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ABSTRACT 
 

 Early voting is an increasingly common method of voting in U.S. federal 

elections. But the empirical record on its actual impact on turnout is mixed, with national 

surveys often finding negligible improvements to voter turnout. In this paper I use a panel 

dataset of federal elections from 2010 to 2020 to estimate the impact of early voting, 

specifically focused on early in-person voting (EIPV). The results show that early voting 

does not have positive impact on turnout, except among black voters. I conclude with  

policy recommendations based on these findings and possible extensions to further 

explore how and why early voting may not influence turnout.   
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I. Introduction 

The fundamental aim of a democracy is to engage its citizens in the political process 

through voting. To that end, a more effective democracy is one in which more citizens are able – 

and, ideally, willing – to vote. However, the question of how to encourage voting behavior is not 

quite so clear. Even among developed democracies, there is considerable diversity in the 

methods used to administer elections and encourage voting.  

Voter turnout is an instructive measure of how well voting systems enable citizens to cast 

their ballots. Individually, of course, the choice to vote (or not vote) is a complex one, involving 

implicit cost-benefit analyses, belief in voter efficacy, salience of the election in question, and 

even social pressures. While some of those variables are effectively exogenous for lawmakers 

who hope to encourage voting, legislative change can address some of the direct costs of voting. 

Implicitly, allowing for alternative forms of voting can lower the perceived costs of voting – for 

instance, by decreasing the time waiting in line from 2 hours to 30 minutes, by varying the 

venues available for voting, or by enabling voters to complete ballots in their own homes. 

Theory suggests that this lowering of costs could encourage participation and therefore raise 

voter turnout – but the reality of voter turnout does not always align with theory.  

 There are several ways in which voting can be made easier, and in the United States, 

these measures vary at the state level. Some states allow voters to mail in their ballots, whether 

as a matter of course (i.e., “all mail elections” in state like Oregon), as absentee ballots with no 

excuse required, or through absentee ballots under specific circumstances. Alternately, some 

states allow voters to vote early (in person) at their local polling place and/or county clerk’s 

office for a predetermined period. In this paper, I focus primarily on the impact of this early in-

person voting method.    
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Previous empirical work on the subject has produced largely negative results; that is, 

early in-person voting is actually negatively correlated with voter turnout. This clashes with the 

intuitive a priori sense of what “should” happen. Indeed, progressive activists for voting rights, 

including the ACLU and the Brennan Center for Justice, continue to champion the expansion of 

early in-person voting. In face of this tension between the normative support of early voting and 

the empirical skepticism, this analysis will help to illuminate the true relationship.  

In this paper, I use state-level voter turnout data to isolate the impact of early in-person 

voting on voter turnout on U.S. federal elections between 2010 and 2020. I introduce control 

variables for the availability of mail-in voting to further distinguish the turnout effects of early 

in-person voting. Many states tend to adopt both measures, so it is critical to distinguish between 

the separate effects of each.  

My initial hypothesis was that early voting, even taken apart from mail-in voting options, 

would have an independent and positive impact on voter turnout. However, in the years covered 

by my panel, early voting had a negligible impact on turnout. That is to say, having early in-

person voting is not associated with higher turnout. Still, there is some evidence that early in-

person voting does mobilize black voters.  

 The result of this analysis canhelp to inform policy decisions about voter reforms in 

future election cycles. The comparison of the relative efficacy of the two ‘alternative’ systems of 

voting – mail-in voting vs early in-person voting – can inform states on how best to encourage its 

electorate to participate. Alternately, as some states have rolled back alternatives methods of 

voting – the state of Georgia, in particular – this analysis suggests potential consequences of 

those changes, for better or for worse.  
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 Lastly, this paper suggests avenues for future research in voter reform efforts. As 

mentioned, this paper does not address differences in voter registration systems. It is possible, 

even likely, that differences in registration processes contribute comparably to voter turnout 

rates. Future research can examine this impact as well, as well as different combinations of 

registration methods and alternative voting systems.  

 The paper proceeds as follows: in the next section, I provide background and a review of 

the related literature. In Section 3, I describe a theoretical model of voter turnout that will inform 

my analysis. In Section 4, I present an empirical model of how I will estimate voter turnout 

conditional on relevant variables. Section 5 gives a description of data sources and relevant 

statistics. In Section 6, I present the results of my regression models and interpret those results. 

In the final section, I summarize my findings and provide policy recommendations based on 

those findings. 
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II. Background and Literature Review 

A. Background 

The idea of citizens voting in democratic elections is as old as ancient Athens. However, 

alternative forms of voting – in this case, absentee and early in-person voting – are 

comparatively recent developments. The transition from a singular Election Day to a system that 

combines mailed-in ballots and ballots cast early is a study in changing norms, accelerated in 

recent years as states have pushed for greater ballot access.  

Absentee voting in the United States was first practiced in the Civil War, allowing men 

who were serving in the military to cast their ballots in their home states.1 Absentee voting was 

expanded to civilians in the early twentieth century under limited circumstances, until the 1970’s 

and 1980’s saw states move to adopt “no-excuse” absentee ballots.2 The notion of early in-

person voting as distinct from absentee balloting is an even more modern conception. The 

practice of offering early voting at polling places really took hold in the 1990’s. The first state to 

do so was Texas, following shortly thereafter by Oklahoma, and then Tennessee, New Mexico, 

and Nevada in 1994.3 Other states adopted early voting in the aftermath of the 2000 election, 

which spurred a great deal of electoral reform.  

  The growth of early in-person voting has been dramatic. Census Bureau estimates show a 

rapid growth in the percentage of the population who voted early, from 2.4% in 1996 to over 

7.5% in 2004.4 At the state level in 2004, 15 states reported over 10% of ballots cast early in-

person, with Texas reporting nearly 48%.5 More recent evidence also supports the expansion of 

 
1 John C. Fortier, Absentee and Early Voting: Trends, Promises, and Perils (Washington, DC: AEI Press, 2006). 
2 Fortier. Before the introduction of no-excuse absentee ballots, voters were required to provide a qualifying 
‘excuse’ why they could not vote on election day. Some states still require this information. 
3 Fortier. Contemporaneous studies of these early reform states are discussed below. 
4 Fortier. 
5 Fortier. 
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this practice. 2016 estimates found that early in-person voting accounted for over 17% of all 

ballots.6 Further, as of 2021, 45 states and the District of Columbia have adopted early voting.7 

As such, early in-person voting is increasingly an important area of study with regards to turnout.  

Early voting in either form (absentee or in-person) is not without its critics. Mail-in 

voting, in particular, has drawn criticism for the potential of voter fraud. Empirically, it must be 

noted, there is little to no evidence of voter fraud.8 However, it is the potential for fraud that 

alarms some detractors. Early in-person voting, in contrast, is less susceptible to fraud, as it 

occurs in (roughly) the same institutional context as Election Day voting. Yet some have argued 

that early voters may miss out on pertinent information that may arise in the days just prior to an 

election.9 Still others claim the negative repercussions of losing a ‘civic day of election’,10 a 

claim which is discussed further below. 

B. General Theories of Voting Motivation and Costs 

The precise factors that induce people to vote – or not vote – are complex and opaque. 

Political scientists have used theoretical models to  explain an individual’s choice to vote or not 

vote. These theories differ significantly in which variables are salient and have divergent 

implications for the effect of early in-person voting.  

A seminal work in the theory of voter turnout is Wolfinger and Rosenstone’s Who Votes? 

. This book analyzes demographic characteristics to estimate their impact on the likelihood of 

 
6 “Newly Released 2016 Election Administration and Voting Survey Provides Snapshot of Nation’s Voter Turnout 
Registration Trends Voting Systems | U.S. Election Assistance Commission,” accessed November 7, 2021, 
https://www.eac.gov/news/2017/06/29/newly-released-2016-election-administration-and-voting-survey-provides-
snapshot. 
7 “Early Voting In-Person Voting,” accessed November 2, 2021, https://www.ncsl.org/research/elections-and-
campaigns/early-voting-in-state-elections.aspx. 
8 Fortier, Absentee and Early Voting. 
9 Fortier. At 61 
10 Barry C. Burden et al., “Election Laws, Mobilization, and Turnout: The Unanticipated Consequences of Election 
Reform,” American Journal of Political Science 58, no. 1 (2014): 95–109. 
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voting. Central to this analysis is a cost-benefit model of voter turnout. In their words: “The 

likelihood that an individual will vote is a direct expression not only of his motivation to vote but 

also of the costs associated with doing so. The easier it is for a person to cast a ballot, the more 

likely he is to vote.”11 Though Wolfinger and Rosenstone’s analysis predates the widespread 

adoption of early in-person voting, this principle can be applied to EIPV, as it does potentially 

lower the costs of voting. 

In contrast, other theories of voting have focused more on the social dimensions of 

voting. Meredith Rolfe’s Voter Turnout: A Social Theory of Political Participation constructs a 

behavioral model of voter turnout, in which each individual makes a decision to vote conditional 

on the participation of those around them. Rolfe posits that “the turnout decision is best 

represented as a conditional cooperative response to cooperative decisions made by friends, 

family, neighbors, and coworkers”.12 The precise models employed by Rolfe are too complex to 

be summarized here, but the implication for early in-person voting would be negative. The loss 

of the “civic day of election”, as mentioned above, would be given greater weight in this model. 

Thus, the predicted effect of EIPV would be a decrease in turnout, as the pro-turnout effects of 

one’s immediate connections are diminished.  

Lastly, more recent studies have emphasized this social dimension as mediated through 

context. In Discount Voting, Michael Hanmer argues that “social and political contexts” of 

individual states are key determinants of turnout.13 It is these contexts that shape the state’s 

choice of election laws (especially registration laws), which in turn influence turnout. In 

 
11 Raymond E. Wolfinger, Who Votes?, A Yale Fastback (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1980). 
12 Meredith Rolfe, Voter Turnout: A Social Theory of Political Participation, Political Economy of Institutions and 
Decisions (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2012). 
13 Michael J. Hanmer, Discount Voting: Voter Registration Reforms and Their Effects (Cambridge [U.K.] ; 
Cambridge University Press, 2009). 
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Hanmer’s view, electoral reforms on their own will not be efficacious if they do not change the 

context: “citizens will not flood the polling places just because a state or federal law makes it 

easier to vote”.14 Thus this hypothesis does not support early voting as a turnout mechanism, 

instead implying that the effect on turnout would be neutral or even negative.  

To summarize thus far, I have discussed three major theories of voting motivation. The 

first considers voting in the context of a cost-benefit decision, which would imply a positive 

return to the implementation of early voting via lowered costs. The second explains voting 

behavior as a product of conditional decision making in the context of one’s social network; this 

would lead to lowered turnout in the presence of early in-person voting if there is a loss of the 

‘civic day of election’. The third posits that social and political contexts are the real drivers of 

voting behavior, and that changes in voting mechanisms would not improve turnout 

independently.  

C. Empirical Studies of Early In-Person Voting 

Since the widespread adoption in the 1990’s and 2000’s, political scientists have 

conducted analyses to determine what (if any) the numerical impacts of early in-person voting on 

turnout have been. These papers largely rely on observational data – comparing voter turnout 

rates and voter characteristics before and after the implementation of EIPV. The weight of the 

evidence suggests that early in-person voting is associated with lower voter turnout. This runs 

counter to my hypothesis and to an ‘intuitive’ expectation of the result of greater convenience. 

This negative association is observed most frequently at the national level. Yet, in contrast, state-

level interventions have shown significant positive impacts of EIPV. Indeed, it has been argued 

that the impact of early in-person voting is highly context-dependent. Furthermore, EIPV can 

 
14 Hanmer. 
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have demonstrably positive effects on turnout when coupled with other measures of 

convenience, such as same-day registration. Thus, despite an apparent empirical consensus, the 

actual impact of EIPV is more ambiguous than its critics would suggest.  

