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I) Introduction
The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights’ Majority Report on the 2000 Presidential vote in Florida
presents two types of empirical evidence that African-Americans were denied the right to vote.1 The
report concluded that, “The Voting Rights Act prohibits both intentional discrimination and
‘results’ discrimination. It is within the jurisdictional province of the Justice Department to pursue
and a court of competent jurisdiction to decide whether the facts prove or disprove illegal
discrimination under either standard.”2 To reach their conclusion that discrimination had occurred,
the majority examined the impact of race on spoiled (or non-voted) ballot rates as well as the impact
of race on the exclusion from voter eligibility lists because of past felony criminal records. They
relied on empirical work regarding non-voted ballots and this empirical work relies solely on cross
county regressions or correlations using data from 2000 alone. The evidence that AfricanAmericans are erroneously placed on the ineligible list at higher rates than other racial groups is
based upon a simple comparison of means.
My examination of the data however demonstrates three things:
1) The Majority Report’s conclusion of “a direct correlation between race and having one’s vote
discounted as a spoiled ballot” is quite sensitive to the specification used. Using their method,
non-voted ballot rates increase as the percentage of African-Americans rises, if they increase at all,
when the county election supervisor is a Democrat and/or an African-American.
2) The Majority Report fails to account for which counties had high rates of non-voted ballots in
the past. We find that once these past rates are accounted for, additional increases in the percent of
voters in a county who are African-American are not related to changes in the rate that ballots are
not voted. While the difference is not statistically significant, the ballot non-voting rate is slightly
more positively related to the share of white voters than African-American voters.
3) The Majority Report’s own evidence that African-Americans are erroneously included on the
ineligible list at higher rates than other racial groups actually shows the opposite of what they think
that it does. The evidence that African-Americans win a greater share of successful appeals does
not account for the fact that African-Americans make up an even much greater share of the list of
ineligible voters to begin with. In fact, the rate that whites are removed from the list because they
were incorrectly included to begin with is almost twice the rate of African-Americans.
The evidence thus indicates that even if the commission is correct on the law (and there is some
debate on that),3 it is difficult to accept the commission’s conclusion that discrimination occured
unless one believes that black democratic county election supervisors were responsible for higher
non-voted ballot rates by African-American voters. The following sections will first evaluate the
data on non-voted ballots and then turn to the data on African-Americans being erroneously
excluded from voting due to felony criminal records.

1 U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, Voting Irregularities in Florida During the 2000 Presidential
Election, June 8, 2001 (http://www.usccr.gov/vote2000/stdraft1/main.htm).
2 ibid.
3 Abigail Thernstrom and Commissioner Russell G. Redenbaugh, The Florida Election Report:
Dissenting Statement, June 26, 2001 (http://www.manhattan-institute.org/html/final_dissent.htm).
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II) Re-examining the Simple Correlations and Means
Ideally any analysis of non-voted ballots and race would directly link whether individuals in a
particular group actually had non-voted ballots. Yet, there is obviously no such data. Lacking that
direct link, the Majority Report attempts to see whether counties or precincts with a higher
percentage of African-Americans have a higher percentage of non-voted ballots. The Majority
Report interprets such a link as discrimination.
The Majority Report provides many scatter plots to illustrate this correlation across precincts and
counties. The problem is that all the evidence produced in the Majority Report is based on purely
cross-sectional evidence. Yet, purely cross-sectional evidence suffers from well-known weaknesses
in not being able to account for other factors that may explain the relationship between race and
non-voted ballots.
The simplest way to account for these other factors is to examine whether certain counties had high
levels of non-voted ballots even before they had high levels of African-Americans. Thus, we
examine counties over time and compare the change in the racial composition of voters with the
change in non-voted ballots. If African-Americans disproportionately account for non-voted
ballots, the percent of African-Americans and non-voted ballots should continue to hold across
elections: counties with the largest increase in the percentage of voters who are African-American
should also have the largest percentage increase in non-voted ballots.
To examine this, we compared the change in county ballot spoilage rates and racial composition in
the Presidential election in the 1996 and 2000 and the change in the share of voters in those
elections who were in different races. The results are shown in Figures 1 through 4. Generally it is
difficult to see much of any relationship. If indeed there is one, it turns out to be the opposite of
what is implied by the Majority Report: there is a very small negative correlation between increases
in the percent of voters who are African-American and spoilage rates (a correlation of -4 percent).
And an increase in the share of white voters is associated with an increase in the non-voted ballot
rate, though none of these very simple relationships are statistically significant.4 Using data from
the Election Data Services on the type of voting equipment used in different counties it is also
possible to breakdown these figures on the basis of those counties that used the same voting
machines in both the 1996 and 2000 elections. Doing so produces a set a graphs that is very
similar to Figures 1 through 4 (see the Appendix).
III) Analyzing the Purely Cross-Sectional Level Data
Appendix 1 of the Commission’s Majority Report lists the factors that they presumably tried to
account for in their analysis of non-voted ballots. Besides the percent of registered voters who are
African-American, they include information on the percent of the general population who are white,
African-American, Hispanic, and minority; median income; the poverty rate; the type of voting
system (optical, punch card, paper/hand, lever machine); and whether voting was tabulated at the
precinct, centrally, or otherwise. While these factors are listed, there is surprisingly little discussion
on why these factors rather than other variables are included. Despite repeated requests by
commission member Abigail Thernstrom, no information has been provided on how exactly these
different variables were included in their regression estimates.

