against vot-
ing for these players and highly 
likely to nominate less quali-
fied players instead. Evidence 

of this strategic voting can be 
seen in the above histogram 
showing a heavy concentration 
of players who received min-
imal vote share [See Figure 1]. 
The number of votes acquired 
by candidates who received be-
low 5 percent increased by al-
most 70 percent from 2012 to 
2013. The increase implies that 

Distribution of Vote Shares in the 2013 Player’s Ballot (excluding 0 values)

Figure 1, see Appendix Table 1 for Data

3See Table 1 for some facts. Bonds is a seven-time MVP winner, and is one of three members of the 700 Home-Run club; he 
has more career home runs, in his career and in a single season, than any other single player in history. Moreover, over 80% of 
players listed on the ballot with over 500 career home runs were elected to the Hall on their first try, and 100% of those with 
over 600. Clemens is a pitcher who has the 3rd most strikeouts, and the most Cy Yung awards for best pitcher, in MLB histo-
ry.  Any pitcher with over two Cy Yungs has been elected to the Hall on their first attempt. Craig Biggio, who led the voting 
share with 68.2%, was the only player in the top 10 who was a member of the prestigious “3,000 hit club”, and one of only two 
such players on the 2013 ballot. Over 95% of the players in this club who have been listed on the ballot have been elected to 
the Hall, and over 60% elected on their first try. Another example is Mike Piazza, who won 10 consecutive Louiseville Slug-
ger awards for best catcher in the league. Curt Schilling was another player in the top 10; a pitcher in the 3,000 Strikeout club 
whose eligible members are all part of the Hall.
4The use of Steroid or other performance-enhancing drugs has been illegal in baseball since 1991.
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the unqualified candidates were 
chosen on more ballots than the 
previous year. This biased vot-
ing also explains why Clemens 
and Bonds, players who were 
the most obvious fit for the Hall 
of Fame in the last few decades, 
did not appear on even close to 
half the voters’ top 10 nominee 
lists.  With steroid users ban-
ished from the ballot in many 
voters’ minds, voters were left 
to choose from only a handful 
of players who were marginally 
qualified and could not reach a 
consensus. The results display 
a distribution of votes weight-
ed among less qualified, rather 
than more qualified, players. 
It is shockingly clear to any 
sports writer that without the 
steroid controversy, Clemens 
and Bonds would have been a 
landslide vote into the Hall, re-
gardless of their rookie status 
(bleacherreport.com). Similar-
ly, many other superior play-
ers were ranked far lower than 
many inferior players because of 
their affiliation with steroid use6.

     The biased voting that re-
sulted from the steroid contro-
versy perhaps caused a Con-
dorcet Paradox that can also 
explain the absence of a winner 
in 2013. Single-peaked prefer-
ences would have guaranteed a 
Condorcet winner in the elec-
tions, but biased preferences 
make it essentially impossible 
to arrange the candidates on 
a logical spectrum that would 
cause this outcome. For exam-
ple, if the candidates were ar-
ranged by years out of retire-
ment, the rookies would align 
on one end, and the preferences 
would peak at that point be-
cause they were more qualified. 
However, because some rook-
ies were involved with steroids, 
this distorted the preferences so 
that there would not be a single 
peak7. Thus, there was no guar-
antee of a Condorcet winner, as 
displayed by the election results.
     Many critics are asking wheth-
er it is again time for the Hall to 
change its voting procedure in 
order to guarantee that a player 

