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Abstract

How legislators respond to electoral incentives is one of the most fundamental questions in
studies of representation. Although a substantial body of research points to district-oriented
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sence of systematic or replicable data on House member travel has precluded rigorous exami-
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a novel data set of House member travel activity from 1969 to 2002 using member disburse-
ments from official congressional reports, and we supplement this data with a wide set of
measures on legislator behavior in the chamber. Using a within-member research design, we
find strong evidence suggesting that representatives adapt their behavior in response to an
electoral threat. Specifically, members reallocate their attention from ideological and policy
concerns within the chamber toward non-ideological constituent concerns in the district.
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“I tell my public that this job really is a two-fold job. Fifty percent of it is coming to the House
and voting yea or nay on policy. Fifty percent of it is making sure that our districts are represented
well in their interface with the Federal Government.”

–Representative Steny Hoyer1

“There is no substitute for moving around the district personally; people like to see their repre-
sentatives.”

–Representative David Price2

In 2018, Representative Dave Brat was in electoral jeopardy. Although Virginia’s 7th Con-

gressional District had previously been a Republican stronghold, the race had tightened and Brat

turned his attention towards battling claims of being “out of touch” with his district and spending

too much time in Washington. As explained by one voter, “. . .what people really want here is for

their member to be visible, accessible, and listen to them. . . ” (Wilkie 2018).

Political challengers and constituents alike often levy claims that an incumbent has “gone

Washington,” failing to retain a connection to the district.3 But, the absentee legislator is more

than just a campaign trope. Most theories of representation require, at least implicitly, that rep-

resentatives understand the interests and preferences of the people they represent. Indeed, the

founders emphasized how the House, as the more representative body in the legislative branch,

would foster tight connections between elected officials and their constituents. In reference to

the House, Federalist 52 famously notes that legislators “should have an immediate dependence

on, and an intimate sympathy with, the people.” The subsequent sentence of the essay theorizes

1153 Cong. Rec. 1752 (2007)
2See Price (2004, 247). Earlier in that chapter, he notes, “During my first four years in office, I

addressed forty-four local civic club or chamber of commerce meetings; spoke at fifty-one school

classes or assemblies and at nine high school, college, or professional school commencements;

held ninety community meetings across five counties; visited churches and synagogues on fifty-

two occasions; and toured forty-seven district plants and research facilities” (Price 2004, 241).
3For a few examples amongmany, see Representative Pat Roberts in 1982 (Staff 1982), Bill Alexan-

der in 1986 (Toner 1986), and Joe Crowley in 2018 (Nahmias 2018).
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that only electoral incentives can ensure such a tight relationship between representatives and

their constituents.4

In practice, how do members of Congress build such a fundamental connection? A large

body of work, primarily from the 1970s and 1980s, focuses on the physical presence of legislators

in the district, emphasizing the importance of local visits. The seminal works of Fenno (1978)

and Mayhew (1974) examine how legislators communicate and interact with their constituents at

home to build electoral support. A key insight in this work is that the reelection motive should

lead members to make tough decisions about how to allocate their time, creating pressure not

only to connect personally with constituents in the district but also to fulfill a host of other

responsibilities in the capitol. How members of Congress navigate this choice between district-

focused versus chamber-focused activity depends crucially on how they perceive the electoral

environment in the district.

Yet, existing studies universally fail to find evidence of a relationship between travel frequency

to the district and electoral threat (e.g., Fenno 1977; Parker and Parker 1985; Parker 1986). The ab-

sence of evidence in this area is puzzling and represents a notable gap in our understanding given

the centrality of time spent with constituents to prominent theories of congressional representa-

tion. Without exception, however, past studies have relied on noisy indirect proxy measures of

legislator travel activity, or they have analyzed a time period in which members had little discre-

tion over the frequency of travel to their districts. Consequently, the extent to which legislators

allocate time to their districts versus elsewhere, as well as how sensitive their decisions are to

electoral incentives, remain unresolved questions.

We reexamine these key questions by compiling data that dramatically expands on the scale

and scope of previous efforts to measure member travel. Our principal innovation is to compile

a new database of member travel that directly measures U.S. House members’ local visits by col-

4“Frequent elections are unquestionably the only policy by which this dependence and sympathy

can be effectually secured” (Federalist 52).
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lecting all itemized travel receipts included in the Report of the Clerk of the House (1969-1994) and

the Statement of Disbursements of the House (1995-2002). Using a combination of optical character

recognition, regular expressions, and hand cleaning, we identify members’ travel receipts, pro-

viding replicable and reliable measures of the duration that members spend in their districts on

official congressional business as well as their total number of trips. The data spans a time period

that includes changes in the size of the incumbency advantage, the scope of constituency service,

the level of institutionalization of the House, and partisan polarization, among other dynamics.

We supplement this newly collected travel data with measures of legislator behavior, including

bill sponsorship, roll-call attendance, roll-call ideological extremity, floor speech behavior, and

federal appropriations to members’ districts. This newly compiled data allows us to examine

the relationship between electoral threat and member travel behavior as well as various other

activities associated with district-oriented and chamber-oriented representational styles.

We begin by tracing over-time patterns in member travel. From the late 1960s through the

early 1980s, representatives dramatically increased the duration of time spent in their district from

an average of about 28 days over the two-year Congress to over 170 days. Interestingly, member

time in the district then remained mostly flat, with some minor fluctuations, from the early 1980s

through the early 2000s. However, there is considerable heterogeneity in travel across members,

and our descriptive analysis reveals that members who spend more time in their districts tend to

adopt a more district-oriented style across a host of other legislative behaviors.

To evaluate how electoral incentives shapemembers’ attentiveness to their districts, we lever-

age within-member variation based upon if a member is electorally threatened or safe. In other

words, our empirical setup allows us to examine if changes in electoral threat are associated with

changes in time spent in the district. Across a host of specifications, we find a strong and sub-

stantively large relationship between electoral threat and time in the district. Based on these

specifications with individual member fixed effects, members who experience an electoral threat

are expected to increase the time they spend in the district by about 12-13 percent. Of note, this
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finding is largely at odds with existing scholarship, such as Fenno (1978) and Parker (1986), who

examine this question during a much earlier period when members had strict caps on the number

of vouchers for travel to their districts. These results, along with the complementary findings that

members under electoral threat exhibit less extreme roll-call voting, sponsor fewer substantive

bills, and deliver more federal benefits, are compatible with the idea that members facing compe-

tition shift their attention from ideological and policy pursuits toward district-oriented activities

like casework and securing federal dollars for their districts.

Overall, we provide evidence not only that electoral incentives seem to matter for member

travel to the district but also that travel fits within a broader pattern of behavior—directing at-

tention to local concerns—that is dictated in part by electoral pressures. Beyond providing strong

evidence on the link between electoral competition and district attentiveness, these results, which

span across a host of legislative behaviors, indicate that the electoral connection appears to be

alive and well in the contemporary U.S. House from the late 1970s to the early 2000s. Our paper

thus provides empirical support for the notion that lack of competition may create the conditions

for members to focus less on the concerns of their districts and more on ideological and policy

pursuits in Washington, perhaps contributing to partisan polarization.

Theoretical Perspectives and Existing Evidence

The Personal Vote
In pathbreaking work that entailed following and observing members of Congress in their

districts for over seven years, Fenno (1978) reports that representatives use local visits, including

activities such as town halls, constituent meetings, and other events, to cultivate perceptions of

competence and create trust. While members can have different styles of interacting with con-

stituents, or home styles, visiting the district allows incumbents to build strong local reputations

and promote a sense of identification with the constituency (Fenno 1977, 899). Understanding
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how legislators use their time at home is thus critical to understanding the state of represen-

tation, as it is the context “in which their constituency relationships are created, nurtured, and

changed” (Fenno 1977, 883).

Since that seminal work, scholars have devoted their attention to how members of Congress

build a personal vote with focus in particular on the role of constituency service (Cain, Ferejohn,

and Fiorina 1987; Fiorina 1989; Dropp and Peskowitz 2012), the procurement of federal grants

(Bickers and Stein 1996; Lazarus and Reilly 2010; Grimmer, Messing, and Westwood 2015; Ro-

gowski and Stone 2020), and candidate attributes (Stone et al. 2010). While these studies have

enhanced our understanding of how legislators foster relationships with their constituents, none

of them observe travel to the district. Visiting the district is a core representational activity for

members of the House of Representatives, leaving a critical aspect of the legislator-constituent

relationship under-explored. Further, trips home are an important tool that members have for

building support, as it provides them with opportunities for advertising, position taking, and

credit claiming (Mayhew 1974).

Data availability presents a key challenge for studies in this area: legislators are not required

to make their calendars public and may have incentives to publicize only certain events or over-

state the duration of time in their districts when they do. Efforts to survey members or their

staffers about travel activity (e.g., Fenno 1977, 1978; Bond 1985) raise similar concerns of bias due

to over-reporting. In the most detailed study of U.S. House member travel to date, Parker (1986)

constructs a measure of travel days in the district for House members from 1963 to 1980 based

on their travel vouchers.5 While this work provides important evidence on travel activity in the

1960s and 1970s, it is unclear how patterns in local attention have evolved over time or if the

findings are unique to the specific time period. Importantly, there were strict caps on the number

of travel vouchers so representatives had limited discretion over the extent of their travel during

this period. In addition, the political environment has changed dramatically since the 1970s.

5Parker (1986) also examines travel data for U.S. Senators from 1959-1980.
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More recent work has relied almost exclusively on measures based on the total dollar value

of travel expenditures from the members’ representational allowance.6 For example, researchers

have examined whether the allocation of funds to travel (and other categories) is associated with

voters’ perceptions of House and Senate incumbents (Parker and Goodman 2010, 2013) as well

as whether women legislators devote greater resources to district travel (Lazarus and Steigerwalt

2018). While these studies provide important information about how legislators value travel in

relation to other representational activities, they are unable to capture the number or duration

of trips (e.g., a two-day trip to the district vs. a seven-day trip may result in a similar expendi-

ture). Further, these travel expenditure measures include travel to places outside the representa-

tive’s district (or even home state) as well as expenditures on travel for staffers. Kaslovsky (2022)

avoids relying on total travel expenditures by using the locations mentioned within travel re-

ceipts recorded in the Report of the Secretary of the Senate from 2011 to 2018, investigating both

where senators travel in their home states and whether senators are able to use local visits to

gain voting leeway in Washington.

We build off of these prior studies—which either rely on proxy measures for actual travel,

study a brief time period, and/or cover a time frame when members lacked meaningful discretion

over travel—by compiling a comprehensive database of U.S. Housemember travel to their districts

for more than three decades, using the line items reported in the Report of the Clerk of the House

and the Statement of Disbursements of the House. We employ this newly collected database to

investigate representative travel from 1969 to 2002.7 To our knowledge, data on actual member

6These researchers use travel expenditures rather than the count or duration of trips due to the

serious challenges associated with translating itemized disbursements from the allowance into

individual trips and their duration (a major contribution of this paper is to overcome these chal-

lenges).
7As discussed below, we primarily focus on the period from 1979 to 2002 in most of our analyses,

as representatives had less discretion over travel prior to then. Estimates are insensitive to the
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travel activity for Congresses in the post-1980 period has not been systematically collected or

examined.

Electoral Incentives and District Travel
The question of how and to what extent legislators respond to an electoral threat has cap-

tured the attention of political scientists at least since MacRae (1952), and marginality plays an

important role in many of the most influential accounts of legislator behavior in Congress (e.g.,

Mayhew 1974; Fenno 1978; Fiorina 1989). If the main goal of a representative is to achieve re-

election (Mayhew 1974), legislators in electoral jeopardy should adjust their behaviors to better

suit constituent demands, particularly with respect to district attentiveness. District activities,

such as local visits, constituency service, and procuring grants, provide important opportunities

to interact positively with constituents across the ideological spectrum (Fiorina 1989). Visits may

result in media coverage and face-to-face interactions with constituents. Further, at local events

incumbents can highlight how they have helped the community, offer additional aid (something

challengers are unable to do without official resources), and dispel claims of being “out of touch.”8

Few studies have examined the relationship between marginality and district travel. Fenno

(1978) is the first to examine this link, but he fails to find a relationship based on member travel

data gathered from a survey in 1973. Fenno (1978, 35) expresses skepticism in this result, noting

that “there is so much inherent plausibility to the original supposition that it probably should not

be cast aside permanently.” One potential problem is that the staffers responding to the survey

often provided vague answers about travel frequency such as “every week” or “once a month.”

The handful of scholars that have since examined the link also all fail to find a relationship (Bond

1985; Parker and Parker 1985; Parker 1986; Ragsdale and Cook 1987; Goodman and Parker 2010).

As previously noted, though, these studies generally focus on an earlier period in which members

inclusion of these earlier years.
8On the other hand, there is the possibility of a backfire effect, though that is perhaps most likely

to occur in highly polarized contexts (Kaslovsky 2022).
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had limited discretion over travel (Fenno 1978; Parker 1986), rely on self-reported travel data

collected in surveys (Fenno 1978; Bond 1985), rely on travel expenditures as an indirect measure

of actual district travel (Goodman and Parker 2010), or examine a shorter time period.

