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How responsive are elected oXcials to the communities they represent? In designing the
 American system of government, the Founders paid close attention to how institutional struc-
 tures would provide incentives for elected oXcials to remain attentive to their constituents. For
 instance, in Federalist 52, Madison wrote that “frequent elections are unquestionably the only pol-
 icy” by which members of the House of Representatives would “have an immediate dependence
 on, and an intimate sympathy with, the people.” Scholarly research on the eUect of electoral in-
 stitutions, such as term limits (e.g. Bernhardt, Dubey and Hughson 2004; Carey 1998), the secret
 ballot (e.g. Engstrom 2012; Katz and Sala 1996), and the rules governing participation in party
 primaries (e.g. Gerber and Morton 1998; McGhee et al. 2014), on legislative outcomes frequently
 focuses on how those institutions aUect incentives for legislative behavior. If elected oXcials are
 motivated by the goal of re-election (Mayhew 1974), identifying how electoral institutions aUect
 legislators’ incentives to achieve that goal is important for understanding their behavior while
 in oXce.
 A signiVcant body of scholarship argues that single-member districts (SMD) andmulti-member
 districts (MMD) oUer dramatically diUerent incentives for legislative behavior (Cox 1990; Dow
 1998; Magar, Rosenblum and Samuels 1998). Though legislators from both systems draw upon
 their personal reputations and their party’s reputations when seeking re-election, the relative
 emphasis varies across electoral institutions. Legislators elected from SMD are generally posited
 to have greater incentives to cultivate a personal vote because they must distinguish themselves
 from their competitors.1 In contrast, legislators elected under MMD are less individually identi-
 Vable apart from their party, and thus are motivated primarily to support their party’s program
 and collective reputation. The diUerent incentive structures provided by SMD and MMD thus
 have important implications for how legislators represent their constituents under these systems.
 Consistent with these expectations, previous research has shown that legislators elected under
 1As I will discuss, this argument may not necessarily be true under open-list proportional representation systemsor in single non-transferable vote systems.
 1
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MMD exhibit less responsiveness to constituent preferences as a whole (Richardson, Russell and
 Cooper 2004) relative to narrower subconstituencies (Hirano 2006), report reduced incentives
 to engage in constituency service (Heitshusen, Young and Wood 2005; Kerevel 2015; Lancaster
 and Patterson 1990), are held less accountable for their behavior in oXce (Lancaster 1986), and
 engage in higher levels of corruption (Chang and Golden 2007; Kunicova and Rose-Ackerman
 2005; Persson, Tabellini and Trebbi 2003).
 In this paper, I build upon these literatures and other recent research on nineteenth-century
 distributive politics (e.g., Rogowski 2016) to study how districting institutions aUect the provi-
 sion of particularistic goods. Though prior theoretical work predicts that SMD increases the
 provision of distributive goods relative to MMD (e.g., Ashworth and Bueno De Mesquita 2006;
 Cain, Ferejohn and Fiorina 1984, 1987; Dixit and Londregan 1995), the empirical scholarship has
 produced limited evidence in support of this expectation (e.g., Hirano 2006; Snyder and Ueda
 2007). I use data on county-level post oXce locations to study the distribution of particularistic
 goods in the United States between 1876 and 1896, a period in which many states elected at-
 large congressional representatives. I use a diUerences-in-diUerences approach to identify the
 consequences of at-large districting on the provision of federal post oXces.The data reveal that
 the use of at-large congressional districting signiVcantly reduced the number of new post oXces
 established in those areas; on average, counties included in at-large districting schemes received
 approximately 9 percent fewer post oXces. I further show that the negative eUects of at-large
 representation were especially large in counties with low levels of electoral competition, which
 suggests an important interaction in how electoral institutions change legislators’ incentives to
 target core partisan constituencies. The Vndings have important implications for how electoral
 incentives aUect patterns of legislative representation and inform debates over the use of alter-
 native districting plans.
 2
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Districting Institutions and Legislative Behavior
 Scholars emphasize the importance of legislators’ electoral incentives for structuring pat-
 terns of political representation (Cain, Ferejohn and Fiorina 1987; Mayhew 1974). Motivated by
 the desire to win reelection, legislators engage in behaviors that enhance both their personal
 reputations as well as their party’s reputation. However, the degree to which legislators invest
 eUort in bolstering their personal reputation as opposed to their party’s reputation depends on
 the nature of the electoral system. ChieWy, legislators will invest greater eUort in developing
 a personal reputation as the electoral system better enables voters to distinguish one legislator
 from her competitors.
 Research in comparative politics has long recognized that electoral institutions aUect legis-
 lators’ incentives to cultivate personal reputations. One prominent line of research in this area
 focuses on how these incentives are inWuenced by district magnitude, or the number of legisla-
 tors elected to represent a given electoral district (e.g., Carey and Shugart 1995; Cox 1990; Downs
 1957). For instance, in a two-party single-member district, Downs (1957) shows that the parties
 have incentives to converge at the location of the median voter. Cox (1990) expands upon this
 model by studying how various features of the electoral system lead candidates and parties to
 develop relatively moderate or extreme ideological positions, and shows that legislators are more
 likely to cluster around the center of the distribution of voter ideologies as district magnitude de-
 creases. In further extensions, Dow (1998) and Magar, Rosenblum and Samuels (1998) use spatial
 models of competition to explain legislator ideologies in Chile, and conclude that reforms un-
 dertaken to create multi-member districts and an open-list ballot system have led to an increase
 in ideological extremism rather than producing more moderate legislators. The insight from
 these theoretical models suggest that increased district magnitude is associated with a decrease
 in responsiveness to the district median voter.2
 2This expectation may not be expected to hold in scenarios where political partners created bailiwicks that thenbecame the exclusive province of a particular incumbent. This coordination would produce strong incentives for
 3
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District magnitude aUects responsiveness because it structures how legislators attempt to
 secure re-election. Under SMD (district magnitude of 1), legislators have geographically-deVned
 constituencies, and thus have incentives to engage in behavior that secures a suXcient level of
 support among constituents residing in that district (Carey and Shugart 1995; Lancaster 1986).
