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Abstract

What comprises important political discussion and for whom? Measures of political discus-
sion in American politics focus on government and elections and neglect the coercive “second
face” of the state. This paper remedies this oversight by exploring carceral political discus-
ston about topics like policing and the criminal justice system. Do conventional and carceral
political discussion vary by race? Do these discussion domains differently correlate with effi-
cacy and engagement? With original survey data, I first show that Black Americans engage
in less conventional political discussion but more carceral political discussion than whites.
Second, I show that conventional and carceral political discussion have racially distinct po-
litical correlates. Substantively, the paper demonstrates that conventional measures provide
an incomplete picture of political discussion and highlights the importance of understanding
how different groups of citizens talk about the state. Methodologically, it presents a novel
approach of using real-world conversation data to measure political discussion content.
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1 Introduction

At the core of the study of American politics are concepts that capture engagement with the
political process. With some notable exceptions, scholars usually operate with the disposition
that the scope and nature of these concepts are racially uniform. However, the racial strat-
ification of American politics provides reasons to expect these concepts to look and operate
differently by racial group membership. This paper anticipates and examines this kind of
racial variation in one emblematic form of political engagement: political discussion.

Mainstream research in American politics defines political discussion as “conversation
between citizens that deals with political matters” (Conover and Miller 2018). Empirically,
this concept has been measured by asking respondents if and with whom they discuss topics
like “politics” or “government and elections.” These measures offer a valuable foundation for
analyses of political outcomes and illuminate many aspects of what Soss and Weaver (2017)
describe as the liberal-democratic “first face” of the state. However, this research does not
capture political discussion about the carceral “second face” of the state that operates through
institutions responsible for policing and punishment.

This paper departs from previous research on political discussion by focusing on what I
term, carceral political discussion—i.e., informal discussion between citizens about topics like
policing and the criminal justice system. Drawing on research on the liberal-democratic and
carceral arms of the state, I argue that we have reasons to anticipate variation in conventional
(or liberal-democratic) and carceral political discussion. First, contact with the criminal
justice system is racially disparate and highest among Black Americans (Pettit and Western
2004; Goel, Rao, and Shroff 2016; Baumgartner, Epp, and Shoub [2018; Pierson et al. 2020)).
These disparities are salient even in the absence of direct contact with the criminal justice
system, due in part to the spread of images of police violence against Black Americans and
the response of movements like Black Lives Matter. Consequently, Black Americans may be
more likely to engage in carceral discussion about the police and criminal justice system than
whites. This expectation reverses established patterns of white Americans talking more about

politics (Leighley and Matsubayashi 2009; Verba, Burns, and Schlozman [2003; Wong et al.



2011; Carlson, Abrajano, and Bedolla |2019).

Second, carceral discussion may matter for political attitudes and behaviors, even when
we account for engagement in conventional political discussion. For example, research shows
that contact with the criminal justice system can depress efficacy and participation (White
2019; White 2022; Weaver and Lerman 2010; Burch 2011; McDonough, Enamorado, and
Mendelberg [2022). Even without direct carceral contact, talking about the carceral state may
yield a view of government as unfair and coercive and correlate with depressed efficacy and
engagement. This relationship may be most likely among Black Americans, for whom the
exercise of carceral power is most repressive, and departs from the assumption that underpins
most research on political discussion: namely, that more discussion is better and capable of
generating the kind of political knowledge and engagement that leads to political influence
(Huckfeldt and Sprague |1995; Klofstad 2007; Searing et al. 2007).

However, there are also reasons to expect carceral discussion to correlate with political
mobilization. Recent research attributes a mobilizing effect to prozimal carceral contact (con-
tact via friends or family) and commaunity carceral contact (contact via community incidents,
word of mouth, or media), whereby individuals come to understand the carceral state as un-
just and are mobilized to action (Lee, Porter, and Comfort [2014; Walker and Garcia-Castanon
2017; Walker 2014; Walker 2020; Anoll and Israel-Trummel 2019; Morris and Shoub 2024;
Williamson, Trump, and Einstein 2018; Ang and Tebes [2024). Like proximal and community
contact, discussion about the police and criminal justice system could provide opportunities
to identify perceived injustice and catalyze political engagement[l

This paper examines these expectations by measuring carceral political discussion with
original survey data from the United States. My first survey measure adapts existing questions
about political discussion to measure participation in carceral discussion, the frequency of
carceral discussion, and the number of carceral discussion partners. My second measure
captures the content of carceral discussion by measuring different topics of carceral discussion.

To construct this measure, I used “analytic listening”—i.e., “listening to the way people talk

I This expectation makes no assumption about the goal of mobilization: carceral discussion could generate
support for less punitive policies or a reactionary response (Engelhardt [2021; Drakulich and Denver [2022)).



about public affairs, ideally in the venues they normally inhabit and with the people with
whom they normally spend time” (Cramer 2024, 194)—to analyze a corpus of facilitated
small-group conversations on Fora, a conversation platform created by the MIT Center for
Constructive Communication and affiliated nonprofit Corticof]

Using these measures, I conduct two related analyses of carceral discussion. Study 1
shows that Black Americans are more likely to engage in carceral discussion than whites, but
less likely to engage in liberal-democratic (i.e., conventional) discussion. This finding reverses
established patterns of whites talking more about politics (Verba, Burns, and Schlozman 2003}
Wong et al. 2011; Carlson, Abrajano, and Bedolla 2019)) and suggests that race moderates
engagement in different domains of political discussion. Study 2 shows that carceral and
liberal-democratic discussion have distinct political correlates and that positive and negative
carceral discussion have racially distinct correlates: for instance, negative carceral discussion
correlates with linked fate and depressed external efficacy for Black Americans, while whites
who negatively discuss the carceral state do not differ from others in linked fate or external
efficacy. These findings suggest that race also moderates the correlates of carceral discussion
and complicate the long-held assumption that more political discussion is better (Huckfeldt
and Sprague (1995; Klofstad 2007; Searing et al. 2007).

This paper makes several contributions to research on political discussion, racial and
ethnic politics, and the carceral state. First, my findings complicate longstanding assumptions
about political discussion. The disposition that underpins most research on political discussion
is that political discussion concerns the “first face” of the state and that more is better than
less. This understanding comports with the prevailing model of citizenship in American
politics: that government is about electoral-representative politics and that more involvement
with government is better. But this model is not the experience of all and varies most markedly
by race (Soss and Weaver [2017; White, Nathan, and Faller 2015} Einstein and Glick [2017}

Butler and Broockman 2011 Michener, SoRelle, and Thurston 2022)). My findings challenge

2 Created by Kathy Cramer and colleagues at the MIT Center for Constructive Communication and
Cortico, Fora brings together small groups of community members for facilitated discussions about topics like
education, policing, and elections. All conversations are recorded, transcribed, and uploaded. Fora launched
in 2018 and contains over 1,500 in-person and virtual conversations among over 8,000 people.



these prevailing understandings by highlighting the multiple and sometimes countervailing
roles of different political discussion domains across racial groups.

Second, the paper demonstrates the importance of examining how political concepts
look and operate differently across racial groups. Central to the study of American politics
are concepts that capture distinct forms of engagement with politics. Although scholars often
treat the experience of these concepts as racially uniform, recent work finds racial variation
in the nature and scope of concepts like political knowledge (Cohen and Luttig 2020; Pérez
2015), political efficacy (Phoenix and Chan 2022), political trust (Chudy and Engelhardt
2023), participation norms (Anoll 2018), punitive attitudes (Jefferson |2023)), and ideological
identification (Jefferson 2024)E| This paper extends this intervention to another form of po-
litical engagement: political discussion. In so doing, the paper highlights the limits of using
white Americans to generalize about political experiences and concepts.

Third, mainstream research on American politics has until recently ignored the carceral
face of the state (Soss and Weaver 2017)). This imbalance is being corrected by research on how
the carceral state impacts outcomes like participation (e.g., White 2019; Lerman and Weaver
2014), candidate preferences (Burch [2012)), and socialization (Anoll, Engelhardt, and Israel-
Trummel 2022). However, the carceral state has remained absent from research on political
discussion with the exception of Weaver, Prowse, and colleagues, who analyze conversations in
highly policed neighborhoods (e.g., Weaver, Prowse, and Piston 2019)E| This paper analyzes
carceral discussion with national data and shows that incorporating the carceral state stands
to meaningfully shift our understanding of political discussion.

Fourth, and methodologically, the paper demonstrates the value of combining usually

3 This effort to revisit concepts across race can be situated in a longer history of conceptual critiques.
For instance, research on domain-specific attentiveness shows that racial gaps in political knowledge decline
significantly on issues that are salient to racial minority groups (Iyengar|[1986; Iyengar |1990; Hutchings |2001]).
This literature also finds parallels in research that examines how concepts look and operate differently for men
and women. For example, one important strand of this research challenges the existence of a gender gap in
political sophistication by broadening the definition of concepts like political knowledge (Sanbonmatsu [2003}
Dolan [2011; Harbin [2024; Kraft [2024)).

4 Weaver and colleagues use a new technology, Portals, to collect and analyze conversations about policing
among residents of highly policed neighborhoods in five cities in the U.S. (Weaver, Prowse, and Piston [2019;
Prowse, Weaver, and Meares 2020} Chaudhary, Prowse, and Weaver [2021)). T will return to this point in the
next section, but in short, the present paper aims to complement this work by examining broader, generalizable
patterns and correlations of carceral political discussion with national data.



distinct methods in the study of political discussion: survey methods (e.g., Huckfeldt and
Sprague [1995; Mutz 2006) and ethnographic or listening methods (e.g., Cramer |2016; Weaver,
Prowse, and Piston 2020; Harris-Lacewell 2004)). Most studies of political discussion operate at
the level of analysis associated with either method: survey studies, for instance, usually focus
on broad patterns of discussion participation rather than discussion content, while listening
studies tend to draw implications from discussion in specific communities. By making use
of newly available real-world conversation data from Fora, this study aims to combine the
benefits of both methods: listening methods to find patterns we might not know to look for
(here, topics of carceral discussion), and surveys to investigate patterns at scale (in this case,
the patterns and correlates of positive and negative carceral discussion). In so doing, the paper
joins a nascent literature that highlights the advantages of using qualitative and ethnographic

methods to refine survey research (Thachil 2018; Auerbach and Thachil 2023; Verghese 2024)).

2 Political Discussion and the Carceral State

Scholarship on political discussion in the United States has a long history. Political theorists
have long associated political talk among citizens with a healthy democracy (Thompson |1970;
Habermas [1989; Mansbridge 2007; Dryzek 2002; Gutmann and Thompson [1996)). Moreover,
empirical research in the social sciences links political discussion to a range of important po-
litical attitudes and behaviors, including political knowledge (Eveland and Thomson [2006}
Eveland and Hively 2009)), political and civic engagement (Huckfeldt and Sprague [1995; Sear-
ing et al. 2007)), and tolerance (Mutz [2006; Pattie and Johnston 2008]).

How might political discussion impact political outcomes? This literature proposes
several non-mutually exclusive channels of influence (Eveland |2004)). First, political discussion
can expose participants to new political information or provide additional exposure to political
information of interest. Second, the expectation of political discussion provides motivation to
cognitively engage with the discussion topic (by deciding how it is relevant, noticing important
issues, and so on). Third, the act of engaging in political discussion encourages cognitive

engagement and information processing during the discussion. Although not the empirical



focus of this study, these channels of influence underpin my expectations for the potential role
and impact of political discussion about the carceral state.

These expectations respond to the observation that research on political discussion de-
fines political discussion as “spontaneous, unstructured face-to-face conversation between cit-
izens that deals with political matters” (Conover and Miller [2018]). Some measures of this
concept ask if and with whom respondents discuss “politics” or “political matters.” For in-
stance, the American National Election Studies (ANES) asks: “Do you ever discuss politics
with your family or friends?” Other measures focus on government or elections, such as:
“From time to time, people discuss government, elections, and politics with other people.
We’d like to know the first names or just the initials of people you talk with about these
matters” (Mutz [2002; Mutz 2006)E| Scholars have also asked more targeted questions, such
as: “We are interested in the sort of political information and opinions people get from each
other. Can you give me the first names of the three people you talked with most about the
events of the past election year?” (Huckfeldt and Sprague 1995, italics added). Other more
targeted examples include questions about “local politics or community issues” (Kwak et al.
2005), “local community politics or local community affairs” and “national politics or national
affairs” (Scheufele 2002)), and “elections, politicians and candidates, and the performance of
local, state, and national government” (Eveland and Appiah [2019)).

Both these targeted and more general questions, however, focus on what Soss and Weaver
(2017) describe as the liberal-democratic or “first face” of the state that operates through
elections and national branches of government. In other words, these measures do not do a
good job of capturing discussions about the carceral or “second face” of the state that exercises
power through coercion and shapes the political experiences of marginalized communities of
color, who most often encounter the government through its “second face”—i.e., through
police, courts, bail offices, parole agencies, and prisons, and immigration authorities (Western
2006f Lerman and Weaver 2014 Gottschalk 2008)).

However, one response to this critique is that perhaps respondents do think about the

5 For more on the measurement of political discussion, see Klofstad, McClurg, and Rolfe (2009).



carceral state (e.g., policing, incarceration, prisons) when asked about political discussion. I
address this concern in Appendix S1 with an original survey of 1,400 Americansﬂ Respondents
who discussed politics in the past year were asked: “When you discussed politics with other
people, what kinds of topics did you talk about? You should include all topics that you
consider to be “political.” Please be as detailed and thorough as possible.” Using a structural
topic model (STM), I measure the ten most frequent topics for the full sample and white and
Black respondents separatelyﬂ In brief, I find that respondents tend to focus on the “first
face” of the state: e.g., politicians and parties (president, congress), electoral issues (economy,
war), and participation (voting, elections). Topics related to the carceral state do not feature
in the ten most frequent topics for any sample, which suggests that existing political discussion
measures are indeed not capturing the carceral state.

How might incorporating the carceral state impact our understanding of political dis-
cussion? First, I expect carceral discussion about policing and the criminal justice system to
change assumed racial patterns of political discussion. Most scholarship shows that whites talk
more about politics and have larger political discussion networks (Leighley and Matsubayashi
2009; Verba, Burns, and Schlozman 2003; Wong et al. 2011; Carlson, Abrajano, and Bedolla
2019). However, criminal justice contact is highest among Black Americans, as evidenced
by racial disparities in outcomes like incarceration (Pettit and Western 2004), police killings
(Streeter 2019), and traffic stops (Baumgartner, Epp, and Shoub [2018). Moreover, due to the
spread of images of police violence against Black Americans and movements like Black Lives
Matter, these disparities are apparent without direct carceral contact. As such, I expect (1)
carceral discussion to be more prevalent among Black than white Americans, thus reversing
established patterns of whites talking more about politics. T also expect (2) Black Americans
to be more likely to engage in negative than positive carceral discussion.

Second, I expect (3) carceral and conventional (i.e., liberal-democratic) political discus-
sion to have distinct attitudinal and behavioral correlates. For instance, because the carceral

state so differently determines the fortunes and life chances of white and Black Americans,

6 T conducted the survey on YouGov in October 2023. Appendix S1 provides a more detailed discussion.
7 An STM inductively discovers themes in a text corpus using document structure and word frequencies.