Member travel provides a useful indication of a representative’s attentiveness to constituent

concerns: “increased attention to casework and and constituency problems generally goes hand

in hand with frequent presence in the district” (Fiorina 1989, 57-58). Regular travel to the district

is enormously costly in terms of a member’s time, which, as Fenno (1978, 34) notes, “is a House

member’s scarcest and most precious political resource.” Thus, members face difficult trade-offs

with other important activities in DC. While there is a theoretical expectation of a link between

electoral threat and district travel activity for the reasons outlined above, the absence of evi-

dence from existing studies (despite their data limitations) raises the strong possibility that the

link is either non-existent or weaker than theorized. Such a finding would not be without prece-

dent: some researchers employing causally identified research designs also have failed to find

empirical support for highly plausible links between electoral competitiveness and other voter

or officeholder behaviors (e.g., Fowler and Hall 2016; Moskowitz and Schneer 2019). Our study

too has implications for what ongoing declines in competitiveness in U.S. House elections may

mean for political representation. If the link between electoral threat and the legislative behaviors

under examination does not exist, then a political landscape with few competitive congressional

districts may nonetheless not matter for members’ decisions related to district attentiveness. Of

course, whether members should be allocating more (or less time) to their districts versus their

lawmaking and other responsibilities in DC also raises a number of normative considerations

into which we will not delve.
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Data

Member Travel Activity
In order to explore the relationship between travel to the district and legislator behavior, we

collect new data on member travel from the Report of the Clerk of the House (1969-1994) and the

Statement of Disbursements of the House (1995-2002). These quarterly reports contain information

on the use of travel vouchers in earlier years and itemized spending from members’ allowances

in later years. These allowances are set by the Committee on House Administration and are

only to be used for official duties, such as salaries for staff, office expenses, and travel related to

official congressional business. Prior to 1978, members of Congresswere provided travel vouchers

capping the number of paid trips to the district.9 Since then, members of Congress receive an

allowance that can be allocated to travel or other official expenses.10 As a result, we limit our

analyses to 1979 onward, as this is the periodwhenmembers had greatest discretion over resource

allocation decisions.11 In addition, we subset our sample for most analyses to members whose

districts were at least 100 miles from the U.S. Capitol. We impose this restriction, as our travel

data appears less reliable for individuals representing districts within a relatively short driving

distance.12

As noted in the previous section, most scholars studying member travel in the more recent

9See Appendix Section A.1.1 for details on the numerous changes to travel policies for House

members prior to 1978.
10Starting in 1978, members were provided three allowances for official expenses, clerk-hire, and

official mail allowance. The official expenses allowance covered expenses related to travel, dis-

trict office leases, office equipment, telecommunications, among other items. In 1995, these

three allowances were consolidated into the members’ representational allowance or MRA

(Brookings Institution 2019; Brudnick 2022).
11If we include the pre-1979 travel data, estimates are very similar; see Appendix Table A.4.
12See Appendix Section A.1.5.
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period have tallied up total travel expenditures for each representative in each Congress based

on figures reported in the Statement of Disbursements. These expenditure-based measures are

fairly imprecise because they pool together staffer travel, all member travel on official business—

including to places outside of the district—and they cannot capture the duration of each trip.

Lazarus and Steigerwalt (2018, 76) note that a measure of the total number of days in the district

or the total number of trips is preferable to travel expenditures, but they aptly describe compiling

such a measure as a “logistical nightmare.”

To assemble the database, we employ optical character recognition using ABBY Fine Reader

to extract digital text and formatting from the reports. Next, we use regular expressions to iden-

tify receipts attributed to individual members (as opposed to committees or other officials). We

then implement a keyword-based search method for identifying lines that contain congressional

travel receipts for members and for their staff. After limiting the data to these rows, we create

indicators for whether or not the receipt mentions a location within the member’s home state

(or a nearby out-of-state airport), mentions the member, and whether the description indicates

a one-way or a round trip. We then embarked on an iterative process to improve the quality of

the data for the period under study (1979 onward). We started by performing spot-checks to re-

fine how we distinguished member from staff travel. Subsequently, we took a random sample of

15,500 disbursements and hand-coded these line items to identify errors and refine the keyword

dictionary.

After finalizing our keyword-based algorithm for identifying member travel, we re-applied

it to the full set of receipts. Appendix A.1 provides a detailed description of the specific steps

of the algorithm used to identify travel. Upon extracting a final version of the travel data, we

validated our efforts by selecting random samples and checking the accuracy, precision, recall and

sensitivity based on a comparison of the results from the algorithm to the results from manual

inspection. Ultimately, our approach was 99% accurate for identifying travel receipts from among

all receipts, 92% accurate for identifying travel by members versus staff, and 98% accurate for
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correctly determining trip duration.13

Additional Measures
We also compile data on a variety of other measures of legislator activity and behavior to

gauge legislators’ effort and attention to their duties both in their district and within the chamber.

We construct measures based on members’ speech on the floor using data from Gentzkow, Kelly,

and Taddy (2019). The most basic measure is the count of speeches on the House floor.14 Floor

speeches both represent a commonly used measure of general effort (Dal Bó and Rossi 2011;

Fouirnaies and Hall 2022) and likely indicate attention to responsibilities within the chamber. We

also construct a measure of the count of local phrases per floor speech to capture the degree to

whichmembers are using the time they spend on the floor to discuss local matters. Our dictionary

of local phrases includes references to counties or census places contained within the member’s

congressional district as well as references to the member’s home state and home district.15

In addition, we construct twomeasures based on the roll-call behavior ofmembers of Congress.

We employ the roll-call attendance rate as a general measure of legislator effort, as it indicates

the representative’s attentiveness to legislative responsibilities in the chamber.16 We also exam-

ine legislators’ roll-call ideological extremity based on the absolute value of the first dimension of

Nokken-Poole scores (Nokken and Poole 2004; Lewis et al. 2022).17 Exhibiting more ideological

13Appendix Section A.1.2 provides more details and reports the full results of our data checks.
14We define a floor speech to be a statement in the Congressional Record of at least 200 words in

length, following Moskowitz and Rogowski (2022).
15For more details on the construction of this measure and others, see Appendix Section A.3.1.

For an in-depth analysis of local-orientation in congressional speech, see Ban and Kaslovsky

(2022).
16Again, roll-call attendance is a commonly used measure of legislator effort (e.g., Dal Bó and

Rossi 2011; Fouirnaies and Hall 2022).
17Taking the absolute value or folding scores such that the midpoint of the scale represents the
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moderation could indicate that the representative is more responsive to constituent preferences.

In particular, existing evidence suggests that legislators are rewarded electorally for ideological

moderation (e.g., Canes-Wrone, Brady, and Cogan 2002; Hall 2015), so it is highly plausible that

representatives experiencing an electoral threat are more likely to moderate.

Table 1: Summary of Dependent Variables

Outcome Years Attention to
Chamber/District Source

Travel days in district (count) 1979-2002 District Original
Trips to district (count)† 1979-2002 District Original
Floor speeches (count) 1979-2002 Chamber Gentzkow, Kelly, and Taddy (2019)
Floor utterances (count)† 1979-2002 Chamber Gentzkow, Kelly, and Taddy (2019)
Local phrases per floor speech (ratio) 1991-2002 District Original + Gentzkow, Kelly, and Taddy (2019)
Roll-call attendance (proportion) 1979-2002 Chamber Lewis et al. (2022)
Roll-call ideological extremity 1979-2002 Chamber Lewis et al. (2022)
Commemorative bill sponsorship (count) 1979-2002 District Volden and Wiseman (2014)
Substantive bill sponsorship (count) 1979-2002 Chamber Volden and Wiseman (2014)
Federal benefits allocated to the district (dollars) 1983-2002 District Berry and Fowler (2016)

Table provides a summary for all dependent variables used in the analysis. Attention to the district implies that
the measure captures district- or constituent-focused activity, whereas attention to the chamber implies that the
measure captures activity related to lawmaking responsibilities or policy/ideological concerns within the chamber.
We log-transform, plus one, all dependent variables measured as a count or in dollars prior to analysis.
† indicates that the results for the analysis are reported in the Appendix.

We also consider measures of bill sponsorship based on data from Volden and Wiseman

(2014), including the count of commemorative bills sponsored and substantive bills sponsored.18

Commemorative bill sponsorship could be construed as either chamber-focused work or district-

focused work; it requires time and effort in the chamber to engage in the act of bill sponsorship,

but commemorative bills are often used to honor constituents or local organizations. Given that

these commemorative bills are generally devoid of policy or ideological content, we categorize

position of a true moderate is a widely used, but technically incorrect, approach (e.g., Canes-

Wrone, Brady, and Cogan 2002; Fouirnaies and Hall 2022). See Appendix Section A.3.2 for an

alternative, less problematic measure, which results in nearly identical estimates.
18Again, the measures used in all analyses below are log-transformed.
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the measure as an indicator of attentiveness to district concerns. On the other hand, substantive

bill sponsorship seems to be a very clear indicator of attention to policy and other lawmaking

responsibilities in DC. Finally, we use data from Berry and Fowler (2016) to gauge the level of

federal appropriations that members secure for their districts. The measure is based on total

dollars awarded by federal programs to recipients in a congressional district as recorded in the

Federal Assistance Award Data System (FAADS) excluding formula-based grants and entitlement

spending.19 Again, securing federal appropriations requires work and effort in DC, but it is likely

a good indication that the member is taking a constituent- and district-focused approach as op-

posed to an ideological- and policy-focused approach. Table 1 provides a summary of all of the

outcomes under examination in this paper.

Characterizing Member Travel

Evolving Travel Patterns over Time
We can explore temporal patterns in member travel over the time period from 1969 to 2002

with our newly collected data. To our knowledge, this effort represents the most comprehensive

collection of travel data for members of Congress during this time period. Figure 1 displays the

mean number of days members traveled to their district across each two-year Congress, broken

down by party. Democrats and Republicans exhibit very similar travel patterns during this more

than three-decade period. From the 1970s to the early 1980s, there is a steep rise in the district

travel duration measure—the measure increases by more than six-fold during this period. The

rise over this time period comports with the rule changes related to travel reimbursement. After

a plateau in the mid 1980s, member travel increases in the early 1990s to somewhat above the

prior peak, plateaus again through the 1990s, and then declines modestly in the early 2000s. As

19As with the other measures with highly skewed distributions, prior to all analyses we add one

and log-transform.
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the reimbursement rules allowed members greater discretion over their travel behavior by the

late 1970s, we also observe far more dispersion in the distribution of travel to the district; this

distribution has more limited spread in the early 1970s (see Appendix Figure A.3).

Figure 1: Average Number of Days Traveling in District over Time by Party
Republicans
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This newly collected data revises some conventional understandings of how member travel

evolved across time. For example, news media accounts suggest that member travel increased

substantially in the aftermath of Republicans taking control of the House in the 1994 midterm

elections. Under the speakership of Newt Gingrich, members were much more concerned about

appearing to be creatures and inhabitants of the “swamp” inWashington, DC, which implied that

they would spend much more time in their districts.20

Our data collection illustrates that changes in travel activity were perhaps more subtle than

originally reported in the media. If we segment the data by cohort based on the initial year each

legislator was elected to the House, members of each successive cohort tend to travel more on
20For example, Milbank (2015) writes, “It was a gradual and pernicious trend, cemented around the

time of Newt Gingrich’s Republican Revolution of 1994: Lawmakers, worried that they would

be perceived as out-of-touch with their districts, decided to leave their spouses and children at

home and commute to Washington. The arrangement was supposed to keep them from going

native and succumbing to Washington’s backslapping ways.”
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Figure 2: Average Number of Days Traveling in District over Time by Election Cohort
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average than the remainingmembers of the prior cohorts. This gap is particularly pronounced for

the most recent cohort of representatives in our sample who were elected between 1990 and 2000.

Thus, reports of an uptick in travel home coinciding with Gingrich’s speakership can mostly be

attributed to new member travel behavior, rather than a shift among more senior colleagues.21

Travel Behavior, Homestyles, and DC-Styles
The primary focus of this paper is to provide evidence on how electoral incentives shape

legislator behavior. However, because we are examining outcomes that capture both attentive-

ness to district concerns as well as attentiveness to lawmaking and ideological concerns in the

chamber, we begin with a descriptive analysis that examines the extent to which member travel

is associated with other district-oriented and chamber-oriented behaviors. It is not obvious to

what extent travel behavior fits within a bundle of related district-oriented activities. For in-

stance, members’ personal preferences related to travel—including family concerns, logistical

considerations related to nonstop flights and airport locations, etc.—might account for most of

the variation in travel behavior, in which case district travel should be unrelated (or weakly re-

21This comparison across cohorts is not without complication, as the composition of each cohort

changes over time.
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lated) to other district-oriented and policy-oriented behaviors. On the other hand, positive asso-

ciations with other district-oriented behaviors and negative associations with chamber-oriented

behaviors would suggest that travel activity is a useful measure of district attentiveness and an

important component of the style that a legislator adopts.

For these descriptive analyses, the key explanatory variable is the log-transformed count of

travel days in the district. For each of the outcomes, we report a specification based on Congress

fixed effects and a specification based on state-party-Congress fixed effects. The former leverages

variation across representatives within a given two-year Congress, whereas the latter leverages

variation across representatives within the same state party delegation and two-year Congress.

As is clear in Tables 2-3, estimates are quite stable across the two specifications.

Table 2 contains results for outcomes related to floor speech and roll-call behavior. These

results indicate that members who adopt a more district-oriented approach to representation (as

indicated by allocating more of their time to district travel) tend to give fewer floor speeches, but

use more local references in the floor speeches that they make. The positive relationship between

district travel and roll-call attendance reported in columns (5)-(6) is more perplexing, as it implies

that members who spendmore time in their districts tend tomiss fewer roll-call votes. There are a

number of possible explanations for this result. For one, it could be that district-focused legislators

prioritize taking roll-call votes, as it is a relatively low-cost form of participation in the lawmaking

process (in comparison to writing a bill, for example). Another explanation is confounding: high-

effort legislators may exert effort both to travel to their districts and to participate in roll-call votes

(though this explanation does not seem to account for the negative relationship between member

travel and floor speeches). Finally, the magnitude of the estimated relationship between member

travel and ideological extremity is near to zero and estimated fairly precisely. In other words,

we do not observe that increasing district focus (based on travel behavior) predicts more (or less)

ideological moderation as measured by roll-call scores.

