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Turnout and Amendment Four: Mobilizing Eligible Voters Close
to Formerly Incarcerated Floridians
KEVIN MORRIS Brennan Center for Justice

Recent scholarship shows that eligible voters in neighborhoods home to many arrested and
incarcerated individuals vote at lower rates than those in less-affected neighborhoods. Little work,
however, has investigated how this turnout gap might be counteracted. This paper uses Amend-

ment Four, a 2018 Florida ballot initiative that promised to re-enfranchise most individuals whose voting
rights had been revoked due to a felony conviction to investigate whether this turnout disparity can be
narrowed by a ballot initiative of particular significance to communities most affected by incarceration.
Using prison release records, I identify the neighborhoods and households where formerly incarcerated
individuals live and assess the voting history of their neighbors and housemates. I find no evidence that
Amendment Four increased these voters’ turnout in 2018 relative to other voters. While ending felony
disenfranchisement is necessary, closing the turnout gap resulting from histories of policing and incar-
ceration will require greater investment and engagement.

INTRODUCTION

O n November 6, 2018, Floridians voted to
amend their state constitution to
re-enfranchise individuals with felony convic-

tions in their past (Taylor 2018). The move was hailed
as transformative for Floridian—and American—dem-
ocracy; Uggen, Larson, and Shannon (2016) had esti-
mated a few years earlier that some 1.5 million
Floridians were disenfranchised and had finished serv-
ing their sentences, making the amendment the largest
expansion of the franchise in theUnited States since the
Twenty-sixth Amendment lowered the voting age to
18. The amendment received broad support. Although
it needed just 60% of the vote to pass, 64.5% of voters
supported the ballot initiative. This support contrasts
sharply with other statewide races: Ron DeSantis won
the gubernatorial race with only 49.6% of the vote,
while winning just 50.1% sent Rick Scott to the United
States Senate.
Prior to 2018, Floridians convicted of felony offenses

were permanently disenfranchised unless they applied
for and received an individual pardon from the state’s
clemency board. This was characterized by a “low
success rate, cumbersome process, and lengthy amount
of time” (Miller and Spillane 2012b, 432) and was
driven in part by gubernatorial discretion: although
Charlie Crist restored voting rights to roughly 150 thou-
sand individuals over a four-year period, Rick Scott did
so for fewer than three thousand people over eight
years (Schlakman 2018). At the timeAmendment Four
was passed, it was widely reported that the backlog of
applications was nearly 10,000 and the wait stretched
for as long as a decade (Ramadan, Stucka, and
Washington 2018). Over the years, Florida’s procedure

was subject to numerous lawsuits and was ruled uncon-
stitutional in early 2018, with Judge Mark Walker
describing it as “a gauntlet of constitutionally infirm
hurdles.”1 Amendment Four promised to automatic-
ally restore voting rights once individuals had com-
pleted their sentence, though it did not apply to
individuals convicted of murder or sexual offenses.

In recent years scholars have leveraged administra-
tive records and sophisticated statistical techniques to
study the actual political effects of felony disenfran-
chisement in the United States (e.g., Colgan 2019;
Meredith and Morse 2014; 2015; Morris 2021b). With
the notable exception of White (2019a), however, the
behavior of voters who live with individuals who have
been convicted of felony offenses—but have not them-
selves been convicted—has gone unstudied. This article
brings together these analytical approaches and an
interdisciplinary body of literature to understand the
political behavior of citizens whose family members
have been incarcerated due to a felony conviction.

This study explores whether the opportunity to vote
on Amendment Four increased the (relative) partici-
pation among eligible voters who lived with or near
individuals disenfranchised due to a period of felony
incarceration. Americans’ political knowledge is
deeply shaped by the incarceration of a loved one
(Lee, Porter, and Comfort 2014), and exposure to the
carceral state chills political involvement even among
individuals who are not convicted. The criminal justice
system can leave even would-be voters without a crim-
inal record feeling as though political involvement is
not for “people like me,” often despite having consid-
erable political knowledge (Lerman andWeaver 2014).
A growing body of quantitative research captures these
“spillover” effects, demonstrating that neighborhoods
with high levels of incarceration and disenfranchise-
ment vote at markedly lower rates than other similar
neighborhoods (e.g., Burch 2014; Morris 2020).Kevin Morris , Researcher, Brennan Center for Justice at NYU
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Amendment Four in Florida offers a unique oppor-
tunity to investigate whether these chilling effects can
be overcome by one ballot initiative. As I explain in the
section that follows, Amendment Four offered individ-
uals living with or near formerly incarcerated individ-
uals an opportunity to redefine their relationship with
the government in positive ways. Although this made
the ballot initiative perhaps particularly salient for
these individuals, it took place against the backdrop
of an entrenched carceral state that negatively struc-
turedmany facets of their lives (see, for instance, Travis
andWaul 2003). Ultimately, I do not find evidence that
Amendment Four mobilized individuals living with or
near formerly incarcerated Floridians in 2018 beyond
turnout increases observed in other, similar voters.

THEORY AND LITERATURE

In recent years scholars have documented the effect of
theAmerican criminal legal system on the lives of those
who come under its purview, even once they are no
longer under formal supervision. The growth of the
criminal legal system has resulted in what Monica
Bell calls legal estrangement, which reflects both legal
cynicism—a cultural orientation that views the law
and its enforcers as “illegitimate, unresponsive, and ill
equipped to ensurepublic safety” (Kirk andPapachristos
2011, 1191; see also Kirk and Matsuda 2011; Morenoff
and Harding 2014; Sampson and Bartusch 1998)—and
the objective structural conditions (such as policing
practices and criminal law) that give rise to this orien-
tation (Bell 2017, 2066–67). Legal estrangement has
also been linked with “institutional” or “system
avoidance.” Brayne (2014, 385), for instance, docu-
ments that “individuals who have been stopped,
arrested, convicted, or incarcerated are less likely to
interact with institutions that keep formal records, such
as hospitals, banks, employment, and schools.”Haskins
and Jacobsen (2017) find that institutional avoidance
explains formerly incarcerated men’s reduced willing-
ness to be involved with their children’s schools, and
Remster and Kramer (2018) show that this avoidance
explains the behavior of Black and non-Black individ-
uals alike.
Institutional avoidance is especially clear when it