 In this situation, legislators can be clearly distinguished from their opponents, and thus focus on
 developing personal reputations. But when district magnitude is greater than one (under MMD),
 legislators have reduced incentives to cultivate support and personal reputations among the full
 geographic constituency.3 As Lancaster (1986) summarizes the literature in comparative poli-
 tics, “the electoral accountability linkage is strongest in countries with single-member districts
 and weakest in those with at-large districts.” Thus, this perspective suggests that MMD gener-
 ates weaker incentives for legislators to produce centrist voting records because their reelection
 prospects depend instead on the collective reputation of their party.4
 Empirical research in a wide variety of contexts generally supports the expectation that leg-
 islators under SMD exhibit behavior that better reWects the importance of personal reputation.
 Studies of U.S. state legislatures Vnd that SMD is associated with more ideologically moderate
 voting behavior. For instance, Adams (1996) shows that Illinois state legislatures elected under
 MMD were more ideologically diverse than legislators elected under SMD, while Richardson,
 Russell and Cooper (2004) show that members of the Arizona lower chamber (elected under
 MMD) compiled more ideologically extreme roll call positions relative to members of the up-
 per chamber (elected under SMD). Cross-national research also shows that MMD is associated
 with higher levels of corruption, due perhaps to the weaker links between an individual legisla-
 tor’s behavior and her subsequent electoral returns. For instance, Kunicova and Rose-Ackerman
 legislators to respond to their particular bailiwick (Crisp and Desposato 2004), though the level of responsiveness tothe constituency as a whole would depend upon its resemblance to the bailiwick (see also Schiller 2000).
 3The number of candidates for whom voters may cast votes may also play an important role. For instance, whenvoters can support only a single candidate, the candidates cannot run primarily or exclusively on the party label,while legislative candidates may have more incentives to do so as voters have as many votes as there are seats.
 4Of course, individual legislators’ behavior may also aUect the collective party reputation.
 4
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(2005) argue that the increased monitoring by voters and the opposition party leads to decreased
 corruption in SMD systems.
 Incentives for Legislative Particularism
 Extending the account oUered above, district magnitude also has important implications for
 legislators’ incentives to engage in particularistic behavior.5 Single-member districts provide
 greater incentives for legislators to engage in constituency service because the provision of ser-
 vice helps enhance those legislators’ personal reputations Cain, Ferejohn and Fiorina (1984).
 Ashworth and Bueno De Mesquita (2006) formalize the relationship between districting institu-
 tions and the incentives for providing particularistic goods. In their model, incumbent legislators
 devote eUort to providing particularistic and collective goods, and the legislature creates national
 policy. Voters then observe the level of constituency service provided to their district. Impor-
 tantly, voters do not observe the amount of particularistic goods produced by their incumbent
 legislator, but only the total level provided to the district. However, because voters in MMD do
 not know which of their legislators was responsible for the particularistic beneVts they received,
 they do not know how to apportion credit across their legislative delegation, which thus gen-
 erates free-riding incentives. In contrast, SMD enables voters to learn about their legislator’s
 ability to provide particularistic beneVts, and thus place greater weight on legislators’ individ-
 ual characteristics. As a consequence, SMD provides greater incentives for legislators to invest
 in constituency service. Weingast, Shepsle and Johnsen (1981) argue that these incentives are
 responsible for promoting greater ineXciency in the provision of goods under SMD.
 However, Snyder and Ueda (2007) identify several countervailing factors that could increase
 particularism under MMD relative to SMD. First, under SMD, some particularistic goods may re-
 5Consistent with prior research on the topic (e.g., Ashworth and Bueno De Mesquita 2006), I assume that legis-lators have a choice between investing eUort in providing local goods that are targeted to a legislator’s geographicconstituency, and collective goods that are shared by all. Thus, devoting eUort to local goods decreases the eUortinvested in securing collective goods. The costs of providing both sets of goods, however, are shared collectively.
 5
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quire cooperation between the legislator and state or local oXcials from outside the legislator’s
 district. Legislators may view these externalities as suXciently costly, and thus reduce their ef-
 fort at securing particularistic goods.6 Second, SMD may produce collective choice problems by
 generating disagreement among legislators about to prioritize various goods. Third, SMD may
 weaken the incentives for legislators to behave cooperatively in their attempts to secure partic-
 ularistic goods, while simply having more legislators working on securing goods for the same
 constituency could increase their provision. Finally, MMD could increase risk-averse legislators’
 particularistic eUorts because voters do not know to whom to assign blame for failing to secure
 local goods.
 Despite a large theoretical scholarship on the relationship between electoral institutions and
 legislative behavior, the empirical relationship between districting and distributive politics is
 less clear. Much of the evidence is indirect, and has been collected through legislative surveys.
 For instance, in a survey of representatives in the West German Bundestag, Lancaster and Pat-
 terson (1990) showed that legislators elected in SMD reported greater incentives to engage in
 constituency service, Heitshusen, Young and Wood (2005) surveyed members of parliament in
 Australia, Canada, Ireland, New Zealand, and the United Kingdom, and found that legislators
 from MMD reported placing less priority on constituency service than MPs under SMD. Other
 research has studied legislators’ attempts to secure particularized beneVts. For instance, Kerevel
 (2015) shows that Mexican legislators elected under SMD Vled more budgetary amendments on
 behalf of their constituents than legislators elected under MMD, and Crisp et al. (2004) show that
 legislators elected under SMD in Latin America initiate more bills with parochial emphases.7
 6This account further suggests that the relationship between districting institutions and particularistism couldvary depending on the nature of the good Primo and Snyder Jr. (see, e.g., 2008)..
 7Crisp et al. (2004) further show that this relationship depends on the nature of the ballot. Under closed lists,when legislators do not have the ability to distinguish themselves individually, SMD decreases parochial service.However, open lists allow legislators to use their personal reputations to secure votes, and thus SMD increaseslegislators’ attempts to secure local goods. These Vndings are entirely consistent with the model posited by Careyand Shugart (1995) and with the account posited here that links districting to a legislator’s ability to secure re-election by cultivating a personal reputation.