Table 3 contains results for outcomes related to bill sponsorship and pork. While the esti-
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Table 2: Floor Speech & Roll-Call Behavior

Floor Speeches Local Phrases Attendance Extremity
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

ln(Days in District + 1) -0.056∗ -0.058 0.309∗ 0.498∗ 0.008∗ 0.009∗ 0.002 -0.005
(0.026) (0.030) (0.131) (0.151) (0.002) (0.003) (0.005) (0.006)

Congress FEs Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No
State-Party-Congress FEs No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
Observations 3,690 3,690 1,717 1,717 3,702 3,702 3,702 3,702
Clusters 1,048 1,048 713 713 1,051 1,051 1,051 1,051
Robust standard errors clustered by member in parentheses. * p < 0.05.
Sample restricted to Democratic and Republican members representing districts located at least 100 miles from the
U.S. Capitol. Sample is further restricted to members who were the sole occupant of the office for that Congress, and
members who never switched parties during their congressional careers. The dependent variables are the logged count,
plus 1, of floor speeches made by a member in a given Congress, the count of local phrases used by a member per
floor speech, the proportion of roll-call votes on which a member cast a vote, and the absolute value of the
the first dimension of a member’s Nokken-Poole score. No control variables are used in any specification.

Table 3: Bill Sponsorship & Distributive Goods

Commemorative Substantive FAADS
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

ln(Days in District + 1) -0.001 0.007 -0.083∗ -0.080∗ -0.033 -0.001
(0.013) (0.015) (0.031) (0.035) (0.020) (0.021)

Congress FEs Yes No Yes No Yes No
State-Party-Congress FEs No Yes No Yes No Yes
Observations 3,701 3,701 3,701 3,701 3,214 3,214
Clusters 1,050 1,050 1,050 1,050 900 900
Robust standard errors clustered by member in parentheses. * p < 0.05.
Sample restricted to Democratic and Republican members representing districts located at least
100 miles from the U.S. Capitol. Sample is further restricted to members who were the sole
occupant of the office for that Congress, and members who never switched parties during their
congressional careers. The dependent variables are the logged count (plus one) of commemorative
bills sponsored, the logged count (plus one) of substantive bills sponsored, and the logged
(plus one) dollars awarded from federal programs as tracked through FAADS (excluding
entitlements and formula-based grants). No control variables are used in any specification.
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mated magnitude of the relationship between member travel to the district and commemorative

bill sponsorship is near to zero, there is a strong negative association with substantive bill spon-

sorship. In other words, members who travel often to the district seem to engage in similar levels

of commemorative bill sponsorship activity as those members who travel less frequently, but

these district-oriented members (as measured by travel) tend to sponsor fewer substantive bills

than more Washington-oriented members (as measured by travel). Overall, the results from this

descriptive exercise are consistent with the idea that members tend to behave fairly coherently

in terms of their focus on district priorities versus policy and ideological priorities in DC. District

travel is associatedwith a higher degree of localism and less policywork. These relationships sug-

gest that member travel does in fact provide a useful indication of a representative’s attentiveness

to constituent concerns and that these kinds of behaviors vary meaningfully across members.

Empirical Strategy and Limitations
We use our newly collected data on member travel behavior to examine how the intensity of

electoral incentives shapes attentiveness to constituents. The panel nature of the data allows us to

employ awithin-member design inwhichwe compare the changes in outcomes of legislators who

experience a shift in whether or not they are electorally threatened with legislators who do not.

The key identifying assumption is that these outcome trends would follow the same trajectory

both for legislators who experience a change in their electoral threat and those who do not. This

research design helps to account for secular trends in member travel as well as time-invariant

characteristics that are related both to the risk of experiencing an electoral threat as well as to

travel activity (or another outcome of interest). Our preferred empirical setup is as follows:

Yi t =λi +γt +φ Electoral Threati t +XΩi t +ϵi t , (1)

where Yi t represents a given outcome measure for representative i in Congress t , and φ indicates

the magnitude and direction of the relationship between electoral threat and a given outcome.
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In addition, λi represents individual member fixed effects, which allow us to leverage within-

member variation and account for any time-invariant legislator-level characteristics that may

affect a given outcome; and γt represents two-year period Congress fixed effects, which account

for any secular trends in the outcomes. Finally, X is a matrix of time-varying member- and

district-level controls,22 Ωi t the corresponding vector of coefficients, and ϵi t is an error term

clustered on the individual member.

The electoral threat variable is intended to indicate whether a legislator is likely to anticipate

a high risk of facing electoral vulnerability in the ensuing election. This variable is coded = 1 if

the member’s two-party vote share in the most recent prior election was less than or equal to

55 percent.23,24 The endogenous nature of the electoral threat measure—how a member behaves

in the past, with respect to travel activity as well as other behaviors, plausibly influences that

legislator’s vote share in the subsequent election(s)—makes it difficult to draw clean causal infer-

ences.25 Unfortunately, more exogenous measures of electoral threat are not readily available for

22We include a set of time-varying covariates to account for district- and legislator-level attributes

that may affect travel patterns, including the district’s distance from the capitol building, tenure,

majority party status, committee chair status, ranking member status, majority party leader

status, and minority party leader status. In addition, for any specifications without member

fixed effects, we include a party indicator.
23This threshold of 55 percent is the conventional cutoff used in much of the existing literature to

delineate safe and unsafe districts. For example, Fiorina (1989, 9) writes, “Customarily, marginal

districts are identified by victory percentages of 50-55 percent.”
24Whenmembers face new district boundaries, past vote share does not reliably indicate electoral

threat; we omit these cases.
25Suppose a legislator suffers illness in the first period, resulting in minimal attention to con-

stituents and reduced electoral support. In the second period, the legislator is considered elec-

torally threatened. If the legislator’s health improves in the second period allowing for more
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most of this time period, as the relationship between presidential vote share and congressional

vote share is so weak that it does not yield a meaningful or even modestly precise indicator of

threat.26 Due to these limitations, we are cautious in making strong causal claims. Nevertheless,

the approach we take marks a substantial improvement over past attempts, which are almost

exclusively pooled cross-sectional designs and rely on a selection on observables assumption.

For these research designs, the inferential concerns are more problematic. For example, suppose

some legislators are of a low-effort type and others are of a high-effort type (and these types are

time-invariant). If the low-effort legislators tend to receive lower vote shares, then they are more

likely to be classified as electorally threatened. In addition, because they are low-effort, they are

less likely to engage in activities like travel to the district and bill sponsorship. As a result, cross-

sectional designs that fail to control for all legislator and district characteristics that affect these

sorts of activities yield biased estimates.

Results

Member Travel
We present results examining the relationship between electoral threat and member travel

to the district across a host of specifications in Table 4. Specifications (1)-(2) include Congress

fixed effects to account for secular trends in member travel activity, specifications (3)-(4) include

Congress fixed effects to account for secular trends in member travel and state fixed effects to

account for time-invariant state-level characteristics that may affect travel behavior, specifica-

tions (5)-(6) include state-party-Congress fixed effects to account for time invariant characteris-

tics specific to a given state party delegation for each two-year Congress, and specifications (7)-(8)

attention to constituents, our research design would attribute that change to the shift in elec-

toral threat rather than the improvement in health.
26See Appendix Section A.2.
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include Congress fixed effects to account for secular trends as well as member fixed effects to ac-

count for legislator-level time-invariant characteristics that affect travel patterns. For each pair

of specifications, the odd-numbered specification does not include any control variables, while

the even-numbered specification includes the battery of controls. In all specifications throughout

the paper, standard errors are clustered on member.

Table 4: Electoral Threat: Travel to the District

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Electoral threat 0.180∗ 0.068∗ 0.195∗ 0.087∗ 0.198∗ 0.083∗ 0.123∗ 0.111∗

(0.033) (0.033) (0.032) (0.032) (0.039) (0.036) (0.038) (0.039)
Congress FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes
Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
State FEs No No Yes Yes No No No No
Member FEs No No No No No No Yes Yes
State-Party-Congress FEs No No No No Yes Yes No No
Observations 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679
Clusters 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048
Robust standard errors clustered by member in parentheses. * p < 0.05.
Sample restricted to Democratic and Republican members representing districts located at least 100 miles from the
U.S. Capitol. Sample is further restricted to members who were the sole occupant of the office for that Congress.
The dependent variable is the logged duration of travel back to the district in a given Congress. The electoral threat
variable is coded =1 if the member represents a district in which their share of the two-party vote in the prior
election ≤ 55%. Control variables include distance in miles from the U.S. Capitol, tenure, majority party status, party
indicator, committee chair status, ranking member status, majority party leader status, and minority party leader status.

Across all eight specifications, the estimated coefficient on electoral threat is positive and of

a substantively meaningful magnitude; the estimated coefficient is statistically distinguishable

from zero (α = 0.05) in all eight specifications. The largest estimates, from specifications (3)

and (5), imply that experiencing an electoral threat is associated with a 22 percent increase in

member travel.27 The estimates from our preferred specifications, which include member fixed

effects, indicate that experiencing a shift in whether a member experiences an electoral threat is

associated with a 12-13 percent change in travel duration back to the district. The fairly strong

27With an indicator explanatory variable, this value is calculated by taking exp(0.195) = 1.215.
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relationship that we observe between electoral threat and member travel stands in stark contrast

to the existing evidence on this question. By examining a time period in which members have

greater discretion over their travel behavior and by collecting and refining data to construct a

higher-quality measure of member travel for this later time period, these results offer an impor-

tant revision to scholarship on the link between electoral threat and member attentiveness to

district concerns as measured by travel.

To explore the robustness of these results, we first examine an alternative measure of member

travel based on the count of trips back to the district rather than the number of days spent in the

district during these trips. The two measures are fairly strongly correlated with one another

(irrespective of whether the measures are log-transformed). The results using this alternative

measure are presented in Appendix Table A.5, and are broadly similar to those reported in Table 4.

For example, based on the preferred member fixed effects specifications, the expected increase

in travel from experiencing an electoral threat is 9-10 percent. However, for a minority of the

specifications, the estimated coefficients register a modestly lower magnitude and fail to reach

the threshold of statistical significance.

We also examine alternative cutoffs for determining whether a member faces an electoral

threat. Specifically, we consider classifying members as threatened based on a threshold of 52.5

percent of two-party vote in the most recent prior election as well as 57.5 percent. These results

are reported in Appendix Tables A.8-A.9. Again, focusing on our preferred specifications with

member fixed effects, the estimated coefficients indicate that the electoral threatmeasure based on

a stricter 52.5 percent threshold is associated with a roughly 11-12 percent increase in member

travel, while the threat measure based on a looser 57.5 percent threshold is associated with a

smaller 7-8 percent increase in member travel, which is unsurprising, as the looser cutoff includes

legislators experiencing a less acute electoral threat.28

28In the case of both alternative thresholds, only one of the twomember fixed effects specifications

is statistically distinguishable from zero.
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In addition, we consider an expanded time frame with the inclusion of earlier Congresses

(see Appendix Table A.4) and an alternative mileage cutoff (see Appendix Table A.7). Results

are insensitive to these alternative samples. We also consider a measure based on total travel

expenditures, which is the measure used in most of the existing recent work studying member

travel behavior. Interestingly, we find that the correlation between total travel expenditures and

member time in the district is not particularly strong. As a result, we find a much weaker or non-

existent relationship between electoral threat and travel expenditures (see Appendix Table A.6),

which suggests that the null results reported in these studies may be due to measurement error.

Alternative Measures of Representative Orientation
Member travel to the district provides a strong indication of the member’s attentiveness to

constituents and district concerns given that a member’s time is extremely scarce. We have

shown that decisions about allocation of time to the district, as measured by travel, are sensi-

tive to electoral threat. Building off our main result, we now ask: are other district-oriented and

chamber-oriented legislator activities also sensitive to electoral threat? In what ways may they

complement decisions about member travel? We seek to learn whether district travel fits within a

larger bundle of member activities in response to an electoral threat that are related to cultivating

a personal vote.

Due to the number of outcomes, for these analyses we present the results from our preferred

member fixed effects specifications, reported in Tables 5-6. Examining outcomes related to floor

speech and roll-call votes in Table 5, we do not observe statistically significant relationships for

making floor speeches, using local phrases in floor speeches, or roll-call attendance.29 How-

ever, we do observe a strong negative relationship implying that experiencing electoral threat is

29Interestingly, we do observe a strong negative relationship between electoral threat and floor

utterances, which we consider to be a measure of attention to happenings within the chamber.

See Appendix Section A.10 for these results.
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associated with lower roll-call ideological extremity scores.30 The magnitude of the estimated

coefficients (−0.016 and −0.015) are quite modest given that the roll-call ideological extremity

score theoretically ranges from 0 to 1; the estimated change from experiencing a shift in elec-

toral threat corresponds to about one-tenth of a standard deviation in this measure during the

time period under examination. This magnitude implies a fairly modest adjustment, but finding

evidence for ideological adaption of any size is notable since much of the literature finds little

evidence of changes in ideological position throughout the careers of members as measured by

roll-call votes (e.g., Poole 2007).31 While we do not find much evidence in support of members

adapting their floor speech behavior or roll-call attendance in response to shifts in their electoral

threat, the findings related to ideological extremity are consistent with members focusing less

on policy and ideological pursuits and possibly catering more to the preferences of the district’s

median voter.