comes to democratic participation, particularly in the
voting booth. It is well established that a criminal
conviction—and, more specifically, a period of incar-
ceration—decreases turnout even when individuals
are no longer legally disenfranchised (Burch 2011;
Weaver and Lerman 2010; White 2019b; but see
Gerber et al. 2017). The effect of disenfranchisement
policy on the political behavior of individuals who
experience the criminal justice system indirectly via
the conviction of a family or community member,
however, is somewhat mixed. Most research finds
that turnout is measurably lower in states with stric-
ter voter disenfranchisement policies or more disen-
franchised citizens (e.g., Bowers and Preuhs 2009;
King and Erickson 2016), though Miles (2004) argues
that these effects are small. The little research that

has explored the spillover effects of disenfranchise-
ment policy at the neighborhood level has similarly
found evidence that incarceration and disenfran-
chisement demobilizes eligible voters in affected
communities (Burch 2014; Morris 2020; but see
White 2019a). Understanding whether Amendment
Four was likely to recoup the lost turnout of eligible
voters who lived with or near the disenfranchised
requires understanding how their indirect exposure
to the criminal justice system (or “proximal contact”
[Walker 2014]) depressed turnout to begin with.

Work fromVeslaWeaver andAmyLerman (Lerman
and Weaver 2014; Weaver and Lerman 2010) describes
in great detail how legal estrangement ruptures indi-
viduals’willingness to engage in electoral politics. They
argue that a felony conviction serves as “a durable
constraint and marker of their citizenship” (Lerman
and Weaver 2014, 133), and that custodial citizens—
individuals in communities with aggressive crime con-
trol who may or may not have a criminal history
themselves—“become less likely to believe that they
(and those like them) can change the system, a reduc-
tion in external efficacy” (Lerman and Weaver 2014,
137, emphasis in the original). Their work is replete
with examples of individuals who know much about
politics yet choose to “stay below the radar” because
“‘they’re [government officials] not interested in what I
have to say’” (Lerman and Weaver 2014, 210).

Importantly, these demobilizing consequences are
not limited to those who are convicted; rather, “the
sense of alienation in a carceral regime emanates not
only from what police might do to ‘you,’ but from what
they might do to your friends, your intimate partners,
your parents, your children; to people of your race or
social class; and to people who live in the neighborhood
or the city where you live” (Bell 2017, 2058). Put
differently, the legal system serves as a site of political
socialization even for those who are not formally con-
victed of a crime (Comfort 2016;Kirk 2016; Lee, Porter,
and Comfort 2014). There is, however, some evidence
that these chilling effects on political participation can
be overcome. Recent work demonstrates that direct
and indirect contact with the criminal justice system
can be mobilizing when these experiences are linked
with narratives of injustice (Walker 2020; Walker and
García-Castañon 2017).

Of course, there is no bright line dividing individuals
with indirect exposure to the criminal justice system
from individuals with their own, direct exposure to the
carceral state. The geographic concentration of
policing and incarceration patterns (e.g., Gelman,
Fagan, and Kiss 2007) mean that individuals in com-
munity with the formerly incarcerated—that is, people
living with or near formerly incarcerated residents—
might also have other, direct relationships with the
criminal justice system. In 2017 there were 711,831
arrests in Florida but just 134,554 guilty felonious
dispositions.2 Although individuals who were arrested

2 See http://edr.state.fl.us/Content/resource-demand/criminal-justice/
reports/criminal-justice/cj7.pdf.

Kevin Morris

806

ht
tp

s:
//

do
i.o

rg
/1

0.
10

17
/S

00
03

05
54

21
00

02
53

 P
ub

lis
he

d 
on

lin
e 

by
 C

am
br

id
ge

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 P

re
ss

http://edr.state.fl.us/Content/resource-demand/criminal-justice/reports/criminal-justice/cj7.pdf
http://edr.state.fl.us/Content/resource-demand/criminal-justice/reports/criminal-justice/cj7.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055421000253


but not convicted of felonies were not legally disen-
franchised, even low-level interactions can have a chill-
ing effect on one’s relationship with the government, a
relationship Amendment Four could have led them to
reconsider.
Based on these literatures, I hypothesized that both

the substance of the proposed constitutional amend-
ment and the messaging used by the campaign support-
ing its passage would increase the relative turnout of
individuals living with and near formerly incarcerated
Floridians. Restoring voting rights to individuals who
had been convicted of felony offenses would end the
“civil death” of felony disenfranchisement (Ewald 2002;
Miller and Spillane 2012a), nullifying one of the durable
badges identified by Lerman and Weaver (2014).
Amendment Four offered those in community with the
formerly incarcerated the chance to affirm that their
family and community members deserved to have their
voices heard in the democratic arena, a chance I antici-
patedwoulddisproportionately spur them toparticipate.
Moreover, the public messaging employed by the

Amendment Four campaign was explicitly designed
to change how voters understood the citizenship of
disenfranchised individuals. The campaign cast the
ballot initiative as an issue of fairness, criticizing Flor-
ida’s existing disenfranchisement policy for creating
two tiers of citizenship. The organization leading the
campaign leveraged the notion that disenfranchised
citizens deserved to be reincorporated into the body
politic in its very name—“Second Chances Florida.”
The framing was effective: the editorial boards of each
of Florida’s three biggest newspapers endorsed the
amendment, all using language related to fairness and
civic redemption. The Tampa Bay Times told readers
they had a “remarkable opportunity to remedy that
unfairness” (Tampa Bay Times Editorial Board 2018);
the Sun Sentinel informed voters “[t]heremay never be
an opportunity to do a better thing than to vote yes
on this reform” (Sun Sentinel Editorial Board 2018);
and theOrlando Sentinel said that Florida’s then-policy
“denie[d] our fellow citizens a second chance. It denie
[d] redemption” (Orlando Sentinel Editorial Board
2018). Insofar as the campaign was successful at helping
these individuals understand the experiences of their
formerly incarcerated family and community members
in the context of a broader narrative of (racial) injustice,
I expected this framing would mobilize them to vote at
higher rates than other voters.
In addition to newspapers across the state, the cam-

paign deployed “volunteers from a broad coalition that
included advocacy groups, Christian organizations, the
League ofWomenVoters, criminal justice experts, and,
of course, those who had been convicted of felonies”
(Robles 2018). Andrew Gillum, the Democratic guber-
natorial candidate, also vocally supported the amend-
ment, openly discussing his family’s relationship with
the criminal justice system and his own sibling’s disen-
franchisement (Smith 2018). Voters were thus getting
cues from all sorts of messengers that Amendment
Four deserved to be passed and that individuals with
convictions in their past should be allowed to vote.
I expected that these cues, plus the descriptive

representation (Merolla, Sellers, and Fowler 2013)
promised by Gillum, would have proved especially
mobilizing for the population in closest contact with
disenfranchised Floridians.