be elected in subsequent years 
of voter bias. There are two 
ways to approach this question; 
one is to compare the results 
of changes to the voting body, 
holding constant the voting rule 
and current level of stringency 
for election. Another way is to 
examine other voting rules, in-
cluding those that lessen the 
stringency level, while keeping 
the voting body constant. In 
evaluating the current system, 
the analysis will only look at the 
elections from the final Players 
Ballot and exclude discussion 
of the pre-screening process.
     Possible changes to the voting 
body may include a decrease in 
size. An initial look at the vot-
ing body of the Players Ballot 
reveals that it is very different 
than Hall of Fame voters in oth-
er sports. In football, there are 
only 24 voters for the final bal-
lot, and in basketball, only 46. 
The number of baseball Hall 
of Fame voters is over  seven 
times as large as these voting 
bodies combined (The Boston
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5Roger Clemens, Barry Bonds, Mike Piazza, Marc Mcgwire, Sammy Sosa, Rafael Palmeiro. See Table 1 for voting percentages. 
6See Table 1 for data. Pitchers such as Curt Schilling and Lee Smith, who have never even received a Cy Yung award were    
ranked higher than Roger Clemens, who has received seven. Similarly, Craig Biggio, a hitter who has never even received an 
MVP, ranked first above Barry Bonds, who has also received seven. The player with the second highest vote share, Jack Morris, 
was a pitcher who has never received a Cy Yung, or even reached 3,000 strikeouts. Jeff Bagwell, who placed above Bonds and 
Clemens, had never even won a world series with his team. Lee Smith also placed above the duo, a player whose statistics are 
the 4th worst match for the Hall of Fame of all 37 candidates, according to the Hall Standard. This is lower than the candidates 
who received less than 5% of the vote.  Marc McGwire, a hitter with the 2nd most Home runs in a given season right behind 
Bonds, and numerous other accolades, failed to receive even 25% of the vote, for the 7th year in a row. It should also be noted 
that rookie Sammy Sosa, member of the 600 Home Run Club, whose Hall standard places him as 4th likely to be elected, was 
ranked only 2 spots above those who did not receive a minimum. Similarly, Rafael Palmeiro, member of the 500 Home Run 
and 3,000 Hit Clubs, hardly scraped past the minimum, and received less vote share than his prior years on the ballot. 
7There would be one peak with non-steroid rookies such as Curt Schilling, and another peak towards the other end of the 
spectrum with the relatively talented non-rookies such as Jeff Bagwell. 
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Globe). As such, the number 
of strategic voters is certain-
ly larger, so there is a potential 
for stronger bias towards a can-
didate. A group of voters can 
form a coalition and distort the 
voting in a way that takes cred-
it from a deserving candidate, 
making it less likely for any 
player to be elected with 75 per-
cent of voters’ votes. As was the 
case in 2013, two very qualified 
players ended up in the lower 
ranks because of the widespread 
steroid bias. Furthermore, more 
voters also means more biased 
voters who support weak can-
didates because of a personal 
connection. On the other hand, 
a single voter is less likely to 
see their vote as pivotal when 
there are so many other voters 
and may not treat the decision 
seriously. Lastly, with 37 candi-
dates and 569 voters, there are 
(37!)^569 possible preference 
profiles. It would be much more 
likely to have two candidates 
with the same preferences if 
there were 60 voters8. The num-
ber of voters has increased by 
146 in the last two decades, only 
worsening the current dilemma 
(baseball-reference.com). One 
solution could be to decrease 
the number of voters to 60 
while maintaining the 75 per-
cent rule, meaning a required 
45 votes in order to be elected.

     The voting body can also 
be changed to represent more 
perspectives on the players. 
An ongoing problem is that 
some of the current voters in 
the BBWAA are retired jour-
nalists who no longer cover the 
sport or are knowledgeable of 
its star players. One change can 
be to require that all BBWAA 
voters be active as well as hold 
10 years of membership (New 
York Times). In addition, the 
voting population can be more 
diverse. For example, if the vot-
ing body consisted equally of 
journalists, current Hall mem-
bers, and broadcasters, the vot-
ing bias may not be as strong 
as it was in the past election.
     Another possible change to 
the voting is to require a dif-
ferent voting rule.  The cur-
rent system contains proper-
ties from a few different voting 
rules that may not be the most 
ideal for selecting a winner.
For example, the 75 percent 
minimum is an extreme of the 
Simply Majority voting rule; in 
this case, however, the voters 
nominate more than one win-
ner. The ability to nominate 
up to 10 candidates borrows 
from the Approval voting rule, 
but limits the number of votes 
to only 10 rather than 37. Ad-
ditionally, the winner is decid-
ed here based on the 75 per-

cent rule rather than plurality. 
The elimination of candidates 
with fewer than 5 percent vote 
share also borrows from the In-
stant-Runoff voting rule. How-
ever, using any form of Simple 
Majority or Approval voting 
rules may not be ideal given 
that preferences are not Inde-
pendent of Irrelevant Alterna-
tives. This is the case because 
the presence of weak candidates 
who were not steroid users de-
tracted from the vote share of 
stronger candidates and caused 
them to fall behind players who 
they would have been ahead 
of. In this way, non-IIA prefer-
ences led to voting that was not 
monotonistic, because negli-
gible candidates weakened the 
scores of leading candidates.
     Another alternative might 
be negative voting, where vot-
ers nominate the top 10 play-
ers who they do not want to be 
elected   into the Hall. In this 
case, less than 25 percent of the 
voters’ votes would mean a play-
er is elected, because 75 percent 
of voters would like them to be 
elected. However this voting 
rule would still run into the same 
issues because of the violation 
of IIA. In this case, the presence 
of a candidate connected to ste-
roids would  surely detract vot-
ers from other candidates who 
would receive a high number of 
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8Formula from lecture: with “k” alternatives, and “n” voters, there are (k!)^n possible preference profiles. 