Table 6 reports results based on the bill sponsorship and federal expenditures in the district

outcomes. Interestingly, there is little evidence to suggest there is a relationship between electoral

threat and commemorative bill sponsorship. The estimated coefficient is very near to zero. On

the other hand, the estimated coefficient on the specifications for substantive bill sponsorship in-

dicates a strong relationship of a substantively large magnitude. The estimated coefficients imply

that experiencing an electoral threat is associated with a 14-16 percent decline in substantive bill

sponsorship activity. Finally, we find evidence for a statistically significant positive relationship

between experiencing electoral threat and federal spending awarded to the district. The estimated

coefficients imply that experiencing an electoral threat is associated with a modest increase in

30We present results using an alternative measure of ideological extremity (mean-deviated, by

party, Nokken-Poole score) in Table A.10. Results are nearly identical.
31Moskowitz, Rogowski, and Snyder (2022) also find little evidence of ideological evolution for

members based on candidate surveys. However, other scholarship points to substantial ideo-

logical adaption (e.g., Bonica 2014).
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Table 5: Electoral Threat: Floor Speech & Roll-Call Behavior

Floor Speeches Local Phrases Attendance Extremity
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Electoral threat -0.027 -0.048 0.164 0.215 0.002 0.001 -0.016∗ -0.015∗
(0.039) (0.039) (0.189) (0.191) (0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005)

Congress FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Member FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
Observations 3,674 3,674 1,706 1,706 3,686 3,686 3,686 3,686
Clusters 1,045 1,045 711 711 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048
Robust standard errors clustered by member in parentheses. * p < 0.05.
Sample restricted to Democratic and Republican members representing districts located at least 100 miles
from the U.S. Capitol. Sample is further restricted to members who were the sole occupant of the office
for that Congress, and members who never switched parties during their congressional careers. The
dependent variables are the logged count, plus 1, of floor speeches made by a member in a given
Congress, the count of local phrases used by a member per floor speech, the proportion of roll-call
votes on which a member cast a vote, and the absolute value of the first dimension of a member’s
Nokken-Poole score. The electoral threat variable is coded =1 if the member represents a district
in which their share of the two-party vote in the prior election ≤ 55%. Control variables include
distance in miles from the U.S. Capitol, tenure, majority party status, committee chair status,
ranking member status, majority party leader status, and minority party leader status.
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spending from federal programs allocated to the district of about 3-4 percent.

Table 6: Electoral Threat: Bill Sponsorship & Distributive Goods

Commemorative Substantive FAADS
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Electoral threat -0.004 -0.004 -0.176∗ -0.147∗ 0.035∗ 0.034∗
(0.032) (0.032) (0.045) (0.046) (0.018) (0.017)

Congress FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Member FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes
Observations 3,685 3,685 3,685 3,685 3,200 3,200
Clusters 1,047 1,047 1,047 1,047 898 898
Robust standard errors clustered by member in parentheses. * p < 0.05.
Sample restricted to Democratic and Republican members representing districts
located at least 100 miles from the U.S. Capitol. Sample is further restricted to members
who were the sole occupant of the office for that Congress, and members who never
switched parties during their congressional careers. The dependent variables are the
logged count (plus one) of commemorative bills sponsored, the logged count (plus one)
of substantive bills sponsored, and the logged (plus one) dollars awarded from federal
programs as tracked through FAADS (excluding entitlements and formula-based grants).
The electoral threat variable is coded =1 if the member represents a district in which
their share of the two-party vote in the prior election ≤ 55%. Control variables
include distance in miles from the U.S. Capitol, tenure, majority party status,
committee chair status, ranking member status, majority party leader status,
and minority party leader status.

Our results, based on the newmore comprehensive data gathered, are consistent with a coher-

ent story in which members shift attention from ideological and policy priorities in the chamber

to non-ideological concerns of constituents in the district. Members experiencing an electoral

threat tend to adopt a more moderate ideological position, bring more federal dollars to their dis-

trict, and work less on crafting policy in DC. While Fenno characterizes members’ home styles

as sticky once established, he also expresses a suspicion that members may alter their style in

response to electoral vulnerabilities. Here, we provide empirical support for Fenno’s hunch: our

findings illustrate precisely howmembers seem to adapt to their electoral conditions by changing

their emphasis on policy versus local concerns, and with it elements of their home style.
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These core findings also have meaningful implications for the role of electoral competition in

potentially tamping down the ideological pursuits of representatives. Importantly, we show how

this process can unfold along two distinct dimensions. First, members moderate their ideological

positions when experiencing electoral threats. Second, competitive districts seem to increase the

pressure on incumbent politicians to turn away from potentially polarizing ideological pursuits

towards local issues, relationships, and constituency service. The day-to-day allocation of their

time is thus drawn away from the polarized national political environment by electoral threat.

Retirement
Table 7: Seeking Reelection: Travel to the District

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Seeking Reelection 0.161∗ 0.076 0.195∗ 0.099∗ 0.213∗ 0.123∗ 0.096∗ 0.087

(0.041) (0.042) (0.040) (0.040) (0.050) (0.049) (0.048) (0.049)
Congress FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes
Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
State FEs No No Yes Yes No No No No
Member FEs No No No No No No Yes Yes
State-Party-Congress FEs No No No No Yes Yes No No
Observations 3,697 3,697 3,697 3,697 3,697 3,697 3,697 3,697
Clusters 1,050 1,050 1,050 1,050 1,050 1,050 1,050 1,050
Robust standard errors clustered by member in parentheses. * p < 0.05.
Sample restricted to Democratic and Republican members representing districts located at least 100 miles from the
U.S. Capitol. Sample is further restricted to members who were the sole occupant of the office for that Congress.
The dependent variable is the logged duration of travel back to the district in a given Congress. The seeking
reelection variable is coded =1 if the member is seeking reelection during that Congress. Control variables
include distance in miles from the U.S. Capitol, tenure, majority party status, party indicator, committee chair
status, ranking member status, majority party leader status, and minority party leader status.

Our results highlight the central role of electoral competition as members navigate how to

allocate time between DC and their districts. Our core results occur along the intensive margin,

e.g., the degree of competition in an election. However, the theoretical rationale—that member

decisions are responsive to electoral threat—should also be present along the extensive margin,

e.g., whether a member is facing an election or not. In this section, we therefore use a member’s
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retirement decision as an indicator for instances where a legislator lacks an electoral incentive.32

Legislators who are retiring face no electoral threat, and may alter their behavior as a result.

Many characteristics stay constant across terms for members, regardless of whether they plan

to retire.33 For example, a member’s sense of duty to her constituents as well as a member’s

preference for spending time at home may not be affected by plans to retire. While we expect

members not seeking reelection to exert less effort, this couldmanifest as less travel to the district,

if traveling requires effort, or as increased travel to the district, if the member prefers to spend

time relaxing at home rather than engaged in their legislative responsibilities in DC.

We create an indicator for whether the member seeks reelection in a Congress using data

from Malhotra and González Rojas (2021) and use this as our electoral threat measure in the

same empirical setup as above. Table 7 reports results for member travel outcomes. Across the

estimates from the eight specifications in the table, all are positive and register a substantively

meaningful magnitude. Six of the eight estimated coefficients are statistically distinguishable

from zero, with estimates ranging between 8 percent and 24 percent increases in days traveling

when members are seeking reelection relative to their retiring counterparts. Focusing on our

preferred specifications with member fixed effects, the estimated coefficients (though only one

is statistically distinguishable from zero) indicate that members seeking reelection spend about

9-10 percent more days traveling to their districts than their retiring counterparts. Importantly,

the sample restrictions used likely remove many of the legislators most prone to shirking, as they

32Fearon (1999) refers to potential changes in legislator behavior in the final term prior to re-

tirement or a term limit as “last-period effects.” Examining the last period is common empirical

strategy in studies of officeholder behavior in Congress (e.g., Poole and Romer 1993), state legis-

latures (e.g., Fouirnaies and Hall 2022), and state capitol buildings (e.g., Alt, Bueno de Mesquita,

and Rose 2011).
33Of course, members who experience a negative shock to their motivation to complete their

legislative tasks are more likely to retire, so the design has serious threats to inference.
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often step down from their position prior to the end of their term.

Table 8: Seeking Reelection: Floor Speech & Roll-Call Behavior

Floor Speeches Local Phrases Attendance Extremity
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Seeking Reelection 0.174∗ 0.161∗ -0.454 -0.467 0.071∗ 0.070∗ -0.006 -0.006
(0.042) (0.041) (0.241) (0.245) (0.007) (0.007) (0.006) (0.006)

Congress FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Member FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
Observations 3,692 3,692 1,720 1,720 3,704 3,704 3,704 3,704
Clusters 1,047 1,047 713 713 1,050 1,050 1,050 1,050
Robust standard errors clustered by member in parentheses. * p < 0.05.
Sample restricted to Democratic and Republican members representing districts located at least 100 miles
from the U.S. Capitol. Sample is further restricted to members who were the sole occupant of the office
for that Congress, and members who never switched parties during their congressional careers. The
dependent variables are the logged count, plus 1, of floor speeches made by a member in a given
Congress, the count of local phrases used by a member per floor speech, the proportion of roll-call
votes on which a member cast a vote, and the absolute value of the first dimension of a member’s
Nokken-Poole score. The seeking reelection variable is coded =1 if the member is seeking
reelection during that Congress. Control variables include distance in miles from the U.S. Capitol,
tenure, majority party status, committee chair status, ranking member status, majority party
leader status, and minority party leader status.

Tables 8-9 contain the results for the member fixed effects specifications for the other mea-

sures of legislator behavior that we examine. Interestingly, we observe a statistically significant

relationship between whether the member is seeking reelection and floor speech activity, roll-call

attendance, and federal expenditures in the district. In all cases, the magnitude of the estimates

are substantively meaningful: seeking reelection is associated with a 17-19 percent increase in

floor speech activity, a 7 percentage point increase in roll-call attendance, and a 7 percent in-

crease in federal expenditures allocated to the district. While the previous section’s analysis

suggests that members experiencing an electoral threat shift their attention from the chamber

to the district, these results based on retirements imply that retiring members shirk in general

on both district-oriented (traveling to the district and securing federal expenditures) as well as

chamber-oriented duties (floor speeches and roll-call attendance). The implication is that facing
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Table 9: Electoral Threat: Bill Sponsorship & Distributive Goods

Commemorative Substantive FAADS
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Seeking Reelection -0.032 -0.034 -0.061 -0.061 0.070∗ 0.063∗
(0.037) (0.037) (0.047) (0.046) (0.025) (0.024)

Congress FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Member FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes
Observations 3,703 3,703 3,703 3,703 3,218 3,218
Clusters 1,049 1,049 1,049 1,049 899 899
Robust standard errors clustered by member in parentheses. * p < 0.05.
Sample restricted to Democratic and Republican members representing districts
located at least 100 miles from the U.S. Capitol. Sample is further restricted to members
who were the sole occupant of the office for that Congress, and members who never
switched parties during their congressional careers. The dependent variables are the
logged count (plus one) of commemorative bills sponsored, the logged count (plus one)
of substantive bills sponsored, and the logged (plus one) dollars awarded from federal
programs as tracked through FAADS (excluding entitlements and formula-based grants).
The seeking reelection variable is coded =1 if the member is seeking reelection during
that Congress. Control variables include distance in miles from the U.S. Capitol,
tenure, majority party status, committee chair status, ranking member status, majority
party leader status, and minority party leader status.
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an election, competitive or not, incentivizes some level of legislative effort; impending retirement

does not.

Conclusion
Spending time among constituents is at the core of the legislator-constituent relationship. Al-

though scholars and politicians alike acknowledge the importance of local visits, political scien-

tists have struggled to examine patterns in House member travel due to the paucity of systematic

data. We remedy this problem by collecting an extensive new data set on historical travel activity

of U.S. House members. We supplement our data on member travel with other measures cap-

turing legislators’ attention to their responsibilities in the district and the chamber. We examine

a question fundamental to our understanding of accountability and representation: to what ex-

tent do electoral incentives shape the behavior of legislators? We find that members of Congress

experiencing an electoral threat travel more frequently back to their districts, secure more fed-

eral dollars for their districts, sponsor fewer substantive bills, and exhibit lower levels of roll-call

ideological extremity—all consistent with members shifting their attention from ideological and

policy matters in Washington to the concerns of their constituents in the district in response to

a heightened electoral threat. This pattern of behavior—a shift in attention from policy matters

to constituents in the context of greater competition—is also compatible with the findings of re-

search examining official communications (Grimmer 2013) and the predictions of formal models

(Ashworth and Bueno de Mesquita 2006). Interestingly, our results for retiring members exhibit

some subtle differences from our results based on electoral threat. Retiring members travel less,

give fewer floor speeches, miss more roll-call votes, and secure fewer district funds. They seem

to exert less effort for both district- and chamber-oriented activities.

While we are able to employ a research design that leverages within-member variation, the

endogenous nature of the measures used to capture electoral incentives limits our ability to make

strong causal statements. Yet, this study represents a clear improvement over existingwork exam-
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ining how electoral incentives influence congressional representatives’ attention to district con-

cerns, which largely relies on indirect measures of member travel, employs pooled cross-sectional

designs (which are almost certainly more problematic than the within-member approach), and

uses the same endogenous measures of electoral threat. Thus, while we are cautious in mak-

ing causal claims based on our research design, this project yields the strongest evidence on this

question to date. With these limitations in mind, the evidence suggesting that members adapt and

change their behavior in response to electoral conditions is striking and at odds with much of the

existing literature on the behavior of members of Congress. Our results imply that selection and

replacement are not the only channels through which elections help ensure that officials cater

to their constituents and moderate their positions. Legislators seem to adapt their behavior to

engage in more constituent-focused work and fewer policy and ideological pursuits when threat-

enedwith sanction. A likely implication of our findings is that declining electoral competitiveness

may contribute to increased partisan polarization in Congress.

Finally, an intriguing puzzle arises from the time trends in member travel activity: member

travel to the district rose and remained at its highest during a period that coincides with a steep

decline in incumbency advantage. In other words, legislators seem unable to separate themselves

from their parties at the same time that they appear to be exerting greater effort to do so. It

raises the question as to whether the activities members engage in back in their districts have

changed. Alternatively, it is possible thatmembers’ activities in their districts garner the attention

of a different type of audience than in earlier periods, which is composed mostly of co-partisan

supporters. A change in audience composition could mean that these visits prove less effective in

broadening their sources of support. Future research should examine this question (and possibly

these hypotheses) along with the consequences for representation and accountability.
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A.1 Member Travel

A.1.1 Changes to Travel Rules over Time, 88th-95th Congresses

Below is a timeline of changes to policies related to House member travel vouchers and ex-
penditures:

88th Congress, 1963-1964 – members were permitted to take two paid round trips to their
districts per year.