I expect talking about policing and the criminal justice system to correlate with linked fate
for both white and Black Americans. I also expect (4) the correlates of positive and negative
carceral discussion to differ by race. For example, because the carceral state is more punitive
for Black Americans, I expect talking about the coercive face of the state to correlate with
depressed external efficacy among Black more than white Americans. This expectation builds
on Lerman and Weaver’s (2014) “custodial citizenship” theory, which describes how learning
about the coercive side of the state can yield the perception of an unresponsive and coercive
government. Importantly, this expectation departs from the assumption that underpins most
research on political discussion: that more political discussion is better. On this view, political
discussion generates political knowledge and engagement (Huckfeldt and Sprague [1995; Klof-
stad [2007; Searing et al. 2007)). In turn, those who know about and engage with government
enjoy political voice, whereas more detached citizens are underserved.

However, I also expect negative carceral discussion about policing and the criminal jus-
tice system to correlate with protest for white and Black Americans by providing opportunities
to identify injustice. This expectation builds on research that attributes a mobilizing effect
to proximal carceral contact, whereby contact catalyzes participation by exposing perceived
injustice (Lee, Porter, and Comfort 2014; Walker 2014; Walker and Garcia-Castanon [2017}
Williamson, Trump, and Einstein 2018; Ang and Tebes 2024). According to this research,
proximal contact mobilizes nonvoting activities like protest because contact yields a view of
government as unresponsive and nonvoting activities offer a more immediate outlet for frus-
trations (Lee, Porter, and Comfort 2014; Walker [2020; Gillion 2013)).

In sum, this study aims to demonstrate the importance of investigating racial variation
in the nature and scope of political concepts by revisiting the concept of political discussion. In
so doing, the paper makes the case that carceral political discussion is an important component
of the political experience and socialization of Americans, and one that has been overlooked by
existing scholarship on political discussion. The study thus aims to complement recent work
by Weaver, Prowse, and colleagues, who develop a new method, Portals, to collect and analyze

conversations about policing in highly policed neighborhoods in five cities in the United States



(e.g., Weaver, Prowse, and Piston 2019). These papers represent the richest treatment of
political discussion about the carceral state in political science and draw important lessons
about the experience of race-class subjugated communities. The present study complements
this work by approaching carceral discussion from a higher vantage point: in exchange for rich
conversation data from highly policed race-class subjugated communities, this project draws

broader lessons about carceral discussion with national-level data.

3 Carceral Political Discussion
3.1 Data and Variables

To measure carceral discussion about policing and the criminal justice system—and compare
this domain of discussion to the conventional (i.e., liberal-democratic) measure of political
discussion—I draw on survey data collected in Spring 2024. The survey is a nationally diverse
sample of 1,268 white and Black American adults administered on the online survey platform,
Prolificf] The first set of questions adapts existing measures of political discussion to mea-
sure participation in carceral and liberal-democratic political discussion. The questions are

presented below. Respondents received both sets of questions in random order.

1. Binary measure of discussion: “During the past year, did you talk with anyone about
[the police or criminal justice system/government or elections] or did you not do this
during the past year?” Responses coded 0 (No) or 1 (Yes).

2. Frequency of discussion: “During the past year, how often did you discuss [the police
or criminal justice system/government or elections]?” Responses coded 1 (Never), 2
(Rarely), 3 (Sometimes), 4 (Often), or 5 (Very Often).

3. Number of discussion partners: “With roughly how many different people did you talk
about [the police or criminal justice system/government or elections| during the past
year?” Responses coded 1 (Zero), 2 (1-2), 3 (3-5), 4 (6-9), or 5 (10 or more).

To more closely investigate the content of political discussion, I also used this Prolific

survey to collect a nine-item battery of discussion topics about the police and criminal justice

8 Table Al in Appendix S2 presents descriptive statistics for this sample. Appendix S14 describes how the
study adheres to APSA’s Principles and Guidance for Human Subjects Research.
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system. To develop this measure, I used “analytic listening” to examine small-group conversa-
tions on Fora, a platform created by the MIT Center for Constructive Communication and the
affiliated nonprofit, Cortico. Analytic listening entails “listening to the way people talk about
public affairs, ideally in the venues they normally inhabit and with the people with whom
they normally spend time” (Cramer 2024, 194). This method is well-suited to uncovering
information that we do not know to look for (in this case, topics of carceral discussion) and
can be situated within the framework of grounded theory development. Broadly, grounded
theory involves taking an inductive, iterative approach to qualitative or ethnographic data to
develop knowledge about a phenomenon (Charmaz 2014)E|

The Fora platform brings together community members for multi-person facilitated di-
alogues about their communities. The platform launched in 2018 and contains over 1,500
in-person and virtual conversations among over 8,000 people. Fora’s goal is to engage commu-
nity members or stakeholders by inviting them to talk about their personal experiences and
perspectives on topics like education, public health, policing, and elections. Each collection of
conversations is convened by a partner organization (e.g., community organizations, corporate
spaces, schools) in partnership with Cortico. Conversations are hosted virtually or in sched-
uled locations (e.g., public libraries or private homes). FEach conversation is facilitated by
trained facilitator who guides the conversation with discussion prompts to elicit experiences,
opinions, and questions from participantsm

To generate topics of carceral discussion, I focused on the 18 collections that dealt with
some aspect of the criminal justice system. These collections contained 44 total conversations
(each around 1-1.5 hours long) and are listed in Appendix S3. Examples include the “City of
Madison Police and Fire Commission Conversations” (seven conversations about law enforce-
ment among residents of Madison, Wisconsin) and the “Mott Haven Branch Conversation

on Criminal Justice” (a conversation among Mott Haven residents hosted by the New York

9 Like analytic listening, grounded theory involves using coding to apply and refine analytical categories
to segments of text in order to generate generalizable concepts from the data (for more details on the coding
process for this paper, see the discussion on p12-13).

10 A]l facilitators participate in a Cortico orientation which provides facilitation guidance and an opportunity
to practice the conversation guide. Orientations are tailored to each partner and project. For more details on
Fora conversations, see: https://help.fora.io/hc/en-us/categories/360005919073-Cortico-FAQ.
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Public Library). Facilitator prompts from this set of collections include: “I’d like to invite
you to take a minute to think about a story that illustrates your first interaction with the
police, or ideas about the police and maybe if that still impacts you today” (City of Madison
Police and Fire Commission Conversations) and “From your experience, what do you see as
the positive role the police in our community play today? What gaps or needs do they fill?”
(Mountain West: Law Enforcement in your Community Conversations). Although Fora do
not provide the racial composition of each conversation, the conversations do include white
and Black participants (evident from names, self-identification, explicit discussions of race,
etc.) such that we have reason to expect racial variation in represented voices.

To examine these data for patterns and topics of carceral discussion, I began by closely
listening to and reading the 18 collections on the criminal justice system. My analysis involved
several rounds of qualitative coding (Saldana 2015). The first round involved listening to and
reading the 18 collections and taking preliminary jottings about potential carceral discussion
topics (Saldana 2015 20-21). After developing an initial topic list, I conducted a round of
structural coding to identify and revise this list. Structural coding involves the application of
a conceptual phrase to a segment of data to categorize the data corpus (Saldana 2015, 84-97).
In this context, structural coding involved categorizing segments of conversations into one or
more carceral discussion topics (for instance, I coded excerpts in which participants criticized
or lamented racial disparities in incarceration rates as part of the broader topic, “how the
police or criminal justice system treat Black people unfairly”). After this round of structural
coding, I searched Fora for keywords related to policing and criminal justice and read selections
of the associated transcriptsﬂ For each keyword, I categorized relevant sections into existing
or new carceral discussion topics. I continued this exercise for each keyword until all new data
could be categorized into existing topics.

Table 1 presents the nine carceral discussion topics that feature in the survey measure

with illustrative conversation excerpts from Fora. This measure is designed to be indicative of

11T used keywords from the Fora “Topics” function. This function uses the conversations to automatically
identify and categorize keywords into topics. Keywords for “criminal justice” include police, policing, criminal
justice, jail, law enforcement, arrest, incarceration, gun violence, public safety, probation, prison, and parole.

12



carceral discussion rather than exhaustive. In the Prolific survey, the measure begins with the
question, “How often, if at all, did you talk about the following topics during the past year?”
before presenting the nine topics in randomized order. For each topic, responses are coded
“Never” (0), “Once” (1), “A few times (2-3)” (2), or “Several times (4+)” (3). Appendix S4
includes additional conversation excerpts for each discussion topic.

Study 1 uses the carceral and liberal-democratic discussion measures and the carceral
discussion content measure to examine racial variation in the prevalence of carceral and liberal-
democratic discussion and positive and negative carceral discussion. Study 2 uses these

measures to examine the political correlates of these domains of political discussion.

3.2 Study 1: Racial Variation in Carceral Discussion

Due to the fundamental differences in how Black and white Americans experience the carceral
state, I have argued that (1) focusing on carceral discussion about policing and the criminal
justice system should reverse the assumed pattern of whites talking more about politics, and
(2) that we should expect racial differences in the content of carceral discussion. This study
uses the survey data from Prolific to examine these expectations. To ensure representativeness
in these analyses, I built and applied a survey weight using the American Community Survey
(in addition to quota sampling on the front-end). I constructed this weight using population
estimates on dimensions of gender, age, education, and income. Because of some missing cases
on weight dimensions, my final sample size is 1,221E|

The first analysis examines racial differences in carceral and liberal-democratic discus-
sion. Turning first to carceral discussion, Table 2 reports the weighted means for the three
carceral discussion measures for white and Black respondents: the binary measure of carceral
discussion in the past year (Binary), frequency of carceral discussion in the past year (Fre-
quency), and number of carceral discussion partners in the past year (Count). Significant
differences between Black and white respondents were determined through a two-tailed t-test

and indicated with an a in the second column. These results are robust in a regression model

12 This final sample excludes respondents who failed an attention check.
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Table 1: Carceral Discussion Topics and Illustrative Examples

. Negative: About police killings or police brutality

“We are constantly living in a system that doesn’t value us...that is in fact
designed to injure us in some way, both emotionally and economically. Some-
times it manifests in the case of police violence...right?”

. Negative: About how the police often use more force than necessary

“...people are getting tired of police shootings. They’re getting tired of turn-
mg—you go on your phone. You look at a video. You see cops beating up
people. For what?”

. Negative: About how the police or criminal justice system treat Black people unfairly

“Anyone can pull up the annual report, it is very clear that police officers here
in Madison will arrest if you’re a black teenager, I think the odds, it’s like
msane. You're like twice as likely.”

. Negative: About a negative interaction with the police or criminal justice system

“...she arrested me, and she threw me in the back of her car. It was over
80 degrees outside...And she put me back there with the windows completely
rolled up... And you wouldn’t do that to a dog, right?”

. Positive: About how the police are necessary for public safety

“What’s going to happen if we defund the police? I mean, are we going to go
back to Wild West days?”

. Positive: About how the police or criminal justice system usually treat people fairly

“Yeah, my experience with officers in the schools is that they do everything
they can not to arrest kids. They’re extremely kind and very, very positive
role models for kids in the schools.”

. Positive: About how the police are often viewed unfairly

“But this total hatred towards all policemen, I think I should be corrected. You
can’t hate them all, you’ve got to trust some of them.”

8. Positive: About how the police should be allowed to use force because policing is
dangerous

“...the only way to stop somebody that has a gun is with a gun.”

9. Positive: About a positive interaction with the police or criminal justice system

“...our police officers here are trained in mental health. And the way they
deescalated my son and our whole family situation was fantastic.”

14



that includes gender, age, education, income, and political afﬁliationﬂ

As expected, this table shows that Black respondents are significantly more likely to
engage in carceral discussion than white respondents. Starting with the binary measure, Table
2 shows that Black respondents are (6%, p<0.05) more likely to have discussed the carceral
state in the past year than their white counterparts. The frequency measure shows that the
difference in discussion frequency between Black and white respondents is 0.46 (p<0.01). This
difference represents a (.46 standard deviation change in the frequency measure. Finally, the
difference in the number of discussion partners between Black and white respondents is 0.26
(p<0.01). This difference represents a 0.26 standard deviation change. Together, these results
indicate that Black Americans are more likely to engage in political discussion about the

carceral state than white Americans.

Table 2: Racial Variation in Carceral Discussion
Black White

Carceral Discussion (Binary)  0.77  0.71¢
Carceral Discussion (Frequency)  2.89  2.43°
Carceral Discussion Partners (Count)  2.59  2.33%

N 551 670

Notes:  Significant differences (p<0.05) determined
through a two-tailed t-test between Blacks and whites are
indicated with an a in the second column.

Turning next to liberal-democratic political discussion, Table 3 reports the weighted
means for each political discussion measure for white and Black respondents. Significant
differences were determined using a two-tailed t-test between Black and white respondents
and are indicated with an ¢ in Column 2. This table shows that unlike carceral discussion,
and in line with existing research, Black Americans are significantly less likely to engage in

liberal-democratic discussion than white Americans for all measures of political discussion|”]

13 Tables A2 and A3 in Appendix S5 present these regression models for carceral and liberal-democratic
political discussion. I present means in Tables 2 and 3 because including demographic controls when inter-
preting racial coefficients arguably essentializes race and misses the constitutive elements that make race what
it is (King and Zeng [2006; Sen and Wasow [2016)).

14 Readers interested in the overlap between carceral and liberal-democratic discussion should see Appendix
S6. Table A4 presents weighted Pearson’s R correlations between carceral and liberal-democratic discussion

and shows limited overlap: for instance, the correlation coefficients for the binary measure are 0.39 for Blacks
and 0.27 for whites. This suggests that people who discuss policing and the criminal justice system do not
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Table 3: Racial Variation in Liberal-Democratic Discussion
Black White

Liberal-Democratic Discussion (Binary)  0.85  0.93“
Liberal-Democratic Discussion (Frequency)  3.09  3.23%
Liberal-Democratic Discussion (Count)  2.74  2.98%

N 951 670

Notes: Significant differences (p<0.01) determined through a
two-tailed t-test between Blacks and whites are indicated with
an a in the second column.

For space considerations, Tables 2 and 3 focus on broad comparisons by racial group.
I analyze heterogeneity in carceral and liberal-democratic discussion by gender and party
affiliation in Appendix S7. These analyses reveal broadly similar patterns. First, relative to
their white counterparts, both Black democrats and republicans consistently talk more about
the carceral state and less about government and elections. Second, both Black men and
women are more likely to engage in carceral discussion than their white counterparts, while
white men and women are more likely to engage in liberal-democratic discussion.

Taken together, these results suggest that Black and white Americans engage in carceral
and liberal-democratic discussion somewhat differently. Rather than a racially uniform pat-
tern of political discussion, race appears to moderate engagement in different domains of
political discussion. Specifically, given that the carceral arm of the state is more pervasive
and repressive for Black Americans, I hypothesized that Black respondents would be more
likely to talk about policing and the criminal justice system than whites. The results support
this expectation: Black Americans are more likely to engage in political discussion about
this domain of the carceral state. These results depart from the established pattern of white
Americans talking more about politics (Leighley and Matsubayashi [2009; Verba, Burns, and
Schlozman [2003; Wong et al.|2011; Carlson, Abrajano, and Bedolla [2019), and show that con-
ventional measures of political discussion provide an incomplete picture of political discussion
among Black Americans. That a pilot study from an earlier period (November 2023) on a

different platform finds similar results further supports this pointEl

necessarily discuss government and elections and vice versa.
15 T fielded this pilot survey on Lucid. The details and results of the pilot are reported in Appendix S8.
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The analyses thus far, however, does not tell us about the content of carceral discussion.
Using the nine-item measure of carceral discussion content, Table 4 presents the weighted
means for positive and negative carceral discussion among white and Black Americans. To
measure these means, I created binary measures of positive and negative carceral discussion.
The positive measure is coded as “1” if respondents talked about any positive topic at least
once in the past year. The negative measure is coded as “1” if respondents talked about
any negative topics at least once in the past year. Appendix S9 presents these results in a
regression model that includes gender, age, education, income, and political afﬁliationEl

As expected, Table 4 shows meaningful racial differences in the content of carceral
discussion. Starting with the measure of negative carceral discussion, Table 4 shows that Black
respondents are (11%, p<0.01) more likely to negatively discuss policing and the criminal
justice system than white respondents. This difference represents a 0.31 standard deviation
change in the discussion measure and coheres with the greater repressiveness of the carceral
state for Black Americans. Consistent with this greater repressiveness, Table 4 also shows
that Black respondents are also (7%, p<0.01) more likely to negatively than positively discuss
the carceral state[T]

Table 4: Racial Variation in Positive and Negative Carceral Discussion

Black White

Positive Carceral Discussion  0.83  0.78¢
Negative Carceral Discussion  0.90°  0.79%
N 551 670

Notes: Carceral discussion coded positive/neg-ative if respondents talked
about any positive/negative topic at least once in past year. Signifi-
cant differences (p<0.05) determined through a two-tailed t-test between
Blacks and whites indicated with an a in second column. Significant
differences (p<0.01) between positive and negative discussion indicated
with a b in second row.