The most comprehensive empirical study of early voting methods is Mary Fitzgerald’s 

2005 paper, “Greater Convenience but Not Greater Turnout”. Fitzgerald uses turnout data for all 

federal elections from 1972 to 200215 – the largest sample found in any of the empirical literature 

discussed here. Across all years, there was a negative impact on turnout for early in-person 

voting.16 Interestingly, this study also found a negative coefficient on mail-in voting (reported 

here as “unrestricted absentee voting”).17 

In a similar study, Gronke et al. examined the national turnout effects of voting reforms 

from 1980 to 2004.18 Naturally this sample overlaps quite significantly with Fitzgerald’s. 

Perhaps unsurprisingly, their analysis found a negative impact of early in-person voting, though 

as before it was not a statistically significant finding.19 This paper did also note a positive return 

to turnout for Oregon’s all-mail voting system, which was statistically significant.20 

In a smaller-scale study of the 2004 and 2008 Presidential elections, Burden et al. found 

that early voting was associated with a decrease in an individual’s probability of voting of 

approximately 1 to 2%.21 It must be noted here that the authors did not distinguish between early 

in-person voting and mail-in voting. This may account for some of the differences between the 

 
15 Mary Fitzgerald, “Greater Convenience But Not Greater Turnout: The Impact of Alternative Voting Methods on 
Electoral Participation in the United States,” American Politics Research 33, no. 6 (November 1, 2005): 842–67, 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1532673X04274066. 
16 Fitzgerald, “Greater Convenience But Not Greater Turnout.” 
17 Fitzgerald, “Greater Convenience But Not Greater Turnout.” 
18 Paul Gronke, Eva Galanes-Rosenbaum, and Peter A. Miller, “Early Voting and Turnout,” PS: Political Science & 
Politics 40, no. 4 (October 2007): 639–45, https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096507071028. 
19 Gronke et al, “Early Voting and Turnout.” 
20 Gronke et al, “Early Voting and Turnout.” 
21 Burden et al., “Election Laws, Mobilization, and Turnout.” 
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effects reported here and in other papers. However, in the presence of both early voting and 

same-day and election-day registration, this coefficient becomes positive for individuals.22 

Burden et al. suggest that early voting eliminates the mobilization effects of having a singular 

election day.23 I contend, however, that political campaigns may have improved their 

mobilization efforts since 2008 to capitalize on early voters more fully.  

Larocca and Klemanski conducted a similar analysis to Burden et al., albeit with different 

methodology. The authors use self-reported voter turnout from the Census Bureau’s Current 

Population Survey (CPS) and estimate logistic regressions for the likelihood of an individual to 

vote in the presence of reforms. Their sample uses the 2000, 2004, and 2008 Presidential 

elections, and effects are broken down by age subgroups. In all reported ages and elections, the 

effect of early in-person voting was negative and statistically significant.24 Larocca and 

Klemanski posit an alternate hypothesis from the mobilization explanation offered by Burden et 

al. Namely, they suggest that EIPV does not actually lower costs of voting, as voters must still 

make it to polling places which are sometimes inconveniently located.25 There is, naturally, 

substantial heterogeneity in how EIPV is administered in individual states. In Texas, early voting 

expands the sites where voting is possible, in direct contrast to Larocca and Klemanski’s 

hypothesis.26 EIPV’s effect on the ‘cost’ of voting could therefore depend on where voting sites 

are located.  This suggests another way in which EIPV is mediated through context – namely, the 

specific administration of early in-person voting.  

 
22 Burden et al., “Election Laws, Mobilization, and Turnout.” Note that, when measured at the county level, the 
effect on turnout is still negative when interacted with EDR and SDR. 
23 Burden et al., “Election Laws, Mobilization, and Turnout.” 
24 Roger Larocca and John S. Klemanski, “U.S. State Election Reform and Turnout in Presidential Elections,” State 
Politics & Policy Quarterly 11, no. 1 (2011): 76–101. 
25 Larocca and Klemanski, “U.S. State Election Reform and Turnout in Presidential Elections.” 
26 Lilliard E. Richardson and Grant W. Neeley, “The Impact of Early Voting on Turnout: The 1994 Elections in 
Tennessee,” State & Local Government Review 28, no. 3 (1996):. 174. 
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Not all empirical work at the national level has found a purely negative association. 

Giammo and Brox examined county-level data in eight Presidential elections and found that 

early voting and no-excuse absentee voting both had significant positive impacts on voter 

turnout.27 However, this positive impact is strongest in the first election cycle during which the 

reform is introduced and becomes negative thereafter.28 They conclude that voting reforms like 

EIPV offer a temporary boost to turnout that is not sustained over subsequent elections. 

Unlike the national-level analyses, individual state studies have found the opposite to be 

true: EIPV has in fact increased turnout. There is no consensus explanation for this finding, but 

the authors do posit hypotheses as to why early in-person voting is effective in these states. 

In one of the earliest analyses of the impact of EIPV, Stein and Gracia-Monet analyzed 

voter turnout data from Texas in the 1992 Presidential election.29 Their analysis found that a 

higher percent of early votes cast was associated with higher turnout overall.30 This effect was 

very marginal but still statistically significant and robust to the inclusion of controls. Stein and 

Gracia-Monet also attribute some of this effect to Texas’s implementation of EIPV, which 

broadened the venues for voting and may have induced social cues in favor of participation.31 

In a similar study from the same era, Richardson and Neeley found statistically 

significant positive impacts of early in-person voting in Tennessee.32 The authors found that 

early voting increased voter turnout in both primary and general elections. Richardson and 

 
27 Joseph D. Giammo and Brian J. Brox, “Reducing the Costs of Participation: Are States Getting a Return on Early 
Voting?,” Political Research Quarterly 63, no. 2 (2010): 295–303. 
28 Giammo and Brox. 
29 Robert M. Stein and Patricia A. Gracía-Monet, “Voting Early but Not Often,” Social Science Quarterly 
(University of Texas Press) 78, no. 3 (September 1997): 657–71. As discussed in the background section, Texas was 
only of the earliest states to adopt EIPV, doing so in 1991; as such, the 1992 election was the first time that this 
option was available. 
30 Stein and Gracía-Monet, “Voting Early but Not Often.” 
31 Stein and Gracía-Monet, “Voting Early but Not Often.” 
32 Richardson and Neeley, “The Impact of Early Voting on Turnout.” 
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Neeley’s paper focused on a midterm election (1994) instead of a Presidential one. This has 

interesting implications for the relative importance of EIPV by election type.  

Another study showed that restricting early voting can have significant negative impacts 

on turnout, especially in subgroup analysis by race. Herron and Smith found that a Florida law 

which reduces the number of early voting days and eliminated early voting on the Sunday before 

the election led to a drop in early voting, primarily affecting Black and Hispanic voters.33  

Lastly, an examination of a change in Ohio’s early voting laws provides a ‘natural 

experiment’ to gauge the impact of early voting. Prior to the 2012 election, Ohio governor John 

Kasich and the Ohio legislature passed a law requiring that all Ohio counties keep the same 

number of early voting days and hours, and restricted early voting for the three days prior to the 

election (i.e. the weekend and Monday leading up to Election Day).34 Because this represented a 

net expansion for some (primarily rural) counties and a retraction for other (primarily urban) 

counties, the change in turnout as a result of early voting days can be estimated. The authors 

found that each additional day of early voting was associated with a roughly 0.22 percentage 

point increase in voter turnout.35 This effect is slight but statistically significant. 

These seemingly contradictory results paint an interesting picture of the empirical impact 

of early voting. National studies suggest a general negative impact on turnout; however, studies 

at the state level have shown positive turnout effects. Slight methodological differences – i.e., 

probability of turnout for individuals versus turnout measured at the county or state level – may 

 
33 Michael C. Herron and Daniel A. Smith, “Race, Party, and the Consequences of Restricting Early Voting in 
Florida in the 2012 General Election,” Political Research Quarterly 67, no. 3 (2014): 646–65. 
34 Ethan Kaplan and Haishan Yuan, “Early Voting Laws, Voter Turnout, and Partisan Vote Composition: Evidence 
from Ohio,” American Economic Journal: Applied Economics 12, no. 1 (January 2020): 32–60. 
35 Kaplan and Yuan. 
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help to explain this variation. However, it is my aim in this paper to re-examine national turnout 

trends in more recent elections, in hopes of aligning the national- and state-level impacts. 

D. Characteristics of Early Voters 

Bridging the gap between theory and practice, some political scientists have studied the 

demographic characteristics of early voters as compared to the general voting public. If early 

voting does provide encouragement for more people to vote, it is reasonable to expect that these 

voters at the margin would be systematically different from habitual voters and non-voters.  

In a deeply critical paper entitled “The Perverse Consequences of Electoral Reform”, 

Berisnky looked at characteristics of early voters in other empirical studies and found that early 

voting tends to reproduce and exacerbate existing disparities in the electorate.36 Despite 

Berinsky’s overall conclusion, however, the record on early in-person voting is more neutral. 

Citing papers by Stein and Gracia-Monet as well as Richardson and Neely – both are which are 

examined further below – he found no systematic differences between early in-person voters and 

other voters.37 Berinsky therefore states that “[EIPV] did not increase the demographic 

representativeness of the electorate”38 – but it did not decrease it either. In contrast, comparisons 

of vote-by-mail and absentee voters found a bias toward higher income voters.39 

Another study conducted by Gronke and Toffey compared individual-level characteristics 

of early and regular voters to test for systematic differences. Notably, here, the authors do not 

distinguish between early in-person voting and absentee voting, so these results may lack 

applicability to the EIPV case. The authors find statistically significant differences in levels of 

 
36 Adam J. Berinsky, “The Perverse Consequences of Electoral Reform in the United States,” American Politics 
Research 33, no. 4 (July 1, 2005): 471–91, https://doi.org/10.1177/1532673X04269419. 
37 Berinsky. 
38 Berinsky. 
39 Berinsky. 
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ideological strength and political activity between early voters and Election Day voters, but no 

other significant differences with regards to education, age, income, or partisanship.40  

Both of these studies point to an early-voting electorate that closely resembles the general 

electorate but does not appear to stimulate voting at the margins. These findings may help to 

explain why early in-person voting does not introduce positive turnout effects. 

E. Examination of Related Alternative Voting Reforms and Methods 

In each of the papers above, the key takeaway has been the impact of early voting. Thus 

far, my discussion has primarily been centered on the two primary ‘forms’ of early voting: 

absentee / mail-in voting and early in-person voting. However, it is worth examining other 

electoral reforms and their impacts as they relate to early voting.  

First, states differ significantly in their registration procedures. In all states, you must 

register to be able to vote. This can be some in advance of voting or, in some states, 

simultaneous with the casting of one’s ballot. For states in which one must register in advance, 

this represents a distinct potential impediment on the path to voting. In contrast, some states have 

adopted same-day registration (SDR) or election-day registration (EDR).41 In either case, voters 

may register and vote in a single step, eliminating any barriers that may be posed by registration.  