89th Congress, 1965-1966 – members were permitted to take four paid round trips to their
districts per year or receive a lump sum of $300 per year.

90th Congress, 1967-1968 –members were permitted to take paid round trips to their district
up to the number of months that Congress was in session or receive a lump sum payment
of $750.

91st Congress, 1969-1970 – members were permitted to take paid round trips to their district
up to the number of months that Congress was in session or receive a lump sum payment
of $750.

92nd Congress, 1971-1972 – members were permitted to take up to 24 paid round trips to
their districts per two-year Congress or receive a lump sum payment $2,500.

93rd Congress, 1973-1974 – members were permitted to take up to 36 round trips to their
districts per two-year Congress or receive a lump sum payment of $2,250.

94th Congress, 1975-1976 – members were permitted to take up to 52 round trips to their
districts per two-year Congress (26 per session) and allowed for reimbursement at the cost
of a common air carrier or, if by car, 20 cents per mile.

95th Congress, 1977-1978 – in the middle of the 95th Congress in 1978, members were no
longer provided a capped number of travel vouchers and instead could use their official
allowance at their discretion for travel expenses.

Sources for this timeline include Dwyer (1978), Brookings Institution (2019), and Brudnick (2022).
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A.1.2 Data Gathering and Processing

This section provides a detailed account of how we gathered, processed and assembled the
travel data used in this paper. We used two sources as the basis for member travel receipts:
the Report of the Clerk of the House (1969-1994) and the Statement of Disbursements of the House
(1995-2002). The challenges related to collecting this data for research use are several: (1) though
digitized hard copies of the documents exist, the data is not in machine readable format such as a
spreadsheet; (2) the travel receipt lines in particular are just one of a multitude of different types
of expenses recorded in the documents; (3) even among the subset of travel-related receipt lines,
our specific use requires determining the identity of the traveler, the trip destination, and the
duration of the trip.

We procured digitized PDF versions of the quarterly receipts contained in the Report of the
Clerk of the House and the Statement of Disbursements of the House. We used ABBY Fine Reader
to OCR each page of the documents, converting the files into digital text. The structure of these
documents varied depending on the year, but the basic steps to convert the pages of receipts into
usable data was similar across years. Figure A.1 displays sample pages from the Statement of
Disbursements of the House. The receipts for members of the House are identified using specific
terms. In early years, the tag to identify the beginning of a section of expense lines for a member
was “OFFICEOF THEHON” or “OFFICEOFHON” followed by themember’s name. In later years,
the tag to identify the beginning of a section of expense lines for a new member takes the format
“YYYYHON. [name]” or “YYYYHON. [name] Con”. We programmed our text scraping algorithm
to use these identifying lines to link expenses to members. To account for inconsistencies in
the OCR process and to help clean up the text, the algorithm removes all spaces and repeated
characters and then converts the text to all caps. Figure A.2 displays the text from the top page
after applying this cleaning process. In words, then, the algorithm goes through each line of text
and searches for the member tag “YYYYHON.” We search for the tags using fuzzy matching to
account for errors in the OCR process, so anything with a Jaro-Winkler distance less than 0.05

results in a hit for a member. If the line returns a hit, then the algorithm compares the line to
names of members of Congress from that time period to identify which member is the most likely
match. For all members within the prior three years, the algorithm calculates the Jaro-Winkler
distance for the first and last name compared to the line of text. If there is only one member who
has a Jaro-Winkler distance less than 0.1 compared to the line of text, the algorithm automatically
selects that member. Otherwise, the user can manually input the correct member. This decision
is stored to make subsequent matches of the same line of text to member automated.

After processing the text in this way and identifying which member reported the receipts un-
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der consideration, our algorithm parses the text line by line in order to identify receipt lines refer-
ring to travel. As a first pass, we implement fuzzy searches (using Jaro-Winkler distance of 0.05 or
less) to indicate travel for keywords such as: “AIRLINE”, “AIRFARE”, “ONEWAY”, “FROMWASH-
INGTON”, “AIRTVL”, “RTAIR”, “TODC”, “DCTO”, “TOWASH”, “ROUNDTRIP”, “WASHTO”, “WASH/”,
“ANDRETURN”, “-DC”, “MEMBERTRAVEL”, "/DC”, “/OC”, “WASH-”, “DCA-” and others. For
lines that do not contain a first set of keywords, we also search based on a list of census places to
identify travel receipts. We then filter out extraneous, non-travel records using an additional set
of search terms that indicate a misidentified travel line.

Next, we focus on determining whether the travel receipt we identified can be classified as
travel to or from Washington DC and from or to the member’s home district. We use a set of
search strings to determine if the place of departure or arrival is Washington DC (e.g., for local
airports, a variety of Washington DC-related search terms, and so on) or the member’s district.

After this step, we classify lines as either member or staff travel. For travel lines after 1995, re-
ceipts indicated who in the congressional office was making the receipt claim. We check whether
that name matches the member of congress; if another name is present we classify that person
as a staff member. In instances where the traveler is not indicated in its own column (such as be-
fore 1995), we search for a standard set of phrases used in the receipts to indicate member travel,
including “member”, “congressman”, “congresswoman” along with the member’s surname. We
also search for terms positively indicating staff travel, such as “staff” along with a set of common
surnames from the census, excluding member surnames. In cases where a travel line is reported
by a member but does not include a name, a reference to a staff member, a reference to a previous
line with a staff member, or the name of a staff member, we classify the line as member travel.

The highlighted red boxes in the bottom panel of Figure A.1 help illustrate our approach. The
member’s name, “SOLOMON P ORTIZ” (D-TX), is indicated in the third column on the left. The
fact that the receipt is due to travel is indicated by the description of the receipt, which states:
“MEMBER TRAVEL - DC/CORPUS CHRISTI/DC”. We also extract additional information about
the trip. Specifically, we can extract the length of the trip based on the dates recorded for the
receipt. In this example, Ortiz travelled from 3/31/1988 to 4/11/1988. We determine trip length
based on the date of return minus the date of departure plus one (so that a single day round
trip still counts as a travel day). Thus, in our example the trip length would be recorded as 12
days. Finally, we can also extract the amount spent on the trip, indicated in the far right column.
Unfortunately, due to the nature of the text OCR, we were not able to OCR these records in
such a way as to reliably retain the convenient formatting of distinct pieces of information in
separate columns, so one of the main challenges has been developing approaches that extract the
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Table A.1: Data Check: Travel Classification

Actual Not Travel Actual Travel
Predict Not Travel 454 5
Predict Travel 0 41

This table displays the frequencies for predicted and actual travel to the district based on receipt lines.

Table A.2: Data Check: Member/Staffer Classification

Actual Not MC Actual MC
Predict Not MC 38 9
Predict MC 7 144

This table displays the frequencies for predicted and actual Members versus Staff.

information line by line.
We assessed the general accuracy of our approach along two dimensions: (1) Of all receipt

lines identified, how accurate was our approach at correctly identifying travel lines to the district
as travel and other lines as non-travel? (2) Conditional on identifying a line as travel to the
district, how accurate was our approach at correctly identifying the person traveling?

To answer the first of these questions, we randomly selected 500 receipt rows. Manually
inspecting each row, we then compared whether our automated procedure had coded the row
as district travel with whether it was actually an instance of district travel. Table A.1 displays
a 2-by-2 frequency table illustrating which observations were predicted as travel to the district
and were actually travel to the district, which observations were predicted as not travel to the
district and actually were not travel to the district, and so on. Overall, our approach yielded only
5 miscodings out of 500 lines, which occurred when we coded lines as not travel that actually
were travel. Based on these codings, we achieved an accuracy of 99%, a precision of 100%, a recall
of 89.1% and a specificity of 100% (displayed in the first row of Table A.3).1 Overall, our approach
was effective at not mistaking district travel rows for something else (e.g., very high precision).
This traded off slightly against how often we missed rows that were travel (e.g., slightly lower
recall, meaning we had some false negatives).

1Accuracy is the percentage of all rows that we correctly labelled; precision is the number of true

positives divided by all predicted positives; recall is the number of true positives divided by all

actual positives; and, specificity is the number of true negatives divided by actual negatives.
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Table A.3: Accuracy, Precision, Recall and Specificity

Check Accuracy Precision Recall Specificity
Receipts to Travel 0.990 1.000 0.891 1.000
Travel by Member 0.919 0.954 0.941 0.844
Trip Duration 0.980

This table reports accuracy, precision, recall and specificity in order to evaluate the success of our algorithm for
identifying travel receipts and, conditional on a receipt being a travel receipt, identifying whether it was a member
who was travelling as well as the duration of the trip. We tallied accuracy of trip duration simply using a binary
indicator for whether the duration was identified correctly or not.

Next, we assess the performance of our approach at coding receipt lines identified as travel to
the district based on whether the travel recorded was by a member of Congress or by their staff.
To do this, we selected 200 additional lines from our travel data. We did a separate draw from
the previous exercise in order to have enough travel lines to assess (e.g., only 46 of 500 lines from
the above were travel). Of this new, randomly selected set of 200 lines, we found that 2 were not
actually travel (analogous to a precision of 99%, close to our estimate from the previous exercise).
For the remaining 198 rows, we coded whether the traveller was a member of Congress or a staff
member and then compared our coding to what the algorithm determined. Table A.2 reports the
2-by-2 frequency table from this exercise. We misidentified 9 rows where the algorithm classified
the traveler as staff but the traveler was in fact a member; we misidentified 7 rows where the
algorithm classified the traveler as a member but the traveler was in fact staff. The remaining 182
rows were classified correctly (38 staff members and 144 members). As illustrated in the second
row of Table A.3, this yielded an accuracy of 91.9%, a precision of 95.4%, a recall of 94.1% and a
specificity of 84.4%.

Finally, we evaluated the success of our approach at determining trip duration. Specifically,
how many days long was the trip recorded in the travel data and was the trip assigned to the
correct Congress? Generally speaking, trip duration was recorded in one of two ways: (1) as
a round trip with a departure and a return date or (2) as a one-way trip. We assess whether
our algorithm correctly identified the trip duration and the Congress in which it occurred. To
gauge this, we simply tally the number of times the algorithm correctly identified the number of
days and assigned it to the correct Congress, along with the number of times it did not, based
on manual inspection. As recorded in the bottom row of Table A.3, we correctly identified trip
duration 98% of the time.
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Figure A.1: Example Pages of Receipts from Statement of Disbursements of the House.
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Figure A.2: Example Text after OCR Procedure Applied to Statement of Disbursements
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A.1.3 Temporal Patterns

For the analysis in the paper, we exclude travel data that we collected from prior to the 96th
Congress in 1979-1980. We made this decision based on changes to travel rules implemented in
the middle of the 95th Congress, which provided members with more discretion in how they al-
located resources to travel versus other expenses. Figure A.3 displays the distribution of member
travel across Congresses. In earlier Congresses, the spread of the distribution is quite narrow,
consistent with limited discretion. By the late 1970s and early 1980s, the spread is considerably
wider.

Figure A.3: Distribution of Member Travel by Congress

We also report results including these earlier Congresses in the sample in Table A.4. Estimates
are largely insensitive to the inclusion of the 91st through 95th Congresses.
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Table A.4: Electoral Threat: Travel to the District, 91st-107th Congress

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Electoral threat 0.203∗ 0.093∗ 0.199∗ 0.092∗ 0.176∗ 0.062 0.109∗ 0.103∗

(0.031) (0.031) (0.030) (0.030) (0.035) (0.033) (0.036) (0.037)
Congress FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes
Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
State FEs No No Yes Yes No No No No
Member FEs No No No No No No Yes Yes
State-Party-Congress FEs No No No No Yes Yes No No
Observations 5,177 5,177 5,177 5,177 5,177 5,177 5,177 5,177
Clusters 1,379 1,379 1,379 1,379 1,379 1,379 1,379 1,379
Robust standard errors clustered by member in parentheses. * p < 0.05.
Sample restricted to Democratic and Republican members representing districts located at least 100 miles from the
U.S. Capitol. Sample is further restricted to members who were the sole occupant of the office for that Congress.
The dependent variable is the logged duration of travel back to the district in a given Congress. The electoral threat
variable is coded =1 if the member represents a district in which their share of the two-party vote in the prior
election ≤ 55%. Control variables include distance in miles from the U.S. Capitol, tenure, majority party status, party
indicator, committee chair status, ranking member status, majority party leader status, and minority party leader status.
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A.1.4 Measuring Travel: Days vs. Trips vs. Expenditures

In the paper, the primary measure of travel to the district is the number of days per Congress
that a member spent in her district while traveling. This measure requires us to impute missing
values for observations with incomplete information on the dates of the travel itinerary. For
trips to the district with missing values for duration, we impute the value using the median trip
duration for that Congress. An alternative measure for member travel to their district is simply
the count of trips back to the district in the congress. The number of days in the district and the
number of trips to the district are strongly (and linearly) related to one another; this is also the
case for log-transformed measures of days and trips.

The pattern of results based on the alternative outcome measure in Table A.5 are mostly sim-
ilar to the main results reported in Table 4 in the paper, though some of the estimated coefficients
are of a modestly lower magnitude and do not reach statistical significance.