 6
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However, these studies do not measure legislators’ success in securing these provisions. The two
 best studies in this area, moreover, Vnd that MMD increases particularism. For instance, Snyder
 and Ueda (2007) study the provision of state transfers to local governments in the U.S. from 1968
 to 1984, a period during which many states changed districting procedures. In contrast with the
 theoretical accounts that stress the importance of free-riding incentives, they Vnd that local gov-
 ernments represented by multimember districts received increased transfers. Hirano (2006) lever-
 ages electoral reforms undertaken in Japan in 1925 and 1994, and Vnds that legislators elected
 under MMD had stronger incentives to cultivate a geographically-speciVc personal vote due to
 party competition and the single non-transferable vote system. These two studies suggest that
 the type of MMD may also have important implications for particularistic incentives.
 Not only may electoral institutions shape legislators’ incentives to provide particularistic
 beneVts, but the form of electoral institutions may also aUect whom legislators target with lo-
 cal goods. Based on insights oUered by McGillivray (2004), reelection-seeking legislators should
 prefer to target those constituents for whom the particularistic goods can provide the greatest
 impact. Because votes are valued evenly in MMD elections, legislators in these systems should
 direct local beneVts to their core party supporters who are already predisposed to support them
 and thus the marginal costs of these votes are relatively low. Under SMD, however, votes are
 more valuable from marginal or swing constituencies, whose support can determine whether
 legislators win or lose. Thus, legislators under SMD should target swing constituencies. Studies
 of distributive politics in individual countries provide empirical conVrmation for this expecta-
 tion. For instance, Arulampalama et al. (2009) study the distribution of local goods under SMD
 in India and Vnd that swing constituencies receive disproportionately greater beneVts, while
 Golden and Picci (2008) Vnd that core constituencies were rewarded to greater degrees in Italy
 under MMD. Moreover, Hirano (2006) Vnds that changing districting from SMD to MMD led
 incumbent legislators to target expenditures to more narrow geographic constituencies which
 provided their core bases of support.
 7
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Based on the discussion above, I subject two key hypotheses to empirical testing. First, I test
 the hypothesis that the provision of distributive goods is greater under SMD than under MMD.
 Second, I test whether SMD is associated with systematically greater distribution of particularis-
 tic beneVts to electorally marginal constituencies relative to MMD. I test these hypotheses in the
 context of U.S. House elections between 1876 and 1896, a period in which federal policymaking
 was “usually of a distributive nature” (McCormick 1986, 206) and “the federal government turned
 out little but land disposal programs, shipping subsidies, tariUs, internal improvements, and the
 like” (Lowi 1972, 301). Americans appeared to express clear demands for distributive resources
 in the nineteenth century. For instance, according to McCormick (1979, 286), “[d]istributive
 decisions may have been roughly what the American people wanted, but the details of such
 policies perpetually fueled conWict.” Federal resources were a valuable currency for members
 of Congress, and disagreement over the provision of these beneVts inspired much debate, both
 within Congress and between Congress and executive branch agencies. The conWict over the
 distribution of federal resources implies that members of Congress perceived beneVts to secur-
 ing them, and the provision of federal projects, such as roads, bridges, and post oXces, enabled
 members of Congress to claim credit for their work on behalf of their constituents.
 Though the electoral environment during the late nineteenth century diUered considerably
 from the contemporary era, legislators during this time period were highly motivated to serve
 their constituencies. According to Carson and Jenkins (2011), many of the necessary conditions
 for the electoral connection were in place by the late nineteenth century, as legislators were
 motivated to satisfy the demands not only of their constituents but also from state and local party
 organizations. Bryce (1995, 197) observed that “[a]n ambitious congressman is therefore forced to
 think day and night of his re-nomination,” and attempts to secure it with “grants from the Federal
 treasury for local purposes.” House careerism increased following Reconstruction (Kernell 1977;
 Stewart 1989) and the emergence of quality congressional challengers during this time period
 responded to the same strategic incentives as in the contemporary era (Carson and Roberts 2005,
 8

Page 10
                        

2013). Legislators likely perceived incentives to secure distributive goods for credit-claiming
 purposes (Mayhew 1974) due to the large number of congressional elections that were intensely
 contested and narrowly decided (Engstrom 2012). As but one example, in May 1886 the St.
 Louis Post-Dispatch wrote of a particularly brutal post oXce debate in the House, and speculated
 that Rep. Albert Willis of Kentucky may “have a hard Vght for renomination on account of his
 decision in the Louisville Post-oXce case.”8 Even if voters themselves had weakened capacity to
 sanction and reward legislators due to balloting institutions and other factors, political parties
 were acutely aware of legislators’ behavior. Advocates of civil service reform routinely argued
 that it would weaken the role of state and local parties by eliminating legislators’ attention to
 patronage concerns and thus generate greater responsiveness to legislators’ constituencies.9
 Data and Empirical Strategy
 To test the hypotheses outlined above, I study the distribution of post oXces in the United
 States from 1876 to 1896.10 This approach improves upon most existing literature by employing
 an empirical strategy well-suited to identifying the causal eUect of switching between SMD and
 MMD. First, and similar to Hirano (2006), I study the provision of particularistic goods within a
 single institutional context. Previous research on the eUects of districting has tended to employ
 inter-interstitutional research designs and compared legislative behavior across countries (e.g.,
 Crisp et al. 2004) or chambers of the same state or country (Adams 1996; Richardson, Russell
 and Cooper 2004), or has studied cross-sectional diUerences in behavior among legislators in
 the same chamber but elected through diUerent districting rules (Kerevel 2015). However, this
 approach could generate misleading results if other features of the institutional environment are
 8T.C. Crawford, “Post-oXce Fights: Contests that will Figure in the Fall Campaign,” St. Louis Post-Dispatch, May25, 1886, page 4.
 9The overwhelming majority of postal workers were not aUected by the Pendleton Act, which targeted only thelargest post oXces in the largest cities. Widespread civil service protection was not extended to postal workers untilafter the turn of the century.