Empirical estimates of the impact of easier registration are generally positive. Burden et 

al. found positive, statistically significant impacts of turnout of election-day registration on 

individuals, and on county-level turnout where early voting was also present.42 Fitzgerald’s 

 
40 Paul Gronke and Daniel Krantz Toffey, “The Psychological and Institutional Determinants of Early Voting,” 
Journal of Social Issues 64, no. 3 (September 2008): 503–24, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2008.00575.x. 
Note that the “political activity” indicator was only significant in a bivariate model.  
41 Burden et al., “Election Laws, Mobilization, and Turnout.” Per the authors, election-day registration refers to 
registering to vote and casting a ballot on the national Election Day; same-day registration refers to registering and 
casting a ballot on any day other than Election Day (i.e., during the early-vote period). 
42 Burden et al. 
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analysis of elections from 1972 to 2002 also found a positive and statistically significant 

relationship between state-level turnout and election-day registration.43 Fitzgerald also found 

significant impacts of the availability of registration by mail and at the DMV.44 

Lastly, for comparative purposes, it is instructive to turn to an outlier in United States 

election administration: Oregon. In 2011, the state of Oregon formally adopted vote-by-mail as 

the sole voting methods for all elections, though many counties had switched to vote-by-mail 

prior to that as well.45 By definition, Oregon does not have early in-person voting, as it does not 

have in-person voting whatsoever. However, it is instructive when considering the hypothesis 

that depressed turnout from EIPV is a result of the loss of the civic day of election. An analysis 

of county-level turnout before and after the adoption of all-mail voting found that turnout 

increased by an average of 3 percentage points.46 This runs counter to the “civic day of election” 

hypothesis – the voters of Oregon do not seem to have lost enthusiasm by staying home on 

Election Day. The implications of this for expanding early in-person voting are encouraging.  

F. Normative Support of Early In-Person Voting 

Despite the mixed empirical record, normative support for early in-person voting remains 

strong. The sanctity of the vote is an important concept to American democracy. Indeed, many of 

the calls to support and expand early voting are based not on whether or not they do expand voter 

turnout, but only whether doing so is a benefit to those that take advantage of early voting. 

Greater convenience is equated with greater access. This normative dimension is at the heart of 

most political discussions of early voting.  

 
43 Fitzgerald, “Greater Convenience But Not Greater Turnout.” 
44 Fitzgerald, “Greater Convenience But Not Greater Turnout.” 
45 Alan S. Gerber, Gregory A. Huber, and Seth J. Hill, “Identifying the Effect of All-Mail Elections on Turnout: 
Staggered Reform in the Evergreen State,” Political Science Research and Methods 1, no. 1 (June 2013): 91–116, 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/psrm.2013.5. 
46 Gerber, Huber, and Hill. 
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As an example of the political discourse surrounding early in-person voting, consider 

these comments by U.S. Senator Sherrod Brown in 2012, after a court challenge to Ohio’s early 

voting restrictions47: 

“We should be removing barriers to the ballot, not creating them. Today's decision affirms 

that early voting should remain intact for three of the busiest voting days, including the 

Sunday before the election, when many Ohioans choose to fulfill both their spiritual and 

civic obligations on the same day."48 

Brown’s appeal to ballot access is a persuasive one, and notably it does not make any 

claims to the efficacy of early in-person voting as a turnout mechanism. Rather, the claims of 

access and convenience are presented as sufficient on their own to support continuation of the 

practice. 

Proposals from advocacy groups like the Brennan Center for Justice also defend early 

voting for reasons not directly related to turnout. One opinion piece cites decreased congestion, 

shorter wait times, and “improvement in poll worker performance” all as potential benefits of 

early voting.49 Thus even supporters of EIPV do not cite its impact on turnout as the primary 

motivation for keeping or expanding it. 

G. Original Contribution to Existing Literature 

As discussed above, the empirical record on early in-person voting is decidedly mixed. 

There is substantial heterogeneity in how these analyses are conducted, and thus it is not 

surprising that they arrive at divergent conclusions as to the actual impact of EIPV. Using only 

 
47 These are the same restrictions discussed in the Kaplan and Yuan paper, above.  
48 “Brown Statement on Ohio Early Voting Rights Court Decision: [1],” Congressional Documents and Publications 
(Washington, United States: Federal Information & News Dispatch, LLC, August 31, 2012), 
https://www.proquest.com/politicalscience/docview/1038339871/abstract/D57BEB7FCAD44CB3PQ/4. 
49 “Expand Early Voting | Brennan Center for Justice,” accessed November 5, 2021, 
https://www.brennancenter.org/our-work/research-reports/expand-early-voting. 
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observational data, effect estimates may be imprecise, but my analysis will diverge from other 

papers in the following key ways that may provide a unique estimate of the impact.  

First, I will distinguish between early in-person voting and absentee voting / vote-by-

mail. Several of the analyses above grouped the two methods together (e.g., Burden et al. 2014), 

which makes it harder to isolate the particular effect of EIPV. Second, I will be using state-level 

data instead of county-level or individual-level predicted probabilities. As such, there is a 

reduced risk of non-representativeness of counties and/or individuals. Lastly, my election years 

subsample is both more recent than other papers discussed and contains an equal number of 

Presidential and midterm elections. This illuminates if EIPV helps (or hurts) turnout only in 

high-visibility Presidential elections, as compared to lower-turnout midterm elections. I use 

turnout data from 2010 to 2020, while many of the national-level research has used historical 

data from much older elections and over very long time periods. Limiting the sample to these last 

few cycles reduces the time fixed effects and allow for more precise estimation of the impact of 

EIPV in the contemporary context.  

While perhaps not a revolution in the estimation of early in-person voting effects, this 

paper updates existing models of voter turnout and bring them to bear on contemporary election 

cycles. In doing so, I hope to bring further clarity into the precise effects of early in-person 

voting and harmonize the contrasting empirical findings at the national and state levels.  
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III. Theoretical Model 

 In my theoretical model, voter turnout in the state is a function of the measures of 

alternative voting methods (mail-in or early in-person voting and characteristics of the state 

itself. This theoretical model can be stated as follows: 

𝑇𝑢𝑟𝑛𝑜𝑢𝑡 = 𝑓(𝐸𝐼𝑃𝑉, 𝑀𝐴𝐼𝐿, 𝑔𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑟, 𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑒, 𝑖𝑛𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑒, 𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒, 𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟)	 

Equation 1 

 The body of literature discussed above provides support for the inclusion of mail-in 

voting and early in-person voting as determinants of voter turnout. While there is some dispute 

about the direction of the effect of early voting, few of the analyses determined it did not exert 

an effect. Likewise, mail-in voting has been tested and found to be significant in at least some of 

the cases presented above.  

 The demographic controls align with observed differences in voting patterns across time. 

Historical voting rates have consistently differed between men and women.50 When aggregated 

at the state level, this may have a significant impact on the overall turnout rate. For example, if 

women turn out to vote at higher rates, a state with more women than men would have a higher 

predicted turnout than a state with a more men than women.  

Similarly, observed voting patterns differ by race. In the years of my sample, 2010 to 

2020, voter turnout was highest among white voters, followed by black voters, and Asian and 

Hispanic voters.51 (In fact, turnout rates were nearly identical for Hispanic and Asian voters for 

 
50 Ruth Igielnik, “Men and Women in the U.S. Continue to Differ in Voter Turnout Rate, Party Identification,” Pew 
Research Center (blog), accessed November 23, 2021, https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2020/08/18/men-and-
women-in-the-u-s-continue-to-differ-in-voter-turnout-rate-party-identification/. 
51 Jens Manuel Krogstad, Luis Noe-Bustamante, and Antonio Flores, “Historic Highs in 2018 Voter Turnout 
Extended across Racial and Ethnic Groups,” Pew Research Center (blog), accessed November 30, 2021, 
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2019/05/01/historic-highs-in-2018-voter-turnout-extended-across-racial-and-
ethnic-groups/. 
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this time period.) I do not ascribe a causal meaning to this pattern. It is likely that racial identity 

is correlated with economic and social conditions that either encourage or discourage voting. 

However, like gender, these may end up being significant determinants of turnout rates when 

aggregated at the state level. Therefore, a measure of the percentage of residents who identify as 

white vs other races is assumed to have a differential impact on turnout.  

In addition, household income is likely to have an effect on whether or not one votes. 

Those with higher household incomes will turnout at higher rates, and those with lower incomes 

will turnout at lower rates.  In Section 5 of this paper, I will show a visualization that 

demonstrates this relationship empirically (see Figure 3). 

Finally, voting patterns likely differ across states and across years. States may have 

political cultures that encourage or discourage voting. Years reflect changes in the national 

landscape that affect state voting patterns. These are controlled for using fixed-effect regression 

models, which are further described in the empirical model section below.  
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IV. Empirical Model 

 In estimating the effect of early in-person voting, I will test several empirical models. In 

all models, my key independent variable is an indicator variable for the presence of early in-

person voting in a given state-year, noted as EIPV. I also control for the availability of no-excuse 

absentee voting, noted as MAIL. An interaction term for the presence of both forms of early 

voting, EIPVxMAIL, is also included. Thus, with controls omitted, my regression of interest will 

be of the general form: 

[𝑇𝑢𝑟𝑛𝑜𝑢𝑡]52 = 𝛽! +	𝛽"	𝐸𝐼𝑃𝑉 +	𝛽#𝑀𝐴𝐼𝐿 +	𝛽$𝐸𝐼𝑃𝑉𝑥𝑀𝐴𝐼𝐿 + 𝑒		 

Equation 2 

where e represents an error term. In all models, errors are assumed to be heteroskedastic, so 

robust standard errors are estimated.53  

 For my variables of interest, I expect the sign on all three variables (EIPV, MAIL, and 

EIPVxMAIL) to be positive. According to the theory that voting decisions are made based on 

costs and benefits, in which early in-person voting and no-excuse absentee voting lower costs, 

both methods should lead to higher turnout. The interaction term would therefore also be positive 

because costs would be lowest in states that offer both alternatives.  

The models are estimated with two possible dependent variables, both of which represent 

voter turnout in slightly different ways. The first set of models use VEP_Turnout, which 

measures voter turnout as a percentage. In these models, coefficients are interpretable as 

percentage point change in voter turnout. The other set of models use ln_Turnout, or the natural 

 
52 [Turnout] represents either of my two dependent variables; see immediately below.  
53 Estimating heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors does not introduce bias, even if errors were homoscedastic. 
Thus, even if the rare case that I have homoscedastic errors, the only consequence would be a slight loss in the 
efficiency of my estimates.  
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log of voter turnout, with a control added for population. These coefficients can be interpreted as 

percent changes in turnout with a slight mathematical adjustment.54 

 In all models, I add controls for demographic characteristics of the state. In the 

VEP_Turnout models, I use the percent of residents in each demographic group in a given state-

year (i.e., the percent of male residents in Iowa in 2012) as a control for each state-year 

observation. I include demographic controls for race, Hispanic ethnicity, and gender. The 

reference category is white females, so WhitePercent and FemalePercent are omitted. As 

discussed in the theoretical model section, women tend to vote at higher rates than men,55 so the 

sign on MalePercent should be negative. By a similar token, since the reference category is white 

voters and white voters have higher turnout rates,56 the signs on the variables for racial identity 

and Hispanic origin should be negative.  

I also include a control for the median household income in a state. The variable for 

median household income in a state is log transformed, so a 1-unit change is equivalent to a 

100% increase in median household income. More affluent voters tend to vote at higher rates, so 

the anticipated sign on this variable is positive.  

I include an indicator variable for whether or not the election is a midterm election.57 

Historically voter turnout is lower in midterm elections compared to Presidential elections. 

Therefore, this variable should have a negative and rather substantial association with turnout.  

 
54 The adjustment formula for log-linear coefficients is (𝑒! − 1) ∗ 100. 
55 Igielnik, “Men and Women in the U.S. Continue to Differ in Voter Turnout Rate, Party Identification.” 
56 Krogstad, Noe-Bustamante, and Flores, “Historic Highs in 2018 Voter Turnout Extended across Racial and Ethnic 
Groups.” 
57 That is to say, midterm = 0 for a Presidential election and =1 for a non-Presidential election; see data section for 
more information.  



 

 21 

 Also, based on the results of testing for subgroup effects (which is presented in the results 

section), I include in an interaction term for EIPV and the percentage of black residents, 

EIPVxBlackPercent.  