More surprisingly, Table 4 shows that Black respondents are (4%, p<0.05) more likely to

positively discuss policing and the criminal justice system than white respondents. Research

16 Appendix S10 presents the separate t-test results for each individual positive and negative topic.

17 Table A5 in Appendix S6 examines the correlation between positive and negative carceral discussion.
This analysis shows that participation in positive and negative carceral discussion is reasonably correlated:
the weighted Pearson’s R correlation coefficients are 0.54 for Black and 0.51 for white respondents.
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on Black Americans’ support for the criminal justice system offers several explanations for
this finding. First, Jefferson (2023)) finds that Black Americans who embrace the politics of
respectability—a view that emphasizes “reform of individual behavior and attitudes as a goal”
and “strategy for reform” of race relations (Higginbotham [1993)—are more likely to view
police shootings of Black Americans as justified and adopt punitive positions on three strike
laws, sentences for drug law violations, and the death penalty. On this view, Black Americans
who subscribe to the politics of respectability may be more likely to positively discuss policing
and the criminal justice system. Second, Black Americans are disproportionately the victims
of crime (Tate 2010), which may motivate support for punitiveness (Costelloe, Chiricos, and
Gertz [2009) and increase the likelihood of positive carceral discussion. Third, some research
shows that certain forms of policing (specifically, community-oriented policing) can improve
perceptions of police performance among Black Americans (Branton et al. [2024). On this
view, exposure to community-oriented policing may drive participation in positive discussion
about policing and the criminal justice system.

For space considerations, I analyze heterogeneity in positive and negative carceral dis-
cussion by gender and partisanship in Appendix S7. These analyses reveal broadly similar
racial patterns across subgroups. First, both Black republicans and democrats are more likely
to engage in negative and positive carceral discussion than their white counterparts. How-
ever, the racial gap in negative carceral discussion between white and Black democrats is
substantively small. This suggests that the puzzling finding in Table 4—the Black respon-
dents are more likely to positively discuss policing and the criminal justice system than white
respondents—is mostly driven by Black republicans. Second, Black men are more likely to
engage in both negative and positive carceral discussion than white men, but Black women are
only more likely to engage in negative carceral discussion than white women (i.e., they are no
more likely to engage in positive carceral discussion than white women). Gender differences
in the content of carceral discussion could be explored in future work.

Overall, these findings build on the comparison of carceral and liberal-democratic discus-

sion by demonstrating that race also moderates the content of carceral discussion. Specifically,
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these results show that Black Americans are more likely to engage in negative than positive
discussions of the carceral state, and more likely to engage in negative and positive carceral
discussion than whites. Together, the findings in Study 1 suggest that conventional mea-
sures of political discussion obscure meaningful racial differences in patterns of carceral and

liberal-democratic discussion and the content of carceral discussion.

3.2 Study 2: Correlates of Carceral Discussion

I next analyze the political correlates of carceral and liberal-democratic discussion. To examine
these correlates, I focus on six variables modeled as dependent variables: (1) internal efficacy,
or the belief that one is qualified to participate in politics (Niemi, Craig, and Mattei 1991)@
(2) external efficacy, or the belief that government leaders care about “people like me” (Balch
1974) {7 (3) linked fate, or the belief that one’s life chances depend on the status and fortunes
of your racial group (Dawson 1995)@ and the perceived importance of personally (4) voting,
(5) campaigning for a political candidate, and (6) attending a protestEl To preserve space, |
analyze potential predictors (e.g., age, gender, education, income, organizational membership)
of carceral and liberal-democratic discussion in Appendix S11F7

I model these variables as dependent variables because I expect carceral and liberal-

18 To measure internal efficacy, respondents to agreed or disagreed with the statement: “I consider myself
well qualified to participate in politics” on a scale from “Strongly disagree” (1) to “Strongly agree” (5).

19 To measure external efficacy, respondents agreed or disagreed with the statement: “The leaders in
government care about people like me” on a scale from “Strongly disagree” (1) to “Strongly agree” (5).

20 Although developed to explain Black political attitudes and behaviors, expressions of linked fate have been
found in other racial groups (e.g., Gay, Hochschild, and White 2016; Junn and Masuoka 2008; Segura [2012)).
To measure linked fate, I asked the two standard questions: Do you think what happens to [Respondent’s
race/ethnicity] people in this country will have something to do with what happens in your life? If yes: Do
you think that what happens generally to [Respondent’s race/ethnicity] people in this country will affect you:
A lot, some, not very much. Responses coded 0 (No), 1 (Not very much), 2 (Some), or 3 (A lot).

21 To measure these political behavior variables, I asked: “How important is it for you personally to do
the following activities?” Vote in elections, Campaign for political candidates, Attend protests or rallies.
Responses were coded on a 1-5 scale from “Not at all important” (1) to “Extremely important” (5).

22 Several findings are worthy of brief discussion here. First, party identification does not correlate with
carceral or liberal-democratic discussion for white or Black respondents, which suggests that racial variation in
discussion is not simply an artifact of partisanship. Second, organizational membership correlates with carceral
discussion but not liberal-democratic discussion for both white and Black respondents (e.g., professional,
religious). Third, proximal carceral contact correlates with carceral and liberal-democratic discussion for
Blacks and whites. Personal contact, however, does not correlate with carceral discussion for whites or Blacks,
but does negatively correlate with liberal-democratic discussion among Blacks. This latter result aligns with
the finding that direct contact depressed participation (e.g., Weaver and Lerman [2010)).
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democratic discussion to yield distinct perspectives on the state by exposing participants
to new information and encouraging cognitive engagement with the topic (Eveland [2004). In
turn, I expect these perspectives to matter for political attitudes and the perceived importance
of political behaviors. For each variable, I describe the potential impact of political discussion:
for example, how talking about the carceral state could increase linked fate and the perceived
importance of protest among Black Americans. However, I also consider the potential for
reverse causality: for instance, how linked fate could itself spur conversations about policing.
Although modeled with dependent variables, then, the following analyses are cross-sectional
and primarily examine whether carceral discussion has meaningful political correlates that are
obscured by focusing on conventional measures.

Table 5 presents regression models for white and Black respondents and shows important
distinctions in the political correlates of carceral and liberal-democratic discussion?| For
space considerations, I present only the frequency measures of carceral and liberal-democratic
discussion as independent VariablesEl Turning first to internal efficacy, Table 5 shows that
liberal-democratic discussion positively correlates with internal efficacy for white (p<0.01)
and Black respondents (p<0.01), while carceral discussion has no meaningful relationship
with internal efficacy for whites and only a weak positive correlation for Black respondents.
Intuitively, this finding suggests that talking about government and elections more directly
maps onto feeling qualified to formally participate in politics than talking about topics related
to policing and the criminal justice system.

Second, Table 5 shows that carceral discussion positively correlates with linked fate for
white (p<0.01) and Black respondents (p<0.01), while liberal-democratic discussion does not
correlate with linked fate for either group. One interpretation of this finding is that talking
about the carceral state reinforces linked fate for both racial groups. For Black respondents,
talking about the carceral state could represent an opportunity to learn about how their race

could undermine their own life outcomes. For white respondents, carceral discussion could

23 These analyses are based on a final sample of 1,227. This sample includes cases removed from the analysis
in Study 1 because they were missing on weight dimensions.

24 Appendix S12 presents substantively and statistically similar models with the binary and discussion
partner measures of carceral and liberal-democratic discussion as independent variables.
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provide an opportunity to learn how whiteness can provide privilege and protection. However,

another interpretation is that high linked fate could itself generate conversations about the

carceral state. For instance, Black respondents who think the status of Black Americans will

impact their own life may be more attuned to and likely to discuss differential racial treatment

by the carceral state. These interpretations are not mutually exclusive and suggest important

but understudied relationships between political discussion and linked fate, a core variable of

interest in research on racial politics (Rogers and Kim 2023)).

Table 5: Correlates of Frequent Political Discussion
Correlates for White Respondents

Int. Efficacy Ext. Efficacy Linked Fate  Vote Campaign Protest
Carceral 0.070 —0.049 0.178** —0.052 0.081* 0.200**
(0.047) (0.046) (0.050) (0.050) (0.045) (0.047)
Liberal-Democratic ~ 0.262*** —0.024 0.019 0.287*  0.259"*  0.166™**
(0.047) (0.045) (0.050) (0.050) (0.045) (0.047)
Party 1D —0.155"** —0.204™* —0.096*  —0.305"** —0.217** —0.294**
(0.048) (0.046) (0.051) (0.051) (0.045) (0.047)
Constant 1.986*** 2.284*** 1.018** 2.366™*  1.289"*  2.015™**
(0.258) (0.250) (0.274) (0.273) (0.246) (0.256)
N 677 677 677 677 677 677
R? 0.156 0.069 0.044 0.191 0.133 0.172
Adjusted R? 0.147 0.060 0.034 0.183 0.124 0.163
Correlates for Black Respondents
Int. Efficacy Ext. Efficacy Linked Fate =~ Vote = Campaign Protest
Carceral 0.092* —0.022 0.154*** —0.056 0.143*  0.246™*
(0.049) (0.048) (0.054) (0.053) (0.057) (0.058)
Liberal-Democratic ~ 0.281*** 0.065 0.059 0.348*  0.324™*  0.174**
(0.052) (0.050) (0.057) (0.056) (0.060) (0.061)
Party ID —0.099* —0.232% 0.048 —0.438* —0.318"* —0.251"*
(0.049) (0.047) (0.053) (0.053) (0.056) (0.057)
Constant 1.454** 1.608** 1.424%* 3.229"*  1.665™*  1.247*
(0.268) (0.259) (0.292) (0.289) (0.311) (0.314)
N 560 560 560 560 560 560
R? 0.221 0.168 0.034 0.235 0.209 0.205
Adjusted R? 0.211 0.157 0.022 0.226 0.199 0.195

“p < .1; *p < .05; *p < .01

Notes: OLS regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. Suppressed coeffi-
cients are income, age, education, and gender. Appendix S13 presents tables with estimates

for all covariates.
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Third, for white and Black respondents, liberal-democratic discussion strongly and posi-
tively correlates with assigning importance to voting (p<0.01, p<0.01), campaigning (p<0.01,
p<0.01), and protesting (p<0.01, p<0.01). Like liberal-democratic discussion, carceral dis-
cussion correlates with assigning importance to campaigning and protesting for white (p<0.1,
p<0.01) and Black respondents (p<0.01, p<0.01). However, carceral discussion does not
correlate with assigning importance to voting for either group. One interpretation of these
findings is that carceral discussion boosts the perceived importance of nonvoting activities
more than voting. This point coheres with research that links proximal carceral contact to
nonvoting activities like protest (Walker 2014; Walker |2020; Ang and Tebes [2024). Accord-
ing to this research, proximal contact mobilizes nonvoting activities because contact yields
a view of government as unresponsive and nonvoting activities are a more immediate outlet
for frustrations (Lee, Porter, and Comfort 2014; Walker 2020; Gillion 2013). On this view,
carceral discussion may similarly yield a view of government as unresponsive and increase the
perceived importance of nonvoting activities like campaigning and protesting.

In sum, these results suggest that carceral and liberal-democratic discussion differently
correlate with political attitudes and behaviors. White and Black Americans who engage
in carceral discussion feel more linked fate and assign more importance to campaigns and
protests. White and Black Americans who discuss government and elections, on the other
hand, do not differ from others in linked fate and assign more importance to voting. Together,
these findings suggest that focusing only on conventional (i.e., liberal-democratic) political
discussion obscures the political correlates and potential impact of carceral discussion.

Next, this section extends the analysis by including the binary measures of positive
and negative carceral discussion as independent variables. Table 6 presents these results and
shows that positive and negative carceral discussion have distinct political correlates. First,
positive carceral discussion positively correlates with external efficacy for Black (p<0.01) and
white (p<0.05) respondents, while negative carceral discussion strongly and negatively corre-
lates with external efficacy for Black respondents (p<0.01). One interpretation of this finding

coheres with research that explains political efficacy from a political learning perspective.
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Soss (1999), for instance, argues that welfare programs are sites of political learning about
government: responsive programs generate perceptions of government responsiveness, while
unresponsive programs undermine those perceptions. On this view, talking about topics like
“how the police treat people fairly” could boost perceptions of government responsiveness,
while talking about police brutality could undermine those perceptions. Another interpreta-
tion is that external efficacy itself shapes the content of carceral discussion: people inclined to
view the government as responsive/unresponsive may be more likely to positively/negatively
discuss the police and criminal justice system. Either way, these findings add complexity to
the long-held assumption that political discussion generates the kind of knowledge and en-
gagement with government that leads to political voice and influence (Huckfeldt and Sprague
1995; Klofstad |2007; Klofstad 2010; Searing et al. [2007).

Second, Table 6 shows that talking about the positive aspects of the carceral state posi-
tively correlates with feelings of linked fate for whites (p<0.05). Negative carceral discussion,
on the other hand, strongly and positively correlates with linked fate for Black respondents
(p<0.01). These findings cohere with and extend the proposed interpretations of linked fate
in the discussion of Table 5. First, these findings suggest that negative carceral discussion
is an opportunity for Black Americans to learn about how their blackness could undermine
their own lives, while positive carceral discussion allows white Americans to learn about how
their whiteness provides privilege or in some way shape their lives. However, these findings
also support the interpretation that linked fate could itself generate conversations about the
carceral state: Black respondents who think the status of Black Americans will impact their
life may be more likely to negatively discuss the carceral state, while whites who feel a sense
of linked fate with other white Americans be more likely to positively discuss this topic.