4 The correlation between the change in non-voted ballots and the share of voters who are white is
.09; the same correlation for Hispanics is .03; and the correlation for “other” (neither white nor
African American) is -.17.
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The statistical appendix for the Majority Report provided by Allan Lichtman also mentions that the
results are unaffected by including a variable measuring “the percentage of adults in the lowest
literacy category failed to diminish the relationship between race and ballot rejection or to reduce the
statistical significance of the relationship” from 1992.5 While this “lowest literacy category” is
not defined in the report, we assume that it is from the U.S. Department of Education’s Adult
Literacy Survey which defines it as those being unable to “make low-level inferences based on
what they read and to compare or contrast information that can easily be found in [a] text.”6
Why some of these factors are important is easy to explain. For example, measures of income and
poverty are roughly associated with education and therefore with the ability to read and follow
voting instructions. Literacy rates, as used by Lichtman, are a more direct measure of this, though
even this is not perfect because the county data does not break down the rates by race. The national
data indicates that 38 percent of African Americans - but only 14 percent of whites - ranked in the
lowest category, so it does raise the issue of whether any race variables are proxying for left out
literacy measures. Errors in voting can also vary with the type of voting equipment and possibly
where the votes are tabulated. For example, if optical readers are used and the votes are fed into a
vote counter directly by the voter, it is possible for a ballot with an error to be immediately returned
to and corrected by the voter.
Other factors mentioned by the Commission in its appendix are more difficult to explain. For
example, why include a detailed breakdown of the share of different groups in the general
population but only examine the share of voters who are African-American? There is also the issue
of what has been left out. Given the Majority Report’s emphasis on “intentional discrimination”
(e.g., p. 37), why not try to account for those involved in the process who might have some reason
for either discriminating against African-American voters or preventing such discrimination? Some
obvious controls for this are the political party affiliation or race of the county election supervisor.
If the suspected discrimination is occurring against African-Americans and given that AfricanAmericans vote so heavily for Democrats, it seems doubtful that Democratic or African-American
election supervisors would act in ways to increase the rate of non-voted ballots of AfricanAmericans.
Because of these two sets of concerns, I gathered data on the share of voters who are white or
Hispanic and on the political affiliation and race of county election supervisors from the Florida
Secretary of State’s Office and individual county supervisors of elections. Section A in Table 1
contains descriptive statistics on the county data for the year 2000 obtained directly from the
Majority Report’s Appendix 1. Section B in Table 1 provides information on the new variables that
I obtained.
Table 2 provides some preliminary information using just the cross-sectional means that casts
doubt on Republicans being responsible for the problems with non-voted ballots. Indeed, the
counties with Democratic election supervisors have the highest non-voted ballot rate, with white
Democrat supervisors having a higher rate than African-American Democrat supervisors. White
Republican election supervisors have the lowest rate of spoiled ballots, indeed the simple means
show that the non-voted ballot rate for white Republican supervisors is only a third of the rate of
black Democratic supervisors. Comparing sections A and B in Table 2 also indicates why there is a
simple correlation between race and non-voted ballots. Those counties with the highest rates of
5 Allan J. Lichtman, “Report on the Racial Impact of the Rejection of Ballots Cast in the 2000
Presidential Election in the State of Florida,” U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, June 2001
(http://www.usccr.gov/vote2000/stdraft1/ltrpt.htm).
6 National Center for Education Statistics, Adult Literacy in America: A First Look at the Results
of the National Adult Literacy Survey, National Center for Education Statistics (Washington, D.C.:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1993), 18, 113.
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African-American voters also were more likely to have both Democratic supervisors and more
spoiled ballots.
Since neither the Majority Report nor the accompanying “Draft Report” by Allan Lichtman show
exactly what regressions specification they examined, I tried different specifications to replicate the
commission’s results. Because the Majority Report does not reference data on literacy rates, I
report the results with and without the literacy variable included. However, it was difficult to find a
consistent relationship between the share of voters who are African-American and the ballot
spoilage rate. I started out by using all the variables reported in their Appendix 1 and the literacy
rate (see column 1 in Table 3, section A). While the coefficient on the percent of voters who are
African-American was indeed positive, implying that a greater share of voters being AfricanAmerican (and not just characteristics correlated with the presence of African-Americans in the
community) increased the spoilage rate, the coefficient was quite statistically insignificant. The
probability that the coefficient was positive was only 28 percent. Excluding the literacy rate in
Section B produced an even lower level of significance. Thus using the Commission’s very own
set of control variables, there is thus no real confidence that there is a positive relationship between
the share of African-American voters and the ballot spoilage rate.
Because the cross-sectional data might not be sufficient to disentangle the share of AfricanAmericans in the general population from the measure of the share of voters who are AfricanAmerican, column 2 in Table 3 removes the variable for the share of African-Americans in the
county population. Interestingly, this specification implies that a higher share of voters being
African-American actually reduces the ballot spoilage rate. Indeed, it is quite damming that any
specification that accounted for something as simple as the share of the county population that is
white resulted in no significant relationship between the share of voters who are African-American
and the ballot spoilage rate. The specification in column 3 removes the percentage of the population
that is white and is the only specification shown in Table 3 when literacy rates are included that
provide statistically significant evidence consistent with the Majority Report’s claims.
Even in the specification (column 3) which implies a significant impact of the share of voters who
are African-American, the variable explains very little of the overall variation in spoilage rates.
Removing the share of voters who are African-American reduces the amount of variation in ballot
spoilage that can be explained by the regression from 73.9 percent to 72.2 percent, a 2.3 percent
reduction. By contrast, removing the variables that account for the method of voting and where the
counting takes place explains 31 percent of the variation. In none of other the specifications shown
in Table 3 does removing any or all of the variables that contain the share of voters who are AfricanAmerican reduce the amount of the variation in non-voted ballots that can be explained by any more
than 2 percent. In the first specification that uses all of the variables provided by the Majority
Report, the share of voters who are African-American explains less than two-thirds of one percent
of the variation.7
Once a specification that was consistent with the Majority Report’s claims was identified, I
examined whether the relationship between African-American and ballot spoilage rates might really
be proxying for other left-out factors. The next four specifications (columns 4 through 7) point to
one clear conclusion: there exist many other factors that occur in heavily African-American counties
and any of these factors could generate a high non-voted ballot rate.