At the same time, there was some reason to think the
ballot initiative would not disproportionately increase
turnout among voters in close contact with formerly
incarcerated, disenfranchised individuals. Legal estrange-
ment runs deep: the “hidden curriculum” of the criminal
justice system (Justice and Meares 2014; Meares 2017)
teaches individuals their place in this system over a very
long period through both incarceration and day-to-day
interactionswith government representatives such as the
police. It is perhaps naive to expect that a single ballot
initiative could overcome these negative forces.

Moreover, the individuals in these neighborhoods
were perhaps less familiar with the content of Amend-
ment Four than others: Bowler and Donovan (1994),
for instance, demonstrate that education and polariza-
tion are strong predictors of individuals’ familiaritywith
ballot initiatives. Shaker (2012) also finds that higher-
educated individuals are more knowledgeable about
local politics. Given that formerly incarcerated individ-
uals leave prison for neighborhoods with less access to
higher education (see Table 2 below), their neighbors
and housemates may have been less aware of the
amendment in the first place, in which case it obviously
could not heighten motivation to cast a ballot.

RESEARCH DESIGN AND EXPECTATIONS

I begin by testing whether a neighborhood’s formerly
incarcerated population influenced its turnout in 2018.
Because statewide felony probation records are not
available, this analysis is based on only the subset of
disenfranchised individuals who were imprisoned for a
felony conviction. Neighborhoods that are home to for-
merly incarcerated individuals are identified by geocod-
ing release records from the Florida Department of
Corrections, and I offer twodefinitions of neighborhoods.

Neighborhoods are first defined as voting precincts.
The Florida Division of Elections makes election
results available at this level, which allows me to
test turnout specifically on Amendment Four and
neighborhood-level support for the amendment. I can
also assess how salient the amendment was for partici-
pants by estimating the share of voters who “rolled off”
(or chose not to vote) for Amendment Four. Unfortu-
nately, the use of precinct-level data leaves us with
a major drawback: when doing analysis at this level,
bias-free turnout denominators are hard to come by.
Because the Census Bureau does not produce popula-
tion estimates for individual voting precincts, turnout
cannot be calculated by dividing the number of ballots
cast by the eligible population (that is, citizens over the
age of 17 without a felony conviction); rather, it must be
constructed as a share of registered voters. If there is a
relationship between the number of formerly incarcer-
ated residents and the registration rate of a neighbor-
hood, our estimates will be biased.
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That could be the case in the study at hand. Some
political organizers supporting Amendment Four
focused on canvassing neighborhoods with many for-
merly incarcerated individuals (Speri 2018), poten-
tially raising the registration rate in these areas. If
relatively few of these newly registered individuals
voted, the net effect would be higher turnout among
eligible residents but lower turnout among registered
voters. For further discussion of how improper
denominators can bias turnout estimates, see Amos,
McDonald, and Watkins (2017) and Amos and
McDonald (2020).
To address this potential problem, I also define

neighborhoods as Census block groups. The Census
Bureaumakes estimates of the citizen voting-age popu-
lation (a better denominator for turnout) available at
this level. In this case, however, I must use a geocoded
voter file to determine turnout. Because I aggregate the
number of participants in a block group from
individual-level data, I cannot determine whether an
individual actually participated in the contest for
Amendment Four or they rolled off. Similarly, I am
unable to investigate the relationship between block
group characteristics and support for Amendment
Four. Although each definition of neighborhood pre-
sents some drawbacks, the two definitions together
paint a full picture.
After examining whether the presence of formerly

incarcerated residents was related to neighborhoods’
voting behavior, I ask whether voters who lived with
formerly incarcerated individuals turned out at higher
rates in 2018. For this analysis, I use the release
addresses of formerly incarcerated individuals (the
most recent address available, according to the
Department of Corrections) and voter file data to

identify registered voters who lived with formerly
incarcerated individuals. Voters are considered
“treated” if they lived with a formerly incarcerated
individual and “untreated” otherwise. I then use a
variety of individual- and neighborhood-level charac-
teristics to match treated and untreated voters using
what methodologists call a “genetic” process (Sekhon
2011).

After matching these voters, I employ a difference-
in-differences specification to determine whether trea-
ted voters participated at higher rates in the 2018
election. These analyses are run for all voters who lived
with a formerly incarcerated individual as well as only
the subset of households whose members have not
been to prison for many years. This final specification
allows me to disentangle the depressive effect of indir-
ect exposure to the criminal justice system from the
mobilizing effect of Amendment Four in 2018 by
incorporating any depressive effect into the pre-2018
baseline.

Table 1 summarizes the specific hypotheses this
article tests.

DATA

I leverage multiple data sources to investigate whether
individuals in community with formerly incarcerated
Floridians weremore likely to vote in the 2018 election.
Replication materials can be found in the APSR Data-
verse (Morris 2021a). Although this study relies on
voter file data and publicly available prison release
records, I anonymize the neighborhoods and house-
holds home to formerly incarcerated individuals in
order to protect privacy.

TABLE 1. Hypotheses

Hypothesis Approach

Neighborhood Level

1a. Each additional formerly incarcerated resident in a
voting precinct is associated with increased turnout
among registered voters in that precinct.

OLS regression

1b. Each additional formerly incarcerated resident in a
Census block group is associated with increased
turnout among eligible citizens in that block group.

OLS regression

2. Each additional formerly incarcerated resident in a
voting precinct is associated with increased support
for Amendment Four in that precinct.

OLS regression

3. Each additional formerly incarcerated resident in a
voting precinct is associated with decreased roll-off in
that precinct.

OLS regression

Household Level

4. Amendment Four increased turnout in 2018 among
household members of formerly incarcerated
individuals relative to their controls. This treatment
effect was especially large among households whose
members have not been to prison for many years.