Third, positive and negative carceral discussion have distinctly correlate with the per-
ceived importance of political behaviors. Turning first to positive carceral discussion, Table 6
shows that engaging in positive discussion correlates with assigning importance to campaigns
for white respondents (p<0.05). For Black respondents, positive carceral discussion corre-

lates with assigning importance to voting (p<0.01), campaigning (p<0.01), and protesting

23



Table 6: Correlates of Positive and Negative Carceral Discussion
Correlates for White Respondents

Int. Efficacy Ext. Efficacy Linked Fate Vote Campaign  Protest
Positive —0.027 0.235* 0.242* 0.045 0.227* —0.101
(0.106) (0.100) (0.110) (0.112) (0.101) (0.105)
Negative 0.317** —0.096 0.049 0.227* 0.232** 0.444***
(0.114) (0.106) (0.118) (0.119)  (0.108)  (0.113)
Party 1D —0.167* —0.216*** —0.099* —0.332%*  —0.243"* —0.278"**
(0.050) (0.047) (0.052) (0.052) (0.047) (0.049)
Constant 2.553*** 2.082%* 1.292%* 2.780*** 1.826*** 2.526™**
(0.255) (0.239) (0.265) (0.268) (0.243) (0.253)
N 677 677 677 677 677 677
R? 0.103 0.074 0.029 0.154 0.081 0.123
Adjusted R? 0.094 0.064 0.019 0.145 0.072 0.114
Correlates for Black Respondents
Int. Efficacy Ext. Efficacy Linked Fate Vote Campaign  Protest
Positive 0.320** 0.809*** —0.196 0.381** 0.764*** 0.503**
(0.132) (0.117) (0.137) (0.141)  (0.151)  (0.152)
Negative 0.166 —0.653"*** 0.851*** —0.0002 —0.007 0.387*
(0.183) (0.163) (0.191) (0.195)  (0.210)  (0.211)
Party 1D —0.134*** —0.239*** 0.040 —0.467*  —0.359"*  —0.281"**
(0.050) (0.045) (0.053) (0.054) (0.058) (0.058)
Constant 1.985*** 1.742%** 1.279*** 3.671 2.267* 1.545%**
(0.298) (0.265) (0.311) (0.318) (0.341) (0.344)
N 560 560 560 560 560 560
R? 0.156 0.235 0.041 0.188 0.162 0.165
Adjusted R? 0.145 0.225 0.028 0.177 0.152 0.154

p < .1; "p < .05; *p < .01

Notes: OLS regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. Carceral discussion
coded as positive/negative if respondents talked about any positive/negative topic at least

once in the past year.

Appendix S13 presents tables with estimates for all covariates.
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(p<0.01). These findings align with the proposed interpretation of the positive correlation
between positive carceral discussion and external efficacy: if talking about the positive and
responsive side of the carceral state generates perceptions of government responsiveness, it
should also correlate with assigning importance to political participation.

Turning next to negative carceral discussion, Table 6 shows that negative discussion
positively correlates with assigning importance to voting (p<0.1), campaigning (p<0.05), and
protesting (p<0.01) for whites. For Black respondents, however, negative carceral discussion
only correlates with assigning importance to protesting (p<0.1). One interpretation of this
result is that negative carceral discussion provides opportunities for whites to identify injus-
tices and mobilize through multiple channels (voting, campaigning, protesting) because their
external efficacy is unaffected. For Black respondents, however, negative carceral discussion
may yield the perception that the state is unresponsive and thus only increase the perceived
importance of protest (a more immediate outlet for frustrations and first step to getting issues
on the political agenda). Combined with the finding that negative carceral discussion corre-
lates with lower external efficacy for Black respondents, these results support the argument
that proximal carceral contact yields the perception of an unresponsive state which mobilizes
nonvoting activities (like protest) rather than voting (Walker [2014; Walker 2020; Ang and
Tebes 2024). Indeed, one reading of these findings is that Table 6 provides support for this
proposed chain among Black respondents: talking about the negative and coercive aspects
of the carceral state generates pessimistic perceptions of government responsiveness (lower
external efficacy) which increases the perceived importance of protest.

Though based on cross-sectional data and thus preventing causal claims, these findings
suggest that carceral and liberal-democratic discussion have distinct political correlates and
that there are racial differences in the correlates of positive and negative carceral discussion.
White respondents who engage in positive carceral discussion have higher external efficacy
and linked fate. Black respondents who engage in positive carceral discussion also have higher
external efficacy and assign more importance to voting, campaigning, and protest. Black

respondents who engage in negative carceral discussion, on the other hand, have lower external
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efficacy, higher linked fate, and assign more importance to protest. Whites who engage in
negative carceral discussion do not differ from others in external efficacy and assign more
importance to voting, campaigning, and protest. Together, these findings suggest that carceral
discussion has the potential to shape participants’ views about government, sense of identity,
and political engagement. Moreover, these findings suggest that these correlates vary by race
and carceral discussion content, and that conceptions of political discussion as an unalloyed

good mask the multiple roles of different domains of political discussion.

4 Conclusion

Political discussion between citizens is central to research in political behavior. Decades of
research demonstrate the relationship between political discussion and important political
behaviors and attitudes, including political knowledge (Eveland 2004; Eveland and Thomson
2006; Eveland and Hively 2009), candidate preferences (Huckfeldt, Johnson, and Sprague
2004)), policy positions (Sinclair 2012)), political and civic engagement (Huckfeldt and Sprague
1995; Sokhey and McClurg [2012; Klofstad 2007; Klofstad 2010; Searing et al. [2007), and
tolerance and civic mindedness (Mutz 2006; Pattie and Johnston [2008)).

In these studies of political discussion, respondents are usually asked if and with whom
they discuss “politics,” “political matters,” or “government or elections.” However, this ap-
proach is limited in its understanding of political discussion because these questions focus on
what Soss and Weaver (2017)) describe as the liberal-democratic or “first face” of the state—
i.e., a view of politics that focuses on electoral-representative processes, citizen opinion and
participation, and the rules, people, and parties in national government. These questions,
in other words, do not capture discussions of the carceral or “second face” of the state that
exercises power through policing and punishment (Soss and Weaver 2017)).

In this paper, I argue that we should broaden our conception of political discussion to
include the coercive or “second face” of the state. By adapting the conventional measure of
political discussion to include the carceral state, this paper shows, first, that the assumed

racial group differences in political discussion are reversed for carceral political discussion:
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Black Americans are (a) more likely to engage in carceral discussion about policing and the
criminal justice system, (b) less likely to engage in liberal-democratic discussion than white
Americans, and (c) more likely to negatively than positively discuss policing and the criminal
justice system. Focusing only on conventional measures of political discussion thus generates
an incomplete picture of patterns of political discussion among Americans (Verba, Burns, and
Schlozman 2003; Wong et al. 2011; Carlson, Abrajano, and Bedolla |2019).

Second, the paper shows that carceral discussion meaningfully correlates with political
outcomes and that these relationships are in some cases racially distinct. Among white respon-
dents, positive carceral discussion correlates with external efficacy and feelings of linked fate,
while negative carceral discussion positively correlates with assigning importance to voting,
campaigning, and protesting. Among Black respondents, positive carceral discussion corre-
lates with external efficacy and assigning importance to voting, campaigning, and protesting,
while negative carceral discussion correlates with linked fate, depressed external efficacy, and
assigning importance to protest. These findings thus add complexity to the view that more
political discussion is better and capable of generating the kind of political knowledge and
engagement that leads to political influence and voice (Huckfeldt and Sprague [1995; Klofstad
2007; Klofstad 2010; Searing et al. 2007).

Together, these findings have important implications for research on political discussion,
the carceral state, and racial and ethnic politics. First, the paper challenges the assumption
that more political discussion is better (Huckfeldt and Sprague |1995; Klofstad 2007)) by revis-
iting the definition of political discussion and highlighting the sometimes countervailing roles
of different domains of political discussion. Second, the paper extends research on the lim-
its of using white Americans to generalize about political concepts (Cohen and Luttig [2020;
Phoenix and Chan 2022; Chudy and Engelhardt 2023; Jefferson [2023) by finding consistent
racial variation in carceral discussion. Third, my findings join research on the impact of the
carceral state on political outcomes (White 2019; Lerman and Weaver [2014; Cohen and Luttig
2020) by showing that the carceral state also shapes the nature and scope of political discus-

sion. Finally, the paper demonstrates the value of combining survey and listening methods to
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study political discussion and builds on a growing body of research that seeks to combine the
advantages of qualitative and ethnographic tools to improve survey research (Thachil 2018}
Verghese [2024). Scholars might use this approach to investigate patterns of conventional
political discussion and other understudied political discussion domains. Such efforts could
complement the nuanced insights of “analytic listening” studies of political discussion (e.g.,
Harris-Lacewell 2004; Cramer [2016; Weaver, Prowse, and Piston |2019)).

Despite these contributions, there are several limitations to this study that suggest
avenues for future work. First, more could be done to investigate carceral discussion from an
intersectional perspective. People are differently impacted by the carceral state along lines
of gender (Nuamah and Mulroy 2023; Katzenstein and Waller 2015)), sexuality (Kunzel 2008}
Dillon [2018]), disability (Parsons 2018; Laniyonu and Goff 2021)), and religion (Felber 2020)).
This paper briefly examines heterogeneities by party identification and gender but future
work could more systematically examine how patterns of carceral discussion and associated
correlates vary at the intersections of different marginalized identities.

Second, my analysis focuses on policing and criminal justice institutions but the carceral
state also includes immigration enforcement (Harris, Walker, and Eckhouse 2020) and works
alongside welfare agencies (Michener, SoRelle, and Thurston [2022; Katzenstein and Waller
2015; Roberts 2014; Soss, Fording, and Schram 2011; Gustafson [2011; Wacquant 2009). Fo-
cusing on these aspects of the carceral state could illuminate additional group differences in
political discussion. For instance, we might expect immigration enforcement discussion to be
more prevalent and linked to efficacy and engagement among Latinos (Walker, Roman, and
Barreto 2020; Vargas, Sanchez, and Valdez 2017, Maltby et al. 2020). We might also expect
discussion about programs like Child Protective Services and Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families to be more prevalent among women of color (Roberts 2002; Roberts [2012). More-
over, we might expect talking about unresponsive welfare programs to generate a pessimistic
view of government and depress efficacy and engagement (Soss [1999; Soss 2000). Such a
finding would further complicate the expectation that political discussion generates political

engagement (Huckfeldt and Sprague [1995; Klofstad [2007)).
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Third, this paper uses real-world conversations from Fora to bring surveys closer to
the lived experience of political discussion. However, the analyses still rely on cross-sectional
data. This means that (a) the paper remains further from real-world political discussion
than constitutive studies, and (b) that the paper cannot make causal claims about carceral
discussion. Constitutive approaches (i.e., examinations of what carceral political discussion is
and how it works) by scholars like Weaver, Prowse, and colleagues can further illuminate the
scope of carceral discussion and how it might inform and be informed by political attitudes
and behaviors (e.g., Weaver, Prowse, and Piston 2019). Causal analyses (i.e., examinations
of what carceral political discussion predicts and is predicted by) could do more to establish
the extent to which the correlations in this study represent causal relationships.

The central goal of the present paper, however, is to demonstrate that carceral discussion
is an important component of the political experience and socialization of Americans, and that
its prevalence and correlates vary meaningfully by race. If we want to understand how political
discussion varies and correlates with political outcomes, we should thus more expansively
examine how different groups of citizens talk about different domains of the state. More
broadly, we should remain attuned to the ways that political experiences can vary for different
groups of citizens. This paper provides a window into this variation in the context of political
discussion, but political discussion is just one form of political experience. A more complete
picture of political life in America thus demands attention to the following question: what

comprise relevant and important political experiences and for whom?

References

[1] Ang, Desmond and Tebes, Jonathan. “Civic Responses to Police Violence”. In: American
Political Science Review 118.2 (2024), pp. 972-987.

[2] Anoll, Allison. “What Makes a Good Neighbor? Race, Place, and Norms of Political Partic-
ipation”. In: American Political Science Review 112.3 (2018), pp. 494-508.

[3] Anoll, Allison, Engelhardt, Andrew, and Israel-Trummel, Mackenzie. “Black Lives, White
Kids: White Parenting Practices Following Black-Led Protests”. In: Perspectives on Politics
20.4 (2022), pp. 1328-1345.

[4]  Anoll, Allison and Israel-Trummel, Mackenzie. “Do Felony Disenfranchisement Laws (De)Mobilize?
A Case of Surrogate Participation”. In: The Journal of Politics 81.4 (2019), pp. 1523-1527.

29



[13]

[14]

Auerbach, Adam and Thachil, Tariq. Migrants and Machine Politics: How India’s Urban
Poor Seek Representation and Responsiveness. Princeton University Press, 2023.

Balch, George I. “Multiple Indicators in Survey Research: The Concept “Sense of Political
Efficacy””. In: Political Methodology 1.2 (1974), pp. 1-43.

Baumgartner, Frank, Epp, Derek, and Shoub, Kelsey. Suspect Citizens: What 20 Million
Traffic Stops Tell Us About Policing and Race. Cambridge University Press, 2018.

Branton, Regina et al. “Community-Oriented Policing, Perceptions of Police Performance,
and Trust in Local Government”. In: Working Paper (2024).

Burch, Traci. “Did Disfranchisement Laws Help Elect President Bush? New Evidence on the
Turnout Rates and Candidate Preferences of Florida’s Ex-Felons”. In: Political Behavior 34.1
(2012), pp. 1-26.

Burch, Traci. “Turnout and Party Registration among Criminal Offenders in the 2008 General
Election”. In: Law & Society Review 45.3 (2011), pp. 699-730.

Butler, Daniel M. and Broockman, David E. “Do Politicians Racially Discriminate Against
Constituents? A Field Experiment on State Legislators”. In: American Journal of Political
Science 55.3 (2011), pp. 463-477.

Carlson, Taylor N., Abrajano, Marisa, and Bedolla, Lisa Garcia. “Political Discussion Net-
works and Political Engagement among Voters of Color”. In: Political Research Quarterly
73.1 (2019), pp. 79-95.

Charmaz, Kathy. “Grounded Theory in Global Perspective: Reviews by International Re-
searchers”. In: Qualitative Inquiry 20.9 (2014), pp. 1074-1084.

Chaudhary, Mihir, Prowse, Gwen, and Weaver, Vesla. “A People’s Abolition: How policed
communities describe and enact liberatory futures”. In: Social Science Quarterly 102.7 (2021),
pp. 3058-3072.

Chudy, Jennifer and Engelhardt, Andrew. “Who Trusts? The Relevance of Race for Political
Trust”. In: Working Paper (2023).

Cohen, Cathy and Luttig, Matthew. “Reconceptualizing Political Knowledge: Race, Ethnicity,
and Carceral Violence”. In: Perspectives on Politics 18.3 (2020), pp. 805-818.

Conover, Pamela and Miller, Patrick. “Taking Everyday Political Talk Seriously”. In: The
Ozford Handbook of Deliberative Democracy. Oxford University Press, 2018, pp. 378-391.

Costelloe, Michael, Chiricos, Ted, and Gertz, Marc. “Punitive Attitudes toward Criminals:
Exploring the Relevance of Crime Salience and Economic Insecurity”. In: Punishment €&
Society 11.1 (2009), pp. 25-49.

Cramer, Katherine. “Interviewing and Listening to Ordinary People”. In: Doing Good Qual-
itative Research. Oxford University Press, 2024, pp. 195-208.

Cramer, Katherine. The Politics of Resentment: Rural Consciousness in Wisconsin and the
Rise of Scott Walker. University of Chicago Press, 2016.

Dawson, Michael C. Behind the Mule: Race and Class in African-American Politics. Princeton
University Press, 1995.

Dillon, Stephen. Fugitive Life: The Queer Politics of the Prison State. Duke University Press,
2018.

Dolan, Kathleen. “Do Women and Men Know Different Things? Measuring Gender Differ-
ences in Political Knowledge”. In: The Journal of Politics 73.1 (2011), pp. 97-107.

30



Drakulich, Kevin and Denver, Megan. “The Partisans and the Persuadables: Public Views of
Black Lives Matter and the 2020 Protests”. In: Perspectives on Politics 20.4 (2022), pp. 1191—
1208.