 10These data come from Rogowski (2016).
 9
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also correlated with the behavioral outcome in question. By holding Vxed the institutional con-
 text, I can largely isolate the eUect of districting institutions from other potential confounders.
 Second, within this Vxed context, I leverage temporal changes in the use of SMD versus MMD,
 which further strengthens the ability to rule out the possibility that any observed eUects are due
 to potential confounding variables.
 The dependent variable in this analysis is the number of federal post oXces per county, and
 was collected from the United States OXcial Postal Guide for even years from 1876 to 1896.11 This
 time period represents an appropriate setting in which to study the distribution of post oXces
 given the initial publication of the Postal Guide in 1874, and the beginning of rural free delivery in
 1986 which altered the need for continued post oXce expansion. During the nineteenth century,
 the post oXce was the most visible indicator of the American state in local communities (John
 1995), and plays a prominent role in accounts of American political development near the turn
 of the twentieth century (Carpenter 2001; Kernell and McDonald 1999; Skowronek 1982). Post
 oXces were desired by and distributed to every corner of the country, and expanded dramatically
 over this time period, from approximately 36,000 locations in 1876 to more than 69,000 by 1896.
 Accordingly, the post oXce constituted an increasingly large proportion of federal expenditures,
 and accounted for 18% of the total domestic federal budget by 1896. The mean [median] number
 of post oXces per county increased from 15 [11] in 1876 to 25 [21] by 1896.
 Post oXces provided two key sources of distributive beneVts. First, citizens actively sought
 post oXce locations, as the Postmaster General’s oXce received thousands of petitions from
 local communities requesting the establishment of a new post oXce and legislators frequently
 contacted the Postmaster General’s oXce on behalf of constituent requests. Second, legislators
 themselves saw post oXces as important resources because of their importance for patronage
 11However, guides could not be located for the years 1884 or 1888, and thus in their place we used informationfrom the guides published in January 1885 and January 1889, respectively. In addition, the Vrst page of the listingsof post oXces is missing from the only Postal Guide that could be located for 1876. Thus, data are missing for abouthalf of the counties in Alabama for that year.
 10
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considerations. Resources such as posts oXces enabled legislators to repay debts owed to party
 organizations and other sponsors who facilitated their nomination and election James (2006);
 Kernell (2001).12 Local appointments to post oXces were then used by legislators to reward
 supporters and secure future loyalties, and thus the number of post oXces in a given county
 reWects a clear measure of federal intervention into local communities.
 Importantly, members of Congress had little direct authority over the establishment of post
 oXces. Communities around the country submitted petitions to the Postmaster General’s oXce,
 and the Fourth Assistant Postmaster General was primarily responsible for determining where
 post oXces were sited.13 Local constituents also frequently contacted their member of Congress,
 members of the Post OXces and Post Roads Committee, and the president himself to request
 a new post oXce. Members of Congress frequently contacted the Postmaster General’s oXce
 about a post oXce location of a post oXce appointment; for instance, Kernell and McDonald
 (1999) report that House members during this time period spent a quarter to a third of their time
 on postal-related aUairs. Because the establishment of post oXces required legislators to expend
 costly eUort on extra-legislative aUairs, a county’s success in securing additional post oXces is a
 reasonable measure of particularism.
 The key independent variable distinguishes counties in states that used at-large districting
 institutions to elect members of the House of Representatives.14 The Apportionment Act of 1842
 12For instance, referring to the time period around the end of Reconstruction, Kernell (2001, 103) writes that“politicians were deeply enmeshed in a system of patronage and graft reWecting their indebtedness to the localand state political parties without whose support their careers would have languished.” In related work, Kernelland McDonald (1999) argue that electoral incentives motivated members of Congress to launch postal reform andextend the rural free delivery program around the turn of the twentieth century.
 13For a lucid description of this process, see Cushing (1893, 277-298).14Particularistic goods, including post oXces, were not solely determined by House members, and indeed mem-
 bers of the Senate likely perceived similar incentives as US House members for securing postal locations. Under-standing the consequences of electoral institutions for distributive politics are inWuenced by bicameralism is animportant opportunity for additional theoretical and empirical research. If multimember districting does indeedreduce the provision of distributive goods among House members, one may wonder whether Senators from stateswith at-large districting in place would stand idly by rather than attempt to work harder to secure additional dis-tributive resources. However, if the use of at-large districting for House elections spurred Senators from those statesto devote increased eUorts to securing postal locations, then the results shown below are likely to underestimate theeUect of at-large districting.
 11
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required that all members of Congress were elected from single-member districts, though sev-
 eral states (including Georgia, Mississippi, Missouri, and New Hampshire) continued to elect
 representatives at-large in deVance of the Act.15 The Apportionment Act of 1850 removed the
 single-member district requirement. Many states used at-large districting throughout the nine-
 teenth century and much of the twentieth century, until the Voting Rights Act of 1965 required
 states to reapportion into single-member districts. A 1967 law passed by Congress further re-
 quires that all members of Congress are elected from single-member districts.
 A number of states used at-large districts to elect representatives to the U.S. House of Repre-
 sentatives between 1876 and 1896.16 These at-large districts were generally used in combination
 with single-member districts, in which states elected a number of their congressional represen-
 tatives through single-member districts while also electing one or more at-large representatives
 that were chosen state-wide. Voters in these states could thus cast a vote for a candidate in
 their geographic congressional district, and also for candidates competing for the at-large seat(s).
 States with multiple at-large seats used the multiple non-transferable voting system, in which
 the top vote-getters won the seats. Because representatives elected in at-large districts had no
 speciVc geographic constituency other than the state as whole, they are posited to have the free-
 riding incentives elaborated by Ashworth and Bueno De Mesquita (2006). Thus, if the legislators
 elected from the single-member districts suXciently represented their constituents, the at-large
 members had no natural constituency to whom they could provide particularistic goods. As an
 empirical implication, counties in a state with at-large districts would be expected to receive
 fewer post oXces because they are represented by fewer members of Congress relative to their
 population. For instance, suppose two states each had 10 congressional seats, where all seats
 were geographically districted in one state, but three of the seats were chosen at-large in the
 15The House Committee on Elections ultimately determined that these members had been duly elected, and raisedquestions about the constitutionality of Congress’s ability to set state election laws.