13

negative votes. In addition, 10 
spots would not be enough for 
a voter to list all the unquali-
fied candidates from the ballot9. 
As a result, less than 25 per-
cent of voters’ votes would not 
be difficult to achieve. The 75 
percent barrier would have to 
be increased in order for neg-
ative voting to work efficiently.
     The contradictions associat-
ed with some voting procedures 
point to the validity of Arrow’s 
Impossibility Theorem. This is 
because preferences are not IIA, 
and a Pareto efficient outcome 
will be impossible given the va-
riety of voters’ preferences. A 
dictatorship would seemingly be 
the only solution, but this would 
most certainly lead to over-
whelming dissatisfaction from 
baseball fans as well as players.
     Voting rules that do not require 
IIA, such as the Borda Count, 
Instant Runoff Voting, or Plu-
rality voting, could present pos-
sible solutions if the Hall were 
willing to lower the 75 percent 
rule or eliminate the rule alto-
gether10.  By lowering the mini-
mum to 65 percent, the current 
system would have elected Craig 

Biggio and Jack Morris into the 
Hall. Alternatively, the plurality 
rule for vote share would have 
elected only Craig Biggio, and 
each future cycle would guar-
antee at least one winner elect-
ed into the Hall11. The plurality 
rule would solve the problem 
of voter bias without requiring 
voters to delineate their exact 
preferences within the top 10.
     Other voting rules would also 
guarantee the election of a win-
ner, and some could even elect 
a winner who had previously 
lost because of a connection to 
steroids. This scenario would be 
possible if voters were able to 
express their preferences with-
in their 10 nominees, and the 
winner was not chosen by the 
75 percent rule. One possible 
method of such a voting proce-
dure would be the Borda Count. 
In this scenario, each voter will 
assign their top preference a 
score of 10, and each lower pref-
erence with a respectively low-
er score until the player at the 
bottom of the list, who is given a 
score of 112. Each voter would be 
required to vote for exactly 10 
nominees, unlike the previous 

2013 system. A player who is 
not included in a given voter’s 
nominee list will receive a score 
of 0 from that voter. The final re-
sult will list all the candidates in 
decreasing order by total Borda 
Score113. In this scenario, the 5 
percent rule will be tweaked to 
now eliminate all players who 
receive a score of 0 on over 95 
percent of all ballots. This is 
consistent with the prior vot-
ing motivations because it still 
eliminates those who appear on 
less than 5 percent of voters’ top 
10 lists. However, the 75 percent 
rule will no longer hold to elect 
a winner. Instead, the final win-
ner will be the player who re-
ceives the highest Borda Score 
by plurality. This voting rule will 
also guarantee at least one win-
ner and potentially decrease the 
impact of voter bias. A Borda 
Count would be able to reveal 
all of a voter’s preferences and 
therefore award additional votes 
to players who previously had a 
lower score. After determining 
how many biased and non-bi-
ased voters exist, it is possible to 
have a Borda count where Cle-
mens winner, without changing 
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9In 2013, there were 19 candidates who were nominated by less than 5% of voters, and 19 already exceeds 10. See Table 1.
10If the 75% rule was increased, and the unanimity rule instated, this would only make it more difficult for the BBWAA to elect 
a candidate in future years. Therefore, the possible solutions must include a lowering of this rule. 
11In the case of a tie, all the players who tie for the most vote share will be elected. 
12In the current voting system, each candidate is treated equally, so every player on the 10 nominees list receives a score of 1.
13The highest score that any player could receive is [10*n], which would occur if they were unanimously chosen by all voters as 
the most preferred candidate.  
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voters’ respective preferences14.
    A second possible voting 
system that incorporates pref-
erences within the nominees is 
instant runoff voting. Again, the 
75 percent rule will be eliminat-
ed in order to elect a winner in 
this case. Each voter will choose 
an order for the 10 players, and 
only his or her top choice will 
contribute to the players’ scores. 
The player with over half of the 
first place votes will be elected 
a winner. According to the 2013 
results, only five players even 
appeared on over 50 percent 
of the ballots, and only one of 
those was linked with steroids. 
If any of those five were ranked 
as a first choice in at least 285 
of their nominations, he would 