Difference-in-differences comparing turnout of
voters in treated households to voters in
untreated households.
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Department of Corrections Data

Felony incarceration records come from the Florida
Department of Corrections’ Offender Based Informa-
tion System (OBIS). The OBIS includes all individuals
released fromprison following a felony conviction since
October 1, 1997. There were approximately 390,000
such individuals. I retain only the record associated
with an individual’s most recent incarceration accord-
ing to the release date and identify all formerly incar-
cerated individuals who were finished with their
sentence as of the 2018 election by cross-referencing
these records against imprisonment and parole records.
Roughly 38,000 individuals were either reincarcerated
or on parole as of the 2018 election and are thus
removed. The 10,000 or so individuals who died or
absconded before their sentence was completed are
also removed from the dataset, leaving us with about
343,000 individuals who had finished their sentence by
the time of the 2018 midterm election.
The OBIS provides the “release plan address” for

individuals who were formerly incarcerated. As noted
above, this is the most recent address available for
individuals who are no longer under supervision.3
The address data are messy and require substantial
cleaning. In some cases, the address field is left blank;
in others, the record simply notes the road or the town
of the individual’s residence, without providing full
address information. I assume that any record that does
not begin with an integer does not have a full address
and cannot be used (this results in the exclusion of just
under 3% of records). The remaining addresses are
geocoded. Individuals whose addresses were geocoded
outside of Florida (10.9%) or for whom the geocoder
failed (3.2%) are dropped. After completing the geo-
coding process we are left with some 286,000 individ-
uals who were finished with their sentence as of the
2018 midterm, were released to Florida addresses, and
reported an address that could be geocoded. In other
words, at least 94% of individuals released to addresses
in Florida were successfully geocoded.
The successfully geocoded, formerly incarcerated

individuals are then mapped to their home Census
block groups, using shapefiles from the Census Bureau,
and to their home voter precincts, using shapefile data
collected by Kelso and Migurski (2018).

Caveats with the Department of Corrections
Data

Using the release plan address for individuals last
released from prison many years ago presents some
potential problems. Some of these individuals surely
died or moved after completing their sentence. In the
Supplementary Information I show the results

presented in the body of this article when I limit the
pool of formerly incarcerated people to individuals
released from prison during or after 2015. Because
these individuals were released more recently, their
addresses are probably more accurate. The primary
findings of this study hold when the sample is thus
limited.

Many formerly incarcerated individuals leave prison
not for homes with family members but rather to
homeless shelters or other sites of incarceration. Of
the five most commonly listed addresses, three were
Immigration and Customs Enforcement properties,
one was owned by the Salvation Army, and one was a
rescue mission. The body of this article excludes for-
merly incarcerated individuals whose address was listed
by five or more individuals, as institutions for returning
citizens may have uniquely structured responses to
Amendment Four (see, for instance, Henig 1994).
The Supplementary Information shows that the pri-
mary findings in the article hold when I include all
formerly incarcerated individuals. Just over 15% of
formerly incarcerated individuals listed these sorts of
addresses as their postincarceration residence.

Neither the OBIS nor any other statewide database
makes records available for individuals sentenced to
felony probation. Between 75%and 80%of individuals
found guilty of felonies in recent years in Florida have
been sentenced to probation.4 This may pose a prob-
lem: neighborhoods with residents disenfranchised due
to felony probation are also “treated,” as are house-
mates of these individuals. However, not all individuals
who serve a term of felony probation actually lose their
voting rights. Florida judges are allowed to “withhold
adjudication” (Tragos and Sartes 2008), meaning
defendants are not formally convicted of a felony, but
they consent to pay fines and restitution and to serve a
term of probation. Individuals whose adjudication is
withheld are not disenfranchised.

As discussed in the Supplementary Information,
probation records with residential addresses are avail-
able for Hillsborough County, the Florida county with
the third-highest number of formerly incarcerated indi-
viduals according to the OBIS records. Within Hills-
borough County, the correlation coefficient between
the number of felony probationers and formerly incar-
cerated residents (scaled by population) is 0.92 at the
block group level. The evidence from Hillsborough
County therefore indicates that number of formerly
incarcerated individuals in a neighborhood should be
a reasonable proxy for the total number of disenfran-
chised residents.

In the Supplementary Information, the
neighborhood- and individual-level models presented
in the body of this article are reestimated using only
neighborhoods and individuals in Hillsborough
County, with individuals sentenced both to felony
incarceration and probation included in the models.
Their incorporation does not meaningfully affect the

3 The OBIS lists current addresses for individuals currently under
community supervision, which may differ from the release plan
addresses. However, according to a response to a public records
request filed by the author with theDepartment of Corrections, these
historical data are not maintained once an individual has been
discharged.

4 See http://edr.state.fl.us/Content/resource-demand/criminal-justice/
reports/criminal-justice/index.cfm.
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primary results. Although this study relies only on
formerly incarcerated individuals, the data available
for robustness checks indicate that the relationships
detailed here probably extend to the full disenfran-
chised population.

Voter File Data and Census Data

I primarily use Florida voter file data from the data
vendor L2 Political, which includes publicly available
information on individuals such as their home address,
their age and gender, their participation history, and
their political affiliation. In addition to the L2 data, I
use self-identified race and ethnicity information from
the raw Florida voter file. I also use the raw Florida file
to provide the gender for voters for whom L2 did not
have data as well as voters’ home counties and pre-
cincts.
Precinct and block group demographics are con-

structed by aggregating up from the voter file data.
Neighborhood characteristics such as average age are
the averages of all registered voters in that neighbor-
hood. For characteristics such as income that are
unavailable at the individual level, voters are assigned
the value associated with their home block group from
the American Community Survey’s 2014–2018 five-
year estimates; the precinct average income, therefore,
is effectively the average of all the block groups within
that precinct, weighted by the number of registered
voters.

Matched Department of Corrections and Voter
File Data

I identify registered voters who lived with formerly
incarcerated individuals by matching on residential
addresses. As discussed above, these addresses are
often in different formats. To increase the quality of
the matches, I standardize common street and address
abbreviations as well as capitalization. “Boulevard,”
for instance, becomes “BLVD” in each instance in
the Department of Corrections and voter file data.
These standardizations are taken from Appendix C of
the USPS Postal Addressing Standards (2015). Exact
matching for the entire residential address is required.
Formerly incarcerated individuals who were registered
to vote are removed (as noted in the Introduction,
some individuals were able to have their voting rights
restored).

Potential Confounders

Voters with indirect exposure to the criminal justice
systemmight have been uniquely motivated to turn out
through avenues other than the ballot initiative. For
instance, Andrew Gillum was poised to become the
state’s first Black governor, which could increase the
turnout of Black voters, who are overrepresented in
the treatment group (e.g., Fairdosi and Rogowski 2015;
Miller and Chaturvedi 2018; Washington 2006). By
controlling for neighborhood demographics (and, in
the matching exercise, forcing control voters to mirror

treated voters on key demographics such as race and
party affiliation), I minimize the differences between
the treatment and control groups along characteristics
known to influence turnout.