Dryzek, John S. Deliberative Democracy and Beyond: Liberals, Critics, Contestations. Oxford
University Press, 2002.

Einstein, Katherine Levine and Glick, David M. “Does Race Affect Access to Government
Services? An Experiment Exploring Street-Level Bureaucrats and Access to Public Housing”.
In: American Journal of Political Science 61.1 (2017), pp. 100-116.

Engelhardt, Andrew. “The content of their coverage: contrasting racially conservative and
liberal elite rhetoric”. In: Politics, Groups, and Identities 9.5 (2021), pp. 935-954.

Eveland, William P. “The Effect of Political Discussion in Producing Informed Citizens: The
Roles of Information, Motivation, and Elaboration”. In: Political Communication 21.2 (2004),
pp. 177-193.

Eveland, William P. and Appiah, Osei. “A National Conversation About Race? Political Dis-
cussion Across Lines of Racial and Partisan Difference”. In: The Journal of Race, Ethnicity,
and Politics 6 (2019), pp. 1-27.

Eveland, William P. and Hively, Myiah Hutchens. “Political Discussion Frequency, Network
Size, and “Heterogeneity” of Discussion as Predictors of Political Knowledge and Participa-
tion”. In: Journal of Communication 59.2 (2009), pp. 205-224.

Eveland, William P. and Thomson, Tiffany. “Is It Talking, Thinking, or Both? A Lagged
Dependent Variable Model of Discussion Effects on Political Knowledge”. In: Journal of
Communication 56.3 (2006), pp. 523-542.

Felber, Garrett. Those Who Know Don’t Say: The Nation of Islam, the Black Freedom Mowve-
ment, and the Carceral State. University of North Carolina Press, 2020.

Gay, Claudine, Hochschild, Jennifer, and White, Ariel. “Americans’ Belief in Linked Fate:
Does the Measure Capture the Concept?” In: The Journal of Race, Ethnicity, and Politics
1.1 (2016), pp. 117-144.

Gillion, Daniel Q. The Political Power of Protest: Minority Activism and Shifts in Public
Policy. Cambridge University Press, 2013.

Goel, Sharad, Rao, Justin, and Shroff, Ravi. “Precinct or Prejudice? Understanding Racial
Disparities in New York City’s Stop-and-Frisk Policy”. In: The Annals of Applied Statistics
10.1 (2016), pp. 365-394.

Gottschalk, Marie. “Hiding in Plain Sight: American Politics and the Carceral State”. In:
Annual Review of Political Science 11 (2008), pp. 235-260.

Gustafson, Kaaryn S. Cheating Welfare: Public Assistance and the Criminalization of Poverty.
New York University Press, 2011.

Gutmann, Amy and Thompson, Dennis. “Democracy and Disagreement”. In: Ethics 108.3
(1996), pp. 607-610.

Habermas, Jirgen. The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere. MIT Press, 1989.

Harbin, M. Brielle. “What it Means to Know: Gender Gifferences in How White Men and
Women Justify Their Drug-related Political Beliefs”. In: International Politics (2024).

Harris, Allison P., Walker, Hannah, and Eckhouse, Laurel. “No Justice, No Peace: Political
Science Perspectives on the American Carceral State”. In: The Journal of Race, Ethnicity,
and Politics 5.3 (2020), pp. 427-449.

31



42)
43)
44]
45)

[46]

[55]

[56]

Harris-Lacewell, Melissa. Barbershops, Bibles, and BET: Everyday Talk and Black Political
Thought. Princeton University Press, 2004.

Higginbotham, Evelyn Brooks. Righteous Discontent: The Women’s Movement in the Black
Baptist Church. Harvard University Press, 1993.

Huckfeldt, Robert, Johnson, Paul E.; and Sprague, John. Political Disagreement: The Survival
of Diverse Opinions within Communication Networks. Cambridge University Press, 2004.

Huckfeldt, Robert and Sprague, John. Citizens, Politics and Social Communication: Infor-
mation and Influence in an Election Campaign. Cambridge University Press, 1995.

Hutchings, Vincent L. “Political Context, Issue Salience, and Selective Attentiveness: Con-
stituent Knowledge of the Clarence Thomas Confirmation Vote”. In: The Journal of Politics
63.3 (2001), pp. 846-868.

Iyengar, Shanto. “Shortcuts to Political Knowledge: The Role of Selective Attention and
Accessibility”. In: Information and Democratic Processes. Eds. John A. Ferejohn and James
H. Kuklinski. University of Illinois Press, 1990, pp. 160-185.

Iyengar, Shanto. “Whither Political Information”. In: ANES Pilot Study Report, No. nes002253
(1986).

Jefferson, Hakeem. “The Curious Case of Black Conservatives: Construct Validity and the
7-point Liberal-Conservative Scale”. In: Working Paper (2024).

Jefferson, Hakeem. “The Politics of Respectability and Black Americans’ Punitive Attitudes”.
In: American Political Science Review 117.4 (2023), pp. 1448-1464.

Junn, Jane and Masuoka, Natalie. “Asian American Identity: Shared Racial Status and Po-
litical Context”. In: Perspectives on Politics 6.4 (2008), pp. 729-740.

Katzenstein, Mary Fainsod and Waller, Maureen R. “Taxing the Poor: Incarceration, Poverty
Governance, and the Seizure of Family Resources”. In: Perspectives on Politics 13.3 (2015),
pp. 638-656.

King, Gary and Zeng, Langche. “The Dangers of Extreme Counterfactuals”. In: Political
Analysis 14.2 (2006), pp. 131-159.

Klofstad, Casey. “Talk Leads to Recruitment: How Discussions about Politics and Current
Events Increase Civic Participation”. In: Political Research Quarterly 60.2 (2007), pp. 180—
191.

Klofstad, Casey. “The Lasting Effect of Civic Talk on Civic Participation: Evidence from a
Panel Study”. In: Social Forces 83.5 (2010), pp. 2353-2375.

Klofstad, Casey, McClurg, Scott, and Rolfe, Meredith. “Measurement of Political Discussion
Networks: A Comparison of Two “Name Generator” Procedures”. In: The Public Opinion
Quarterly 73.3 (2009), pp. 462-483.

Kraft, Patrick W. “Women Also Know Stuff: Challenging the Gender Gap in Political So-
phistication”. In: American Political Science Review 118.2 (2024), pp. 903-921.

Kunzel, Regina. Criminal Intimacy: Prison and the Uneven History of Modern American
Sexuality. University of Chicago Press, 2008.

Kwak, Nojin et al. “Talking Politics and Engaging Politics: An Examination of the Interactive
Relationships Between Structural Features of Political Talk and Discussion Engagement”. In:
Communication Research 32.1 (2005), pp. 87-111.

Laniyonu, Ayobami and Goff, Phillip Atiba. “Measuring disparities in police use of force and
injury among persons with serious mental illness”. In: BMC' Psychiatry 21.500 (2021).

32



[61]

Lee, Hedwig, Porter, Lauren C., and Comfort, Megan. “Consequences of Family Member
Incarceration: Impacts on Civic Participation and Perceptions of the Legitimacy and Fairness
of Government”. In: The ANNALS of the American Academy of Political and Social Science
651.1 (2014), pp. 44-73.

Leighley, Jan and Matsubayashi, Tetsuya. “The Implications of Class, Race, and Ethnicity
for Political Networks”. In: American Politics Research 37 (2009), pp. 824-855.

Lerman, Amy and Weaver, Vesla. Arresting Citizenship: The Democratic Consequences of
American Crime Control. University of Chicago Press, 2014.

Maltby, Elizabeth et al. “Demographic Context, Mass Deportation, and Latino Linked Fate”.
In: The Journal of Race, Ethnicity, and Politics 5.3 (2020), pp. 509-536.

Mansbridge, Jane. ““Deliberative Democracy’ or ‘Democratic Deliberation’ . In: Deliberation,
Participation and Democracy: Can the People Govern? Palgrave Macmillan, 2007, pp. 251—
71.

McDonough, Anne, Enamorado, Ted, and Mendelberg, Tali. “Jailed While Presumed Inno-
cent: The Demobilizing Effects of Pretrial Incarceration”. In: The Journal of Politics 84.3
(2022), pp. 1777-1790.

Michener, Jamila, SoRelle, Mallory, and Thurston, Chloe. “From the Margins to the Center: A
Bottom-Up Approach to Welfare State Scholarship”. In: Perspectives on Politics 20.1 (2022),
pp- 154-169.

Morris, Kevin T. and Shoub, Kelsey. “Contested Killings: The Mobilizing Effects of Com-
munity Contact with Police Violence”. In: American Political Science Review 118.1 (2024),
pp. 458-474.

Mutz, Diana. Hearing the Other Side: Deliberative Versus Participatory Democracy. Cam-
bridge University Press, 2006.

Mutz, Diana. “The Consequences of Cross-Cutting Networks for Political Participation”. In:
American Journal of Political Science 46.4 (2002), pp. 838-855.

Niemi, Richard G., Craig, Stephen C., and Mattei, Franco. “Measuring Internal Political
Efficacy in the 1988 National Election Study”. In: The American Political Science Review
85.4 (1991), pp. 1407-1413.

Nuamah, Sally and Mulroy, Quinn. ““I am a Child!”: Public Perceptions of Black Girls and
their Punitive Consequences”. In: The Journal of Race, Ethnicity, and Politics 8.2 (2023),
pp. 182-201.

Parsons, Anne E. From Asylum to Prison: Deinstitutionalization and the Rise of Mass In-
carceration after 1945. Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2018.

Pattie, Charles J. and Johnston, Ron J. “It’s Good to Talk: Talk, Disagreement and Toler-
ance”. In: British Journal of Political Science 38.4 (2008), pp. 677-698.

Pérez, Efrén. “Mind the Gap: Why Large Group Deficits in Political Knowledge Emerge—And
What To Do About Them”. In: Political Behavior 37.4 (2015), pp. 933-954.

Pettit, Becky and Western, Bruce. “Mass Imprisonment and the Life Course: Race and Class
Inequality in U.S. Incarceration”. In: American Sociological Review 69.2 (2004), pp. 151-169.

Phoenix, Davin L. and Chan, Nathan K. “Clarifying the “People Like Me”: Racial Efficacy
and Political Behavior”. In: Perspectives on Politics (2022), pp. 1-18.

Pierson, Emma et al. “A Large-scale Analysis of Racial Disparities in Police Stops Across the
United States”. In: Nature Human Behaviour 4.7 (2020), pp. 736-745.

33



Prowse, Gwen, Weaver, Vesla, and Meares, Tracey. “The State from Below: Distorted Re-
sponsiveness in Policed Communities”. In: Urban Affairs Review 56.5 (2020), pp. 1423-1471.

Roberts, Dorothy E. “Child Protection as Surveillance of African American Families”. In:
Journal of Social Welfare and Family Law 36 (2014), pp. 426-437.

Roberts, Dorothy E. “Prison, Foster Care, and the Systemic Punishment of Black Mothers”.
In: UCLA Law Review 59 (2012), pp. 1474-500.

Roberts, Dorothy E. Shattered Bonds: The Color of Child Welfare. Basic Civitas, 2002.

Rogers, Reuel and Kim, Jae Yeon. “Rewiring Linked Fate: Bringing Back History, Agency,
and Power”. In: Perspectives on Politics 21.1 (2023), pp. 288-301.

Saldana, Johnny. The Coding Manual for Qualitative Researchers. Sage, 2015.

Sanbonmatsu, Kira. “Gender-Related Political Knowledge and the Descriptive Representa-
tion of Women”. In: Political Behavior 25.4 (2003), pp. 367-388.

Scheufele, Dietram. “Examining Differential Gains from Mass Media and their Implications
for Participatory Behavior”. In: Communication Research 29.1 (2002), pp. 46-65.

Searing, Donald D. et al. “Public Discussion in the Deliberative System: Does It Make Better
Citizens?” In: British Journal of Political Science 37.4 (2007), pp. 587-618.

Segura, Gary M. “Latino Public Opinion & Realigning the American Electorate”. In: Daedalus
141.4 (2012), pp. 98-113.

Sen, Maya and Wasow, Omar. “Race as a Bundle of Sticks: Designs that Estimate Effects of
Seemingly Immutable Characteristics”. In: Annual Review of Political Science 19.1 (2016),
pp- 499-522.

Sinclair, Betsy. The Social Clitizen: Peer Networks and Political Behavior. University of
Chicago Press, 2012.

Sokhey, Anand Edward and McClurg, Scott. “Social Networks and Correct Voting”. In: The
Journal of Politics 74.3 (2012), pp. 751-764.

Soss, Joe. “Lessons of Welfare: Policy Design, Political Learning, and Political Action”. In:
American Political Science Review 93.2 (1999), pp. 363-380.

Soss, Joe. Unwanted Claims: The Politics of Participation in the U.S. Welfare System. Uni-
versity of Michigan Press, 2000.

Soss, Joe, Fording, Richard C., and Schram, Sanford F. Disciplining the Poor: Neoliberal
Paternalism and the Persistent Power of Race. University of Chicago Press, 2011.

Soss, Joe and Weaver, Vesla. “Police Are Our Government: Politics, Political Science, and
the Policing of Race—Class Subjugated Communities”. In: Annual Review of Political Science
20.1 (2017), pp. 565-591.

Streeter, Shea. “Lethal Force in Black and White: Assessing Racial Disparities in the Cir-
cumstances of Police Killings”. In: The Journal of Politics 81.3 (2019), pp. 1124-1132.

Tate, Katherine. What’s Going On? Political Incorporation and the Transformation of Black
Public Opinion. Georgetown University Press, 2010.

Thachil, Tariq. “Improving Surveys Through Ethnography: Insights from India’s Urban Pe-
riphery”. In: Studies in Comparative International Development 53.3 (2018), pp. 281-299.

Thompson, Dennis. The Democratic Citizen: Social Science and Democratic Theory in the
Twentieth Century. Cambridge University Press, 1970.

34



[100]

[101]

[102]
[103]
[104]

[105]

[106]

[107]

[108]

[109]

[110]

[111]
[112]

[113]

[114]

[115]

[116]

Vargas, Edward D., Sanchez, Gabriel R., and Valdez, Juan A. “Immigration Policies and
Group Identity: How Immigrant Laws Affect Linked Fate among U.S. Latino Populations”.
In: The Journal of Race, Ethnicity, and Politics 2.1 (2017), pp. 35-62.

Verba, Sidney, Burns, Nancy, and Schlozman, Kay Lehman. “Unequal at the Starting Line:
Creating Participatory Inequalities across Generations and Among Groups”. In: The Amer-
ican Sociologist 34.1 (2003), pp. 45-69.

Verghese, Ajay. “Measuring Hindu Religiosity”. In: Working Paper (2024).

Wacquant, Loic. Punishing the Poor: The Neoliberal Government of Social Insecurity. Duke
University Press, 2009.

Walker, Hannah. “Extending the Effects of the Carceral State: Proximal Contact, Political
Participation, and Race”. In: Political Research Quarterly 67.4 (2014), pp. 809-822.

Walker, Hannah. Mobilized by Injustice: Criminal Justice Contact, Political Participation,
and Race. Oxford University Press, 2020.

Walker, Hannah and Garcia-Castaiion, Marcela. “For Love and Justice: The Mobilizing of
Race, Gender, and Criminal Justice Contact”. In: Politics & Gender 13.4 (2017), pp. 541-
568.

Walker, Hannah, Roman, Marcel, and Barreto, Matt. “The Ripple Effect: The Political Con-
sequences of Proximal Contact with Immigration Enforcement”. In: The Journal of Race,
Ethnicity, and Politics 5.3 (2020), pp. 537-572.