 Therefore, the first ‘fully saturated’ model presented is of the following form: 

𝑉𝐸𝑃𝑇𝑢𝑟𝑛𝑜𝑢𝑡 = 𝛽"	𝐸𝐼𝑃𝑉 +	𝛽#𝑀𝐴𝐼𝐿 +	𝛽$𝐸𝐼𝑃𝑉𝑥𝑀𝐴𝐼𝐿 +𝑊"	𝑚𝑖𝑑𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑚 +𝑊#	𝑀𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑐𝑒𝑛𝑡

+𝑊$	𝐵𝑙𝑎𝑐𝑘𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑐𝑒𝑛𝑡 +𝑊%	𝐴𝑠𝑖𝑎𝑛𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑐𝑒𝑛𝑡 +𝑊&	𝑆𝑜𝑚𝑒𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑒𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑐𝑒𝑛𝑡

+𝑊'	𝑙𝑛𝐻𝐻𝑖𝑛𝑐 +	𝛽%	𝐸𝐼𝑃𝑉𝑥𝐵𝑙𝑎𝑐𝑘𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑐𝑒𝑛𝑡 + 𝑒		

Equation 3 

 [Note that a coefficient of beta represents a key variable of interest and a coefficient of W 

represents a control variable] 

 In addition to the OLS model, I also estimate a fixed-effect regression model. I use two-

way fixed effects – that is, including both entity and time fixed effects. Entity fixed effects 

controls for all characteristics of states that are time-invariant; time fixed effects control for 

national-level changes that affect all states equally. The fixed effect model using VEP_Turnout is 

as follows: 

𝑉𝐸𝑃𝑇𝑢𝑟𝑛𝑜𝑢𝑡 = 𝛽"	𝐸𝐼𝑃𝑉 +	𝛽#𝑀𝐴𝐼𝐿 +	𝛽$𝐸𝐼𝑃𝑉𝑥𝑀𝐴𝐼𝐿 +𝑊"	𝑚𝑖𝑑𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑚 +𝑊#	𝑀𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑐𝑒𝑛𝑡

+𝑊$	𝐵𝑙𝑎𝑐𝑘𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑐𝑒𝑛𝑡 +𝑊%	𝐴𝑠𝑖𝑎𝑛𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑐𝑒𝑛𝑡 +𝑊&	𝑆𝑜𝑚𝑒𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑒𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑐𝑒𝑛𝑡

+𝑊'	𝑙𝑛𝐻𝐻𝑖𝑛𝑐 +	𝛽%	𝐸𝐼𝑃𝑉𝑥𝐵𝑙𝑎𝑐𝑘𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑐𝑒𝑛𝑡 + 𝜶𝒊 +	𝜹𝒕 + 	𝑒		 

Equation 4 

where 𝜶𝒊 represents a set of indicator variables for individual states in the model, and 𝜹𝒕 

represents a set of indicator variables for the years in the model. 
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 I then estimated the same models using ln_Turnout. Some small changes are made to this 

model compared to the percentage turnout models. First, I control for total state population. 

Second, instead of using percentage of residents for each demographic category, I use the raw 

estimates of the total population (i.e., total male residents). Lastly, because median household 

income is log transformed, the coefficient on that variable is interpretable as an elasticity.  

 The OLS version of the log turnout model, then, is as follows:  

𝑙𝑛𝑇𝑢𝑟𝑛𝑜𝑢𝑡 = 𝛽"	𝐸𝐼𝑃𝑉 +	𝛽#𝑀𝐴𝐼𝐿 +	𝛽$𝐸𝐼𝑃𝑉𝑥𝑀𝐴𝐼𝐿 +𝑊"𝑃𝑜𝑝𝑢𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 + 	𝑊#	𝑚𝑖𝑑𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑚

+𝑊$	𝑀𝑎𝑙𝑒𝐸𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑎𝑡𝑒 +𝑊%	𝐵𝑙𝑎𝑐𝑘𝐸𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑎𝑡𝑒 +𝑊&	𝐴𝑠𝑖𝑎𝑛𝐸𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑎𝑡𝑒

+𝑊'	𝑆𝑜𝑚𝑒𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑒𝐸𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑎𝑡𝑒 +𝑊*	𝑙𝑛𝐻𝐻𝑖𝑛𝑐 +	𝛽%	𝐸𝐼𝑃𝑉𝑥𝐵𝑙𝑎𝑐𝑘𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑐𝑒𝑛𝑡

+ 𝑒		

Equation 5 

 And the fixed effects version of the log turnout model is: 

𝑙𝑛𝑇𝑢𝑟𝑛𝑜𝑢𝑡 = 𝛽"	𝐸𝐼𝑃𝑉 +	𝛽#𝑀𝐴𝐼𝐿 +	𝛽$𝐸𝐼𝑃𝑉𝑥𝑀𝐴𝐼𝐿 +𝑊"𝑃𝑜𝑝𝑢𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 + 	𝑊#	𝑚𝑖𝑑𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑚

+𝑊$	𝑀𝑎𝑙𝑒𝐸𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑎𝑡𝑒 +𝑊%	𝐵𝑙𝑎𝑐𝑘𝐸𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑎𝑡𝑒 +𝑊&	𝐴𝑠𝑖𝑎𝑛𝐸𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑎𝑡𝑒

+𝑊'	𝑆𝑜𝑚𝑒𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑒𝐸𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑎𝑡𝑒 +𝑊*	𝑙𝑛𝐻𝐻𝑖𝑛𝑐 +	𝛽%	𝐸𝐼𝑃𝑉𝑥𝐵𝑙𝑎𝑐𝑘𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑐𝑒𝑛𝑡

+ 𝜶𝒊 +	𝜹𝒕 + 	𝑒		

Equation 6 

 Finally, given the tremendous effect of the COVID-19 pandemic, I also estimate models 

which exclude 2020 results as potential outliers. These models are identical to the models 

presented in Equations 2 – 5 with the sole difference being the omission of 2020 data. 

 I next turn to the data I use to estimate these models. 
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V. Data and Descriptive Statistics 

 The data for this analysis come from four sources. The dataset on actual voter turnout 

rates by states comes from the United States Election Project (hereafter USEP), which is 

compiled by Dr. Michael McDonald based on publicly available voter turnout information from 

all 50 states and the District of Columbia.58 Supplemental data on election administration – that 

is, for the presence of early voting and mail-in voting – were obtained from the United States 

Election Assistance Commission’s “Election Administrative and Voting Survey” (hereafter 

EAVS), which is conducted after each election cycle. Demographic information on race and 

gender were gathered from the American Community Survey (ACS) annual population 

estimates.59 Finally, data on household income were collected from the Census Bureau’s Current 

Population Survey (CPS) with historical tables from 1984 to 2020.60 

 This is a panel dataset with 306 state-year observations for federal elections from 2010 to 

2020. Note that, since my unit of analysis is state-years, the data include values for all 50 states 

and the District of Columbia for each of the six election cycles. While D.C. is not legally a state, 

it does administer its own elections and sets its own early voting laws, so it remains an important 

observation for estimating the impact of early voting measures. After extensive data cleaning and 

validation, this dataset is a balanced panel as well. 

 The dependent variable is voter turnout as a percentage of the voting-eligible population, 

hereafter VEP_Turnout. While this is measured as a percentage, I am not estimating likelihoods, 

so this is not a linear probability model. Instead, regressing on VEP_turnout as a percent allows 

 
58 “Citation - United States Elections Project,” accessed October 5, 2021, http://www.electproject.org/home/voter-
turnout/faq/citation. 
59 Due to difficulties of data collection in 2020, demographics for 2019 are used for state observations in 2020.  
60 US Census Bureau, “Historical Income Tables: Households,” Census.gov, accessed January 12, 2022, 
https://www.census.gov/data/tables/time-series/demo/income-poverty/historical-income-households.html. 
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me to talk about change in the turnout rate instead of absolute turnout, which minimizes 

differences across more and less populous states. As a robustness check, I will also estimate 

regressions using the raw number of ballots cast as the dependent variable with a control for state 

population. 

 The key independent variable is the presence of early in-person voting, which is called 

EIPV. This is an indicator variable generated from the EAVS survey data, coded to 1 if the state 

had early voting in the specified year and 0 if it did not. For added accuracy, indicator values 

were manually checked by reviewing effective dates of the relevant legislation, compiled by the 

National Conference of State Legislatures.61 The number of states that adopted EIPV in the years 

of my panel – 2010 to 2020 – is quite dramatic. For comparative purposes, I also use an indicator 

variable for the presence of mail-in voting, which is called MAIL. Like EIPV, this variable is 

coded to 1 if the state had mail-in voting in the specified year, and 0 if it did not. An interaction 

term, EIPVxMAIL, is also generated as the product of these two variables, indicating the 

presence of both forms of early voting. In Figure 1 on the following page, I represent the number 

of states that had early in-person voting and no excuse absentee voting in the first and last years 

of the panel. 

 
61 “Early Voting In-Person Voting.” 
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Figure 1. Map of States with Early Voting, 2010 and 2020. 

 In Figure 2 (on the following page), I visualize the (naïve) bivariate correlation between 

voter turnout and the presence of EIPV. The red line indicates the trend, with the other lines 

representing a 95% confidence interval. The upward slope does support the hypothesis that EIPV 

leads to higher turnout, though this estimate is necessarily biased from the omission of controls. 

 I generated a variable Year to record the year of each election cycle. There is also an 

indicator variable for midterm, which is set equal to 1 if the election is a midterm election (that 

is, a Congressional election that does not occur in the same year as a Presidential election) and 

equal to 0 for years with a Presidential election. This was done because the literature and data 
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both strongly suggest that turnout rates in midterm elections are substantially lower than turnout 

in Presidential elections.  

 

Figure 2. Simple Bivariate Correlation of EIPV and Voter Turnout. 

 In addition, I also include demographic characteristics of individual states, as obtained 

from the American Community Survey (ACS). I have focused specifically on the race and 

gender as demographics that have been shown to affect turnout in previous research. As 

discussed in the theoretical model section, voting patterns among men and women have varied 

historically, a pattern that I expect to hold for the relevant years of 2010 to 2020. For the 
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purposes of this model, I adopt a gender binary of male / female in reporting, understanding that 

the reality of gender is more complex than presented here. Likewise, voting by racial group 

and/or Hispanic identity may be divergent in meaningful ways. Demographic variables are 

reported in the table below, both in raw totals and in proportionate terms. Recognizing that many 

racial identities exist beyond these simple categorizations, I have restricted the controls to 

include White, Black, Asian, and two or more races. Hispanic origin / identity is a separate 

demographic characteristic that is not necessarily tied to racial identity. (As the ACS notes, 

Hispanic individuals can be White, Black, or a combination of two or more races.) 

 Finally, I control for median household income. For ease of interpretation, I have log 

transformed the household income variable, so coefficients will be interpretable either as the 

percent change in turnout for a 100% change in household income (for VEP_Turnout models) or 

as elasticities (for ln_turnout models). Further notes on interpretation will be discussed in the 

Results sections. In Figure 3 below, I present a basic scatter of household income and voter 

turnout to support this. 
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Figure 3. Scatter of Household Income and Voter Turnout. 

 There are likely other covariates that influence state-level aggregate turnout percentages. 

Unfortunately, the limitations of the available data are such that not every characteristic can be 

controlled for. The inclusion of time and entity fixed effects may help to significantly reduce this 

bias, but there still remains a distinct possibility of omitted variable bias in the regression 

reported in this paper. These will be discussed in detail in the results section.  
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 A list of all variables present in the dataset that are used in my model is presented in 

Table 1, below, along with their relevant descriptive statistics. The results follow Table 1 in the 

next section. 
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Table 1. Data and Descriptive Statistics 

 

 
62 “Type” here refers not to data type / structure, but to its purpose in the model – as we can see here, dependent 
variable, key independent variable, or control.  
63 Note that variables with 312 observations include values for the United States as a whole (6 years of 
observations); while variables with 306 observations only contain state-level data (and D.C).  