7 The claim in Professor Lichtman’s draft report that 25 percent of the variation can be explained
simply by the share of voters who are black is very misleading. It is obtained only because no other
variables are included in that regression. This only makes sense if he really believes that this is the
only variable that should be included in explaining the variation in ballot spoilage rates.
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For example, the largest effect between the share of voters who are African-American and ballot
spoilage rates exists when African-Americans are county election supervisors (column 6) and a net
positive effect also occurs when Democrats are county election supervisors (column 5). Because
the point estimates need to be added together in evaluating the impact of the percent of voters who
are African-American in counties with African-American county election supervisors, the net effect
in column 6 for the percent of voters who are African-American and that variable interacted with
whether the county election supervisor is African-American is just short of being statistically
significant at the 10 percent level (p=.1088). The estimates imply that each one percent increase in
the share of voters by African-Americans produces 135 percent more non-voted ballots when the
county election supervisors are African-American than when they are of some other race.
The data does not allow us to distinguish which is the primary reason for the higher spoilage rate
when African-American voters are relatively more prevalent, but the most statistically significant
effect still appears to be whether African-Americans are voting in a county where the election
supervisor is African-American. Column 7 implies that the rate of non-voting when there are more
African-Americans in a county is 43 percent larger when the supervisor is African-American. If
county level voting is rigged (intentionally or not) to discriminate against African-Americans voters,
the empirical method used by the Majority Report implies that by far the most discriminatory
counties are ones where Democrats and African-Americans control the balloting process. Unless
we actually believe that Democrats and African-American officials are discriminating either
intentionally or not against African-American voters (and such discrimination would make little
sense), the obvious conclusion is that this approach for ferreting out discrimination is flawed.
By contrast, the estimates imply that in counties with Republican election supervisors a higher share
of voters who are African-Americans actually results in a tiny reduction in the non-voted ballot rate,
though the effect is never statistically significant. For each additional one percentage point of the
voters living in a county with a Republican election supervisor, columns 5 and 7 imply that the nonvoted ballot rate falls by between .09 and .1 percentage points (a 6 to 7 percent decline in the
average rate of non-voted ballots in counties with Republican supervisors).
I also tried another specification (not shown), similar to what is reported in the fourth column, that
interacted the dummies for the four different types of voting machines and whether the ballots were
counted centrally with the percent of voters who are African-American. Optical scans and punch
card machines implied that more African-American voters resulted in more non-voted ballots, while
lever machines and paper ballots implied relatively fewer non-voted ballots when there were more
African-American voters, but none of the coefficients were statistically significant nor statistically
significantly different from each other. Generally, since one would expect that the ability to
discriminate against black voters should vary with the type of voting machine used, it is hard to see
any relationship here that implies discrimination.
The other control variables imply that combining optical voting machines with the central counting
of votes produces significantly more non-voted ballots, whereas optical votes counted at the precinct
reduces spoilage. Higher poverty rates are also significantly associated with more spoilage in seven
of the eight specifications, though median income is rarely statistically significant and then only
when literacy rates are accounted for.
Section B of Table 3 reruns the regressions reported in Section A, but without the literacy rate
variable. Lichtman’s comments suggest his primary specifications did not include this variable.8
8 Lichtman writes: “A multiple regression analysis that controlled for the percentage of high school