Weaver, Vesla and Lerman, Amy. “Political Consequences of the Carceral State”. In: Amer-
ican Political Science Review 104.4 (2010), pp. 817-833.

Weaver, Vesla, Prowse, Gwen, and Piston, Spencer. “Too Much Knowledge, Too Little Power:
An Assessment of Political Knowledge in Highly Policed Communities”. In: The Journal of
Politics 81.3 (2019), pp. 1153-1166.

Weaver, Vesla, Prowse, Gwen, and Piston, Spencer. “Withdrawing and Drawing In: Political
Discourse in Policed Communities”. In: The Journal of Race, Fthnicity, and Politics 5.3
(2020), pp. 604-647.

Western, Bruce. Punishment and Inequality in America. Russell Sage Foundation, 2006.

White, Ariel. “Misdemeanor Disenfranchisement? The Demobilizing Effects of Brief Jail Spells
on Potential Voters”. In: American Political Science Review 113.2 (2019), pp. 311-324.

White, Ariel. “Political Participation Amid Mass Incarceration”. In: Annual Review of Po-
litical Science 25.1 (2022), pp. 111-130.

White, Ariel, Nathan, Noah L., and Faller, Julie K. “What Do I Need to Vote? Bureaucratic
Discretion and Discrimination by Local Election Officials”. In: American Political Science
Review 109.1 (2015), pp. 129-142.

Williamson, Vanessa, Trump, Kris-Stella, and Einstein, Katherine Levine. “Black Lives Mat-
ter: Evidence that Police-Caused Deaths Predict Protest Activity”. In: Perspectives on Poli-
tics 16 (2018), pp. 400-415.

Wong, Janelle et al. Asian American Political Participation: Emerging Constituents and Their
Political Identities. Russell Sage Foundation, 2011.

35



Supplementary Material for “Carceral Political Discussion”

Contents

L What Do Existing Political Discussion Measures Capture?|

2 Descriptive Statistics: Prolific|

3 Fora Collections on Policing and the Criminal Justice System|

4 Illustrative Excerpts of Carceral Discussion from Fora

[ Regressions for Descriptive Means|

6 Corrclations B Di on Domains

7 Heterogeneity Analyses: Party Affiliation and (Gender|

[8 Pilot Study (November 2023)|

19 Regressions for Descriptive Content Means|

I0 M Thdidual C M l

1 Predi FPolitical D onl

(2 Poliical C ] —A] e D o M l

[L3 Main Regressions with All Covariates|

(4 Eihical Consid ons

10

13

14

14

15

18

20

22



1 What Do Existing Political Discussion Measures Capture?

I argue that existing measures of political discussion focus on the liberal-democratic or “first face”
of the state. But what if respondents think about the carceral state (e.g., policing, criminal justice,
law enforcement, arrests, incarceration, prisons) when asked about their discussions of “politics?”
To investigate this concern, I draw on data from a nationally representative original survey of 1400
Americans (700 whites, 700 African Americans) conducted on YouGov in October 2023.

This survey asked the following questions: “From time to time, people discuss politics with
other people. During the last year, did you talk with anyone about politics or did you not do this
with anyone during the last year?” Followed by: “When you discussed politics with other people,
what kinds of topics did you talk about? You should include all topics that you consider to be
“political.” T used the broader prompt (“politics”) rather than the narrower prompt (“government
and elections”) because this measure is better equipped for this particular investigation (i.e., the
“politics” prompt is more likely to elicit responses that include carceral topics than the “government
and elections” prompt, which is more tightly focused on the state’s “first face”).

Using a structural topic model (STM), I analyzed responses to these questions to investigate
whether existing political discussion measures neglect the carceral state. An STM is a model that
inductively discovers themes in a text corpus using document structure and word frequencies. I
estimated an STM with ten topics to examine what people talk about when talking about “poli-
tics.” Figure 1 presents the ten most frequent topics for the full sample. The words next to each
topic represent words most frequently associated with each topic. Figure 1 shows that respon-
dents frequently refer to topics related to the state’s “first face”: politicians and parties (president,
congress), electoral issues (economy, war, immigration), and participation (voting, elections). How-
ever, issues related to the carceral state do not feature in the ten most frequent topics. Figure 2
presents similar patterns for white and Black respondents separately. These data suggest that
existing measures are indeed not capturing the carceral face of the state.

Figure 1:

Top Topics: Full Sample

Topic 1: economi, war, immigr, inflat, border

Topic 2: trump, republican, candid, donald, parti

Topic 3: talk, biden, countri, presid, joe

Tapic 9: polit, vote, issu, right, govern

Topic 7: elect, hous, presidenti, congress, discuss
Topic 4: presid, current, event, next, elect
Topic 6: price, inflat, peopl, gas, thing

Topic 8: state, go, world, us, vs

Topic 5: say, allow, rememb, becaus, time

——— Topic 10: general, now, like, biden, threat

T T T T
0.0 01 0.2 0.3

Expected Topic Proportions



Figure 2:

Top Topics: White Respondents

Topic 7: biden, presid, countri, talk, run

Topic 8: polit, govern, economi, polici, immigr

Topic 6: inflat, border, war, economi, crime

Tapic 2: trump, elect, democrat, republican, parti

Topic 9: right, abort, gun, healthcar, issu

Topic 5: state, current, elect, local, court

Topic 4: biden, discuss, issu, republican, want
Tapic 10: hous, speaker, presid, republican, left
Topic 1: right, peopl, polit, access, topic

——— Topic 3: say, us, etc, becaus, law

T T T T T T T
0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25 0.30

Expected Topic Proportions

Top Topics: Black Respondents

Topic 3: elect, presidenti, right, gun, violenc

Topic 1: republican, parti, race, democrat, ukrain

Topic 6: candid, peopl, go, current, world

Tapic 4: trump, presid, biden, run, state

Topic 8: talk, polit, vote, job, also

Topic 5: govern, nation, local, secur, congress

Topic 2: presid, next, biden, good, countri

Taopic 10: trump, war, inflat, corrupt, countri

Topic 9: immigr, discuss, ukrain, climat, chang

Topic 7: economi, donald, crime, foreign, polici

T T T T T T
0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25

Expected Topic Proportions




Descriptive Statistics: Prolific

Table Al: Descriptive Statistics for Prolific Sample
White Black
Female 0.50 0.49
18-29 0.13 0.19
30-39 0.33 0.35
40-49 0.22 0.24
50-59 0.15 0.16
60+ 0.17 0.06
High School 0.99 0.99
College 0.85 0.87
Democrat 0.33 0.40
Republican 0.32 0.20
Independent 0.34 0.39
N 694 564

Sample collected on Prolific in Spring 2024.




3 Fora Collections on Policing and the Criminal Justice System

Fora collections related to the criminal justice system (as of June 2024). Number of conversations
indicated after the collection title:

1.

2.

10.
11.
12.

13.

14.
15.

16.

17.
18.

City of Madison Police and Fire Commission Conversations, 6
Madison Police Civilian Oversight Board, 9

Mountain West: Law Enforcement in your Community — America Amplified, 1

. Digital Coverage of Crime & Justice Conversations — Alabama Media Group, 6

. Rikers Public Memory Project, 4

Mott Haven Branch: Criminal Justice - New York Public Library (NYPL), 1

St. George Branch: Policing and Building Opportunities for Dialogue Across Staten Island
Shores - NYPL, 1

Allerton Branch: Homelessness, Crime & Prison System — NYPL, 1
Allerton Branch: Poverty and Prison - NYPL, 1

St. George Branch: Police, Mental Health & Social Issues — NYPL, 1
Grand Central Branch: Transportation, Culture and Policing — NYPL, 1
Harlem Branch: Gentrification & Police Presence — NYPL, 1

New York Center for Interpersonal Development: Young Adults discuss Poverty and Prison
in Stapleton — NYPL, 1

Staten Island Justice Center: Politics of a Community — NYPL, 1
Arkansas Justice Reform Coalition — Reimagine Arkansas, 2

Policing and the Criminal Legal System: UNC Chapel Hill — JUST Inequities Community
Conversations, 1

Castle Sq Teens: Violence in our Communities Local Voices Network — MA Pilot, 1

Sterling MA Guns Conversations, 5



4 Illustrative Excerpts of Carceral Discussion from Fora

Negative carceral discussion topics:

1. About police killings or police brutality: “For black folks in the United States, we are con-
stantly living under oppression. We are constantly living in a system that doesn’t value us,
that doesn’t appreciate us, that is in fact designed to injure us in some way, both emotionally
and economically. Sometimes it manifests in the case of police violence physically, right? To
live in that kind of heightened state creates something referred to as a flight or fight response.”

2. About how the police often use more force than necessary: “I’'m always stressed out and
worried because of the police. And then, one time, I was into a little altercation on the South
side of Madison and it took five police officers to come and try to arrest me. Of course, I
wasn’t in my right mind and I started fussing and cussing, but that was a lot. Five men with
guns drawn for one person, so I believe Madison police, they are a little excessive, like they
ain’t got nothing better to do. They just can’t wait to get that call. That’s how I feel.”

3. About how the police or criminal justice system treat Black people unfairly: “I think even
looking at there are racial disparities, they are documented. Anyone can pull up the annual
report, it is very clear that police officers here in Madison will arrest if you're a black teenager,
I think the odds, it’s like insane. You're like twice as likely. Who knows what the data is?
But it’s like very obvious that there are some huge racial disparities.”

4. About a negative interaction with the police or criminal justice system: “I think my first
experience with police was when I was 18. We were traveling from Fayetteville to Fort Smith.
We got pulled over, and we had weed in the car. We got pulled over for a broken windshield.
I just remember, I was real young. I had never interacted with police officers. They were
always there to help, not to... Like I was never the target. I remember these cops wanted to
get us so bad. I'm so upset, and I'm getting really nervous. He comes up to me, and he’s
like, “Why are you freaking out, if there’s nothing in the car?” I said, “I just have anxiety.”
He said, “No. I'm medically trained. That vein in your neck is not from anxiety. It’s from
nervousness, because you know.” In my head I was thinking, “What an uneducated dude,
because anxiety and nervousness is basically the same thing. You’re making me nervous.”
From then on, my whole perspective of the police was kind of shifted, because I was like, this
dude has all the power. And he used it, and I got charged. All the power to decide my future
right now, and he thinks that anxiety and nervousness are different. Yeah, I just remember
kind of being shaken by that, and having my whole view of the police be shaken.”

Positive carceral discussion topics:

1. About how the police are necessary for public safety: “There’s a lot of gun and gang violence
activity happening on Findlay and College Avenue. Just recently somebody was killed in front
of the building of 1150 College just walking out the door and was shot up. That concerns me.
I’'m actually happy with the police presence. There’s a cop car on every corner now. Just
about every corner you're going to see a cop car. That seems to deter people from acting
crazy and I appreciate that.”

2. About how the police or criminal justice system usually treat people fairly: “Yeah, my experi-
ence with officers in the schools is that they do everything they can not to arrest kids. They're
extremely kind and very, very positive role models for kids in the schools. The schools I've



worked in, some of the resource officers are people of color, and they’re working with students
of color. They’re able to see a police officer in a responsible role being good with kids, being
supportive.”

. About how the police are often viewed unfairly: “But this total hatred towards all policemen,
I think I should be corrected. You can’t hate them all, you’ve got to trust some of them. You
can’t defund them all because then you have no police force.”

. About how the police should be allowed to use force because policing is dangerous: “But I
see the police car parked in front of the high school regularly when I drive past it. I'm like
good on you, that’s a good policy to have that. Because the only way to stop somebody that
has a gun is with a gun. At least in that kind of situation. That’s how I think of it anyways.”

. About a positive interaction with the police or criminal justice system: “More recently my
car broke down back in October and I was sitting on the side of the road waiting for the
towing company to come and in the span of an hour so many people pulled over to see if 1
was okay, to see if I needed a ride. Three police officers pulled over to see if I was okay, to see
if I needed a ride anywhere, and I just thought that was a good overall summary of the vibe
that you get in Madison. Although we have our own set of problems I think as a community
we really strive to help one another out and I hear all of the time especially from people who
come from other places how welcoming people tend to be especially in the city and how open
we are to each other. So I just thought “Wow so many people stopped to see if I was all
right.” It just felt so great.”



5 Regressions for Descriptive Means

Table A2: Carceral Discussion

Carceral (Binary) Carceral (Frequency) Carceral (Count)

White —0.028 —0.453*** —0.205***
(0.028) (0.061) (0.064)
Female —0.014 0.200*** —0.080
(0.025) (0.055) (0.058)
Age —0.010 0.005 —0.015
(0.009) (0.020) (0.021)
Income 0.015%** 0.026*** 0.015
(0.004) (0.009) (0.009)
Education 0.030** 0.074** 0.125%**
(0.014) (0.030) (0.032)
Republican —0.067** —0.003 —0.006
(0.032) (0.070) (0.073)
Independent —0.071** —0.076 0.053
(0.030) (0.067) (0.070)
Constant 0.641*** 2.356*** 2.120%**
(0.060) (0.133) (0.139)
N 1,221 1,221 1,221
R? 0.043 0.082 0.044
Adjusted R? 0.037 0.076 0.038

*p < .1; **p < .05; **p < .01
Notes: OLS regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.

Table A3: Liberal-Democratic Discussion

Liberal-Dem (Binary) Liberal-Dem (Frequency) Liberal-Dem (Count)

White 0.080*** 0.078 0.282%**
(0.019) (0.060) (0.059)
Female 0.005 0.087 —0.237%**
(0.017) (0.055) (0.054)
Age 0.010 0.108*** 0.028
(0.006) (0.020) (0.020)
Income 0.013*** 0.029*** 0.022**
(0.003) (0.009) (0.009)
Education 0.006 0.057* 0.109***
(0.009) (0.030) (0.030)
Republican —0.018 —0.180*** —0.168**
(0.021) (0.069) (0.068)
Independent —0.055%** —0.343*** —0.250***
(0.020) (0.067) (0.066)
Constant 0.716*** 2.408*** 2.344***
(0.040) (0.132) (0.130)
N 1,221 1,221 1,221
R? 0.057 0.076 0.079
Adjusted R? 0.051 0.070 0.074

*p < .1; *Fp < .05; **p < .01
Notes: OLS regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.



6 Correlations Between Discussion Domains

Table A4 presents coefficients from weighted Pearson’s R correlations between white and Black
respondents for carceral and liberal-democratic discussion: binary, frequency, no. of discussion
partners. These domains are somewhat correlated: the binary measure coefficients are 0.39 for
Black respondents and 0.27 for white respondents. The correlations are stronger for frequency and
count: 0.5 for Black and 0.47 for white respondents for frequency, and 0.61 for Black and 0.56 for
white respondents for count. Table A5 presents coefficients from weighted Pearson’s R correlations
between positive and negative carceral discussion for white and Black respondents. This measure is
coded as positive/negative if respondents talked about any positive/negative carceral topic at least
once in the past year. Positive and negative discussion are reasonably correlated: the correlation
coefficients are 0.54 for Black respondents and 0.51 for white respondents. Overall, these results
suggest present but not overwhelming overlap between liberal-democratic and carceral discussion
and between positive and negative carceral discussion. People who talk about government and
elections do not necessarily talk about policing and criminal justice, and vice versa.

Table A4: Correlation Between Carceral and Liberal-Democratic Discussion
Black  White
Binary Discussion 0.39 0.27
Frequency of Discussion 0.50 0.47
Number of Discussion Partners (Count)  0.61 0.56
N 551 670

Notes: Coeflicients from weighted Pearson’s R correlations between
carceral and liberal-democratic discussion.