There is little reason to believe that changes to
electoral rules would have differently influenced the
turnout for individuals in close proximity to the for-
merly incarcerated than other, similar voters. The
number of early voting days was cut for the 2012
general election, but the longer period was restored
for the 2014–2018 period.5 Early voting was not
allowed on college campuses in the 2014 and 2016
elections, though it was allowed in 2018 (Bousquet
2018). If voters who lived near the formerly incarcer-
ated had better or worse access to college campuses
than other voters, this could influence their turnout. I
include neighborhood-level estimates of collegiate edu-
cation in each of the regressions to mitigate the poten-
tial effects of this change. Florida did not enact other
reforms such as same-day registration or automatic
voter registration over the period, nor did its absentee
voting rules change.We can therefore be confident that
any turnout effects observed are not being driven by
the treatment group responding to rules changes in
different ways than other voters.

NEIGHBORHOOD-LEVEL RESULTS

Before presenting the results of the econometric mod-
eling, I examine whether—and to what extent—block
groups with formerly incarcerated individuals differ
from block groups elsewhere in the state. A simple
comparison of block groups with and without formerly
incarcerated individuals, however, proves unhelpful:
97.1%of block groups in the state are home to someone
who has been to prison, though formerly incarcerated
individuals are clearly concentrated in some block
groups. Column 1 of Table 2 presents the statewide
mean of all block groups, weighted by their population.
In Column 2, I reweight the block groups by the
number of formerly incarcerated residents.

Although nearly all parts of the state are affected by
the criminal justice system (and, more specifically, mass
incarceration), Table 2makes clear that formerly incar-
cerated individuals are concentrated in neighborhoods
with lower incomes and higher levels of unemployment
and where a much larger share of the population is
Black.

I next assess whether the presence of formerly incar-
cerated residents was associated with higher turnout in
2018 by using ordinary least squares regressions. In the
precinct-level model, turnout is calculated by dividing
the number of ballots cast for or against Amendment
Four by the number of actively registered voters in the
precinct,6 while block group turnout is calculated by

5 See https://ballotpedia.org/Voting_in_Florida.
6 The 35 precincts where calculated turnout exceeds 100% have been
dropped from the analysis, though their inclusion does not affect the
results.
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dividing the number of voters marked as participants in
the voter file by the adjusted citizen voting age popu-
lation (ACVAP).7 Formerly Incarcerated Residents is
the primary independent variable. Models 2 and 4 also
include a measure of how long the average formerly
incarcerated resident has been out of prison (Av. Years
since Most Recent Incarceration) to test whether
recently incarcerated residents influence turnout dif-
ferently than those who were released many years ago.
Neighborhoods with no formerly incarcerated resi-
dents are excluded from models 2 and 4. I also control
for other covariates known to influence turnout such as
age and income. There is just one observation per
neighborhood in each model, but I control for
neighborhood-level turnout from the 2010–2016 gen-
eral elections. Finally, I include fixed effects for con-
gressional districts, and robust standard errors are
clustered at this level.8
Table 3 indicates that 2018 turnout was lower in

neighborhoods with more formerly incarcerated resi-
dents, and the average length of time since formerly
incarcerated residents’most recent incarceration is not
related to turnout. The block groupmodels have nearly
twice as many observations as the precinct-level ones
and their R2s are considerably higher, perhaps indicat-
ing a better fit. Nevertheless, the estimated coefficient
for Formerly Incarcerated Residents is the same (when
rounded to one hundredth of a percentage point) for
both neighborhood definitions.
The primary coefficients in Table 3 are small and

perhaps difficult to interpret without context. Figure 1
shows the marginal effect of each additional formerly
incarcerated resident on precinct-level turnout for

Amendment Four from model 1. All other covariates
are held at their means. Although the number of
formerly incarcerated residents in a precinct reaches a
maximum of 594, there are 300 or fewer such residents
in 99.2% of precincts, and I limit the figures to this
range. Predicted turnout in precincts with zero formerly
incarcerated residents is just over 66%; in precincts
with 300 such residents, predicted turnout was below
61%, implying a five-point decrease over the effective
range of observed values.

In Table 4, I present the results of OLS models that
test whether the number of formerly incarcerated com-
munity members influenced a neighborhood’s support
for Amendment Four or Amendment Four roll-off.
Roll-off is calculated as 1− Ballots Cast for Amendment Four

Ballots Cast in Contest with the Most Votes.
It ranges from zero (if everyone who cast a ballot made a
decision on the Amendment Four question) to one (if no
participants voted for or against Amendment Four). A
lower number represents lower roll-off, indicating that
the issue was more salient for participants.

Table 4 demonstrates that precincts with more for-
merly incarcerated residents supported Amendment
Four at slightly higher rates. Similarly, roll-off was
lower in neighborhoods with more formerly incarcer-
ated residents. Figures 2 and 3 plot the marginal effect
of each additional formerly incarcerated resident on a
precinct’s support for Amendment Four (model 1) and
the precinct’s roll-off on Amendment Four (model 3),
respectively. These figures make clear that the number
of formerly incarcerated residents has a relatively small
effect on precinct support for its passage, and a rela-
tively large effect on precinct-level roll-off.

Why the relationship between formerly incarcerated
residents and support is less strong (though positive and
statistically significant) than salience is not clear, per-
haps pointing to a variety of individual responses to
crime and criminal justice policy in these neighbor-
hoods. Leverentz (2011) argues that punitiveness is
positively correlated with the salience of crime. The
recently incarcerated residents might activate both
punitiveness and support for the amendment, with
support winning out slightly. The coefficients for Av.
Years since Most Recent Incarceration indicate that
neighborhoods where the formerly incarcerated

TABLE 2. Block Group Demographics

Measure

Average block group Average block group

All Floridians Formerly incarcerated Floridians

Median income* $59,988 $45,484
Median age (years)* 42.5 39.9
% unemployed* 6.4 8.9
% with some college* 73.0 65.2
% non-Hispanic white* 54.4 44.5
% non-Hispanic Black* 15.4 30.5
% Latino* 25.2 20.7
Count 20,590,223 279,324

Note: *p < 0.05.