 16As Lee (2003, 2004) and Schiller (2000) point out, U.S. Senate seats are also a form of MMDs. However, becauseevery state has two senators, this feature is held constant in the analyses.
 12
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other state. I expect that the state with the at-large districts received fewer post oXces because
 the at-large members have little incentive to work on behalf of constituencies that are already
 represented by a legislator elected from a single-member district.
 Table 1 below summarizes the use of at-large districting between the 44th and 54th con-
 gresses. In each Congress, states not listed did not use at-large districting. As the table reveals,
 there is signiVcant temporal and within-state variation in districting institutions. While no state
 used at-large districting for the entire time period, a number of states changed between using
 entirely single-member and at-large districts during this time period. For instance, Arkansas,
 California, Georgia, Kansas, Maine, New York, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, and Virginia all
 used at-large districts in the 48th Congress but had not done so in the 47th Congress; of these,
 only Pennsylvania continued to use at-large districts in the 49th Congress. The variation in the
 use of districting institutions thus provides a good deal of leverage for identifying their eUects.
 13
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Table 1: The Use of At-Large Districts in the 44th−54th Congresses
 Congress State At-Large Seats Total Seats Number of counties
 44 AL 2 8 66
 48 AR 1 5 7548 CA 2 6 5448 GA 1 10 13748 KS 4 7 10948 ME 4 4 1648 NY 1 34 6048 NC 1 9 9648 PA 1 28 6748 VA 1 10 100
 49 PA 1 28 67
 50 PA 1 28 67
 51 SD 2 2 79
 52 SD 2 2 79
 53 IL 2 22 10253 KS 1 8 10953 PA 2 30 6753 SD 2 2 7953 WA 2 2 34
 54 KS 1 8 10954 PA 2 30 6754 SD 2 2 7954 WA 2 2 34
 Entries show the states and congresses during which at-large congressional representatives were elected. States and
 congresses not listed did not have at-large districts in place. Note: Idaho, Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota,
 and Washington all entered the union in 1889 during the 51st Congress.
 The diUerences-in-diUerences design used to evaluate the eUect of districting institutions
 requires the parallel trends assumption. In this context, the assumption posits that the coun-
 terfactual change in the number of post oXces provided to states with MMD is represented by
 the average change in the number of post oXces in states with SMD. Engstrom (2003) writes
 that state legislatures during this time period frequently redistricted to advantage their party in
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the subsequent election, but it is unclear whether the choice of SMD versus MMD was similarly
 responsive to partisan incentives. The parallel paths assumption could be violated, however, if a
 state’s choice between SMD and MMD reWected changes in partisan control of the state legisla-
 ture. To investigate this possibility, I compared the partisan composition of the state legislatures
 before and after a state’s change from SMD or MMD or vice versa.17 While not dispositive, the
 historical record provides little evidence that changing patterns of partisan control or competi-
 tiveness were associated with a state’s choice of SMD versus MMD, and thus helps to ameliorate
 concerns that changes in a state’s partisan strength confound the relationship between district-
 ing institutions and distributive beneVts.
 Statistical Model
 Based on the panel nature of the data, I follow previous research on the distribution of federal
 resources (Berry, Burden and Howell 2010; Kriner and Reeves 2015; Rogowski 2016) and use a
 diUerences-in-diUerences design to identify the eUects of electoral districting on the distribution
 of post oXces.18 SpeciVcally, I estimate the following model:
 ln(post oXcesi j t ) =β0 +αi +δt +β1At-large j t +XΩi j t +εi j t , (1)
 where i, j, and t index counties, states, and years, respectively. Because the distribution of post
 17State legislatures in four of these states−Alabama (Democrats), Arkansas (Democrats), Georgia (Democrats),Kansas (Republicans), and Maine (Republicans)−were controlled by huge supermajorities in each of the years in-cluded in this study; in a Vfth state, North Carolina, the Democrats controlled both chambers by comfortable marginsin all years studied here. Similarly, in Pennsylvania, Republicans held supermajorities in every year except for thelower chamber that was elected in 1882. Both the South Dakota and Washington state legislatures were controlledby large Republican supermajorities after becoming states, with the exception of the lower chamber in South Dakotathat was elected in 1890 in which Democrats held a plurality. Republicans held the majority in the California leg-islatures that were elected in both 1879 and 1880, when California switched to MMD for one congressional term,yet when the Democrats won control in 1882 they switched back to SMD. Finally, the parties had split control ofthe Illinois legislature when they switched to MMD for one congressional term, and the legislature that returned toSMD was under uniVed Democratic control. These data were obtained from Dubin (2007).
 18The panel is unbalanced due to occasional missing data, as described above in the case of the 1876 Postal Guidefor counties in Alabama and because of the admission of Idaho (1890), Montana (1890), North Dakota (1889), SouthDakota (1889), and Washington (1889).