Table A5: Correlation Between Positive and Negative Carceral Discussion
Black  White

0.54 0.51
N 551 670
Notes: Coefficients from

weighted Pearson’s R corre-
lation between positive and
negative discussion.



7 Heterogeneity Analyses: Party Affiliation and Gender

Table A6 and A7 present the weighted means for each measure of carceral and liberal-democratic
discussion for republicans and democrats by race. The results are similar to the main paper.
First, Table A6 shows that Black republicans and democrats are more likely to engage in carceral
discussion than their white counterparts. Second, Table A7 shows that white republicans and
democrats are more likely to engage in liberal-democratic discussion than their black counterparts
(although this latter racial difference is more consistent among democrats). Broadly, then, these
analyses reveal similar patterns to the results in the main paper: Black democrats and republicans
consistently talk more about policing and the criminal justice system than their white counterparts,
which departs from the established pattern of white Americans talking more about politics.

Table A6: Racial Variation in Carceral Discussion by Party
Black Reps White Reps Black Dems White Dems

Carceral Discussion (Binary) 0.75 0.70 0.84 0.76
Carceral Discussion (Frequency) 3.02 2.42¢ 3.04 2.38°
Carceral Discussion (Count) 2.71 2.27¢ 2.64 2.29°

N 113 218 225 224

Notes: Significant differences (p<0.01) determined through a two-tailed t-test between Black
and white republicans are indicated with an a in the second column. Significant differences
(p<0.01) determined through a two-tailed t-test between Black and white democrats are
indicated with an b in the fourth column.

Table A7: Racial Variation in Liberal-Democratic Discussion by Party
Black Reps White Reps Black Dems White Dems

Liberal-Dem Discussion (Binary) 0.88 0.94¢ 0.90 0.95?
Liberal-Dem Discussion (Frequency) 3.25 3.23 3.25 3.43b
Liberal-Dem Discussion (Count) 2.92 2.92 2.85 3.19°

N 113 218 225 224

Notes: Significant differences (p<0.1) determined through a two-tailed t-test between Black and
white republicans are indicated with an a in the second column. Significant differences (p<0.1)
determined through a two-tailed t-test between Black and white democrats are indicated with
an b in the fourth column.

Table A8 and A9 present the weighted means for the carceral and liberal-democratic discussion
measures for men and women. The results are also similar to the main paper. First, Table A8
shows that Black men and women are more likely to engage in carceral discussion than their white
counterparts (although this racial difference is more pronounced among men). Second, Table A9
shows that white men and women are more likely to engage in liberal-democratic discussion than
their black counterparts. These analyses thus support the broad patterns in the main paper.
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Table A8: Racial Variation in Carceral Discussion by Gender
Black Women White Women Black Men White Men

Carceral Discussion (Binary) 0.74 0.71 0.80 0.71°
Carceral Discussion (Frequency) 2.93 2.53¢% 2.84 2.31°
Carceral Discussion (Count) 2.46 2.31 2.70 2.34°

N 272 338 279 332

Notes: Significant differences (p<0.01) determined through a two-tailed t-test between Black
and white women are indicated with an @ in the second column. Significant differences (p<0.01)
determined through a two-tailed t-test between Black and white men are indicated with an b
in the fourth column.

Table A9: Racial Variation in Liberal-Democratic Discussion by Gender

Black Women White Women Black Men White Men

Liberal-Dem Discussion (Binary) 0.85 0.93¢ 0.85 0.94°
Liberal-Dem Discussion (Frequency) 3.08 3.30° 3.09 3.16
Liberal-Dem Discussion (Count) 2.59 2.86% 2.87 3.12°

N 272 338 279 332

Notes: Significant differences (p<0.1) determined through a two-tailed t-test between Black and
white women are indicated with an a in the second column. Significant differences (p<0.1) de-
termined through a two-tailed t-test between Black and white men are indicated with an b in the
fourth column.

Table A10 presents the weighted means for positive and negative carceral discussion for republicans
and democrats. Similar to the main text, Table A10 shows that Black republicans and democrats are
more likely to engage in both negative and positive carceral discussion than their white counterparts
(although the racial gap in negative carceral discussion is smallest for democrats). This suggests
that the more puzzling finding in Table 4 in the main text—the Black respondents are more likely
to positively discuss policing and the criminal justice system than white respondents—is mostly
driven by Black republicans.

Table A10: Racial Variation in Positive and Negative Carceral Discussion by Party
Black Reps White Reps Black Dems White Dems

Positive Carceral Discussion 0.91 0.80¢ 0.88 0.72¢
Negative Carceral Discussion 0.91 0.689 0.96° 0.93°
N 113 218 225 224

Notes: Significant differences (p<0.01) determined through a two-tailed t-test between
Black and white republicans are indicated with an a in the second column. Significant
differences (p<0.01) between Black and white democrats are indicated with an a in the
fourth column. Significant differences (p<0.01) between positive and negative discussion
indicated with a b in the second row.
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Table A1l presents the weighted means for positive and negative carceral discussion for female
and male respondents. Similar to the main text, Table A11 shows that Black men are more likely
to engage in both negative and positive carceral discussion than their white counterparts. Black
women, on the other hand, are only more likely to engage in negative carceral discussion than
white women (and are no more likely to engage in positive carceral discussion). Black women
are significantly more likely to engage in negative than positive carceral discussion, whereas Black
men engage in negative and positive carceral discussion at similar rates. This point highlights the
potential for gender differences in the valence of carceral discussion.

Table A11: Racial Variation in Positive and Negative Carceral Discussion by Gender
Black Women White Women Black Men White Men

Positive Carceral Discussion 0.78 0.81 0.87 0.75%
Negative Carceral Discussion 0.89° 0.84¢ 0.91 0.73¢
N 272 338 279 332

Notes: Significant differences (p<0.1) determined through a two-tailed t-test between Black
and white women indicated with an a in the second column. Significant differences (p<0.01)
between Black and white men are indicated with an a in the fourth column. Significant
differences (p<0.01) between positive and negative discussion indicated with a b in the
second row.
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8 Pilot Study (November 2023)

In November 2023, I ran a pilot on Lucid using similar survey questions to the main Prolific survey.
I fielded these questions as part of an omnibus online study to a nationally diverse sample of 1,946
American adults (1,641 white respondents and 305 Black respondents). The questions are presented
below. All respondents received both sets of political discussion questions. As in the main survey,
I randomized the order of the blocks of discussion questions.

1. Binary measure of discussion: “During the last year, did you talk with anyone face-to-face,
on the phone, by email, or in any other way about [government or elections/policing] or did
you not do this with anyone during the last year?” 0 (No) or 1 (Yes).

2. Frequency of discussion: “During the last year, how often did you discuss [government or
elections/policing]?” 1 (Never), 2 (Rarely), 3 (Sometimes), 4 (Often), or 5 (Very Often).

Table A12 reports the means for the binary and frequency measures of carceral discussion
for white and Black respondents. Significant differences between Black and white respondents were
determined through a two-tailed t-test and indicated with an @ in the second column. As in the
main survey, Black respondents are significantly more likely to engage in carceral discussion than
white respondents. Table A13 reports the corresponding means for liberal-democratic discussion
and shows that Black respondents are substantively less likely to engage in liberal-democratic
discussion than white respondents (although unlike the main survey, these differences do not reach
conventional levels of statistical significance). These results are thus generally consistent with
Tables 2 and 3: Black Americans are more likely to discuss the carceral state but substantively less
likely to discuss government and elections.

Table A12: Racial Variation in Carceral Discussion

Black White

Carceral Discussion (Binary)  0.50  0.40¢
Carceral Discussion (Frequency) 2.18  1.88¢
N 1641 305

Notes: Significant differences (p<0.01) determined
through a two-tailed t-test between Blacks and
whites indicated with an a in the second column.

Table A13: Racial Variation in Liberal-Democratic Discussion

Black White

Liberal-Democratic Discussion (Binary)  0.57 0.61
Liberal-Democratic Discussion (Frequency) — 2.36 2.42
N 1641 305

Notes: Significant differences (p<0.01) determined through a
two-tailed t-test between Blacks and whites are indicated with
an a in the second column.
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9 Regressions for Descriptive Content Means

Table A14: Positive and Negative Carceral Discussion

Positive Carceral Discussion Negative Carceral Discussion

White —0.055** —0.072%**
(0.025) (0.023)
Female 0.012 0.066***
(0.023) (0.021)
Age 0.007 —0.012
(0.008) (0.008)
Income 0.008** 0.009***
(0.004) (0.003)
Education 0.019 0.006
(0.013) (0.011)
Republican 0.040 —0.179***
(0.029) (0.026)
Independent 0.003 —0.118***
(0.028) (0.025)
Constant 0.663*** 0.907***
(0.055) (0.050)
N 1,221 1,221
R? 0.017 0.081
Adjusted R? 0.012 0.076

p < .1; *p < .05; **Fp < .01
Notes: OLS regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.

10 Means: Individual Content Measures

Table A15: Racial Variation in Positive and Negative Discussion Topics
White Black
Police killings/brutality 1.43 1.91¢

Police use more force than necessary 1.25 1.87°

Police treat Black people unfairly 1.16  2.00¢

Negative interaction with police or criminal justice system 0.88 1.47¢
Police are necessary for public safety 1.48 1.46

Police or criminal justice system usually treat people fairly 0.92 1.15%
Police should be allowed to use force 0.88 0.88

Police are often viewed unfairly 1.08 0.93°

Positive interaction with police or criminal justice system 0.93 1.07¢

Notes: Responses coded Never (0), Once (1), A few times (2-3) (2), or Several
times (44) (3). Significant differences (p<0.05) determined through two-tailed
t-test between Blacks and whites indicated with an a in second column.
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11 Predictors of Political Discussion

Table A16 examines the potential predictors of carceral and liberal-democratic discussion: gender,
age, income, political affiliation, education (5-point scale from less than high school to postgraduate
degree), a binary measure of organizational membership (e.g., professional, religious), and measures
of how many days a week respondents consume political news from TV or radio, print newspapers
or magazines, social media, or blogs and YouTube (on a 0-1 scale). These questions were adapted
from Cohen and Luttig (2020). The model also includes personal and proximal carceral contact as
predictors. Personal carceral contact is coded as 1 if a respondent answered yes to: “Have you ever
been arrested, charged, or questioned by the police, even if you were not guilty, excluding minor
traffic stops such as speeding?” Proximal carceral contact is coded as 1 if a respondent answered
yes to: “And what about someone you know, such as a close friend or family member? Do you
know someone who has been arrested, charged or questioned by the police, even if they weren’t
guilty, excluding minor traffic stops such as speeding?”

Several findings are worthy of discussion. First, party identification does not correlate with
either domain of political discussion for white or Black respondents, which suggests that racial
variation in these domains are not simply an artifact of partisanship. Second, organizational mem-
bership correlates with carceral discussion but not liberal-democratic discussion for both white and
Black respondents. Third, proximal carceral contact positively correlates with carceral and liberal-
democratic discussion for Black and white respondents. This finding coheres with research that
attributes a mobilizing effect to proximal carceral contact (e.g., Walker 2020)). Personal contact, on
the other hand, does not correlate with carceral discussion for whites or Black respondents, but it
does negatively correlate liberal-democratic discussion among Black respondents. This aligns with
the finding that direct carceral contact can depress participation (e.g., Weaver and Lerman [2010)).
Finally, there are racial differences in the relationships between political news sources and politi-
cal discussion: for instance, consuming political news from TV correlates with carceral discussion
for Black respondents, while consuming political news from TV correlates with liberal-democratic
discussion for white respondents.

Table A17 examines the potential predictors of positive and negative carceral discussion.
First, age negatively predicts negative carceral discussion for both white and Black respondents
and coheres with research on generational differences in attitudes toward the carceral state (Ekins
2016)). Second, white democrats are more likely to negatively discuss the carceral state while
white republicans are less likely to negatively discuss the carceral state. Interestingly, partisanship
does not correlate with either positive or negative carceral discussion Black respondents. Third,
organizational membership correlates with positive and negative carceral discussion for both white
and Black respondents. Fourth, proximal contact correlates with negative but not positive carceral
discussion for Black and white respondents. This supports the proposed explanation for the finding
that proximal carceral contact mobilizes participation: that individuals develop negative views of
the carceral state through proximal contact and are mobilized (e.g., Walker 2020). Finally, there
are racial differences in relationships between political news and positive and negative discussion:
TV political news correlates with positive carceral discussion for Black and white respondents, for
instance, while news from TV, social media, and print correlates with negative discussion for white
but not Black respondents.
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Table A16: Predictors of Carceral and Liberal-Democratic Discussion

Carceral (White)

Carceral (Black)

Liberal-Dem (White)

Liberal-Dem (Black)

Female

Age

Income
Education
Democrat
Republican
TV

Print

Social Media
Blogs
Organization
Personal
Proximal
Constant

N

RQ
Adjusted R?

0.059*
(0.033)
0.007
(0.013)
0.004
(0.006)
0.039**
(0.019)
0.035
(0.039)
—0.064
(0.040)
0.044
(0.048)
—0.022
(0.081)
0.080*
(0.049)
0.078
(0.056)
0.078"*
(0.038)
0.028
(0.040)
0.093**
(0.036)
0.377**
(0.096)
681
0.050
0.031

—0.009
(0.035)
—0.014
(0.017)
0.012**
(0.006)
—0.009
(0.021)

0.032
(0.040)
—0.063
(0.049)

0.173**
(0.062)
—0.042
(0.072)

0.014
(0.059)
0.030
(0.059)
0.114**
(0.047)
0.029
(0.042)

0.125%**
(0.037)

0.521***
(0.090)

557

0.084

0.062

0.018
(0.020)
—0.003
(0.008)

0.010%*
(0.003)
0.027**
(0.011)

0.034
(0.023)
0.002
(0.024)

0.079***
(0.029)

—0.083"
(0.048)

0.014
(0.029)
0.061*
(0.033)
—0.019
(0.023)
—0.035
(0.024)

0.065"**
(0.021)

0.700***
(0.057)

681

0.068

0.050

0.050
(0.031)
0.009
(0.015)
0.016"**
(0.005)
—0.003
(0.019)
0.030
(0.035)
—0.009
(0.044)
0.038
(0.055)
—0.023
(0.064)
0.061
(0.053)
0.114*
(0.052)
0.019
(0.041)
—0.061
(0.037)
0.141%*
(0.033)
0.485"*
(0.080)
557
0.086
0.064

p < .1; *p < .05; *p < .01
Notes: OLS regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.
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Table A17: Predictors of Positive and Negative Carceral Discussion

Positive (White)

Positive (Black)

Negative (White)

Negative (Black)

Female

Age

Income
Education
Democrat
Republican
TV

Print

Social Media
Blogs
Organization
Personal
Proximal
Constant

N

R2
Adjusted R?