7 I define ACVAP by subtracting the number of all formerly incar-
cerated individuals from the Census Bureau’s estimated citizen
voting age population (including the individuals who are excluded
from the primary independent variable count because they returned
to common postrelease residences). My definition of ACVAP is
similar to the voting eligible population estimated by McDonald
(2002), though I do not have estimates of the number of individuals
disenfranchised for a felony probation at the neighborhood level.
8 Where neighborhoods cross congressional district boundaries they
are assigned to the district in which most of their voters live.
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residents have been out of prison for longer saw both
higher support for Amendment Four and higher roll-
off. Future work ought to explore how support for
criminal justice reforms and the salience of those
reforms change as community members’ incarcerations
recede into the past.
These neighborhood-level models demonstrate

that neighborhoods with many formerly incarcerated
residents did not turn out at higher rates than other,
similar neighborhoods in 2018 even though Amend-
ment Four was on the ballot. However, while for-
merly incarcerated neighbors were not associated
with getting people into the voting booth, they were
associated with how voters cast their ballots once
there.

INDIVIDUAL-LEVEL RESULTS

Neighborhood turnout rates could be obscuring under-
lying patterns. Inducements to vote at the household

level might be too small to register at the neighborhood
level, and it is possible that Amendment Four shaped
turnout differently for individuals who live with for-
merly incarcerated individuals than for their neighbors.
A neighborhood may have disengaged from the polit-
ical process thanks to exposure to the carceral state.
Household members of the formerly incarcerated may
have had a similar historical response and yet be more
susceptible to mobilization from Amendment Four;
they are, after all, the voters whose identities are most
likely shaped by indirect exposure to felony disenfran-
chisement.

This section directly examines the turnout of individ-
uals who lived with formerly incarcerated individuals in
2018, relative to other, similar voters. As discussed
above, I identify individuals who live with formerly
incarcerated individuals by matching addresses listed
in the Department of Corrections release data to the
registered voter file. All registered voters who live at an
address reported by a formerly incarcerated individual
are considered “treated.”

TABLE 3. Neighborhood Turnout in 2018

Precinct level Block group level

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Formerly incarcerated residents −0.0002*** −0.0002*** −0.0002*** −0.0002***
(0.00004) (0.00003) (0.00004) (0.00004)

Av. years since most recent incarceration 0.0001 0.0002*
(0.001) (0.0001)

Percentage white 0.017 −0.088 0.017 0.017
(0.110) (0.123) (0.014) (0.014)

Percentage Black 0.027 −0.086 0.041** 0.040**
(0.109) (0.121) (0.017) (0.017)

Percentage Latino −0.081 −0.175 −0.007 −0.008
(0.116) (0.125) (0.016) (0.016)

Percentage Asian 0.082 −0.006 0.040* 0.039*
(0.128) (0.166) (0.022) (0.022)

Percentage male 0.302 0.376** 0.095 0.102
(0.188) (0.179) (0.086) (0.089)

Percentage Democrats 0.059 0.161** 0.067*** 0.067***
(0.082) (0.073) (0.020) (0.020)

Percentage Republicans 0.015 0.105 0.007 0.004
(0.081) (0.070) (0.024) (0.024)

Average age 0.0001 0.0001 0.001*** 0.001***
(0.0005) (0.001) (0.0003) (0.0003)

Average income ($10,000s) 0.002** 0.001** 0.002*** 0.002***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.0003) (0.0003)

Percentage with some college 0.183*** 0.188*** 0.082*** 0.082***
(0.016) (0.020) (0.005) (0.005)

Percentage unemployed −0.032 −0.033 −0.005 −0.004
(0.025) (0.028) (0.006) (0.006)

Constant −0.211* −0.235* −0.188** −0.200**
(0.114) (0.127) (0.083) (0.087)

Congressional district FEs X X X X
Turnout 2010–2016 X X X X
Observations 5,797 5,477 10,817 10,550
R2 0.782 0.814 0.979 0.979
Adjusted R2 0.781 0.813 0.979 0.979

Note: Robust standard errors (clustered by congressional district) in parentheses. *p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01.
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Each treated individual is then matched (Sekhon
2011) with five untreated registered voters elsewhere
in her congressional district.9 I use five matches to
increase the sample size of the study; the large pool of
potential controls means this can be done without
sacrificing the quality of the matches. Voters’ block
group median income and share with some collegiate
education come from the American Community Sur-
vey 2018 five-year estimates, while all other character-
istics come from the voter file. Matching is done with
replacement, and ties are randomly broken. Table 5
presents the results of the matching exercise for each of
the characteristics used.
As Table 5 makes clear, the treated registered voters

differ in meaningful ways from the rest of the elector-
ate: three times as many are Black, a larger share are
registered Democrats, and they live in neighborhoods
with lower incomes. The matching process, however,
results in a control group that is very similar to the
treatment group, with at least a 94% improvement in
the mean difference for each measure.
Figure 4 demonstrates that the parallel trends

assumption is satisfied: although the treatment group
has lower turnout rates in general, the gap between the

treatment and control groups is largely constant
between 2010 and 2016. Turnout in each year is meas-
ured as a function of voters registered in 2018, which
partially explains why observed turnout is higher later
in the period. Of course, some of the increase in turnout
observed in later years in Figure 4 can be attributed to
higher “real” turnout as a share of eligible citizens.

The trends presented in Figure 4 offer preliminary
visual corroboration of what I find at the neighborhood
level—namely, that 2018 turnout was not higher for
voters in close contact with formerly incarcerated indi-
viduals. Table 6 formalizes these trends into an ordin-
ary least squares regression.10 A treatment dummy
distinguishes treated from control voters. The treat-
ment dummy is interacted with another dummy identi-
fying the 2018 election. Robust standard errors are
clustered at the level of the match (Abadie and Spiess
2020). Model 1 presents the model output without the
other controls used for matching; model 2 includes
these covariates.

Inmodels 3 and 4 in Table 6, I consider the possibility
that the negative spillover effects of incarceration

FIGURE 1. Marginal Effect of Formerly Incarcerated Residents onPrecinct Turnout amongRegistered
Voters

Average Precinct Turnout
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Note: Distribution of number of formerly incarcerated residents shown at bottom.

9 Due to computing constraints, a random 5% random sample strati-
fied by treatment status is used to calculate the genetic weights. The
full sample is used for matching.