have been elected as winner. 
Thus, if Piazza were ranked as 
a first choice on at least 86.5 
percent of the ballots where he 
appeared, then instant runoff 
voting would have counteracted 
his connection to steroids and 
elected him into the Hall15’16. In 
the old system, if Piazza were 
ranked as a first choice by 329 
voters, he would not have been 
elected. However, in the new 
system, he would be elected 
into the Hall since he exceeded 
285 first place votes. Therefore, 
instant runoff voting also opens 
up the opportunity for a win-
ner, even a winner who is con-
nected to steroid use, without 
a change in voter preferences.
     In conclusion, this analysis 

reveals that alternate voting 
methods could have counter-
acted the results of the steroid 
bias by electing a winner. Some 
could have even gone a step 
further and enshrined a con-
troversial candidate. In all cas-
es, the 75 percent rule had to 
be altered in order for a win-
ner to be chosen. The answer 
to the initial question of “How 
strict is too strict?” is therefore 
that 75 percent of voters’ votes 
was too strict for 2013. In fu-
ture years, this answer may 
not be the case. The decision 
is ultimately up to the Hall of 
Fame and whether it is willing 
to open up its doors to allow 
in candidates who may have 
violated the rules of baseball.
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14In this system, a biased voter prefers a ‘clean’ player such as Biggio as a first choice, and lowers Clemens on the nominee list 
below the 6th place. All non-biased voters prefer the reverse, with Clemens as a first choice, and Biggio below the 6th place 
but still on the list. These limitations hold because the average voter only nominated 6 candidates according to the results (by 
rounding down to the previous whole number), so an unbiased voter had Clemens as one of these 6, and a biased voter did 
not. [The result was rounded down because although it is larger than 6, no number can be rounded up because a voter who 
nominated under 7 candidates cannot be said to have nominated 7.]Therefore, if 37.6% of the 569 voters had Clemens on their 
nominee list, then exactly 214 voters were unbiased, and 355 were biased (by rounding to the nearest whole number). In the 
previous system, where any top 6 player on the average nominee list received a score of 1, Clemens received a score of 214, 
and Biggio was elected with a score of 355. See Tables 1 and 3 for some facts. In the proposed system, where a player must now 
score all of his top 10 preferences, Clemens could receive up to a score of 5 from every biased voter who now must include him 
on the ballot. Clemens also now receives a vote of 10 from every non-biased voter who ranks him as 1st. In contrast, Biggio 
now receives a score of 10 from every biased voter, and could receive as low as 1 from every non–biased voter. With the new 
system, Clemens’ total score would be 355*5 + 214*10= 3,905. Biggio’s total score would be 355*10+214*1= 3,764. Under these 
circumstances, Clemens will now beat Biggio even though preferences have not changed. Although it may be rare that non-bi-
ased voters will rank Biggio as last when biased voters will rank Clemens as 5th, it is still possible. Therefore, there is a possi-
bility for the Borda Count to eliminate the effects of voter bias. This is just one of possibly a number of cases where a supposed 
steroid user can be elected. If a biased voter was defined as one who demoted Clemens below 10th place, the new Borda count 
would not elect Clemens as a winner. 
15.5/.578= 86.5%. See Table 1. Even if he were present on more ballots below the 6th place, this would not contribute to his vote 
share because only 1st choices are counted.
16It is almost impossible to estimate how the votes of the weakest candidates would have been reallocated if no player achieved 
a majority, in order to make Clemens a winner. It is possible that he appears below number 6 on up to an additional 62.4% of 
the vote, but it is undecided whether a reallocation of votes would have placed him in 1st place for those nominations. 
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Appendix:
Table 1: Players Ballot: 2013 Hall of Fame vote data

Note: Jack Morris, Lee Smith, Curt Schilling, Roger Clemens, David Wells, Aaron Sele, Jose Mesa, Woody Williams, Mike Stanton, and 
Roberto Hernandez are pitchers and therefore do not hit. This is why they have so few home runs.

“2013 Hall of Fame Voting.” Baseball-Reference.com. N.p., n.d. Web. 01 May 2013. <http://www.baseball-reference.com/awards/hof_2013. 
shtml>
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Table 2: Players Ballot: 2012 Hall of Fame vote data

Note: Jack Morris, Lee Smith, Brad Radke, and Terry Mulholland are pitchers. 

“2012 Hall of Fame Voting.” Baseball-Reference.com. N.p., n.d. Web. 01 May 2013. <http://www.baseball-reference.com/awards/hof_2012.
shtml>

Table 3: Players Ballot: Hall of fame vote data: 1980-2013

“Hall of Fame Ballot History.” Baseball-Reference.com. N.p., n.d. Web. 01 May 2013. <http://www.baseball-reference.com/awards/hall-of-
fame-ballot-history.shtml>