Figure A.4: (Logged) Time in the District vs. (Logged) Trips to the District
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Table A.5: Electoral Threat: Count of Trips to the District

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Electoral threat 0.135∗ 0.028 0.149∗ 0.046 0.146∗ 0.035 0.099∗ 0.088∗

(0.033) (0.031) (0.031) (0.030) (0.039) (0.036) (0.038) (0.039)
Congress FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes
Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
State FEs No No Yes Yes No No No No
Member FEs No No No No No No Yes Yes
State-Party-Congress FEs No No No No Yes Yes No No
Observations 3,686 3,686 3,686 3,686 3,686 3,686 3,686 3,686
Clusters 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048
Robust standard errors clustered by member in parentheses. * p < 0.05.
Sample restricted to Democratic and Republican members representing districts located at least 100 miles from the
U.S. Capitol. Sample is further restricted to members who were the sole occupant of the office for that Congress.
The dependent variable is the logged number of trips back to the district in a given Congress. The electoral threat
variable is coded =1 if the member represents a district in which their share of the two-party vote in the prior
election ≤ 55%. Control variables include distance in miles from the U.S. Capitol, tenure, majority party status, party
indicator, committee chair status, ranking member status, majority party leader status, and minority party leader status.
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In addition, all of the more recent studies examining member travel behavior rely on a mea-
sure of total travel expenditures as a proxy measure for the member’s actual travel activity to the
district. Using a measure based on total travel expenditures introduces several sources of error
into the measure, including expenses for official travel to places outside of the member’s district
and travel expenses for staffers. In addition, travel expenses to certain destinations are systemati-
cally more expensive than others, and expenditures are likely only weakly related to the duration
of the trip (a short trip back home to the district likely costs approximately the same amount as
a more extended trip), both of which introduce more error.

We construct a total travel expenditures measure similar to the existing literature by summing
up the amounts listed on all travel related items for each member by Congress. The strength of
the relationship between our travel measure, based on travel days in the district, and the total
expenditures measure is fairly weak. The correlation coefficient between the two measures is
only ρ̂ = 0.49. By comparison, the correlation coefficient between the measure based on travel
days in the district and the count of trips to the district is ρ̂ = 0.79.

Table A.6 presents results using logged total travel expenditures, plus one, as the dependent
variable (much like the other travel measures, the distribution of travel expenditures is highly
skewed). The estimates for our preferred specifications with member fixed effects indicate that
experiencing an electoral threat is associated with a 2-4 percent increase in travel expenditures.
The magnitude of these estimates is small and not statistically distinguishable from zero. In addi-
tion, for all four specifications with control variables (Congress fixed effects, state and Congress
fixed effects, state-party-Congress fixed effects, and member and Congress fixed effects), the esti-
mated coefficients are of a magnitude relatively near to zero; these estimates, in all cases, indicate
that experiencing an electoral threat is associated with a 2 percent increase in travel. Thus, given
that most of the existing studies include control variables, a likely explanation for their null re-
sults is the usage of this imprecise proxy measure for member travel.
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Table A.6: Electoral Threat: Total Travel Expenditures

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Electoral threat 0.120∗ 0.022 0.117∗ 0.024 0.123∗ 0.022 0.036 0.024

(0.033) (0.031) (0.030) (0.029) (0.035) (0.032) (0.036) (0.037)
Congress FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes
Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
State FEs No No Yes Yes No No No No
Member FEs No No No No No No Yes Yes
State-Party-Congress FEs No No No No Yes Yes No No
Observations 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679
Clusters 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048
Robust standard errors clustered by member in parentheses. * p < 0.05.
Sample restricted to Democratic and Republican members representing districts located at least 100 miles from the
U.S. Capitol. Sample is further restricted to members who were the sole occupant of the office for that Congress.
The dependent variable is the logged, plus one, total expenditures related to travel. The electoral threat
variable is coded =1 if the member represents a district in which their share of the two-party vote in the prior
election ≤ 55%. Control variables include distance in miles from the U.S. Capitol, tenure, majority party status, party
indicator, committee chair status, ranking member status, majority party leader status, and minority party leader status.
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A.1.5 Member Travel & Distance to the District

One concern with using data based on the Statement of Disbursements and Report of the Clerk
of the House is that members living within a relatively close range of DC might choose to travel
home frequently and pay out-of-pocket for doing so. Figure A.5 displays the relationship between
member days in the district and distance from the centroid of the district to the U.S. Capitol. It
is immediately apparent from the figure that members representing districts that are closest DC
tend to spend the least amount of time in the district on trips funded by their allowance. It is
most likely the case that these members travel back to their districts highly frequently, often by
car, and do not bother submitting their mileage for reimbursement.

Figure A.5: Relationship between Member Travel and District Distance from U.S. Capitol
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Each point represents the local mean for observations contained within the locale, and points represent an approxi-
mately equal number of observations. We residualize the data to account for Congress fixed effects.

As is noted in the paper, because our measure of travel based on disbursements seems to
be unreliable and inaccurate for members representing districts relatively near to DC, we omit
districts within 100 miles of U.S. Capitol for most analyses. Importantly, results are sensitive
to this particular distance cutoff. Table A.7 contains results excluding all members representing
districts within 200 miles of the U.S. Capitol, and the estimates are nearly identical.
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Table A.7: Electoral Threat: Travel to the District, Sample Restriction: >200 Miles from Capitol

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Electoral threat 0.179∗ 0.085∗ 0.185∗ 0.096∗ 0.182∗ 0.087∗ 0.122∗ 0.110∗

(0.031) (0.030) (0.032) (0.031) (0.039) (0.036) (0.039) (0.039)
Congress FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes
Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
State FEs No No Yes Yes No No No No
Member FEs No No No No No No Yes Yes
State-Party-Congress FEs No No No No Yes Yes No No
Observations 3,353 3,353 3,353 3,353 3,353 3,353 3,353 3,353
Clusters 959 959 959 959 959 959 959 959
Robust standard errors clustered by member in parentheses. * p < 0.05.
Sample restricted to Democratic and Republican members representing districts located at least 200 miles from the
U.S. Capitol. Sample is further restricted to members who were the sole occupant of the office for that Congress.
The dependent variable is the logged duration of travel back to the district in a given Congress. The electoral threat
variable is coded =1 if the member represents a district in which their share of the two-party vote in the prior
election ≤ 55%. Control variables include distance in miles from the U.S. Capitol, tenure, majority party status, party
indicator, committee chair status, ranking member status, majority party leader status, and minority party leader status.
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A.2 Measuring Electoral Threat

A.2.1 Theoretical Concerns and Empirical Rationale for the Measure

As is discussed in the paper, the endogenous nature of the electoral threat measure is prob-
lematic. The measure is derived based on the incumbent’s vote share in the most recent prior
election (if the incumbent’s share of the two-party vote is less than 55 percent in the past elec-
tion, we code that as an electoral threat), but the incumbent’s vote share is likely affected by
how attentive the representative is to district concerns and responsibilities in the chamber. A
better alternative would be a measure of electoral threat that is less likely to be affected by the
incumbent’s actions or performance while in office. One potential measure would be based on
the prior presidential vote share in the district, as the party nominee’s electoral performance in
the district is less likely to be affected by, for instance, the House incumbent’s attentiveness to
district responsibilities.

Figure A.6 displays in the left panel a scatterplot of the relationship between House vote
share vs. House vote share in the prior election as well as in the right panel a scatterplot of the
relationship between House vote share vs. presidential vote share in the prior election. A visual
inspection of the two plots reveals that, while there is a tight relationship between House vote
share and lagged House vote share, the relationship is weaker for prior presidential vote. Indeed
a regression of House vote on the prior House vote yields an R2 of 0.83, while the same regression
for prior presidential vote yields an R2 of only 0.49.
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Figure A.6: Relationship between Democratic Share of the House Vote and Lagged Democratic
Share of the House/Presidential Vote
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Unfortunately, other potential measures of electoral threat, such as Cook ratings, are subject
to the same endogeneity concerns as using past House vote (in fact, it would be surprising if ex-
pert ratings ignore incumbent effort and performance in their assessment). Thus, while relying
on past House vote to construct our measure of electoral threat is not ideal, it is the only reli-
able and relatively precise indicator available during this time period of an incumbent’s electoral
vulnerability in the ensuing election.

A.2.2 Alternative Thresholds for Threat

For the results in the paper, we use a threshold of 55 percent to delineate whether an electoral
threat is present or absent. The 55 percent threshold implies that incumbents who won their
previous election by a win margin of less than 10 percentage points are considered threatened
in the ensuing election. This threshold is extremely common in the literature to differentiate
between marginal and safe representatives (e.g., Fiorina 1989), and it has been widely used in
studies that examine the relationship between member travel and electoral threat (e.g., Parker
1986). We also examine the relationship between member travel and electoral threat using other
thresholds: 52.5 percent, which means up to a 5 percentage point win margin, and 57.5 percent,
which means up to a 15 percentage point win margin.

The results based on these alternative thresholds are reported in Table A.8-A.9. In the case of
the stricter 52.5 percent threshold (Table A.8), estimates are broadly similar to those reported in
the main results in Table 4. For example, the estimated coefficients in specifications (7)-(8) imply
that experiencing an electoral threat is associated with an 11-12 percent increase in travel. The
estimated coefficients from the same specifications in Table 4 indicate a 12-13 percent increase
in travel. On the other hand, the estimates based on the 57.5 percent threshold in Table A.8
are slightly weaker than the main results. It is worth noting that the estimates across all eight
specifications are in the hypothesized direction, but the magnitude of some of the estimates are
somewhat smaller. Our preferred specifications with member fixed effects indicate that experi-
encing an electoral threat (based on the 57.5 threshold) is associated with a 7-8 percent increase
in travel. These results suggest that members are most responsive in their travel behavior to more
acute electoral threats.
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Table A.8: Electoral Threat: Travel to the District, Alternative Threshold: 52.5%

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Electoral threat (52.5 threshold) 0.129∗ 0.012 0.168∗ 0.054 0.199∗ 0.080 0.117∗ 0.100

(0.046) (0.046) (0.043) (0.043) (0.050) (0.048) (0.050) (0.052)
Congress FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes
Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
State FEs No No Yes Yes No No No No
Member FEs No No No No No No Yes Yes
State-Party-Congress FEs No No No No Yes Yes No No
Observations 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679
Clusters 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048
Robust standard errors clustered by member in parentheses. * p < 0.05.
Sample restricted to Democratic and Republican members representing districts located at least 100 miles from the
U.S. Capitol. Sample is further restricted to members who were the sole occupant of the office for that Congress.
The dependent variable is the logged duration of travel back to the district in a given Congress. The electoral threat
variable is coded =1 if the member represents a district in which their share of the two-party vote in the prior
election ≤ 52.5%. Control variables include distance in miles from the U.S. Capitol, tenure, majority party status, party
indicator, committee chair status, ranking member status, majority party leader status, and minority party leader status.

18



Table A.9: Electoral Threat: Travel to the District, Alternative Threshold: 57.5%

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Electoral threat (57.5 threshold) 0.140∗ 0.045 0.152∗ 0.060 0.164∗ 0.071∗ 0.077∗ 0.067

(0.032) (0.031) (0.031) (0.031) (0.036) (0.034) (0.037) (0.038)
Congress FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes
Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
State FEs No No Yes Yes No No No No
Member FEs No No No No No No Yes Yes
State-Party-Congress FEs No No No No Yes Yes No No
Observations 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679
Clusters 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048
Robust standard errors clustered by member in parentheses. * p < 0.05.
Sample restricted to Democratic and Republican members representing districts located at least 100 miles from the
U.S. Capitol. Sample is further restricted to members who were the sole occupant of the office for that Congress.
The dependent variable is the logged duration of travel back to the district in a given Congress. The electoral threat
variable is coded =1 if the member represents a district in which their share of the two-party vote in the prior
election ≤ 57.5%. Control variables include distance in miles from the U.S. Capitol, tenure, majority party status, party
indicator, committee chair status, ranking member status, majority party leader status, and minority party leader status.

19



A.3 Measuring Non-Travel Outcomes

A.3.1 Measure Definitions

This section provides additional details and information on themeasurement of the non-travel
outcomes examined in the paper. These outcomes include both the district-oriented (non-travel)
outcomes and the chamber-oriented outcomes included in Table 1 in the paper:

Floor speeches – This measure is simply the count of distinct statements made on the
floor of the U.S. House that are at least 200 words in length. Due to its skewed distribution,
the measure is log-transformed.

Floor utterances – This measure is the count of distinct statements made on the floor of
any length (including those of less than 200 words). Again, due to its skewed distribution,
the measure is log-transformed. While the 200-word threshold for floor speeches likely
implies a more substantive contribution to the day’s debates, the floor utterances measure
only implies presence and activity on the floor. Thus, we consider it to be a useful measure
of attention to the happenings on the floor.

Local phrases – To construct our measure, we identify the top five census places in each
district based on population of the place within that district as well as the top five counties
in each district ranked by the same population overlap criterion. We search for references to
these places and counties, references to each member’s state of residence, and the following
other terms: “district”, “community”, “neighborhood” and “home state”. We take the ratio
of the count of the total number of local references to the count of floor speeches. Note
that because our measure requires that we have a mapping between census places and
congressional district boundaries, this measure is only available beginning in the 102nd
Congress (1991-1992).

Roll-call attendance – We calculate the attendance rate by taking the count of roll calls
in a Congress in which the member casts a “yea,” “nay,” or “present” vote divided by the
total number of roll calls in that Congress during which the representative was in office.
We consider paired votes to be missed votes.

Roll-call ideological extremity – To construct our roll-call ideological extremity mea-
sure, we simply take the absolute value of the first dimension of the Nokken-Poole score.
We use Nokken-Poole scores, as they allow members to float ideologically across Con-
gresses and do not assume linear movement across careers. Folding scores makes the in-
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correct assumption that zero represents the position of a true moderate rather than zero
being an arbitrary position in the ideological space. Thus, we also report results below, us-
ing an alternative construction of the ideological extremity measure, which avoids making
this incorrect assumption. Results are nearly identical using the alternative measure.

Commemorative bill sponsorship – The count of commemorative bills sponsored by the
representative as classified byVolden andWiseman (2014). They note that this classification
includes bills providing for a (re)naming as well as other types of commemorative actions.
This count is log-transformed.

Substantive bill sponsorship – The count of substantive bills sponsored by the represen-
tative as classified by Volden and Wiseman (2014). The set of substantive bills represents
the complement of commemorative bills (in other words, bills that are not classified as
commemorative are deemed substantive). This count is also log-transformed.