10 Although the dependent variable here is binary—it takes the value
0 if a voter does not participate and 1 if she does—the coefficients
produced by logistic regressions in the difference-in-differences con-
text are largely uninterpretable. I thus use a linear specification here.
When the models are estimated using a logistic specification, the
treatment effect is virtually identical.
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TABLE 4. Precinct Engagement with Amendment Four

Support for Am. Four Roll-off

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Formerly incarcerated residents 0.0001** 0.0001** −0.00004*** −0.00004***
(0.00003) (0.00003) (0.00001) (0.00001)

Av. Years since most recent incarceration 0.002** 0.0004**
(0.001) (0.0002)

Percentage white 0.069 −0.051 −0.071* −0.076*
(0.122) (0.093) (0.042) (0.046)

Percentage Black 0.188* 0.026 −0.042 −0.048
(0.107) (0.084) (0.040) (0.042)

Percentage Latino 0.049 −0.101 −0.050 −0.052
(0.114) (0.092) (0.043) (0.045)

Percentage Asian 0.244 0.133 −0.101* −0.117*
(0.177) (0.170) (0.052) (0.061)

Percentage male −0.383** −0.299* −0.204* −0.193*
(0.185) (0.170) (0.113) (0.117)

Percentage Democrats 0.192 0.197 0.031 0.024
(0.143) (0.191) (0.021) (0.029)

Percentage Republicans −0.396*** −0.429*** 0.039* 0.037
(0.120) (0.151) (0.020) (0.027)

Average age −0.0003 0.00005 0.001*** 0.001***
(0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0002) (0.0002)

Average income ($10,000s) −0.003*** −0.002** −0.00003 −0.00004
(0.001) (0.001) (0.0002) (0.0002)

Percentage with some college 0.155*** 0.158*** −0.029*** −0.032***
(0.034) (0.029) (0.006) (0.008)

Percentage unemployed −0.015 −0.024 −0.019* −0.011
(0.018) (0.021) (0.011) (0.010)

Constant 1.023*** 1.055*** 0.220*** 0.212**
(0.165) (0.197) (0.095) (0.105)

Congressional district FEs X X X X
Turnout in 2010–2016 X X X X
Observations 5,797 5,477 5,797 5,477
R2 0.788 0.869 0.315 0.385
Adjusted R2 0.787 0.868 0.309 0.380

Note: Robust standard errors (clustered by congressional district) in parentheses. *p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01.

FIGURE 2. Marginal Effect of Formerly Incarcerated Residents on Support for Amendment Four
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Note: Distribution of number of formerly incarcerated residents shown at bottom.
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dissipate over time. In these models, the dummies
indicating treatment and the 2018 election are inter-
acted with the number of years since the most recent
release of a household member from prison (Years
Since Latest Incarceration, shortened to Years Since in
interactions). Matched control observations are
assigned the value associated with their treated obser-
vation. Model 3 includes no other covariates, while
model 4 includes the matched variables.
Formerly incarcerated individuals who were

released from prison many years ago may no longer
live at the same address they reported when leaving
prison. Models 5–8 therefore include only the treated
individuals (and their matches) whose registration
dates predate the latest prison release date of a house-
hold member, who we can be relatively sure lived with
an incarcerated individual. The treatment effects in
these models tell the same general story.
Each model in Table 6 identifies a negative treat-

ment effect. The coefficients on 2018 � Treated in

models 1 and 2 indicate that turnout among treated
voters was about 2.2 percentage points below what it
would have been if the gap between treated and control
voters in 2018 had conformed to prior years. This
mirrors the findings from the neighborhood-level ana-
lyses, where the number of formerly incarcerated resi-
dents is not associated with higher turnout.

There is some indication that spillover effects
decrease with time. In each model, 2018 � Treated �
Years Since and Treated � Years Since is positive and
statistically significant. In other words, individuals
whose housemates had not been imprisoned for many
years were more likely to vote than other treated
voters, and this was especially true in 2018. Models
3 and 4 estimate that the treatment effect for an indi-
vidual whose household member returned from prison
within one year of the election was about -3.8 percent-
age points. For each year the most recent incarceration
recedes into the past, the treatment effect decreases by
about 0.2 points in years other than 2018 and by 0.4

FIGURE 3. Marginal Effect of Formerly Incarcerated Residents on Amendment Four Roll-Off
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Note: Distribution of number of formerly incarcerated residents shown at bottom.

TABLE 5. Balance Table

Means: unmatched data Means: matched data Percentage improvement

Treated Control Treated Control
Mean
Diff

eQQ
Med

eQQ
Mean

eQQ
Max

% white 41.5 63.2 41.5 41.5 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
% Black 38.8 12.7 38.8 38.8 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
% Latino 12.8 16.9 12.8 12.8 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
% Asian 0.8 2.0 0.8 0.8 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
% female 55.2 52.4 55.2 55.2 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
% male 41.5 45.0 41.5 41.5 99.99 99.99 99.99 99.99
Registration date 01-28-2004 09-24-2004 01-28-2004 02-11-2004 94.03 38.85 27.88 19.19
Age 48.95 52.45 48.95 48.77 94.71 94.34 92.44 90.89
% Democrat 53.7 36.9 53.7 53.7 99.99 99.99 99.99 99.99
% Republican 21.0 35.4 21.0 21.0 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
% with some college 66.5 75.3 66.5 66.5 99.92 99.95 99.92 99.62
Median income $47,389 $62,995 $47,389 $47,402 99.92 99.82 99.70 99.22
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points in 2018. That the spillover effects “decay” is a
positive sign and indicates that the negative socializa-
tion induced by a housemate’s incarceration might not
be permanent.
It is unsurprising that the effect is moderated by time.

Individuals whose household members went to and
were released from prison between the 2016 and 2018
elections, for instance, received two treatments: they
both were “negatively” treated by the incarceration of
their housemate and potentially “positively” treated by
Amendment Four. What is surprising, however, is the
continued negative treatment effect even for the house-
holds furthest removed from the incarceration of a
household member. Table 7 presents the results of
models 5 and 6 from Table 6 but limits the pool to
households where someone last returned home from
prison prior to 2010. The “negative” treatment for
these individuals should be reflected in the base years
of the difference-in-differences models. In these
models, 2018 � Treated remains significant and nega-
tive. The neighborhood-level analyses indicate that the
amount of time that has elapsed since an individual’s
incarceration is also related to support for and the
salience of Amendment Four; similar processes may
be at play here, but the individual-level data does not
allow us to explore them.
These negative, statistically significant findings at the

individual and neighborhood level should probably not
be interpreted to mean that Amendment Four had a

demobilizing effect on individuals whose family and
community members would be re-enfranchised by its
passage. Rather, it likely highlights that these individ-
uals are less susceptible to other broadly mobilizing
phenomena. The 2018 election saw higher participation
than any midterm in a century, as many infrequent
voters turned out. It appears that voters whose house-
hold members have been to prison were less mobilized
by the factors that encouraged other demographically
similar voters to participate in 2018. This analysis can-
not determine whether their indirect exposure to the
criminal justice system caused this imperviousness or
whether they would have remained on the sidelines in
2018 even if their household members had not been
imprisoned. Nevertheless, that their turnout in 2018 did
not increase relative to other voters—even with
Amendment Four on the ballot—underscores just
how difficult their political (re)integration is.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Turnout in 2018 hit historic levels for a midterm elec-
tion as infrequent voters participated and made their
voices heard. In addition to hotly contested Congres-
sional, senate, and gubernatorial races, Floridians were
presented with the opportunity to restore voting rights
to well over a million permanently disenfranchised
individuals who had been convicted of felony offenses.