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oXces is highly skewed, as the discussion above indicates, I use its logged value as the depen-
 dent variable. The model also county Vxed eUects (αi ) to control for all observed and unobserved
 time-invariant county attributes that may aUect the distribution of post oXces, and time Vxed
 eUects (δt ) to account for changes in the distribution of post oXces across time. The key indepen-
 dent variable is an indicator (At-large) for whether the state delegation to the U.S. House included
 at least one representative elected from an at-large district.19 The estimate for β1 is identiVed
 using within-state changes in the use of at-large districting, and this parameter describes the av-
 erage county-level eUect of at-large districting. If at-large districting led to free-riding and thus
 decreased the provision of federal post oXces, I expect the estimate of β1 to be negative. I also
 include a matrix (Xi j t ) of other county and state characteristics that may also be related to the
 distribution of post oXces, which are explained below in greater detail. Finally, β0 is a constant
 term, Ωi j t is a vector of coeXcients for the additional control variables, and εi j t is a random
 error term that I cluster on state.20
 Because the distribution of post oXces is also likely explained by other, potentially confound-
 ing, factors, I also estimate models with a broad set of control variables. First, more populous
 counties were likely to have more post oXces, so I include the logged value of county population
 in all models. Second, because densely populated areas would have needed more post oXces
 than rural areas, I also include a measure of population density, measured by hundreds of people
 per square mile. The electoral environment may also aUect the provision of post oXces. For
 instance, demand for post oXces may vary with the strength of state and local political parties,
 and presidents and their administrations may strategically target states in which they narrowly
 won or lost election. Thus, I include an indicator for whether a county is located in a state in
 which the margin of victory was Vve percentage points or less in the most recent presidential
 election.21 Similar dynamics may aUect the incentives for presidents and legislators to target
 19This variable takes a value of zero for states with only a single congressional district.20Clustering on states obtains more conservative−i.e., larger−standard errors than clustering on county.21One could also imagine including an indicator for the competitiveness of the House district in which the county
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certain counties within a given state, and thus I measure the electoral competitiveness of the
 country with an indicator for whether the county margin of victory in the most recent presiden-
 tial election was Vve percentage points or less. Both indicators characterize the nature of state
 and local party competition during this time period and likely also would have been important
 factors in legislators’ behavior.
 Results
 I Vrst estimated a model in which the logged number of post oXces is regressed on the
 indicator for At-large districts, county Population, and county Population density, along with the
 year and county Vxed eUects. The results are shown below in Table 2. The estimated coeXcient
 for the main independent variable is negative and statistically signiVcant, indicating that the use
 of at-large congressional districts is associated with the provision of signiVcantly fewer county-
 level post oXces. Switching from a single-member districting scheme to the use of at-large
 districts reduced the number of county-level post oXces by approximately 10 percent relative
 to other counties.22 The results also indicate that the provision of post oXces was sensitive
 to changes in population; for instance, a ten percent increase in population was estimated to
 increase the number of post oXces by about 3.5 percent. Similarly, increases in population
 density appear to be associated with greater numbers of post oXces, though the coeXcient is
 not distinguishable from zero.
 resides. However, note that this would severely complicate eUorts to identify the eUects of at-large districtingsince, by deVnition, counties under at-large districting are represented by multiple members of the US House. Forinstance, it is altogether unclear how to account for electoral competitiveness using House returns for a countyin a state that used single-member districts but also elected several legislators in at-large elections, as many statesdid. However, this this time period mostly predates the introduction of the secret ballot and was during a periodof strong parties, presidential election returns are likely to be a suitable proxy for electoral competitiveness due totheir high correlations with voting in down-ballot contests, including House elections.
 22Note that all the year Vxed eUects are positive, indicating that the number of post oXces increased from year toyear. Thus the negative coeXcients should be interpreted as indicating that counties in states with at-large districtsreceived a smaller increase in post oXces relative to other counties, rather than as a decrease in the absolute numberof post oXces.
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As the results in column (2) indicate, I Vnd consistent results when accounting for electoral
 factors that may have inWuenced the incentives for legislators to secure post oXces for their
 constituents. The results from this model indicate that the use of at-large districts reduces the
 provision of post oXces by about 9 percent, while increases in population are again associated
 with larger numbers of post oXces. Interestingly, however, the coeXcient for states with close
 presidential elections is negative, and indicates that increased competition in presidential elec-
 tions decreased the provision of post oXces by about 6 percent.
 Table 2: At-Large Districts and the Provision of County-Level U.S. Post OXces, 1876-1896
 Independent Variables (1) (2)
 At-large district −0.10∗ −0.09∗
 (0.03) (0.03)
 Population 0.35∗ 0.35∗
 (0.04) (0.04)
 Population density 0.01 0.01(0.01) (0.01)
 Close state presidential election −0.06∗
 (0.02)
 (Intercept) −0.75 −0.74(0.41) (0.40)
 N (total) 26425 26425N (counties) 2531 2531R2 0.60 0.60
 Data are from the 44th through 54th Congresses. Entries are linear regression coeXcients and standard errors,
 clustered on states. The dependent variable is the number of post oXces per county (logged). County and year
 Vxed eUects are also included but not shown.
 * indicates p < 0.05, two-tailed tests.
 The results presented in Table 2 are robust to a number of alternative model speciVcations,
 subsets of observations, and characterizations of the key independent variable. First, a long line
 of scholarship discusses a variety of political factors that may inWuence distributive politics such
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that some constituencies are favored over others. Following Berry, Burden and Howell (2010),
 I account for the salient political characteristics of a county’s House member.23 SpeciVcally, I
 include indicators for whether a county’s congressional representative was aXliated with the
 House majority party and/or the president’s party; served on key congressional committees,
 including Appropriations, Ways and Means, and Post OXces and Post Roads; served as a com-
 mittee chair or ranking member; was a Democrat or a Vrst-term member of Congress; and was
 elected with a margin of victory smaller than Vve percentage points.24 This model produces
 results consistent with those shown in Table 2. Second, county-level factors beyond population
 and population density could have also inWuenced post oXce siting and are potential confound-
 ing variables. I estimated models that included indicators for a county’s foreign-born and urban
 populations to account for how these factors aUected demand for post oXces.25 I also included a
 county’s measure of voter turnout in the most recent election to account for the possibility that
 variation in local social capital or patterns of political mobilization may have contributed to dif-
 ferences in county turnout. Including these additional covariates does not change the coeXcient
 for At-large shown in Table 2.26 In addition, I estimated a model that includes a measure of each
 county’ illiteracy rates. Unfortunately, these data were only available for 1870 and 1910, and thus
 I used linear interpolation for the intervening years. The results from this model are necessarily
 more tentative, and the coeXcient for At-large remains negative with a corresponding p-value
 of .07. Given the strong (and likely incorrect) assumption of linear trends in illiteracy across all
 23Note, however, that doing so requires me to drop all observations from states in which all House members wereelected at-large. Thus, identiVcation of the coeXcient for At-large in this model comes from within-state changesamong those states that switched between electing some of their representatives through at-large and electing all oftheir representatives from single-member districts.