graduates and the percentage of adults in the lowest literacy category failed to diminish the
relationship between race and ballot rejection or to reduce the statistical significance of the
relationship.”
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The general pattern of results is similar to what is shown in Section A, though the results are even
stronger. Columns 13, 14, and 15 imply even more clearly that whatever relationship exists between
a higher percentage of voters who are African-American and more non-voted ballots is driven by
African-Americans living in counties with Democratic and/or African-American election
supervisors. The net effects of the African-American voter interactions are always positive and the
F-tests at the bottom of the section indicate that there is always at least one combination of these
interactions that is statistically significant. By contrast, the net effect of Republican supervisors
always implies that more African-American voters in those counties leads to fewer non-voted
ballots.
Professor Lichtman’s draft report, upon which the Majority bases it conclusions, makes the claim
(p. 6) that: “is there some other factor which better explains this disparity in ballot rejection rates?
In short the answer is no.” This is indeed an important question. Yet, this section has shown that
merely accounting for the data supplied in the Majority Report’s appendix can reverse Lichtman’s
claim. In addition, this section has raised possible variables that help explain the variation in nonvoted ballot rates that were never discussed in either the Majority Report or Lichtman’s draft report.
There is a long list of other factors that might help explain spoilage rates, such as voter age or
gender, and these were never included in the simple regressions. It is also important to study not
only the means but the distributions of different variables. Part of our reason for not going much
beyond what was done in the Majority Report was to keep our results as similar to theirs as
possible, though it was very easy to include variables that would eliminate any statistical
significance with respect to the share of voters who were African-American. The panel data set over
several presidential elections in the following section examine these issues in more detail because
the larger sample allows us to more fairly make this type of detailed breakdown.
IV) Analyzing the County Level Data for the 1992, 1996, and 2000 Presidential Elections
As noted earlier, using purely cross-sectional data faces severe limitations in accounting for
differences across counties. There are many reasons for why spoilage rates differ and accounting
for the fifteen variables used in our analysis (or the smaller number available in the Majority
Report) leaves out many possible factors that are necessary to explain the difference in ballot
spoilage rates in different counties. Using information on non-voted ballot rates during previous
presidential elections allows us to examine whether changes in the racial composition of voters can
explain changes in these rates. None of our results imply increasing the share of voters in any
racial or ethnic group significantly increases non-voted ballot rates.
While neither the Florida Secretary of State’s Office nor individual county election offices have
detailed records on current county level voting operations, past information was not readily available
on some variables, such as the method of voting, where the votes are tabulated, and the race of the
county election supervisor.9 Fortunately, Election Data Services provides data on the type of voting
machine by county for the last three presidential elections.10 During 1996 and 2000, fourteen
counties switched from lever machines and eleven counties switched from DataVote machines.
Most the changes for the 1996 election and all of those for 2000 were towards the adoption of
optical scan machines.