FIGURE 4. General Election Turnout for Treated and Control Voters, 2010–2018
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Amendment Four and its organizers were hugely
successful—in a year where both statewide winners won
by less than 0.5 percentage points, nearly two thirds of
Floridians supported expanding the franchise. Neigh-
borhoods and voters most directly affected by felony

disenfranchisement gained meaningful political repre-
sentation from the passage of the amendment, and one
of the “durable markers” of their civil death was nulli-
fied. However, I fail to uncover evidence that Amend-
ment Four itself increased the turnout of neighborhoods

TABLE 6. General Election Turnout, 2010–2018

All matched observations Registration date prior to release date

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

2018 0.094*** 0.094*** 0.095*** 0.095*** 0.055*** 0.055*** 0.081*** 0.081***
(0.0004) (0.0004) (0.001) (0.001) (0.0005) (0.0005) (0.001) (0.001)

Treated −0.058*** −0.060*** −0.073*** −0.075*** −0.056*** −0.064*** −0.065*** −0.068***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Years since
latest
incarceration

0.00000 −0.00004 0.013*** 0.003***
(0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001)

2018 � Treated −0.022*** −0.022*** −0.038*** −0.038*** −0.033*** −0.033*** −0.048*** −0.048***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002)

2018 � Years
since

−0.0001 −0.0001 −0.004*** −0.004***
(0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001)

Treated � Years
since

0.002*** 0.002*** 0.001*** 0.001***
(0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0002) (0.0002)

2018 � Treated
� Years since

0.002*** 0.002*** 0.002*** 0.002***
(0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002)

Constant 0.478*** 0.011*** 0.478*** 0.012*** 0.575*** −0.047*** 0.494*** −0.059***
(0.001) (0.004) (0.001) (0.004) (0.001) (0.005) (0.001) (0.005)

Includes
covariates
from matching

X X X X

Congressional
district fixed
effects

X X X X

Observations 7,388,640 7,388,640 7,388,640 7,388,640 4,915,920 4,915,920 4,915,920 4,915,920
R2 0.008 0.199 0.009 0.199 0.005 0.157 0.023 0.157
Adjusted R2 0.008 0.199 0.009 0.199 0.005 0.157 0.023 0.157

Note: Robust standard errors (clustered at level of match) in parentheses. *p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01.

TABLE 7. General Election Turnout, 2010–2018

(1) (2)

2018 0.031*** 0.031***
(0.001) (0.001)

Treated −0.048*** −0.057***
(0.002) (0.002)

2018 � Treated −0.020*** −0.020***
(0.002) (0.002)

Constant 0.656*** −0.011
(0.001) (0.012)

Includes covariates from matching X
Congressional district fixed effects X
Observations 1,524,000 1,524,000
R2 0.003 0.102
Adjusted R2 0.003 0.102

Note: Robust standard errors (clustered at level of match) in parentheses. *p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01.
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and individuals in close proximity to the formerly incar-
cerated beyond the increases observed among other
voters and in other communities.
It is not immediately apparent why Amendment

Four did not disproportionately heighten mobilization
among these voters. The current study cannot tell
whether it was an issue of lower political knowledge,
or because the legal estrangement of the carceral state
runs too deep for a single ballot initiative to overcome.
However, if estrangement was the reason that the
ballot initiative failed to mobilize these voters, this
was likely only reinforced in the aftermath of the
2018 election. After the state constitution was amended
to re-enfranchise their family members and neighbors,
legislators rewrote the law to exclude them anew.
Just months after the 2018 election, the Florida

legislature passed a bill requiring disenfranchised indi-
viduals to pay off all court-ordered financial obligations
before registering to vote, despite the fact that the
state was incapable of determining how much any
individual actually owed (Stern 2019). A federal judge
ruled the law unconstitutional in May of 2020, arguing
that conditioning voting rights on the repayment of
obligations that individuals cannot afford amounted
to a poll tax and violation of the 24th Amendment.11
That September, however, an en bank ruling by the
U.S. Court of Appeals for the 11th Circuit overturned
that decision,12 upholding the constitutionality of the
law. In his dissent from the Eleventh Circuit’s ruling,
Judge Adalberto Jordan noted that “[h]ad Florida
wanted to create a system to obstruct, impede, and
impair the ability of felons to vote under Amendment
Four, it could not have come up with a better one” and
that “Florida cannot tell felons—the great majority of
whom are indigent—how much they owe … and has
come up with conflicting (and uncodified) methods
for determining how LFO [legal financial obligation]
payments by felons should be credited.” That Florida
legislators would condition voting on criteria that can-
not be verified, or cannot be afforded, has understand-
ably been described as “unfair [and] heartbreaking” by
one disenfranchised individual who said the amendment
had promised to “give me a voice in my own future”
(Harris 2020). It remains to be seen how such legislation
and litigation will inform how criminal-justice-involved
individuals understand their relationship with the state
and structure their future democratic participation.
The results of this study point to the next chapter

of the fight for political integration and representation
for advocates in the Sunshine State. The relatively lower
turnout in 2018 for the communities most affected by the
carceral state indicates that formal re-enfranchisement is
not enough. If Floridian andAmerican democracy wants
to actually incorporate voices from these communities—
and not simply legally allow for their incorporation—the
advocacymovement cannot consider its work done once

the formal barriers to the ballot box have been torn
down. Re-enfranchisement is clearly necessary, but it is
not sufficient. Researchers must continue exploring why
the political reincorporation of these communities is so
difficult, and organizers on the ground must do the hard
work of reknitting them to our body politic.
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