 24The estimates from this model are shown in Table A.1 in the Supplementary Appendix.25These measures were available from the decennial Census data and were lineraly interpolated between Cen-
 suses.26The coeXcient for urban population is negative and statistically signiVcant, possible because urban counties
 were also likely to be more densely populated and thus required fewer post oXces. The coeXcient for foreignborn is also negative but not statistically distinguishable from zero. Interestingly, the coeXcient for voter turnoutis negative (-0.10) and signiVcant at p < .07, indicating a negative relationship between participation levels and theprovision of post oXce locations.
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counties over a 40 year period, however, I am reluctant to overinterpret this indicator of statis-
 tical signiVcance.27 Third, previous scholarship shows that redistricting and reapportionment
 can aUect the provision of distributive goods (Ansolabehere, Gerber and Snyder 2002; Horiuchi
 and Saito 2003), and thus I estimated models that included an indicator for whether a state’s dis-
 tricting plan had been redrawn since the previous Congress.28 Though I do Vnd that redrawing
 House district lines is associated with the provision of fewer post oXces, the results for At-large
 districts remain unchanged.29
 I also estimated additional models to verify assumptions underlying model choice and speci-
 Vcation of the key independent variable. First, while the states described in Table 1 comprise all
 instances in which at-large districts were used during the time period from 1876 to 1896, several
 states used at-large districts just prior to this time period but did not do so during the period
 under study. To ameliorate concerns that the choice of the control group is sensitive to the cho-
 sen time period, I dropped observations from those states that used at-large districts in the 43rd
 Congress (1873-1875) but did not do so between 1876 and 1896. This led me to drop counties from
 Florida, Indiana, South Carolina, Tennessee, and Texas. The results remain consistent with those
 reported in Table 2, indicating that the results are robust to excluding states whose institutional
 settings had recently changed.30 To address the possibility that diUerent states had diUerent
 trends in the increases in the number of post oXces, I estimated models with state-speciVc lin-
 ear, quadratic, and cubic trends, and again obtained results nearly identical to those in Table 2.31
 Finally, I re-estimate the model shown in Table 2 but dropped observations from states with a
 single congressional district to investigate whether the decision to code these counties as part of
 the control group materially aUected the results. I again obtained estimates virtually identical to
 27The estimates for both these models are included in Table A.2 in the Supplementary Appendix.28These data come from JeUrey B. Lewis, Brandon DeVine, Lincoln Pitcher, and Kenneth C. Martis. (2013) Digital
 Boundary DeVnitions of U.S. Congressional Districts, 1789-2012. [Data Vle and code book]. Retrieved from http://amypond.sscnet.ucla.edu/districts on November 20, 2015.
 29These results are shown in Table A.3.30These results are shown in Table A.4.31These results are shown in Table A.5.
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those in Table 2.32
 The results thus provide strong evidence that the use of at-large districts reduces the dis-
 tributive beneVts directed to constituents. Constituents represented by at-large congressional
 representatives received signiVcantly fewer post oXces than constituents represented in single-
 member districts. These Vndings are consistent with the account presented by Ashworth and
 Bueno De Mesquita (2006), in which free-riding incentives in MMD reduce legislators’ incen-
 tives to engage in particularism. One of the key mechanisms for securing this theoretical result
 is that MMD reduces the ability to distinguish the performance of legislators who serve a com-
 mon geographic constituency. In the context of the at-large districting schemes analyzed here,
 this account implies that political parties and constituents were less able to identify which legis-
 lator was most responsible for the provision of post oXces.
 Whom Do Legislators Target in Multi-Member Districts?
 I now examine how districting institutions aUect which counties within states are targeted
 with particularistic goods. The hypothesis outlined above predicts that legislators target swing,
 or marginal, constituencies, under SMD, while core constituencies are more likely targeted under
 MMD. To test this hypothesis, I estimate a model similar to those shown in Table 2, but I also
 include an interaction between the indicator for at-large districts and (lagged) county-level presi-
 dential vote margins, which proxies for electoral competitiveness. If districting institutions alter
 the constituents to whom legislators target particularistic goods, the coeXcient for the inter-
 action term between county-level presidential vote margins should be positive and statistically
 signiVcant. These results would be consistent with the hypothesis that legislators increasingly
 target “core” constituencies under MMD rather than swing constituencies, and would indicate
 that decreased electoral competitiveness is associated with more post oXces under MMD.
 The results of this analysis are shown in Table 3 below. The coeXcient for At-large is -0.01
 32These results are shown in Table A.6.
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and is not distinguishable from zero, which indicates that at-large districting was not associated
 with the provision of post oXces in counties where the margin of victory in the most recent
 presidential election was zero. However, the interaction between At-large and County-level presi-
 dential vote margin is negative (-0.41) and statistically signiVcant, and indicates that the negative
 eUects of at-large districts for the provision of post oXces were larger as electoral competition
 declined. While districting institutions did indeed change the relationship between electoral
 competitiveness and the provision of post oXces, it did so in a way diUerently than hypothe-
 sized. The implication, therefore, is that while counties represented by at-large representatives
 may indeed receive fewer post oXces than other counties, legislators elected at-large may have
 disproportionately targeted these particularistic resources to more marginal counties and away
 from less competitive counties. Legislators elected under SMD, in contrast, appeared to direct
 post oXces toward counties with lower levels of party competition, perhaps to provide key re-
 sources to local party organizations and partisan supporters.
 22

Page 24
                        

Table 3: At-Large Districts and Constituency Targeting, 1876-1896
 Independent Variables (1)
 At-Large district −0.01(0.02)
 County-level presidential vote margin 0.10(0.07)
 At-Large district × −0.41∗
 County-level presidential vote margin (0.14)
 Population 0.33(0.06)
 Population density 0.01(0.01)
 Close state presidential election −0.03(0.02)
 (Intercept) −0.51(0.58)
 N (total) 22681N (counties) 2473R2 0.59
 Data are from the 44th through 54th Congresses. Entries are linear regression coeXcients and standard errors,
 clustered on states. The dependent variable is the number of post oXces per county (logged). County and year
 Vxed eUects are also included but not shown.