0.042
(0.032)
0.008
(0.013)
0.011*
(0.005)
—0.005
(0.018)
—0.079**
(0.038)
0.017
(0.039)
0.173"*
(0.046)
0.091
(0.078)
0.081*
(0.047)
0.090
(0.054)
0.140"*
(0.037)
—0.020
(0.039)
0.043
(0.035)
0.438"*
(0.093)
681
0.108
0.090

—0.040
(0.030)
—0.009
(0.014)

0.001
(0.005)
—0.005
(0.018)
—0.008
(0.035)

0.059
(0.043)

0.174%**
(0.054)
0.104*
(0.063)
—0.016
(0.052)

0.051
(0.051)

0.169***
(0.041)
—0.027
(0.037)

0.010
(0.033)

0.649"**

(0.078)
557
0.130
0.109

0.090***
(0.029)
—0.026**
(0.012)
—0.001
(0.005)
—0.010
(0.017)
0.128"**
(0.035)
—0.125"**
(0.036)
0.106"*
(0.043)
0.127*
(0.072)
0.117"*
(0.043)
0.056
(0.050)
0.130***
(0.034)
—0.010
(0.036)
0.110"*
(0.032)
0.641%**
(0.086)
681
0.141
0.124

0.014
(0.022)
—0.023**
(0.011)
—0.001
(0.004)
0.011
(0.014)
0.036
(0.025)
—0.025
(0.031)
0.028
(0.039)
0.046
(0.046)
0.026
(0.038)
0.036
(0.037)
0.078"*
(0.030)
0.016
(0.027)
0.101%*
(0.024)
0.776"*
(0.057)
557
0.087
0.065

p < .1; *p < .05; Ffp < .01

Notes: OLS regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.
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12 Political Correlates: Alternative Discussion Measures

Table A18: Correlates of Binary Political Discussion for White Respondents

Int. Efficacy Ext. Efficacy Linked Fate Vote Campaign  Protest
Carceral 0.243** —0.070 0.202** 0.122 0.133 0.286***
(0.098) (0.092) (0.102) (0.102) (0.095) (0.098)
Liberal-Dem 0.457*** —0.174 0.213 0.635*** 0.126 0.241
(0.164) (0.155) (0.172) (0.172) (0.159) (0.164)
Party ID —0.1777** —0.206*** —0.087* —0.333"*  —0.247**  —0.302***
(0.048) (0.046) (0.051) (0.051) (0.047) (0.048)
Female —0.300*** —0.123 0.127 0.147* 0.011 —0.059
(0.080) (0.075) (0.083) (0.083) (0.077) (0.079)
Age 0.034 —0.002 —0.036 0.152%** —0.038 —0.159***
(0.031) (0.029) (0.032) (0.032) (0.030) (0.031)
Income 0.008 0.020 —0.002 0.040*** 0.010 —0.019
(0.013) (0.013) (0.014) (0.014) (0.013) (0.013)
Education 0.198*** 0.144*** 0.085* 0.179*** 0.071 0.060
(0.045) (0.043) (0.047) (0.048) (0.044) (0.045)
Constant 2.3377** 2.292%* 1.173** 24417 1.993*** 2.547
(0.266) (0.252) (0.278) (0.279) (0.258) (0.266)
N 677 677 677 677 677 677
R? 0.117 0.069 0.030 0.171 0.063 0.120
Adjusted R? 0.108 0.060 0.020 0.162 0.053 0.111

p < .1; *p < .05; ***p < .01
Notes: OLS regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.

Table A19: Correlates of Political Discussion Partners for White Respondents

Int. Efficacy Ext. Efficacy Linked Fate Vote Campaign  Protest
Carceral 0.021 0.028 0.140*** 0.015 0.063 0.141***
(0.049) (0.047) (0.051) (0.051) (0.047) (0.048)
Liberal-Dem 0.240*** —0.040 0.035 0.254*** 0.130*** 0.135***
(0.049) (0.047) (0.052) (0.051) (0.048) (0.049)
Party 1D —0.151%** —0.207*** —0.086* —0.306™**  —0.229***  —0.288***
(0.048) (0.046) (0.051) (0.050) (0.047) (0.048)
Female —0.247** —0.134* 0.147* 0.199** 0.040 —0.020
(0.079) (0.075) (0.083) (0.082) (0.076) (0.078)
Age 0.031 —0.001 —0.033 0.148*** —0.039 —0.158***
(0.031) (0.029) (0.032) (0.032) (0.030) (0.030)
Income 0.007 0.019 —0.001 0.040*** 0.008 —0.020
(0.013) (0.013) (0.014) (0.014) (0.013) (0.013)
Education 0.188*** 0.140*** 0.083* 0.168*** 0.060 0.052
(0.045) (0.043) (0.047) (0.047) (0.043) (0.045)
Constant 2.150*** 2.157*** 1.063*** 2.300*** 1.680*** 2.236%**
(0.256) (0.246) (0.270) (0.268) (0.248) (0.255)
N 677 677 677 677 677 677
R? 0.142 0.067 0.040 0.194 0.085 0.149
Adjusted R? 0.133 0.057 0.030 0.185 0.075 0.140

p < .1; *Fp < .05; *fp < .01
Notes: OLS regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.
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Table A20: Correlates of Binary Political Discussion for Black Respondents

Int. Efficacy Ext. Efficacy Linked Fate Vote Campaign  Protest
Carceral 0.166 —0.094 0.395*** —0.061 0.076 0.244*
(0.114) (0.107) (0.121) (0.123) (0.136) (0.135)
Liberal-Dem 0.475%** —0.053 0.165 0.535%** 0.188 0.304**
(0.128) (0.120) (0.135) (0.137) (0.152) (0.151)
Party ID —0.130*** —0.241*** 0.037 —0.465***  —0.367*** —0.287***
(0.050) (0.047) (0.053) (0.054) (0.059) (0.059)
Female —0.186** —0.169** —0.063 —0.042 —0.149 —0.113
(0.088) (0.082) (0.093) (0.094) (0.104) (0.103)
Age 0.069* 0.097*** —0.051 —0.021 —0.071 —0.146***
(0.039) (0.037) (0.042) (0.042) (0.047) (0.046)
Income 0.038** 0.041** —0.018 —0.004 0.049*** 0.048**
(0.016) (0.015) (0.017) (0.017) (0.019) (0.019)
Education 0.235*** 0.184*** 0.078 0.237*** 0.102 0.240***
(0.054) (0.050) (0.057) (0.058) (0.064) (0.063)
Constant 1.915%** 1.824*** 1.539*** 3.614*** 2.637*** 1.890***
(0.264) (0.248) (0.279) (0.283) (0.313) (0.311)
N 560 560 560 560 560 560
R? 0.174 0.167 0.035 0.198 0.122 0.149
Adjusted R? 0.164 0.157 0.023 0.188 0.111 0.138

p <.1; Fp < .05; p < .01

Notes: OLS regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.

Table A21: Correlates of Political Discussion Partners for Black Respondents

Int. Efficacy Ext. Efficacy Linked Fate Vote Campaign  Protest
Carceral 0.144*** —0.018 0.091 —0.067 0.109* 0.291***
(0.054) (0.051) (0.057) (0.058) (0.063) (0.063)
Liberal-Dem 0.179*** 0.052 0.176*** 0.311%** 0.213*** 0.077
(0.052) (0.050) (0.056) (0.056) (0.062) (0.061)
Party ID —0.125** —0.2347** 0.040 —0.452***  —0.353***  —0.285"**
(0.049) (0.047) (0.052) (0.053) (0.058) (0.057)
Female —0.091 —0.160* 0.002 0.045 —0.064 —0.020
(0.087) (0.083) (0.092) (0.093) (0.102) (0.101)
Age 0.068* 0.095** —0.053 —0.023 —0.076*  —0.148***
(0.039) (0.037) (0.041) (0.042) (0.045) (0.045)
Income 0.031** 0.037** —0.024 —0.012 0.036* 0.038**
(0.016) (0.015) (0.017) (0.017) (0.018) (0.018)
Education 0.205*** 0.182*** 0.052 0.213*** 0.073 0.208***
(0.053) (0.051) (0.056) (0.057) (0.062) (0.062)
Constant 1.671%* 1.635%** 1.363*** 3.400** 2.116%** 1.496**
(0.261) (0.250) (0.279) (0.280) (0.307) (0.304)
N 560 560 560 560 560 560
R? 0.206 0.167 0.053 0.227 0.168 0.198
Adjusted R? 0.196 0.156 0.041 0.217 0.157 0.188

p < .1; **p < .05; ***p < .01

Notes: OLS regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.
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13 Main Regressions with All Covariates

Table A22: Correlates of Frequent Political Discussion for White Respondents

Int. Efficacy Ext. Efficacy Linked Fate Vote Campaign  Protest
Carceral 0.070 —0.049 0.178*** —0.052 0.081* 0.200***
(0.047) (0.046) (0.050) (0.050) (0.045) (0.047)
Liberal-Dem 0.262*** —0.024 0.019 0.287*** 0.259*** 0.166***
(0.047) (0.045) (0.050) (0.050) (0.045) (0.047)
Party ID —0.155%** —0.204*** —0.096* —0.305***  —0.217***  —0.294***
(0.048) (0.046) (0.051) (0.051) (0.045) (0.047)
Female —0.320"** —0.117 0.102 0.146* —0.020 —0.097
(0.078) (0.076) (0.083) (0.083) (0.074) (0.077)
Age 0.008 0.0002 —0.036 0.122*** —0.065**  —0.175***
(0.031) (0.030) (0.033) (0.033) (0.029) (0.030)
Income 0.008 0.019 —0.001 0.042%** 0.007 —0.019
(0.013) (0.013) (0.014) (0.014) (0.012) (0.013)
Education 0.205*** 0.140*** 0.092** 0.188*** 0.068 0.066
(0.044) (0.043) (0.047) (0.047) (0.042) (0.044)
Constant 1.986*** 2.284*** 1.018*** 2.366*** 1.289*** 2.015%**
(0.258) (0.250) (0.274) (0.273) (0.246) (0.256)
N 677 677 677 677 677 677
R? 0.156 0.069 0.044 0.191 0.133 0.172
Adjusted R? 0.147 0.060 0.034 0.183 0.124 0.163

p < .1; *p < .05; F*p < .01

Notes: OLS regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.

Table A23: Correlates of Frequent Political Discussion for Black Respondents

Int. Efficacy Ext. Efficacy Linked Fate Vote Campaign  Protest
Carceral 0.092* —0.022 0.154*** —0.056 0.143** 0.246***
(0.049) (0.048) (0.054) (0.053) (0.057) (0.058)
Liberal-Dem 0.281*** 0.065 0.059 0.348*** 0.324** 0.174**
(0.052) (0.050) (0.057) (0.056) (0.060) (0.061)
Party ID —0.099** —0.232%** 0.048 —0.438***  —0.318***  —0.251***
(0.049) (0.047) (0.053) (0.053) (0.056) (0.057)
Female —0.162* —0.167** —0.064 —0.009 —0.135 —0.102
(0.085) (0.082) (0.093) (0.092) (0.098) (0.100)
Age 0.056 0.093** —0.057 —0.033 —0.092**  —0.161***
(0.038) (0.037) (0.042) (0.041) (0.044) (0.045)
Income 0.035** 0.037** —0.018 —0.007 0.037** 0.041**
(0.015) (0.015) (0.017) (0.016) (0.018) (0.018)
Education 0.192*** 0.179*** 0.057 0.199*** 0.053 0.199***
(0.052) (0.051) (0.057) (0.057) (0.061) (0.061)
Constant 1.4547** 1.608*** 1.424** 3.229*** 1.665%** 1.247%**
(0.268) (0.259) (0.292) (0.289) (0.311) (0.314)
N 560 560 560 560 560 560
R2 0.221 0.168 0.034 0.235 0.209 0.205
Adjusted R2 0.211 0.157 0.022 0.226 0.199 0.195

p < .1; *p < .05; **p < .01

Notes: OLS regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.
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Table A24: Correlates of Positive and Negative Carceral Discussion for White Respondents

Int. Efficacy Ext. Efficacy Linked Fate Vote Campaign  Protest
Positive —0.027 0.235** 0.242** 0.045 0.227** —0.101
(0.106) (0.100) (0.110) (0.112) (0.101) (0.105)
Negative 0.317*** —0.096 0.049 0.227* 0.232** 0.444***
(0.114) (0.106) (0.118) (0.119) (0.108) (0.113)
Party ID —0.167*** —0.216%** —0.099* —0.332***  —0.243*** —0.278***
(0.050) (0.047) (0.052) (0.052) (0.047) (0.049)
Female —0.306*** —0.126* 0.130 0.143* —0.003 —0.074
(0.080) (0.075) (0.083) (0.084) (0.076) (0.080)
Age 0.044 —0.011 —0.039 0.157*** —0.038  —0.144***
(0.032) (0.030) (0.033) (0.033) (0.030) (0.031)
Income 0.013 0.014 —0.004 0.046** 0.008 —0.015
(0.013) (0.013) (0.014) (0.014) (0.013) (0.013)
Education 0.216*** 0.141*** 0.100** 0.198*** 0.082* 0.075*
(0.046) (0.043) (0.047) (0.048) (0.043) (0.045)
Constant 2.553*** 2.082%** 1.292%** 2.780*** 1.826*** 2.526**
(0.255) (0.239) (0.265) (0.268) (0.243) (0.253)
N 677 677 677 677 677 677
R? 0.103 0.074 0.029 0.154 0.081 0.123
Adjusted R? 0.094 0.064 0.019 0.145 0.072 0.114

p <.1; Fp < .05; Fp < .01

Notes: OLS regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.

Table A25: Correlates of Positive and Negative Carceral Discussion for Black Respondents

Int. Efficacy Ext. Efficacy Linked Fate Vote Campaign  Protest
Positive 0.320** 0.809*** —0.196 0.381*** 0.764*** 0.503***
(0.132) (0.117) (0.137) (0.141) (0.151) (0.152)
Negative 0.166 —0.653*** 0.851*** —0.0002 —0.007 0.387*
(0.183) (0.163) (0.191) (0.195) (0.210) (0.211)
Party ID —0.134%** —0.239*** 0.040 —0.467***  —0.359***  —0.281***
(0.050) (0.045) (0.053) (0.054) (0.058) (0.058)
Female —0.150* —0.117 —0.077 0.005 —0.095 —0.074
(0.089) (0.079) (0.093) (0.095) (0.102) (0.103)
Age 0.074* 0.077** —0.032 —0.020 —0.078*  —0.142***
(0.040) (0.036) (0.042) (0.043) (0.046) (0.046)
Income 0.045*** 0.034** —0.009 0.001 0.048*** 0.052***
(0.016) (0.014) (0.016) (0.017) (0.018) (0.018)
Education 0.223*** 0.178*** 0.066 0.228*** 0.086 0.221***
(0.054) (0.048) (0.057) (0.058) (0.062) (0.063)
Constant 1.985%** 1.742%** 1.279*** 3.671%** 2.267* 1.545%*
(0.298) (0.265) (0.311) (0.318) (0.341) (0.344)
N 560 560 560 560 560 560
R? 0.156 0.235 0.041 0.188 0.162 0.165
Adjusted R? 0.145 0.225 0.028 0.177 0.152 0.154

p < .1; *Fp < .05; *Fp < .01

Notes: OLS regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.
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14 Ethical Considerations

Survey participants were recruited from Prolific, a platform for opt-in survey research. Before
the survey, I used the following text to inform participants about the research study and ask for
their voluntary and informed consent: “I agree to participate in a research study conducted by
researchers from REDACTED. Findings from this study may be reported in scholarly journals, at
academic seminars, and at research association meetings. The data will be stored at a secured
location and retained indefinitely. No identifying information about me will be made public and
any views I express will be kept completely confidential. My participation is voluntary. I am free
to stop the survey at any time. If I have questions, I can contact REDACTED. By checking the
box below I understand my rights and give my consent to participate in the survey. If I choose
not to participate, the survey will end.” Participants were compensated at $16.88 /hour (above the
average state minimum of $10.69 in 2024). The study did not intervene in political processes or
harm participants and presented minimal risks to participants.
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