9 Telephone calls were made to all the individual county election supervisor’s offices in an attempt

to obtain this data.
10 Election Data Services is located at 1401 K Street, NW, Suite 500, Washington, DC 200053417.
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In the regressions shown in Table 5, I use only the percent of the voters by race and not the
demographic breakdown of the general population. In place of the median income and poverty rate,
I use data that I had readily available on per capita income, per capita unemployment insurance
payments, and per capita income maintenance payments (welfare).11 These last three variables were
only available up through 1998, so I use those values as proxies for the year 2000.12 County fixed
effects are used to account for other factors that explain differences in non-voted ballot rates across
counties and fixed year effects are used to pick up differences over time. (The literacy rate data
could not be included as it was only available for one year, and the fixed county effects would be
perfectly collinear with this variable.)13
The results indicate that the percent of voters in different race or ethnic categories are rarely
statistically related to ballot spoilage. In these specifications, less than 2 percent of the variation in
non-voted ballots is explained by including African-American voters. The only specification that
implies a statistically significant relationship between the rate of non-voted ballots and the percent
of voters who are African-American is the third column, but even this result provides little support
for the notion that discrimination was occurring. Because the percent of voters who are AfricanAmerican in the third column is not only included by itself but also by interacting the AfricanAmerican variable with whether the county election supervisor is a Republican or a Democrat, the
interactions must be added together with the direct effect to determine the net effect of more
African-American voters on the non-voted ballot rate in counties with Republican or Democratic
supervisors. Doing this indicates that more African-American voters increases non-voted ballot rate
when the election supervisors are either non-partisan or Democrats and decreases the non-voted
ballot rate when they are Republicans. Each one percentage point increase in the percent of voters
who are African-American results in the non-voted ballot rate rising by .43 percentage points when
the election supervisor is a Democrat and falling by .15 percentage points with a Republican. The
net effects for Democratic or Republican supervisors are not statistically significantly different from
zero nor from each other. The F-test for the difference between these the net impact on AfricanAmerican voters in counties with Republican or Democratic supervisors is significant at only the 20
percent level. Only the direct effect of the percent of voters who are African-Americans is really
statistically significant and that is picking up what is happening in counties run by non-partisan
election supervisors.
The last specification replaces the simple variable for the percent of voters who are AfricanAmerican with that variable being interacted with the dummy variables for the type of voting
machines used. Interestingly, the coefficient on the interaction for punch card machines is almost
identical to the interaction for optical scan machines, and F-tests indicate that none of the different
voting methods imply a different rate of non-voted ballots as the percent of voters who are AfricanAmerican increases.
As for the other variables, non-partisan and Republican county election supervisors are associated
with more non-voted ballots. A county that switches from a Democratic to a non-partisan election
11 The data on these income and payment values were obtained from the Regional Economic
Information System (REIS). Income maintenance includes Supplemental Security Insurance (SSI),
Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), and food stamps.
12 Lichtman uses a similar approach.
13 As a proxy for new voters who may have made mistakes because they had no previously voted, I
used a variable for the change in the number of voters by race from previous elections. This proxy
has definite problems since an increase in the number of voters in a particular racial category can
arise because of people who are experienced voters moving from one place to another. I found no
significant impact from this variable. However, I was unable to determine whether this lack of
statistical significance was due to there really not being a problem arising from new voters or from
problems with the measure itself. Including these variables did not alter the other findings.
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supervisor sees its non-voted ballot rate more than double. Yet, while the average rates are higher
for Republicans than Democrats, the non-voted ballot rate that does exist is more likely to be
positively related to the share of voters who are African-American in Democratically controlled
counties. The average non-voted ballot rate declined significantly from 1992 to 1996 and then rose
very slightly in 2000. While the coefficients for optical scanners always imply a statistically
significant lower rate of non-voted ballots, and three of the five coefficients are statistically
significant. None of the other variables produce consistent results.
Table 6 replaces the voting share data in the first column of Table 5 with census demographic data
to measure the differential impact that age, sex, and race might have on non-voted ballots.14 This
breakdown was not readily available in terms of those who voted in the elections, so I use the
census data as a substitute. One reason for relying on this census data is that when the percent
African-American in the general population are used in place of African-Americans as a share of
voters the previous regressions, I obtain results that are roughly similar in size and statistical
significance.
The results in Table 6 paint a much more complicated story on the relationship between race and
non-voted ballots than is discussed by the Majority Report. For five age and sex categories, an
increase in the share of voters who are African-American implies more non-voted ballots. Yet, for
the other five age and sex categories, the reverse is true. It is not clear what form of discrimination
would imply that more African-American males between 30 and 39 increases non-voted ballots, but
the reverse is true for African-American females in that age range.
V) The Evidence on Excluding Convicted Felons
The evidence on convicted felons proves the opposite of what the Majority Report claims. In their
conclusion on page 37, the Majority Report states that "the chance of being placed on this list [the
exclusion list] in error is greater if the voter is African-American." The evidence they provide
indicates that African-Americans had a greater share of successful appeals. However, since
African-Americans also constituted an even greater share of the list to begin with, whites were
actually the most likely to be erroneously on the list (a 9.9 percent error rate for whites [125/1264]
versus only a 5.1 percent error rate for blacks [239/4678]). The rate for Hispanics (8.7 percent
[105/1208]) is also higher than for blacks. Their own table thus proves the opposite of what they
claim that it shows. A greater percentage of Whites and Hispanics who were placed on the
disqualifying list were originally placed there in error.
In any case, this evidence has nothing to do with whether people were in the end improperly
prevented from voting, and there is no evidence presented on that point. The Majority Report’s
evidence only examines those who successfully appealed and says nothing about how many people
of those who didn’t appeal could have successfully done so.
VI) Conclusion
It is difficult to see any evidence that African-Americans in Florida were systematically
discriminated against in terms of voting. Even assuming that cross-sectional evidence is useful in
evaluating this claim, it appears more consistent with indicating that the problem was worst in those
counties where African-Americans were county election supervisors. It is difficult to reconcile that
evidence with some notion that there was intent to disqualify African-American voters. The panel
data makes it very difficult to ascertain any systematic bias either intentional or unintentional against
African-American voters.
14 This data was obtained from the U.S. Bureau of the Census.
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Figure 1: African Americans and Non-Voted Ballot Rate
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Figure 2: Whites and Non-Voted Ballot Rate
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Figure 3: Hispanics and Non-Voted Ballot Rate
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Figure 4: “Other” Voters and Non-Voted Ballot Rate
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Table 1: Description of Variables Included in the Majority Report’s Appendix 1 (N=67
except for the last three rows that we obtained from Florida Secretary of State’s Office where N=65.
The means are simple averages and are not weighted by population.)
Variable
Mean
Standard Minimum Maximum
A) Data From Majority Report
Method of Voting
Lever Machines
Optical
Paper/hand
Punchcard
Where Votes are Counted
Central
Other (Union and Martin Counties)
Precinct
Percent of the Ballots that are Non-voted (though either
not voting for a candidate or for voting for too many
candidates for President)
Population Demographics
Percent of Population that is White
Percent of Population that is African American
Percent of Population that is Hispanic
Percent of Population that is Minority
Income Measures
Median Income
Poverty Rate
Focus Variable
Percent of Voters who are African American (from
Majority Commission Report)
Variable Reported by Lichtman
Percent of Adults in lowest Literacy Category
B) Information on County Election Supervisors
not Included in the Majority Report
Race of Election Supervisor is African American
Democrat Election Supervisor
Nonpartisan Election Supervisor
Republican Election Supervisor
Percent of Voters who are African American and whether
the County Election Supervisor is African American
Percent of Voters who are African American and whether
the County Election Supervisor is a Democrat
Information on the Race and Ethinicity of Voters from
the Florida Secretary of State’s Office (unlike other
variables N=65)
Percent of Voters who are African American
Percent of Voters who are Hispanic
Percent of Voters who are White