Federal benefits allocated to the district – The total amount of dollars from federal
programs awarded to the congressional district as tracked through the Federal Assistance
Award Data System (FAADS), excluding entitlements and formula based grants. Berry and
Fowler (2016) assign the spending to the legislator who represented the district when the
budget bill was passed rather than when the dollars were distributed. In other words, “out-
lays in year t are assigned to the legislator who represented the district in year t −1.” Berry
and Fowler (2016) further note that “FAADS documents the transfer of almost anything
from the federal government to a domestic beneficiary and includes virtually all federal
programs other than procurement programs.” The measure is log-transformed.

A.3.2 Results for Alternative (Non-Travel) Outcome Measures

We present alternative measures for two of the outcomes related to chamber activities: ac-
tivity on the floor and roll-call ideological extremity. The primary measure of floor activity used
in the paper is the logged count of floor speeches, which we define as statements greater than
200 words in length. In this section, we consider an alternative measure that we call floor utter-
ances, which is the logged count, plus one, of statements on the floor regardless of length. While
floor speeches over 200 words likely imply a contribution of substantive content in a debate, floor
utterances likely indicate a high level of presence and activity on the floor. The count of floor
utterances is likely a very useful measure of attentiveness to lawmaking duties in chamber, as
one must be present on the floor in the chamber to make short or long statements. While we
do not observe a significant relationship between floor speeches and electoral threat in Table 4

21



(though the sign on the estimated coefficient is negative), we do observe one for floor utterances.
In addition, the estimated coefficient is of a substantively meaningful magnitude: experiencing
an electoral threat is associated with a 9-11 percent decline in floor activity as measured by ut-
terances.
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Table A.10: Electoral Threat: Alternative Outcomes

Utterances Extremity
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Electoral threat -0.099∗ -0.115∗ -0.014∗ -0.014∗
(0.047) (0.047) (0.005) (0.005)

Congress FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes
Member FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes
Controls No Yes No Yes
Observations 3,670 3,670 3,686 3,686
Clusters 1,042 1,042 1,048 1,048
Robust standard errors clustered by member in parentheses. * p < 0.05.
Sample restricted to Democratic and Republican members representing
districts located at least 100 miles from the U.S. Capitol. Sample is
further restricted to members who were the sole occupant of the office
for that Congress, and members who never switched parties during their
congressional careers. The dependent variables are the logged count,
plus 1, of statements of any length made on the floor; and the
mean-deviated, by party, Nokken-Poole Score (for Democrats, this
measure is multiplied by negative one so that higher values
indicate members who are more liberal than the party mean. The
electoral threat variable is coded =1 if the member represents a
district in which their share of the two-party vote in the prior
election ≤ 55%. Control variables include distance in miles from
the U.S. Capitol, tenure, majority party status, committee chair
status, ranking member status, majority party leader status, and
minority party leader status.
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We also present results based on an alternative measure of roll-call ideological extremity. As
discussed in the paper, while taking the absolute value of roll-call scores is the most widely used
measure, it relies on the incorrect assumption that zero represents the position of a true moderate
on the scale. The alternative measure is the mean-deviated, by party, Nokken-Poole score (for
Democrats, this measure is then multiplied by negative one). Thus, the measure for member i in
Congress t is calculated as following for Republicans and Democrats:

Ideological Extremityi t = Xi t − X̄R

Ideological Extremityi t = (Xi t − X̄D ) · (−1),

where Xi t is member i ’s Nokken-Poole score in Congress t and X̄D and X̄R are the party means
during this time period. The results based on this alternative measure are reported in columns
(3)-(4) of Table A.10. The estimated coefficients are almost identical to those in Table 5 in the
paper.

A.4 Full Regression Results

This section contains the full set of estimated coefficients for all regression tables included in
the paper and online supplemental materials that do not already report the full set of estimated
coefficients.

The full results for Table 4 are reported in Table A.11.

The full results for Table 5 are reported in Table A.12.

The full results for Table 6 are reported in Table A.13.

The full results for Table 7 are reported in Table A.14.

The full results for Table 8 are reported in Table A.15.

The full results for Table 9 are reported in Table A.16.

The full results for Table A.4 are reported in Table A.17.

The full results for Table A.5 are reported in Table A.18.

The full results for Table A.6 are reported in Table A.19.

The full results for Table A.7 are reported in Table A.20.

The full results for Table A.8 are reported in Table A.21.
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The full results for Table A.9 are reported in Table A.22.

The full results for Table A.10 are reported in Table A.23.
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Table A.11: Electoral Threat: Travel to the District

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Electoral threat 0.180∗ 0.068∗ 0.195∗ 0.087∗ 0.198∗ 0.083∗ 0.123∗ 0.111∗

(0.033) (0.033) (0.032) (0.032) (0.039) (0.036) (0.038) (0.039)
Distance from DC (miles) -0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.002)
Tenure in House -0.050∗ -0.050∗ -0.053∗ -0.081

(0.007) (0.006) (0.007) (0.056)
Majority party status 0.040 0.021 0.004

(0.037) (0.035) (0.053)
Democrat 0.022 0.035

(0.045) (0.040)
Committee Chair 0.122 0.116 0.163 0.014

(0.094) (0.084) (0.097) (0.082)
Ranking Member 0.263∗ 0.218∗ 0.307∗ 0.253∗

(0.098) (0.092) (0.100) (0.096)
Majority party leadership -0.350∗ -0.349∗ -0.424∗ -0.078

(0.169) (0.175) (0.207) (0.266)
Minority party leadership -0.024 -0.089 -0.124 0.102

(0.205) (0.150) (0.248) (0.172)
Congress FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes
Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
State FEs No No Yes Yes No No No No
Member FEs No No No No No No Yes Yes
State-Party-Congress FEs No No No No Yes Yes No No
Observations 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679
Clusters 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048
Robust standard errors clustered by member in parentheses. * p < 0.05.
Sample restricted to Democratic and Republican members representing districts located at least 100 miles from the
U.S. Capitol. Sample is further restricted to members who were the sole occupant of the office for that Congress.
The dependent variable is the logged duration of travel back to the district in a given Congress. The electoral threat
variable is coded =1 if the member represents a district in which their share of the two-party vote in the prior
election ≤ 55%.
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Table A.12: Electoral Threat: Floor Speech & Roll-Call Behavior

Floor Speeches Local Phrases Attendance Extremity
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Electoral threat -0.027 -0.048 0.164 0.215 0.002 0.001 -0.016∗ -0.015∗
(0.039) (0.039) (0.189) (0.191) (0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005)

Distance from DC (miles) 0.002 0.002 0.000 -0.000
(0.001) (0.015) (0.000) (0.000)

Tenure in House -0.068 -1.473 -0.019∗ 0.005
(0.041) (1.116) (0.006) (0.010)

Majority party status -0.093∗ 0.173 0.001 -0.001
(0.038) (0.143) (0.003) (0.006)

Committee Chair 0.318∗ -0.304 0.013 -0.008
(0.089) (0.315) (0.007) (0.013)

Ranking Member 0.196∗ -0.206 0.012 -0.015
(0.086) (0.278) (0.011) (0.012)

Majority party leadership 0.158 -0.609 -0.020 -0.027
(0.250) (0.463) (0.086) (0.046)

Minority party leadership 0.206∗ -0.961 0.040 0.014
(0.087) (0.672) (0.028) (0.021)

Congress FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Member FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
Observations 3,674 3,674 1,706 1,706 3,686 3,686 3,686 3,686
Clusters 1,045 1,045 711 711 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048
Robust standard errors clustered by member in parentheses. * p < 0.05.
Sample restricted to Democratic and Republican members representing districts located at least 100 miles
from the U.S. Capitol. Sample is further restricted to members who were the sole occupant of the office
for that Congress, and members who never switched parties during their congressional careers. The
dependent variables are the logged count, plus 1, of floor speeches made by a member in a given
Congress, the count of local phrases used by a member per floor speech, the proportion of roll-call
votes on which a member cast a vote, and the absolute value of the first dimension of a member’s
Nokken-Poole score. The electoral threat variable is coded =1 if the member represents a district
in which their share of the two-party vote in the prior election ≤ 55%.

27



Table A.13: Electoral Threat: Bill Sponsorship & Distributive Goods

Commemorative Substantive FAADS
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Electoral threat -0.004 -0.004 -0.176∗ -0.147∗ 0.035∗ 0.034∗
(0.032) (0.032) (0.045) (0.046) (0.018) (0.017)

Distance from DC (miles) 0.002∗ 0.000 0.001
(0.001) (0.002) (0.001)

Tenure in House 0.065 0.062 -0.127
(0.111) (0.073) (0.092)

Majority party status -0.035 0.190∗ 0.007
(0.029) (0.045) (0.019)

Committee Chair 0.129∗ 0.172 0.012
(0.062) (0.094) (0.038)

Ranking Member -0.039 -0.033 0.014
(0.081) (0.097) (0.035)

Majority party leadership -0.012 -0.549∗ 0.144
(0.150) (0.264) (0.095)

Minority party leadership 0.205 -0.041 0.246∗
(0.348) (0.169) (0.049)

Congress FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Member FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes
Observations 3,685 3,685 3,685 3,685 3,200 3,200
Clusters 1,047 1,047 1,047 1,047 898 898
Robust standard errors clustered by member in parentheses. * p < 0.05.
Sample restricted to Democratic and Republican members representing districts
located at least 100 miles from the U.S. Capitol. Sample is further restricted to members
who were the sole occupant of the office for that Congress, and members who never
switched parties during their congressional careers. The dependent variables are the
logged count (plus one) of commemorative bills sponsored, the logged count (plus one)
of substantive bills sponsored, and the logged (plus one) dollars awarded from federal
programs as tracked through FAADS (excluding entitlements and formula-based grants).
The electoral threat variable is coded =1 if the member represents a district in which
their share of the two-party vote in the prior election ≤ 55%.
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Table A.14: Seeking Reelection: Travel to the District

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Seeking Reelection 0.161∗ 0.076 0.195∗ 0.099∗ 0.213∗ 0.123∗ 0.096∗ 0.087

(0.041) (0.042) (0.040) (0.040) (0.050) (0.049) (0.048) (0.049)
Distance from DC (miles) -0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.002)
Tenure in House -0.051∗ -0.051∗ -0.053∗ -0.076

(0.007) (0.006) (0.007) (0.059)
Majority party status 0.040 0.020 -0.007

(0.037) (0.035) (0.051)
Democrat 0.020 0.033

(0.045) (0.040)
Committee Chair 0.128 0.121 0.166 0.018

(0.095) (0.085) (0.097) (0.083)
Ranking Member 0.267∗ 0.224∗ 0.308∗ 0.267∗

(0.099) (0.092) (0.101) (0.097)
Majority party leadership -0.356∗ -0.359∗ -0.435∗ -0.088

(0.168) (0.174) (0.205) (0.267)
Minority party leadership -0.017 -0.078 -0.120 0.077

(0.211) (0.156) (0.256) (0.170)
Congress FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes
Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
State FEs No No Yes Yes No No No No
Member FEs No No No No No No Yes Yes
State-Party-Congress FEs No No No No Yes Yes No No
Observations 3,697 3,697 3,697 3,697 3,697 3,697 3,697 3,697
Clusters 1,050 1,050 1,050 1,050 1,050 1,050 1,050 1,050
Robust standard errors clustered by member in parentheses. * p < 0.05.
Sample restricted to Democratic and Republican members representing districts located at least 100 miles from the
U.S. Capitol. Sample is further restricted to members who were the sole occupant of the office for that Congress.
The dependent variable is the logged duration of travel back to the district in a given Congress. The seeking
reelection variable is coded =1 if the member is seeking reelection during that Congress.
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Table A.15: Seeking Reelection: Floor Speech & Roll-Call Behavior

Floor Speeches Local Phrases Attendance Extremity
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Seeking Reelection 0.174∗ 0.161∗ -0.454 -0.467 0.071∗ 0.070∗ -0.006 -0.006
(0.042) (0.041) (0.241) (0.245) (0.007) (0.007) (0.006) (0.006)

Distance from DC (miles) 0.002 -0.001 0.000 0.000
(0.001) (0.014) (0.000) (0.000)

Tenure in House -0.047 -1.603 -0.011∗ 0.005
(0.045) (1.085) (0.004) (0.010)

Majority party status -0.090∗ 0.164 0.001 0.001
(0.037) (0.140) (0.003) (0.006)

Committee Chair 0.295∗ -0.276 0.006 -0.008
(0.089) (0.310) (0.007) (0.012)

Ranking Member 0.170 -0.132 0.005 -0.016
(0.087) (0.274) (0.011) (0.012)

Majority party leadership 0.131 -0.503 -0.032 -0.026
(0.249) (0.425) (0.086) (0.046)

Minority party leadership 0.173∗ -0.850 0.024 0.016
(0.080) (0.667) (0.024) (0.020)

Congress FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Member FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
Observations 3,692 3,692 1,720 1,720 3,704 3,704 3,704 3,704
Clusters 1,047 1,047 713 713 1,050 1,050 1,050 1,050
Robust standard errors clustered by member in parentheses. * p < 0.05.
Sample restricted to Democratic and Republican members representing districts located at least 100 miles
from the U.S. Capitol. Sample is further restricted to members who were the sole occupant of the office
for that Congress, and members who never switched parties during their congressional careers. The
dependent variables are the logged count, plus 1, of floor speeches made by a member in a given
Congress, the count of local phrases used by a member per floor speech, the proportion of roll-call
votes on which a member cast a vote, and the absolute value of the first dimension of a member’s
Nokken-Poole score. The seeking reelection variable is coded =1 if the member is seeking
reelection during that Congress.
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Table A.16: Electoral Threat: Bill Sponsorship & Distributive Goods