Variable Name Variable 
Type62  

Obs.  Mean Median SD Min Max 

VEP_Turnout Dependent 
variable 

306 54.18% 54.86% 11.88% 28.34% 79.96% 

Ln_turnout Dependent 
variable 

306 14.18 14.26 1.03 11.82 16.69 

State Control 306 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Year Control 306 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
VEP Control 306 8719780 3311131 31, 

300,000 
414536 25,962,648 

Midterm Control 306 0.5 0.5 0.5 0 1 
EIPV Key 

independent 
variable 

30663 .575 1 .495 0 1 

MAIL Key 
independent 
variable  

306 .614 1 .487 0 1 

EIPVxMAIL Key 
independent 
variable 

306 .447 0 .498 0 1 

TotalPopulationEstimate Control 306 6,261,046 4425216  7071399 562803 39,600,000 
FemaleEstimate Control 306 3180107 2248230 3580358 276159  19,900,000  
FemalePercent Control 306 50.64% 50.8% .824% 47.4% 52.7% 
WhiteEstimate Control 306 4575006 3258430 4747660 239413 23,800,000 
WhitePercent Control 306 76.3% 78.4% 13.54% 24.1% 95.4% 
BlackEstimate Control 306 792746.2 336450.5 945016 3667 3553922 
BlackPercent Control 306 11.25% 7.4%  10.76% 0.4% 51.2% 
AsianEstimate Control 306 329686.8 94719.5 786721 3803 5865435 
AsianPercent Control 306 4.04% 2.6% 5.50% 0.6% 38.9% 
Two_Or_More_Races 
(Estimate) 

Control 306 193842.5 121001   273093.4 10315 2004462 

Two_Or_More_Races 
(Percent) 

Control 306 3.32% 2.6% 3.15% 1.1% 24.3% 

HispanicEstimate  Control 306 1092186 335887.5  2561766  9452  15,600,000  
HispanicPercent Control 306 11.40% 8.9% 10.09% 1.2% 49.3% 
Median_HH_inc Control 304 58191.49 57083 11447.34 35521 94384 
lnHHinc Control 306 10.95 10.95 .194 10.47 11.45 
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VI. Results 
 
 As discussed in the empirical model section, to determine what (if any) effect early in-

person voting has on voter turnout, I ran a variety of regression models. Across all the model 

specifications, a consensus emerges: the ‘effect’ of EIPV is statistically insignificant, small, and 

cannot be conclusively said to be positive or negative. Consistent with other findings in the 

literature, the effect of EIPV is negligible. My initial hypothesis is rejected.  

 In general, I have reason to believe these models perform well at explaining voter 

turnout. Although the key variable of interest was not statistically significant, several explanatory 

variables (midterm election, household income) were significant, which will be discussed further 

below. The F-tests for all the regressions, including simple models64, were well above thresholds 

for significant. Finally, R-squared values were high in all models, as high as 0.92. (R-squared 

values for every model are included in the tables below and table in the appendix.)65 

A. Test of Interaction Terms 

 Prior to running any of these models, however, I tested model specifications with that 

interacted my key variable of interest (EIPV) with demographic controls for subgroup analysis. 

That is, by creating an interaction term, I can see if early in-person voting has a statistically 

significant relationship with voter turnout for specific groups of voters. I tested two model 

specifications: a multivariate OLS model and a two-way fixed effects model. While some groups 

did appear to have a significant relationship in the OLS model, the only significant variable in 

the fixed effects model was EIPVxBlackPercent (p < 0.01). This means that, controlling for time 

 
64 Complete models are provided in the appendix. All models except for the naïve bivariate models have a p-value 
on the F-statistic of 0.000, including the models presented in this section.  
65 For OLS models, I report the adjusted R-squared. For fixed effects models, which do not have a precise match for 
‘adjusted’ R-squared, I use the “within” R-squared.  
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and entity fixed effects, EIPV is associated with higher voter turnout for black voters. These 

results will be discussed in more detail below, but in light of these tests, EIPVxBlackPercent is 

the only interaction term included in subsequent models. The results of these two regressions are 

presented in Table 2.  
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Table 2. Test of Interaction Terms. 

 (1) (2) 
 Voter Turnout (Percent) Voter Turnout (Percent) 
Early In-Person Voting -144.3* -53.64 
 (-2.39) (-0.83) 
   
No-Excuse Absentee Voting 4.405*** -1.517 
 (5.00) (-1.09) 
   
Midterm Election -16.92*** 0 
 (-25.90) (.) 
   
Percent Male -3.417*** 1.137 
 (-3.49) (0.62) 
   
Percent Black -0.181* 0.0201 
 (-2.39) (0.07) 
   
Percent Asian 0.664 0.962 
 (1.87) (1.18) 
   
Percent Other Race -2.121*** -0.193 
 (-4.60) (-0.55) 
   
Percent Hispanic -0.0718 0.581 
 (-0.64) (0.89) 
   
Log of Household Income 22.47*** 7.219 
 (11.15) (1.65) 
   
Interaction of EIPV and BlackPercent  0.0877 0.255** 
 (0.88) (2.79) 
   
Interaction of EIPV and MalePercent  2.879* 1.032 
 (2.40) (0.81) 
   
Interaction of EIPV and HispanicPercent  -0.0179 -0.0368 
 (-0.13) (-0.35) 
   
Interaction of EIPV and AsianPercent  -1.140** 0.615 
 (-3.20) (1.48) 
   
Interaction of EIPV and SomeotherracePercent  1.909*** -0.269 
 (3.41) (-0.73) 
Entity Fixed Effects? No Yes 
Time Fixed Effects? No Yes 
Observations 306 306 
(Adjusted) R-Squared .781 .928 

t statistics in parentheses 

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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B. Percentage Turnout Models 

The first set of models presented use as the dependent variable percentage turnout. That 

is, a value of 1.00 for a right-hand side variable would mean that a one-unit increase in that 

variable would be associated with 1% higher voter turnout.  

In this section and the section that follows, I present two models. The first model is an 

ordinary least squares (OLS) model with all the controls available for my model. This model 

includes my key variable of interest, EIPV, as well as the indicator variable for no-excuse 

absentee voting, MAIL.66 I also include an interaction term for the presence of both forms of 

early voting. Control variables are included for select demographic characteristics and median 

household income. As described in Section I, an interaction term (EIPVxBlackPercent) is 

included for the impact of early in-person voting for black voters. 

The second model is a two-way fixed effects model. This includes entity fixed effects 

which control for fixed characteristics of individual states in the panel, and time fixed effects 

which control for time-varying characteristics that are consistent across states. Beyond the fixed 

effects controls, all the same variables are included in these models as in the OLS models. In 

general, fixed effects model are less biased because they control for more characteristics of 

states; therefore, when point estimates disagree, the fixed effect models are presumed to be more 

accurate.  

The point estimates for early in-person voting here are inconsistent and statistically 

insignificant. Estimates are not robust to the inclusion of controls. I cannot reject the null 

hypothesis that the population coefficient is 0; i.e., that early in-person voting has no effect at all.  

Similarly, the coefficients on no-excuse absentee voting are statistically insignificant. The 

 
66 For ease of interpretation, all the tables here use variable labels. For a complete list of variable names and 
summary statistics, please consult the Data section.  
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effect of no-excuse absentee voting, if any exists, is so small as to be negligible. The models do 

suggest that it would be positive; that is, the point estimates are all above 0 (save for the final 

model). So, while I cannot say with any certainty that no-excuse absentee voting has an impact 

on turnout, it is likely that any small marginal effect would be positive.  

 The interaction of early in-person voting and no-excuse absentee voting suggests the 

additional impact on turnout for states that have both methods of voting in place. This coefficient 

is significant (and positive) in the OLS model, which would imply higher turnout in states that 

have both reforms. However, in the fixed effects model, the coefficient is negative and is not 

statistically significant. It is likely that states with both reforms already had higher turnout on 

average, which would explain why the coefficient is lower when entity fixed effects are included 

as controls.  

The indicator variable for a midterm election, predictably, has a large, negative, and 

statistically significant coefficient. In the period covered by these data, turnout in midterm 

election is lower by about 17%.67 This is consistent with the literature and observed trends. Non-

Presidential contests are less mobilizing than Presidential election years. This impact is highly 

significant (p < .001). 

 Demographic variables are largely not significant here. The effect of gender (Percent 

Male) is not statistically significant in either model, nor does it have a consistent sign. Therefore, 

I can conclude that gender likely has an inconsistent and negligible impact on voter turnout. 

Similarly, the variables related to race are largely statistically insignificant. The effect of an 

additional percent of black residents is statistically indistinguishable for zero, as is the percent of 

 
67 The variable ‘midterm’ is omitted from the two-way fixed effects model because it is perfectly colinear with the 
Year indicator variable. However, the coefficient is significant in the entity fixed effects model specification. See the 
appendix for one-way FE models that demonstrate that midterm elections are still statistically significant.  
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Hispanic voters. In the OLS model, percent Asian and percent other race are both significant and 

associated with a reduction in voter turnout of less than 1%; however, these are not significant in 

the fixed effects model, suggesting these correlations are spurious.  

Table 3. Percentage Turnout Models. 

 (1) (2) 
 Voter Turnout (Percent) Voter Turnout (Percent) 
Early In-Person Voting -3.219 -0.0842 
 (-1.79) (-0.08) 
   
No-Excuse Absentee Voting 1.121 -0.331 
 (0.87) (-0.26) 
   
BOTH EIPV and no-excuse absentee 
options available 

4.707** -1.736 

 (2.78) (-1.55) 
   
Midterm Election -16.96*** 0 
 (-25.47) (.) 
   
Percent Male -0.978 1.918 
 (-1.60) (1.25) 
   
Percent Black -0.115 0.0733 
 (-1.76) (0.27) 
   
Percent Asian -0.446*** 1.456 
 (-6.13) (1.87) 
   
Percent Other Race -0.622* -0.405 
 (-2.44) (-1.89) 
   
Percent Hispanic -0.00773 0.405 
 (-0.12) (0.72) 
   
Log of Household Income 22.62*** 7.181 
 (11.46) (1.69) 
   
EIPV_BlackPercent 0.0332 0.205*** 
 (0.39) (3.56) 
Entity Fixed Effects? No Yes 
Time Fixed Effects? No Yes 
Observations 306 306 
(Adjusted) R-Squared .772 .927 
t statistics in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

 



 

 37 

 Median household income does appear to be associated with higher voter turnout. 

In the OLS model, a 10% increase in median income would be associated with a 2.26% 

increase in voter turnout.68 In the fixed effect model, the result is similarly positive but 

not statistically significant.  

 Lastly, the interaction of EIPV and Black Percent suggests that early in-person is 

statistically significant for black voters. That is, holding constant the percentage of black 

residents, adopting EIPV would be associated with a small increase in voter turnout. This 

finding is highly significant in the fixed effect model. That means that, for two states with 

the same percentage of black residents, adopting early in-person voting would lead to a 

0.2% increase in voter turnout. This may seem small, but it could be enough to swing a 

close election! 

 As a further check on the impact of early in-person voting, I ran joint F-tests on 

the statistical significance of (EIPV + EIPVxMAIL). In real-world terms, these 

coefficients describe the effect on turnout of adopting EIPV for states that already have 

no-excuse absentee voting in place. These results do suggest that, for this subset of states, 

early in-person voting may offer positive (but not statistically significant) returns to voter 

turnout.  

Table 4. Joint Significance Test for Percentage Turnout Models. 