Deviation

Value

Value

0.0149254
0.5820896
0.0149254
0.3880597

0.1221694
0.4969377
0.1221694
0.4909861

0
0
0
0

1
1
1
1

0.6268657
0.0298507
0.3432836
0.0390851

0.4872875
0.1714598
0.4783887
0.0311629

0
0
0
0.0018

1
1
1
0.124

81.64925
16.52537
7.167164
24.82239

11.06598
11.18624
8.731663
13.17135

36.3
2.6
0.9
6.9

96
63
57.4
77

31033.36
16.74627

5452.027
5.235176

21982
7.7

43061
27.8

10.34627

9.106913

1.4

54.4

24.3433

5.8428

14

42

0.0597015
0.6865672
0.0447761
0.26865
1.019403

0.2387212
0.4673898
0.2083729
0.4466064
6.761685

0
0
0
0
0

1
1
1
1
54.4

8.253731

9.911492

0

54.4

9.54846
2.451787
85.32495

8.713725
6.059622
11.32964

1.303079
0.03870
30.96044

51.41108
45.54942
97.02997

Table 2: What Types of Counties had the Highest Non-voted Ballot Rates
Breaking Down the Rate of Non-Voted Ballots by the Race and Political Affiliation of County Election
Supervisors
Democratic Election
Republican
Nonpartisan
Supervisor
Election Supervisor
Election Supervisor
African-American Election
Supervisor
4.55%
...
...
non-African American
Election Supervisor
4.8%
1.52%
4.62%
Breaking Down the Percent of Voters who are African-American by the Race and Political Affiliation of
County Election Supervisors
Democratic Election
Republican
Nonpartisan
Supervisor
Election Supervisor
Election Supervisor
African-American Election
Supervisor
22.8%
...
...
non-African-American
Election Supervisor
11.3%
4.97%
16.9%

Table 3: Using the Majority Report’s Cross County Data for 2000 (The endogenous variable is the percent
of non-voted ballots. All coefficients are reported. t-statistics are in parentheses except where noted for the F-tests. The
dummy variable for “Where Votes are Counted” for Union and Martin Counties was dropped due to colinearity. The first
column tried to include the variable for the percent of the general population that was minority but that was also dropped due
to collinearity with the other demographic variables. Section A includes the variables from the Majority Report’s appendix as
well as the literacy rate variable, while Section B excludes the literacy rate. Not all the results are reported in Section B. I
also tried including the percent of adults with a high school diploma, but the results were similar. N= 67.)
A) Using Majority Report Data with
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
Lichtman’s Literacy Rate
Percent of Voters who are African
.00115
-.0003
.00067
.00061
.0012
.00037
.0009
.002
American
(1.093) (0.264) (1.932)* (1.573) (1.152) (0.842) (0.860) (1.005)
Percent of Voters who are African
-.00056
-.00046
American and whether the County
(0.603)
(0.495)
Election Supervisor is a Democrat
Percent of Voters who are African
-.0021
-.0019
American and whether the County
(1.151)
(0.988)
Election Supervisor is a Republican
Percent of Voters who are African
.0005
.00039
American and whether the County
(0.842) (0.654)
Election Supervisor is African American
F-test for whether the net effect of the
2.35
1.59
first two variables is postive
(0.1314)
(0.2125)
(probability in parentheses)
F-test for whether the net effect of the
2.66
0.36
first and fourth variables is postive
(0.1088) (0.5494)
(probability in parentheses)
F-test for whether the net effect of the
2.43
first, second and fourth variables is
(0.1250)
postive (probability in parentheses)
Method of Voting: Optical
.0432
.0372
.038
.038
.042
.038
.042
.045
(2.440)** (1.957)* (2.03)** (1.932)* (2.12)** (1.93)** (2.066)* (2.58)**
Method of Voting: Paper/hand
.0356
.0204
.0262
.025
.032
.025
.031
.026
(1.465) (0.794) (1.047) (0.953) (1.186) (0.955) (1.147) (1.113)
Method of Voting: Punchcard
.0300
.0255
.027
.026
.031
.027
.031
.032
(1.744)* (1.377) (1.465) (1.391) (1.590) (1.427)* (1.574) (1.901)*
Votes are Counted at the Precinct Level
-.050
-.043
-.043
-.043
-.044
-.042
-.043
-.041
(7.87)*** (6.68)*** (6.69)*** (6.14)*** (6.14)*** (5.81)*** (5.81)*** (6.25)***
Percent of Population that is Hispanic
-.008
-.00097 -.00025 -.00034
-.0005 -.00036 -.00044
(3.45)*** (1.221) (0.843) (1.004) (1.191) (1.080) (1.157)
Percent of Population that is White
-.0074
-.0009
(3.35)*** (0.972)
Percent of Population that is African-.0081
American
(3.19)***
Percent of Voters who are Hispanic
.0004
(0.198)
Percent of Voters who are White
.0015
(0.793)
Republican Election Supervisor
-.009
.007
-.0124
.0034
-.020
(0.702) (0.337) (0.953) (0.148) (1.667)
Democratic Election Supervisor
-.0058
-.0052
-.0077
.0028
-.016
(0.478)
(0.22)
(0.628) (0.117) (1.387)
Race of Election Supervisor African
-.0032
.0018
-.0067
-.0056
-.002
American
(0.757) (0.148) (0.407) (0.334) (0.217)
Median Income
1.95e-6 6.36e-7 9.37e-7 1.13e-6 1.41e-6 1.27e-6 1.41e-06 1.99e-6
(1.859)* (0.609) (0.941) (1.044)
(1.25)
(1.168) (1.247) (2.057)**
Poverty Rate
.0022
.00139
.0018
.0019
.0022
.0020
.0022
.0022
(2.16)** (1.301) (1.929)* (1.754)* (2.02)** (1.89)** (1.96)* (2.322)**
Percent of Adult Population in Lowest
.0023
.00076
.00088
.00098
.001
.00097
.0011
.0013
Literacy Group
(2.43)** (0.861) (1.002) (1.064) (1.054) (1.047)* (1.271) (1.480)
.7833
.7431
.7387
.7424
.7487
.7460
.7490
.7947
R2
Prob>F
.0000
.0000
.0000
.0000
.0000
.0000
.0000
.0000