Commemorative Substantive FAADS
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Seeking Reelection -0.032 -0.034 -0.061 -0.061 0.070∗ 0.063∗
(0.037) (0.037) (0.047) (0.046) (0.025) (0.024)

Distance from DC (miles) 0.002∗ 0.001 0.001
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Tenure in House 0.061 0.062 -0.122
(0.112) (0.074) (0.089)

Majority party status -0.035 0.199∗ 0.003
(0.029) (0.044) (0.019)

Committee Chair 0.132∗ 0.162 0.014
(0.062) (0.094) (0.039)

Ranking Member -0.035 -0.059 0.017
(0.083) (0.098) (0.035)

Majority party leadership -0.009 -0.542∗ 0.139
(0.150) (0.254) (0.094)

Minority party leadership 0.209 -0.024 0.230∗
(0.345) (0.174) (0.049)

Congress FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Member FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes
Observations 3,703 3,703 3,703 3,703 3,218 3,218
Clusters 1,049 1,049 1,049 1,049 899 899
Robust standard errors clustered by member in parentheses. * p < 0.05.
Sample restricted to Democratic and Republican members representing districts
located at least 100 miles from the U.S. Capitol. Sample is further restricted to members
who were the sole occupant of the office for that Congress, and members who never
switched parties during their congressional careers. The dependent variables are the
logged count (plus one) of commemorative bills sponsored, the logged count (plus one)
of substantive bills sponsored, and the logged (plus one) dollars awarded from federal
programs as tracked through FAADS (excluding entitlements and formula-based grants).
The seeking reelection variable is coded =1 if the member is seeking reelection during
that Congress.
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Table A.17: Electoral Threat: Travel to the District, 91st-107th Congress

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Electoral threat 0.203∗ 0.093∗ 0.199∗ 0.092∗ 0.176∗ 0.062 0.109∗ 0.103∗

(0.031) (0.031) (0.030) (0.030) (0.035) (0.033) (0.036) (0.037)
Distance from DC (miles) 0.000∗ 0.001∗ 0.001∗ 0.002

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.002)
Tenure in House -0.048∗ -0.048∗ -0.050∗ 0.035

(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.036)
Majority party status 0.021 -0.001 0.008

(0.035) (0.032) (0.055)
Democrat 0.008 0.028

(0.040) (0.035)
Committee Chair 0.094 0.089 0.129 0.033

(0.088) (0.083) (0.087) (0.103)
Ranking Member 0.196 0.154 0.253∗ 0.216∗

(0.103) (0.103) (0.096) (0.108)
Majority party leadership -0.364∗ -0.391∗ -0.405∗ -0.235

(0.146) (0.153) (0.182) (0.191)
Minority party leadership -0.021 -0.181 -0.119 -0.197

(0.174) (0.138) (0.214) (0.192)
Congress FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes
Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
State FEs No No Yes Yes No No No No
Member FEs No No No No No No Yes Yes
State-Party-Congress FEs No No No No Yes Yes No No
Observations 5,177 5,177 5,177 5,177 5,177 5,177 5,177 5,177
Clusters 1,379 1,379 1,379 1,379 1,379 1,379 1,379 1,379
Robust standard errors clustered by member in parentheses. * p < 0.05.
Sample restricted to Democratic and Republican members representing districts located at least 100 miles from the
U.S. Capitol. Sample is further restricted to members who were the sole occupant of the office for that Congress.
The dependent variable is the logged duration of travel back to the district in a given Congress. The electoral threat
variable is coded =1 if the member represents a district in which their share of the two-party vote in the prior
election ≤ 55%.
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Table A.18: Electoral Threat: Count of Trips to the District

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Electoral threat 0.135∗ 0.028 0.149∗ 0.046 0.146∗ 0.035 0.099∗ 0.088∗

(0.033) (0.031) (0.031) (0.030) (0.039) (0.036) (0.038) (0.039)
Distance from DC (miles) -0.000∗ 0.000 0.000 0.000

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.002)
Tenure in House -0.050∗ -0.050∗ -0.052∗ -0.060

(0.007) (0.007) (0.008) (0.054)
Majority party status 0.062 0.053 0.017

(0.037) (0.035) (0.056)
Democrat 0.057 0.053

(0.044) (0.040)
Committee Chair 0.156 0.161 0.232∗ 0.054

(0.096) (0.090) (0.104) (0.087)
Ranking Member 0.286∗ 0.248∗ 0.311∗ 0.272∗

(0.090) (0.085) (0.090) (0.105)
Majority party leadership -0.131 -0.133 -0.178 0.030

(0.163) (0.182) (0.236) (0.259)
Minority party leadership 0.110 0.098 0.031 0.094

(0.200) (0.152) (0.218) (0.146)
Congress FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes
Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
State FEs No No Yes Yes No No No No
Member FEs No No No No No No Yes Yes
State-Party-Congress FEs No No No No Yes Yes No No
Observations 3,686 3,686 3,686 3,686 3,686 3,686 3,686 3,686
Clusters 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048
Robust standard errors clustered by member in parentheses. * p < 0.05.
Sample restricted to Democratic and Republican members representing districts located at least 100 miles from the
U.S. Capitol. Sample is further restricted to members who were the sole occupant of the office for that Congress.
The dependent variable is the logged number of trips back to the district in a given Congress. The electoral threat
variable is coded =1 if the member represents a district in which their share of the two-party vote in the prior
election ≤ 55%.
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Table A.19: Electoral Threat: Total Travel Expenditures

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Electoral threat 0.120∗ 0.022 0.117∗ 0.024 0.123∗ 0.022 0.036 0.024

(0.033) (0.031) (0.030) (0.029) (0.035) (0.032) (0.036) (0.037)
Distance from DC (miles) 0.000∗ 0.001∗ 0.001∗ 0.000

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001)
Tenure in House -0.048∗ -0.046∗ -0.048∗ -0.057

(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.055)
Majority party status 0.051 0.024 -0.035

(0.036) (0.033) (0.047)
Democrat 0.020 0.022

(0.042) (0.036)
Committee Chair 0.211∗ 0.195∗ 0.226∗ -0.008

(0.087) (0.082) (0.094) (0.109)
Ranking Member 0.275∗ 0.190∗ 0.274∗ 0.164

(0.087) (0.080) (0.089) (0.084)
Majority party leadership 0.145 0.109 0.095 0.227

(0.164) (0.172) (0.219) (0.231)
Minority party leadership 0.676∗ 0.501∗ 0.324∗ 0.433∗

(0.094) (0.101) (0.153) (0.094)
Congress FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes
Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
State FEs No No Yes Yes No No No No
Member FEs No No No No No No Yes Yes
State-Party-Congress FEs No No No No Yes Yes No No
Observations 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679
Clusters 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048
Robust standard errors clustered by member in parentheses. * p < 0.05.
Sample restricted to Democratic and Republican members representing districts located at least 100 miles from the
U.S. Capitol. Sample is further restricted to members who were the sole occupant of the office for that Congress.
The dependent variable is the logged, plus one, total expenditures related to travel. The electoral threat
variable is coded =1 if the member represents a district in which their share of the two-party vote in the prior
election ≤ 55%.
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Table A.20: Electoral Threat: Travel to the District, Sample Restriction: >200 Miles from Capitol

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Electoral threat 0.179∗ 0.085∗ 0.185∗ 0.096∗ 0.182∗ 0.087∗ 0.122∗ 0.110∗

(0.031) (0.030) (0.032) (0.031) (0.039) (0.036) (0.039) (0.039)
Distance from DC (miles) -0.000∗ 0.000 -0.000 -0.001

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.002)
Tenure in House -0.040∗ -0.041∗ -0.043∗ -0.058

(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.052)
Majority party status 0.021 0.016 -0.018

(0.032) (0.032) (0.047)
Democrat -0.003 0.001

(0.036) (0.037)
Committee Chair 0.053 0.060 0.118 -0.018

(0.076) (0.072) (0.091) (0.070)
Ranking Member 0.157 0.150 0.236∗ 0.164

(0.093) (0.092) (0.102) (0.085)
Majority party leadership -0.470∗ -0.484∗ -0.571∗ -0.160

(0.166) (0.160) (0.194) (0.281)
Minority party leadership -0.197 -0.172 -0.199 -0.029

(0.197) (0.155) (0.246) (0.174)
Congress FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes
Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
State FEs No No Yes Yes No No No No
Member FEs No No No No No No Yes Yes
State-Party-Congress FEs No No No No Yes Yes No No
Observations 3,353 3,353 3,353 3,353 3,353 3,353 3,353 3,353
Clusters 959 959 959 959 959 959 959 959
Robust standard errors clustered by member in parentheses. * p < 0.05.
Sample restricted to Democratic and Republican members representing districts located at least 200 miles from the
U.S. Capitol. Sample is further restricted to members who were the sole occupant of the office for that Congress.
The dependent variable is the logged duration of travel back to the district in a given Congress. The electoral threat
variable is coded =1 if the member represents a district in which their share of the two-party vote in the prior
election ≤ 55%.
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Table A.21: Electoral Threat: Travel to the District, Alternative Threshold: 52.5%

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Electoral threat (52.5 threshold) 0.129∗ 0.012 0.168∗ 0.054 0.199∗ 0.080 0.117∗ 0.100

(0.046) (0.046) (0.043) (0.043) (0.050) (0.048) (0.050) (0.052)
Distance from DC (miles) -0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.002)
Tenure in House -0.052∗ -0.051∗ -0.053∗ -0.086

(0.007) (0.006) (0.007) (0.058)
Majority party status 0.039 0.020 -0.000

(0.037) (0.035) (0.053)
Democrat 0.023 0.036

(0.045) (0.040)
Committee Chair 0.127 0.121 0.167 0.020

(0.094) (0.083) (0.097) (0.082)
Ranking Member 0.271∗ 0.224∗ 0.309∗ 0.256∗

(0.098) (0.092) (0.100) (0.097)
Majority party leadership -0.347∗ -0.346∗ -0.420∗ -0.077

(0.169) (0.175) (0.206) (0.266)
Minority party leadership -0.011 -0.075 -0.112 0.096

(0.210) (0.154) (0.251) (0.170)
Congress FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes
Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
State FEs No No Yes Yes No No No No
Member FEs No No No No No No Yes Yes
State-Party-Congress FEs No No No No Yes Yes No No
Observations 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679
Clusters 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048
Robust standard errors clustered by member in parentheses. * p < 0.05.
Sample restricted to Democratic and Republican members representing districts located at least 100 miles from the
U.S. Capitol. Sample is further restricted to members who were the sole occupant of the office for that Congress.
The dependent variable is the logged duration of travel back to the district in a given Congress. The electoral threat
variable is coded =1 if the member represents a district in which their share of the two-party vote in the prior
election ≤ 52.5%.
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Table A.22: Electoral Threat: Travel to the District, Alternative Threshold: 57.5%

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Electoral threat (57.5 threshold) 0.140∗ 0.045 0.152∗ 0.060 0.164∗ 0.071∗ 0.077∗ 0.067

(0.032) (0.031) (0.031) (0.031) (0.036) (0.034) (0.037) (0.038)
Distance from DC (miles) -0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.002)
Tenure in House -0.051∗ -0.051∗ -0.053∗ -0.077

(0.007) (0.006) (0.007) (0.057)
Majority party status 0.041 0.021 0.003

(0.037) (0.035) (0.053)
Democrat 0.023 0.036

(0.045) (0.040)
Committee Chair 0.123 0.117 0.164 0.016

(0.095) (0.084) (0.097) (0.082)
Ranking Member 0.267∗ 0.223∗ 0.309∗ 0.262∗

(0.097) (0.092) (0.100) (0.097)
Majority party leadership -0.351∗ -0.350∗ -0.425∗ -0.079

(0.169) (0.175) (0.206) (0.268)
Minority party leadership -0.022 -0.087 -0.129 0.088

(0.209) (0.155) (0.254) (0.176)
Congress FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes
Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
State FEs No No Yes Yes No No No No
Member FEs No No No No No No Yes Yes
State-Party-Congress FEs No No No No Yes Yes No No
Observations 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679
Clusters 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048
Robust standard errors clustered by member in parentheses. * p < 0.05.
Sample restricted to Democratic and Republican members representing districts located at least 100 miles from the
U.S. Capitol. Sample is further restricted to members who were the sole occupant of the office for that Congress.
The dependent variable is the logged duration of travel back to the district in a given Congress. The electoral threat
variable is coded =1 if the member represents a district in which their share of the two-party vote in the prior
election ≤ 57.5%.
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Table A.23: Electoral Threat: Alternative Outcomes

Utterances Extremity
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Electoral threat -0.099∗ -0.115∗ -0.014∗ -0.014∗
(0.047) (0.047) (0.005) (0.005)

Distance from DC (miles) 0.002 -0.000
(0.002) (0.000)

Tenure in House -0.014 0.006
(0.065) (0.010)

Majority party status -0.044 -0.002
(0.052) (0.006)

Committee Chair 0.485∗ -0.007
(0.122) (0.013)

Ranking Member 0.267∗ -0.013
(0.116) (0.013)

Majority party leadership 0.097 -0.028
(0.425) (0.045)

Minority party leadership -0.012 0.011
(0.309) (0.020)

Congress FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes
Member FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes
Controls No Yes No Yes
Observations 3,670 3,670 3,686 3,686
Clusters 1,042 1,042 1,048 1,048
Robust standard errors clustered by member in parentheses. * p < 0.05.
Sample restricted to Democratic and Republican members representing
districts located at least 100 miles from the U.S. Capitol. Sample is
further restricted to members who were the sole occupant of the office
for that Congress, and members who never switched parties during their
congressional careers. The dependent variables are the logged count,
plus 1, of statements of any length made on the floor; and the
mean-deviated, by party, Nokken-Poole Score (for Democrats, this
measure is multiplied by negative one so that higher values
indicate members who are more liberal than the party mean. The
electoral threat variable is coded =1 if the member represents a
district in which their share of the two-party vote in the prior
election ≤ 55%.
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