 (1) (2) 
 Voter Turnout 

(Percent) 
Voter Turnout 

(Percent) 

EIPV + EIPVxMAIL 1.488 -1.820 

 

 
68 A “one-unit” increase for a logged variable translates to a 100% interest in the underlying quantity; since 
a 100% increase in median household income is entirely unrealistic, I present 10% as a more relevant 
comparison.  
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C. Log Turnout Models 
 

These next set of models uses the natural logarithm of raw voter turnout as a 

dependent variable instead of percentage turnout. In all other regards, though, the models 

are specified identically to those in Table 3, with the addition of a control for population 

size.  

Just as with the percentage turnout specification, the coefficient on early in-person 

voting is small and not statistically significant in both models.  In both model 

specifications, the coefficient on EIPV is negative, indicating that turnout would be 

slightly lower for states that adopted EIPV.  

In these models, no-excuse absentee voting is conclusively NOT statistically 

significant. Neither model presented here results in a p-value of less than 0.05. The sign 

was also inconsistent – negative for the OLS model, but positive for the fixed effects 

models. It is likely, then, that the omission of entity fixed effects (in the OLS model) was 

downwardly biasing these coefficients. The less-biased estimator is small but positive, 

suggesting that no-excuse absentee voting could have a small and statistically 

insignificant impact on voter turnout.  

Likewise, the interaction term EIPVxMAIL did not have a consistent sign or 

significance. There is no discernible additional effect of offering both types of early 

voting in these models.  

As before, the indicator for a midterm election is highlight statistically significant, 

further confirming that midterm elections have lower turnout than Presidential years. 

Indeed, the point estimate here is incredibly high; the OLS model predicts that a midterm 

election would have roughly 35% lower turnout on average.  
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Household income is positively statistically associated with voter turnout in these 

models. Because both the independent and dependent variable are logged, these 

coefficients should be interpreted as elasticities.69 Thus for a 1% change in median 

household income in a given state, voter turnout would be expected to rise, by about 0.2 – 

0.3%.  

Now I turn to the demographic variables. Gender (as expressed by MalePercent) 

was significantly associated with higher turnout in the OLS model but not in the fixed 

effects model, suggesting that state fixed effects account for much of the variation in 

gender ratio. Similarly, Black and Hispanic populations were statistically significant in 

the OLS model but not in the fixed effect model. The coefficients suggest a mild negative 

turnout effect from an increase in black and Hispanic population. Asian and other race 

populations were not statistically significant predictors of turnout, though the coefficients 

were consistently small and negative.  

Finally, the interaction term EIPVxBlackPercent was small but statistically 

significant in the fixed effects model here as well. This coefficient suggests that, per the 

fixed effects model, there is a positive turnout effect for EIPV for black residents. 

Holding the black population total constant, adopting EIPV would be associated with a 

0.5% increase in turnout. Like in the percentage turnout models, this impact is quite 

small, but it is worthy of consideration.  

  

 
69 An elasticity is a statistical relationship between a percentage change in one variable and the percent 
change in the other. For example, an elasticity of 1 would mean that for a 1% change in some variable X, 
there would also be a 1% change in the other variable Y.  
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Table 5. Log Turnout Models. 

 (1) (2) 
 Voter Turnout (Log) Voter Turnout (Log) 
Early In-Person Voting -0.0320 -0.00925 
 (-0.31) (-0.35) 
   
No-Excuse Absentee Voting -0.0945 0.00956 
 (-1.22) (0.38) 
   
BOTH EIPV and no-excuse absentee 
options available 

0.104 -0.0417 

 (0.97) (-1.63) 
   
Voting Eligible Population (Millions) -0.133 0.214*** 
 (-1.32) (3.85) 
   
Midterm Election -0.353*** 0 
 (-7.42) (.) 
   
Estimated Male Residents (Millions) 0.823*** -0.00236 
 (5.16) (-0.02) 
   
Estimated Black Residents (Millions) -0.191** -0.176 
 (-2.62) (-0.92) 
   
Estimated Asian Residents (Millions) -0.264 -0.236 
 (-1.55) (-1.54) 
   
Estimated Residents Who Identify as 
Some Other Race (Millions) 

-0.162 -0.111 

 (-0.71) (-1.13) 
   
Estimated Hispanic Residents 
(Millions) 

-0.438*** -0.0932 

 (-9.51) (-0.88) 
   
Log of Household Income 0.312* 0.240** 
 (2.38) (2.79) 
   
EIPV_BlackPercent 0.00146 0.00523* 
 (0.25) (2.42) 
Entity Fixed Effects? No Yes 
Time Fixed Effects? No Yes 
Observations 306 306 
(Adjusted) R-Squared .848 .911 

t statistics in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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As in the percentage turnout models, I also ran F-tests for joint significance of 

EIPV + EIPVxMAIL. This is the marginal effect of adopting EIPV for states that already 

have no-excuse absentee voting. Consistent with the results above, the coefficients here 

are statistically insignificant but positive in most of the model specifications.  

Table 6. Joint Significance Test of Log Turnout Models. 

 (1) (2) 
 Voter Turnout 

(Percent) 
Voter Turnout 

(Percent) 
EIPV + EIPVxMAIL 1.202 -1.297 

 

D. Percentage Turnout Models with 2020 Omitted 

Due to the global COVID-19 pandemic, the year 2020 stands out as an outlier for 

almost any variable imaginable. This is especially true of voter turnout. Concerns over 

virus transmission drove states to adopt interim measures which allowed voters to cast 

their ballots outside of Election Day voting. This meant widespread adoption of no-

excuse absentee balloting, but also included some states allowing early in-person voting 

that had not previously done so.  

For this reason, the pandemic serves as a confounder for this analysis – that is, it 

may have caused states to adopt early in-person voting and caused different rates of voter 

turnout. This introduces the possibility that the models described above suffer from bias. 

As a check on this, I ran all the models estimated in parts II and III above again 

with the year 2020 omitted. This is not a perfect solution to the bias problem for several 

reasons. For one, if early in-person voting did have an independent effect, this would 

result in the loss of data that might explain that effect. Further, the smaller number of 

observations (255 instead of 306) could result in less statistical power. However, given 
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that my previous estimates have been indistinguishable from zero, there is little reason to 

believe these concerns will seriously skew an analysis that omits 2020 data.  

The results of these models with the year 2020 data omitted are presented in Table 7. 

Table 7. Percentage Turnout Models, 2020 Omitted. 

 (1) (2) 
 Voter Turnout (Percent) Voter Turnout (Percent) 
Early In-Person Voting -4.201* 1.764 
 (-2.03) (1.85) 
   
No-Excuse Absentee Voting 0.892 -2.407* 
 (0.66) (-2.68) 
   
BOTH EIPV and no-excuse absentee 
options available 

5.403** -3.061** 

 (2.86) (-2.86) 
   
Midterm Election -16.22*** 0 
 (-22.64) (.) 
   
Percent Male -0.809 2.821 
 (-1.20) (1.57) 
   
Percent Black -0.133 0.144 
 (-1.88) (0.46) 
   
Percent Asian -0.449*** 1.039 
 (-5.54) (1.35) 
   
Percent Other Race -0.674* -0.445 
 (-2.31) (-1.91) 
   
Percent Hispanic -0.00744 0.443 
 (-0.10) (0.84) 
   
Log of Household Income 20.69*** 7.508 
 (8.60) (1.57) 
   
EIPV_BlackPercent 0.0687 0.155* 
 (0.73) (2.67) 
Entity Fixed Effects? No Yes 
Time Fixed Effects? No Yes 
Observations 255 255 
(Adjusted) R-Squared   

t statistics in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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 Somewhat consistent with earlier models, with the year 2020 omitted, the 

coefficient on EIPV has an inconsistent sign and is not statistically significant in the fixed 

effects model. However, the fixed effects model suggests that EIPV is associated with 

slightly higher turnout --but this result is not significant. The difference in the coefficient 

in the fixed effects specification can be explained by the fact that so many states adopted 

EIPV in 2020.  

 Likewise, the coefficient on MAIL has inconsistent sign and significance. In the 

fixed effects specification, it is negative, meaning turnout on average is lower in no-

excuse absentee voting states. This result is statistically significant in the fixed effects 

model, so can estimate that prior to 2020, no-excuse absentee voting on its own is 

associated with a reduction in turnout of about 2.4%.  

 The interaction of EIPV and MAIL is highly statistically significant in both 

models (p < 0.01), so it has a strong association with voter turnout.  Even so the sign and 

magnitude differ substantially between the two models. The fixed effect model, which is 

more unbiased, has a negative coefficient. This would seem to suggest that states with 

both early in-person voting and no-excuse absentee voting have lower turnout. To see 

specifically what this means for EIPV, I will discuss the joint F-tests and the end of this 

section.  

 Midterm elections remain an extremely statistically significant predictor of voter 

turnout (p < 0.0001).  The coefficient shows that voter turnout in midterm election is 

about 16.22% lower than in Presidential election years. This is consistent with my 

previous estimate in Table 3, which intuitively makes sense as 2020 was a Presidential 

election year (midterm = 0).  
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 Demographic variables continue to have minimal impacts on predicted voter 

turnout. Like in previous models, gender (MalePercent) did not have a statistically 

significant relationship with turnout, nor a consistent sign. The variables for percent 

Black and Hispanic origin were not statistically significant in either model. Asian identity 

and other race identification were statistically significant in the OLS model but not the 

fixed effect specification.  

 Household income was statistically significant in the OLS model, but not in the 

fixed effects model. This implies that median household income in each state is relatively 

fixed over time. It is consistently positive, however, confirming that higher median 

income is associated with higher turnout. The OLS coefficient suggests that a 10% 

increase in median income would be associated with a 2% increase in voter turnout.  

 Lastly, the coefficient on the interaction of EIPV and BlackPercent remains 

statistically significant in the fixed effects model. Adopting EIPV in states with identical 

percentages of black residents would lead to 0.15% increase in voter turnout. This result 

is small but statistically significant.  

 Finally, I turn to the joint F-tests for (EIPV + EIPVxMAIL), which again refers to 

the turnout impact of adopting EIPV for states that already have no-excuse absentee 

voting. The results are still not statistically significant, nor do they agree in sign. Thus, I 

cannot conclude anything about the impact of adopting EIPV for states that already have 

no-excuse absentee voting.  

Table 8. Joint Significance Tests of Percentage Turnout Models, 2020 Omitted. 

 (1) (2) 
 Voter Turnout 

(Percent) 
Voter Turnout 

(Percent) 
EIPV + EIPVxMAIL 1.202 -1.297 
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E. Log Turnout Models with 2020 Omitted 

As with the percentage turnout models, I ran all the models from Section III 

again, with the year 2020 omitted. The dependent variable here is again log turnout, and 

my key independent variable and controls have not changed. Because the panel now only 

contains state-year observations through 2018, there are only 255 observations, just as in 

the percentage turnout models. The results of these models are presented in Table 9. 

 Like in previous models, EIPV is not significant, nor does it have a consistent 

sign in these two models. These results closely match the point estimates from the log 

model with 2020 included.  

 Likewise, no-excuse absentee voting does not have a statistically significant 

relationship with turnout in either of these models. However, the sign is consistently 

negative, suggesting that for elections 2010 to 2018, no-excuse absentee voting was 

actually (slightly) associated with lower turnout.  

 The interaction term is statistically significant in the fixed effects model. It is 

small in magnitude but negative. On average, then, having both EIPV and no-excuse 

absentee voting is associated by lower voter turnout, by approximately 6.3%.70 

 As in all models, the midterm election indicator is highly statistically significant. 

Using the adjusted coefficient71, midterm elections are associated with a decrease in 

turnout of about 27%. This is consistent with previous models, though slightly larger in 

magnitude.  