B) Using Majority Report Data
Appendix (While the specifciations used
here are the same as those in Section A
with the exception of the literacy
variable, only selected coefficients are
reported)
9
Percent of Voters who are African
.00073
American
(0.675)
Percent of Voters who are African
American and whether the County
Election Supervisor is a Democrat
Percent of Voters who are African
American and whether the County
Election Supervisor is a Republican
Percent of Voters who are African
American and whether the County
Election Supervisor is African American
F-test for whether the net effect of the
first two variables is postive
(probability in parentheses)
F-test for whether the net effect of the
first and fourth variables is postive
(probability in parentheses)
F-test for whether the net effect of the
first, second, and fourth variables is
postive (probability in parentheses)
.7600
R2
Prob>F
.0000

10
11
12
13
-.0002
.00087
.00082
.0011
(0.208) (3.08)*** (2.442)** (1.062)
-.00026
(0.300)

14
.0006
(1.535)

-.0019
(1.034)

15
.00085
(0.788)
-.00017
(0.191)

16
.003
(1.607)

-.0017
(0.879)
.00045
(0.788)

5.33
(0.0248)

.00036
(0.601)
2.74
(0.1038)

4.15
1.35
(0.0465) (0.2510)
3.98
(0.0514)
.7397
.0000

.7341
.0000

.7370
.0000

* Statistically significant at the 10 percent level for a two-tailed t-test.
** Statistically significnat at the 5 percent level for a two-tailed t-test.
*** Statistically significant at the 1 percent level for a two-tailed t-test.

.7433
.0000

.7407
.0000

.7451
.0000

.7859
.0000

Table 4: Description of Variables Used in Cross-Sectional Time-Series Data
Variable
Mean
Standard Minimum Maximum
Percent of the Ballots that are Non-voted (though either
either not voting for a candidate or for voting for too
many candidates for President)
Information on County Election Supervisors not
Included in the Majority Report (N=201)
Democrat Election Supervisor
Nonpartisan Election Supervisor
Republican Election Supervisor
Percent of Voters who are African American and whether
the County Election Supervisor is a Democrat (N=150)
Information on the Race and Ethinicity of Voters from
the Florida Secretary of State’s Office
Percent of Voters who are African American (N=138)
Percent of Voters who are Hispanic (N=137)
Percent of Voters who are White (N=138)
Information on Type of Voting Machine from the
Election Data Service
Punch Card
DataVote
Lever
Paper Ballot
Optical Scan
Electronic

Deviation

Value

Value

3.641642

3.00916

0

19.08

0.73134

0.44437

0

1

0.03015

0.17143

0

1

0.23116

0.422635

0

1

7.186407

9.19716

0

51.41108

9.476006 8.629639 0.862250 51.41108
2.054501 5.755577 0.019414 45.54942
86.56636 10.98606 30.96044 97.85489

.5025
.2637
.1045

.5012
.4417
.3066

0

1

0

1

0

1

.0199

.1400

0

1

.3433

.4760

0

1

.00995

.0995

0

1

Table 5: Using County Level Data During Presidential Years from 1992 to 2000 (Endogenous
variable is the percent of ballots that are spolied. Weighted least squares, where the regressions are
weighted by the total number of presidential voters in a county, are used because of heterogeniety. Fixed
county and year effects are not reported. N=136.)
Explaining the Percentage of Ballots Non-voted

Percent of Voters who are African American
Percent of Voters who are Hispanic
Percent of Voters who are White
Percent of Voters who are African American
and have a County Election Supervisor who
is a Republican
Percent of Voters who are African American
and have a County Election Supervisor who
is a Democrat
Percent of Voters who are African American *
Dummy for Punch Card voting equipment
Percent of Voters who are African American *
Dummy for DataVote voting equipment
Percent of Voters who are African American *
Dummy for Lever voting equipment
Percent of Voters who are African American *
Dummy for Paper Ballot voting equipment
Percent of Voters who are African American *
Dummy for Optical Scan voting equipment
County Election Supervisor is Nonpartisan
County Election Supervisor is Republican
Voting Equipment Dummy
DataVote
Lever
Optical Scan

1
.343
(1.081)
-.158
(0.335)
.161
(0.576)

3
.661
(1.853)*
.2096
(0.364)
.2398
(0.838)
-.8067
(1.775)*

4
.192
(1.077)
-.380
(1.411)

5

-.221
(0.404)
.211
(0.671)

-.2259
(2.245)**

4.744
(5.852)***
2.63
(3.050)***

4.618
(5.447)***
2.56
(2.746)***

.6872
(0.352)
3.8099
(1.551)

4.714
(5.859)***
2.634
(3.072)***

.536
(0.586)
.681
(0.386)
-1.931
(2.328)**

.792
(0.824)
1.276
(0.709)
-1.531
(1.774)*
-.00018
(1.009)
.0138
(0.453)
-.0156
(1.015)
.8488
.0000

.9397
(1.006)
1.540
(0.881)
-1.343
(1.598)
-.00018
(1.052)
.0208
(0.693)
-.0198
(1.291)
.8651
.0000

.477
(0.528)
.5332
(0.307)
-2.007
(2.464)**

Per Capita Income
Per Capita Unemployment Insurance
Payments
Per Capita Income Maintanence Payments
R2
Prob>F

2
..325
(0.951)
-.323
(0.643)
.113
(0.390)

.8449
.0000

* Statistically significant at the 10 percent level for a two-tailed t-test.
** Statistically significnat at the 5 percent level for a two-tailed t-test.
*** Statistically significant at the 1 percent level for a two-tailed t-test.

.8440
.0000

.4476
(1.243)
-.0167
(0.036)
.248
(0.607)
.3191
(0.493)
.423
(1.151)
4.630
(5.364)***
2.271
(2.297)**
2.790
(1.307)
2.681
(1.022)
-1.623
(1.359)
-.00017
(0.931)
-.0138
(0.445)
-.0164
(1.035)
.8531
.0000

Table 6: Examing the Racial and Gender Differences Further Using
County Level Data from 1992 to 2000 (The regression corresponds to
estimate reported in column 1 in Table 4. Endogenous variable is the
percent of ballots that are spolied. Weighted least squares are used because
of heterogeniety. The only coefficient signs reported here are those for the
percentage of the population that fall into a particular age, sex, and race
category. N=199)
The variables below measure the
Coefficient Is the coefficient
percent of the general population
Sign
statistically significant at
living in a particular age, sex, and race
the 10 percent level for a
category.
one-tailed t-test?
Between 20 and 29 years of age
Percent African-American Male
Negative
No
Percent African-American Female
Positive
No
Percent White Male
Positive
No
Percent White Female
Negative
No
Percent Other Male
Positive
Yes
Percent Other Female
Negative
Yes
Between 30 and 39 years of age
Percent African-American Male
Positive
No
Percent African-American Female
Negative
No
Percent White Male
Negative
No
Percent White Female
Positive
No
Percent Other Male
Negative
Yes
Percent Other Female
Positive
Yes
Between 40 and 49 years of age
Percent African-American Male
Negative
No
Percent African-American Female
Positive
No
Percent White Male
Positive
No
Percent White Female
Negative
No
Percent Other Male
Positive
No
Percent Other Female
Negative
No
Between 50 and 64 years of age
Percent African-American Male
Positive
No
Percent African-American Female
Negative
No
Percent White Male
Negative
Yes
Percent White Female
Positive
Yes
Percent Other Male
Positive
No
Percent Other Female
Negative
No
Over 64 years of age
Percent African-American Male
Positive
No
Percent African-American Female
Negative
No
Percent White Male
Negative
No
Percent White Female
Positive
No
Percent Other Male
Negative
Yes
Percent Other Female
Positive
Yes

Change in Percent of Voters who are AfricanAmerican Between 1996 and 2000

Change in Percent of Voters who are AfricanAmerican Between 1996 and 2000

Appendix: Examining the Relationship Between Changes in the Share of
Voters for African-Americans and Whites and the Change in the Percent of
Non-Voted Ballots Between 1996 and 2000 (Only counties that used the same
voting machines in both years are included. A trend line is used to show the slope
of the relationship.)
A) Counties that used Punch Card Machines in both Elections -3 African Americans
2.5
2
1.5
1
0.5
0
-3

-2

-1

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

-0.5
-1
-1.5
-2
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B) Counties that used DataVote Machines in both Elections -African-Americans
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Change in Percent of Voters who are White
Between 1996 and 2000

C) Counties that used Optical Scan Machines in both Elections
-- African-Americans
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D) Counties that used Punch Card Machines in both
Elections -- Whites
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7

Change in Percent of Voters who are White
Between 1996 and 2000
Change in Percent of Voters who are White
Between 1996 and 2000

E) Counties that used DataVote Machines in both
Elections -- Whites
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F) Counties that used Optical Scan Machines in both Elections
-- Whites
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