 
70 In interpreting log-linear coefficients, a slight transformation is required: (e ^ (beta) – 1) * 100. In this 
case, the estimated change in turnout is very slightly different from the raw coefficient; -6.3% compared to 
the coefficient of -.0655. 
71 See note above on interpreting log-linear coefficients. 
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 Demographic characteristics had some significance in the OLS models but not in 

the fixed effects specification. The male variable was significant in the OLS model but 

not fixed effects; as I have previously indicated, gender ratios appear to be stable over 

time. Population estimates for Black residents and those of Hispanic origin were similarly 

significant in the OLS model but not fixed effects.  

 Household income was statistically significant (in the fixed effects models) and 

positively associated with voter turnout. These can be interpreted as elasticities, so a 1% 

increase in median household income would be associated with approximately a 0.22 – 

0.27% increase in voter turnout. Equivalently, and to align this with previous models, a 

10% increase in median household income would be associated with a 2.2 – 2.7% 

increase in turnout.  

 In these models, the interaction of EIPV and BlackPercent was not statistically 

significant. However, it is just as the threshold of significance in the fixed effects model 

(p = 0.052, just above the p < .05 significance level). The coefficient is positive in both 

models. Thus, having EIPV is likely to be associated with greater turnout for black 

voters.  
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Table 9. Log Turnout Models, 2020 Omitted. 

 (1) (2) 
 Voter Turnout (Log) Voter Turnout (Log) 
Early In-Person Voting -0.0436 0.0293 
 (-0.37) (1.11) 
   
No-Excuse Absentee Voting -0.0974 -0.0139 
 (-1.20) (-0.56) 
   
BOTH EIPV and no-excuse absentee 
options available 

0.148 -0.0655* 

 (1.24) (-2.09) 
   
Voting Eligible Population (Millions) -0.216 0.198* 
 (-1.78) (2.68) 
   
Midterm Election -0.322*** 0 
 (-6.26) (.) 
   
Estimated Male Residents (Millions) 0.959*** -0.0444 
 (4.99) (-0.25) 
   
Estimated Black Residents (Millions) -0.207** -0.117 
 (-2.63) (-0.56) 
   
Estimated Asian Residents (Millions) -0.283 -0.271 
 (-1.52) (-1.70) 
   
Estimated Residents Who Identify as 
Some Other Race (Millions) 

-0.170 -0.0915 

 (-0.68) (-0.78) 
   
Estimated Hispanic Residents 
(Millions) 

-0.470*** -0.0354 

 (-8.57) (-0.32) 
   
Log of Household Income 0.228 0.271* 
 (1.44) (2.63) 
   
EIPV_BlackPercent 0.00151 0.00430 
 (0.24) (1.99) 
Entity Fixed Effects? No Yes 
Time Fixed Effects? No Yes 
Observations 255 255 
(Adjusted) R-Squared .844 .881 

t statistics in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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 Finally, I present the joint F-tests for (EIPV + EIPVxMAIL) for these two 

models. Neither value is statistically significant nor shows a consistent sign. According to 

these results, one cannot be certain what impact (if any) adopting EIPV has on states that 

already have no-excuse absentee voting.  

Table 10. Joint Significance Test of Log Turnout Models, 2020 Omitted. 

 (1) (2) 
 Voter Turnout (Log) Voter Turnout (Log) 

EIPV + EIPVxMAIL 0.105 -0.036 

 

F. Limitations  

There are several limitations to this analysis that might explain the lack of 

conclusive results. While there is certainly a priori reason, based on the literature, to 

believe that a null or negligible impact is empirically correct, I will here discuss 

limitations of this analysis and how they might have affected the point estimates 

generated in the regressions models above.  

One variable that was not included was competitiveness.72 Voters in so-called 

‘battleground’ states – that is, states that Presidential candidates both have a shot at 

winning – may have greater incentive to vote. This could lead to higher levels of turnout. 

While some states tend to be battleground states often, like Ohio and Florida, there is still 

some fluctuation cycle-to-cycle, so this is not perfectly controlled for in the fixed effect 

models.  

Another is the focus on turnout at the state level. Other analyses have focused on 

 
72 Competitiveness is defined in the literature using different criteria, though a common benchmark is 
polling within 5 points. Fitzgerald (2005) has a continuous competitiveness variable that measures the 
polling margin. 
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individual voter matching to see how voting methods affect an individual’s decision to 

vote (or not vote). Aggregating at the state level may mask heterogeneity in turnout 

effects in specific counties or from specific groups. Interaction terms discussed above do 

attempt to address subgroup effects to the extent data was available, but variation in 

unmeasured dimensions (religious affiliation, marital status, family size, job function, 

etc.) may also be drivers of voting behavior. 
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VII. Conclusion and Policy Recommendations 

A. Conclusions 

At the onset of this project, I set out to measure the quantitative impact of early in 

person voting on voter turnout. Using data from U.S. federal elections from 2010 to 2020, 

and demographic and economic characteristics of states from the Census Bureau, I 

constructed a dataset of the relevant independent variables and controls. With this data, I 

constructed standard OLS and fixed-effects regression models to precisely estimate the 

impact of EIPV.  

In light of these regression results, I must reject my initial hypothesis that early 

in-person voting has a positive effect of voter turnout. This result, while counterintuitive, 

is not surprising – other empirical work has shown a negligible impact of early voting on 

voter turnout. Despite the normative principle that early in-person voting should increase 

access, these models confirm that in reality they do not measurably improve turnout 

outcomes.  

What accounts for the variation in voter turnout, then? One partial answer is: there 

isn’t very much variation! By far the largest and most significant contributor is whether 

or not an election is a midterm election or Presidential election. Indeed, if you separate 

out midterm and Presidential elections, the year-to-year averages are fairly consistent, 

and the standard deviation is only 7 – 8 %. This explains why model performance for my 

regressions was so high – voter turnout in states does not fluctuate all that much, so entity 

fixed effects captured most of the variation at the state level. Or, put simply, states with 

high turnout have consistently high turnout and states with low turnout have consistently 

low turnout – any gains or losses are small and hard to attribute to a single policy change.  
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 Naturally, then, one can also wonder what does encourage voter turnout if not 

early or absentee voting? The results of this analysis do not provide an easy answer. The 

regression models show that early voting methods do not increase turnout, but the models 

themselves cannot tell us why. To help situate these findings, I turn back to theory. This 

project has relied on the theory that the decision to vote (or not vote) is primarily based 

on the perceived costs and benefits of voting. With that in mind, there are three possible 

explanations for the results observed here: (1) early voting mechanisms do not lower 

costs of voting; (2) voting does not offer enough benefits to voters, even when costs are 

low; or (3) voters do not account for costs and benefits when deciding to vote. The policy 

implications of each of these are discussed below. 

 There is some indication, however, that early in-person voting does offer benefits 

to one specific group of voters: Black voters. The interaction term of early in-person 

voting and percentage of residents who are black was small but positive and statistically 

significant in the fixed effects models. As an interaction term, this has two possible and 

equivalent interpretations.73 The first interpretation is that, for states with an equal 

percentage of black residents, adopting EIPV would have increase voter turnout by a 

small percent – roughly 0.1% to 0.2%. Equivalently, for a state with EIPV in place, a 1% 

increase in the percentage of black residents would raise turnout by 0.1% – 0.2%. In 

either case, EIPV does move the needle a tiny bit for black voters. This might not seem 

like a huge difference, but this could be enough to flip a close election. Recall, for 

 
73 Regression coefficients on interaction terms can be interpreted by a one-unit change in the first variable 
holding the second variable constant or a one-unit change in the second holding the first constant, as 
described in the following sentences. 
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example, the 2018 Florida senate race, in which the victor Rick Scott defeated the 

incumbent Bill Nelson by less than 0.2%.74 

 The other variable that was a statistically significant predictor of turnout was 

median household income. Perhaps unsurprisingly, increases in median household 

income were associated with greater turnout. More well-off states, then, tend to have 

higher turnouts. The precise mechanism behind this is not estimated here, but this may 

have significant policy implications. 

 So early in-person voting does not definitively help voter turnout. Does this mean 

it should be abandoned altogether? This is difficult to support empirically, because in the 

years covered by my data, no state that adopted early in-person voting later (fully) 

repealed it. In terms of my binary indicator variable, plenty of states went from 0 to 1 (no 

EIPV to allowing EIPV), but no states went from 1 to 0 (allowing EIPV to not having 

EIPV). Several states have restricted early voting, but because my key variable of interest 

is an indicator, the effect of that restriction is not modeled here. More research would 

need to be done to see if there are negative turnout impacts of cancelling EIPV – this is 

one of my suggested avenues of future research. 

B. Policy Implications 

At first blush, then, the policy recommendation would be to not adopt early in-

person voting if my goal is to maximize turnout. Actually, I can go a step further and say 

there is no statistical reason to adopt no-excuse absentee voting, either! Neither of these 

would materially improve outcomes. There is still ambiguity, however, about why it does 

 
74 “Senate Election Results 2018: Live Midterm Map by State & Analysis,” accessed February 6, 2022, 
https://www.politico.com/election-results/2018/senate. 
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not improve turnout. I will now examine the three possible explanations and what they 

imply for designing voting policies.  

The first explanation would be that early voting does not lower costs. Recall that 

this is aggregate voter turnout, so this also hold if costs were lowered for some voters but 

not most voters. This would seem to confirm Berinsky’s observation that early voting 

does not stimulate voters at the margins, but instead lowers costs for voters who were 

already going to vote.75 If this explanation holds, then early voting could be defended as 

benefitting some voters, but other reforms would be necessary to entice more voters to 

participate. Such reforms would still need to lower costs of voting. One such proposal 

would be moving Election Day to a weekend and/or making it a holiday – in both cases, 

the opportunity cost of potentially missing work is lowered. Another proposal would be 

to address voter registration; I explore this as an avenue for further research in the next 

section.  

The second explanation is that the benefits of voting are still too low even if costs 

are lowered. This would mean voters have a low sense of efficacy or a disillusionment 

with government in general. This is a harder problem to confront, especially from the 

perspective of voting reform. It might require radical rethinking of our system of 

government – for instance, multi-member districts with proportional representation. 

Regardless, this implies that the costs of voting could be lowered even further with no 

improvements in turnout – certainly a conundrum for designing voting methods. 

Finally, it may be the case that voters do not make their decisions based on costs 

and benefits. This, to me, is the least likely explanation, as it runs counter to principles of 

 
75 Berinsky, “The Perverse Consequences of Electoral Reform in the United States.” 
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rational decision-making. Even so, some other factors must influence the decision – after 

all, it is reasonable to assume the decision. This would align, for example, with Rolfe’s 

theory that people vote conditional on the social pressures of those around them.76 If that 

is the case, voting design could not possibly move the needle on voter turnout; this leaves 

governments relatively powerless to encourage voting. This does not seem particularly 

likely to me. 

Although EIPV in general does not seem to improve voter turnout, the potential 

exception is in states with a high proportion of black voters. Since there is a measurable 

to return to turnout for black voters, early in-person voting should be implemented in 

those states. It is arguably no coincidence, then, that the states which have faced 

challenges to their early voting procedures (Georgia, Florida, Texas, e.g.)77 are states 

with above-average black populations.78 Finally, this result supports the first explanation 

of the failure to find an effect of EIPV; namely, that it lowers costs for some voters but 

not all voters. 

C. Areas of Further Study 

In the results section, I looked at ways in which my data might be limited or 

missing important contributors to turnout. Natural, it is impossible to control for all 

possible sources of variation; one must do the best they can with the data on hand. With 

that said, however, there are opportunities to go beyond the models I present here to 

investigate other policy alternatives with regards to early voting and other reforms.  

 
76 Rolfe, Voter Turnout. 
77 “The Clash Over the Vote | Brennan Center for Justice,” accessed February 6, 2022, 
https://www.brennancenter.org/our-work/analysis-opinion/clash-over-vote. 
78 Georgia, Florida, and Texas have 32%, 16%, and 12% Black residents, respectively, compared to the 
2020 national average of 11%. 
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One area of research that might be fruitful is examining whether the duration of 

the early voting period has any impact on voter turnout. The variable I have used to 

account for early in-person voting is a binary indicator, which does not capture 

differences in early voting periods. A more comprehensive analysis could include a 

numeric variable for the number of days for which states allow early in-person voting. 

This is similar to the analysis done by Kaplan and Yuan, which did find a small but 

statistically significant increase in turnout as the number of days increased.79  

Along similar lines, other research could examine what happens to turnout if early 

voting is restricted. With challenges to early voting in Georgia, Florida, Texas, and other 

states, this is perhaps the timeliest of applications. Because it is unlikely that states would 

outright repeal early in-person voting,80 this is the nearest equivalent. Instead of 

examining (positive) return to turnout for early voting, looking for (negative) reductions 

in turnout when early voting is restricted would be instructive as a contrast to my 

analysis. 

This analysis is also limited to measures related to voting but not to registration. 

Other research in the literature addressed the role of voter registration in promoting 

turnout. In particular, Burden et al. found statistically significant gains in turnout from 

same-day voter registration. Future analysis could look at the impact of registration 

methods, whether in conjunction with early-voting mechanisms or independently. 

Turning away from voting mechanisms, the result that median household income 

is associated with higher turnout poses interesting policy questions that could be 

 
79 Kaplan and Yuan, “Early Voting Laws, Voter Turnout, and Partisan Vote Composition.” 
80 As noted above, no states that have adopted EIPV have subsequently revoked it; this is a strong indicator 
that doing so would be looked on unfavorably.  
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examined further. While not the focus of this paper, my regressions strongly suggested 

that improving economic conditions should lead to higher turnout. More work could be 

done to find out the mechanism by which higher incomes translate into higher turnout – 

do high-earning states have more engaged citizens? Or do wealthier citizens have more 

opportunities to take time to vote? This would also have distinct policy implications for 

policies like moving Election Day to a weekend or making it a federal holiday. 

To sum, there are multiple avenues to explore to more accurately explore the 

factors that impact voter turnout. Nor does this imply that this research closes the book on 

early voting, either. Just as this paper replicates and complements previous quantitative 

analyses of voter turnout (i.e., Fitzgerald), so too can other work be done using new 

methods or new data. For instance, looking at specific states, perhaps difference-in-

difference models would find different returns to EIPV than a national average. Or 

perhaps future datasets that incorporate the upcoming 2022 midterm elections will 

demonstrate how 2020 affects voting patterns long-term.  

While my analysis did not find what I had initially expected – a positive return to 

early in-person voting – it nonetheless illuminated important trends and patterns across 

the years of my panel. A lack of statistical significance is perhaps just as important as a 

positive finding – it forces me (and the reader) to reconsider prior notions about what is 

best for voter turnout. There is much more work that can be done, but nonetheless I am 

satisfied that even this finding is a valuable contribution to the literature on voter turnout.  
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VIII. Appendix: Additional Regression Models 
 

Table 11. Percentage Turnout Models, All Specifications 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
 Voter 

Turnout 
(Percent) 

Voter 
Turnout 
(Percent) 

Voter 
Turnout 
(Percent) 

Voter 
Turnout 
(Percent) 

Voter 
Turnout 
(Percent) 

Voter 
Turnout 
(Percent) 

Early In-Person 
Voting 

1.898 -3.547 -3.219 6.259*** 3.505* -0.0842 

 (1.38) (-1.63) (-1.79) (6.81) (2.36) (-0.08) 
       
No-Excuse Absentee 
Voting 

 1.413 1.121 1.669 0.965 -0.331 

  (0.66) (0.87) (0.77) (0.73) (-0.26) 
       
BOTH early in-person 
and no-excuse absentee 
options available 

 6.294* 4.707** -1.040 -3.283 -1.736 

  (2.18) (2.78) (-0.79) (-1.96) (-1.55) 
       
Midterm Election   -16.96*** -17.80***  0 
   (-25.47) (-35.37)  (.) 
       
Percent Male   -0.978   1.918 
   (-1.60)   (1.25) 
       
Percent Black   -0.115   0.0733 
   (-1.76)   (0.27) 
       
Percent Asian   -0.446***   1.456 
   (-6.13)   (1.87) 
       
Percent Other Race   -0.622*   -0.405 
   (-2.44)   (-1.89) 
       
Percent Hispanic   -0.00773   0.405 
   (-0.12)   (0.72) 
       
Log of Household 
Income 

  22.62***   7.181 

   (11.46)   (1.69) 
       
Interaction of EIPV and 
BlackPercent  

  0.0332   0.205*** 

   (0.39)   (3.56) 
Entity Fixed Effects? No No No Yes Yes Yes 
Time Fixed Effects? No No No No Yes Yes 
Observations 306 306 306 306 306 306 
(Adjusted) R-Squared .003 .04 .772 .792 .921 .927 

t statistics in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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Table 12. Percentage Turnout Models, All Specifications, 2020 Omitted 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
 Voter 

Turnout 
(Percent) 

Voter 
Turnout 
(Percent) 

Voter 
Turnout 
(Percent) 

Voter 
Turnout 
(Percent) 

Voter 
Turnout 
(Percent) 

Voter 
Turnout 
(Percent) 

Early In-Person 
Voting 

-0.254 -4.917* -4.201* 5.929*** 4.480* 1.764 

 (-0.19) (-2.25) (-2.03) (4.83) (2.43) (1.85) 
       
No-Excuse Absentee 
Voting 

 1.926 0.892 -1.000 -1.515 -2.407* 

  (0.92) (0.66) (-0.40) (-1.42) (-2.68) 
       
BOTH EIPV and no-
excuse absentee 
options available 

 5.120 5.403** -1.978 -4.159* -3.061** 

  (1.79) (2.86) (-1.41) (-2.17) (-2.86) 
       
Midterm Election   -16.22*** -15.98***  0 
   (-22.64) (-29.04)  (.) 
       
Percent Male   -0.809   2.821 
   (-1.20)   (1.57) 
       
Percent Black   -0.133   0.144 
   (-1.88)   (0.46) 
       
Percent Asian   -0.449***   1.039 
   (-5.54)   (1.35) 
       
Percent Other Race   -0.674*   -0.445 
   (-2.31)   (-1.91) 
       
Percent Hispanic   -0.00744   0.443 
   (-0.10)   (0.84) 
       
Log of Household 
Income 

  20.69***   7.508 

   (8.60)   (1.57) 
       
Interaction of EIPV 
and BlackPercent  

  0.0687   0.155* 

   (0.73)   (2.67) 
Entity Fixed Effects? No No No Yes Yes Yes 
Time Fixed Effects? No No No No Yes Yes 
Observations 255 255 255 255 255 255 
(Adjusted) R-Squared -.004 .032 .708 .746 .896 .902 
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Table 13. Log Turnout Models, All Specifications 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
 Voter 

Turnout 
(Log) 

Voter 
Turnout 
(Log) 

Voter 
Turnout 
(Log) 

Voter 
Turnout 
(Log) 

Voter 
Turnout 
(Log) 

Voter 
Turnout 
(Log) 

Early In-Person Voting -0.149* -0.213* -0.0320 0.137*** 0.0824* -0.00925 
 (-2.25) (-2.14) (-0.31) (6.01) (2.41) (-0.35) 
       
Voting Eligible 
Population (Millions) 

0.181*** 0.180*** -0.133 0.200*** 0.0909*** 0.214*** 

 (14.48) (14.32) (-1.32) (4.79) (3.87) (3.85) 
       
No-Excuse Absentee 
Voting 

 -0.191 -0.0945 0.0519 0.0315 0.00956 

  (-1.86) (-1.22) (0.84) (0.82) (0.38) 
       
BOTH EIPV and no-
excuse absentee options 
available 

 0.178 0.104 -0.0442 -0.0818* -0.0417 

  (1.23) (0.97) (-1.41) (-2.15) (-1.63) 
       
Midterm Election   -0.353*** -0.342***  0 
   (-7.42) (-31.47)  (.) 
       
Estimated Male 
Residents (Millions) 

  0.823***   -0.00236 

   (5.16)   (-0.02) 
       
Estimated Black 
Residents (Millions) 

  -0.191**   -0.176 

   (-2.62)   (-0.92) 
       
Estimated Asian 
Residents (Millions) 

  -0.264   -0.236 

   (-1.55)   (-1.54) 
       
Estimated Residents 
Who Identify as Some 
Other Race (Millions) 

  -0.162   -0.111 

   (-0.71)   (-1.13) 
       
Estimated Hispanic 
Residents (Millions) 

  -0.438***   -0.0932 

   (-9.51)   (-0.88) 
       
Log of Household 
Income 

  0.312*   0.240** 

   (2.38)   (2.79) 
       
Interaction of EIPV and 
BlackPercent  

  0.00146   0.00523* 

   (0.25)   (2.42) 
Entity Fixed Effects? No No No Yes Yes Yes 
Time Fixed Effects? No No No No Yes Yes 
Observations 306 306 306 306 306 306 
(Adjusted) R-Squared .672 .674 .848 .763 .901 .911 

t statistics in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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Table 14. Log Turnout Models, All Specifications, 2020 Omitted 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
 Voter 

Turnout 
(Log) 

Voter 
Turnout 
(Log) 

Voter 
Turnout 
(Log) 

Voter Turnout 
(Log) 

Voter 
Turnout 
(Log) 

Voter 
Turnout 
(Log) 

Early In-Person 
Voting 

-0.185* -0.271* -0.0436 0.154*** 0.118* 0.0293 

 (-2.56) (-2.48) (-0.37) (3.83) (2.06) (1.11) 
       
Voting Eligible 
Population (Millions) 

0.181*** 0.181*** -0.216 0.194*** 0.0800** 0.198* 

 (13.30) (13.17) (-1.78) (4.16) (2.68) (2.68) 
       
No-Excuse Absentee 
Voting 

 -0.207 -0.0974 0.0284 0.00260 -0.0139 

  (-1.95) (-1.20) (0.34) (0.06) (-0.56) 
       
BOTH EIPV and no-
excuse absentee 
options available 

 0.209 0.148 -0.0656 -0.106 -0.0655* 

  (1.36) (1.24) (-1.52) (-1.80) (-2.09) 
       
Midterm Election   -0.322*** -0.315***  0 
   (-6.26) (-26.80)  (.) 
       
Estimated Male 
Residents (Millions) 

  0.959***   -0.0444 

   (4.99)   (-0.25) 
       
Estimated Black 
Residents (Millions) 

  -0.207**   -0.117 

   (-2.63)   (-0.56) 
       
Estimated Asian 
Residents (Millions) 

  -0.283   -0.271 

   (-1.52)   (-1.70) 
       
Estimated Residents 
Who Identify as Some 
Other Race (Millions) 

  -0.170   -0.0915 

   (-0.68)   (-0.78) 
       
Estimated Hispanic 
Residents (Millions) 

  -0.470***   -0.0354 

   (-8.57)   (-0.32) 
       
Log of Household 
Income 

  0.228   0.271* 

   (1.44)   (2.63) 
       
Interaction of EIPV 
and BlackPercent  

  0.00151   0.00430 

   (0.24)   (1.99) 
Entity Fixed Effects? No No No Yes Yes Yes 
Time Fixed Effects? No No No No Yes Yes 
Observations 255 255 255 255 255 255 
(Adjusted) R-Squared .677 .679 .844 .6910000000000001 .871 .881 

t statistics in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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