 * indicates p < 0.10, two-tailed tests.
 ** indicates p < 0.05, two-tailed tests.
 Using the results from Table 3, Figure 1 below displays how the use of at-large districting
 aUected the provision of post oXces on the basis of electoral competition. The plotted points
 indicate the marginal eUects of at-large districting across the range of values of electoral compet-
 itiveness. Larger values along the x-axis indicate decreased electoral competition, and negative
 values along the y-axis indicate increasingly negative eUects of at-large districts. The horizon-
 tal dashed line indicates where the points would line up if at-large districts had no eUect, and
 the vertical lines represent the 95 percent conVdent intervals around the plotted points. The
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tick marks along the top (bottom) of the plot show the distribution of electoral competitiveness
 among counties with (without) at-large districts.
 The Vgure shows that though at-large districts appeared to reduce the provision of post
 oXces across all values of electoral competitiveness, the magnitude of their eUect increased as
 electoral competition decreased. All the marginal eUects are statistically distinguishable from
 zero for counties where the margin of victory was greater than 7 percentage points. For example,
 for a reasonably competitive county where the margin of victory was 10 percentage points, the
 use of at-large districts is predicted to decrease the provision of post oXces by 5.2 percent. This
 eUect size more than triples for an electorally uncompetitive county where the margin of victory
 was 40 percentage points, in which at-large districts are predicted to decrease post oXce siting
 by 17.6 percent. Thus, though at-large districting led to smaller increases in the provision of post
 oXces among all counties, the negative eUects were especially large in uncompetitive areas.
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Figure 1: The EUect of At-Large Districting across Electoral Context
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 Estimates are based on the model shown in Table 4. The plotted points represent the marginaleUect of at-large districting on the county-level provision of post oXces across the range ofvalues of electoral competitiveness. Larger negative values along the y-axis indicate greaterdiUerences in post oXces due to at-large districting. The vertical lines indicate the 95 percentconVdence intervals. The tick marks along the top of the plot show the distribution of county-level electoral competitiveness in states without at-large districts, and the tick marks along thebottom of the plot show the distribution of county-level electoral competitiveness in states thatused at-large districts.
 The Vndings presented in this section show that districting institutions appeared to alter the
 incentives for targeting constituencies with particularistic goods. However, they do not support
 the hypothesis that legislators in MMD systems target distributive beneVts to core constituen-
 cies, while legislators in SMD target swing or marginal constituencies. If MMD was associated
 with increased targeting to core constituencies, we would expect the negative eUects of at-large
 districting to be especially large in marginal or swing constituencies, yet the data suggest that
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just the opposite occurred. One possibility is that diUerences in county competitiveness were
 also associated with county turnout, for which a preliminary comparison provides support. Av-
 erage turnout among counties where the margin of victory was greater than 20 percentage points
 was 59 percent, compared with 74 percent turnout in counties with greater levels of competi-
 tion. Thus, one possible explanation for the patterns shown above is that the marginal cost of
 increasing one’s vote share by directing local goods was lower for competitive counties due to
 the much higher rates of turnout.
 Conclusion
 This paper studies the eUect of districting institutions on legislative behavior using a unique
 data set on legislative particularism when parochial concerns in the U.S. Congress were said to be
 at their peak. During the late nineteenth century, states frequently experimented with a range
 of various electoral reforms, including not only the introduction of the Australian ballot, but
 also the ways in which geographic constituencies elected their congressional representatives. A
 number of states used at-large congressional delegations during this time period (and for the 70
 years that followed), but the consequences of these districting institutions have received little
 attention from the literature.
 The evidence reported in this paper is among the Vrst to directly implicate how districting
 institutions aUect legislative representation. I improve on previous research on this topic by
 studying the eUects of districting within a Vxed institutional context, using a clear identiVcation
 strategy, and focusing on legislative outputs, rather than using legislators’ self-reports or their
 attempts at securing distributive goods. Consistent with the theory presented by Ashworth and
 Bueno De Mesquita (2006), I Vnd that the use of at-large legislative districts reduced the provi-
 sion of local goods. When the eUorts of one legislator cannot be distinguished from the work
 of another, as is the case when multiple legislators represent the same geographic constituen-
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cies, legislators have incentives to engage in free-riding. The results shown here complement
 other work in U.S. and comparative contexts that studies how SMD and MMD aUect legisla-
 tive behavior (Adams 1996; Crisp et al. 2004; Heitshusen, Young and Wood 2005; Kerevel 2015;
 Richardson, Russell and Cooper 2004). However, the results contrast with Vndings presented in
 Hirano (2006), which may be explained by the use of SNTV in the case of Japan, but MNTV in
 the case of at-large U.S. House elections. This represents an important step in evaluating not
 only how MMD aUects political representation relative to SMD, but also how the particular form
 of MMD inWuences legislative behavior.
 The results imply that the choice of at-large districting systematically disadvantaged states
 in distributive politics. Consider the example above in which two states each have 10 congres-
 sional seats, but in one state several of those representatives are chosen through at-large seats.
 In that state, the members chosen at-large would have had little incentive to work on behalf
 of geographic constituencies that elected a legislator to represent their single-member district.
 As a consequence, a state with one or more at-large members would have eUectively secured
 comparatively less eUort from their representatives.
 The empirical approach used in this paper may constitute a conservative test of the relation-
 ship between districting institutions and legislative particularism. U.S. congressional delegations
 in the nineteenth century share only a limited resemblance to multi-member districts in Latin
 America and elsewhere around the world. In virtually all U.S. states that used at-large districts,
 the state also provided for some number of geographic single-member districts. Thus, it is likely
 that legislators from these circumscribed geographic districts perceived greater incentives to pro-
 vide particularistic goods relative to the incentives they may have had if there had no geographic
 districts, thus resulting in an under-estimate of the negative relationship between multi-member
 districting and particularism.
 Since many states used at-large congressional districts until the 1960s, future research could
 explore how the distribution of these other forms of resources was inWuenced by the nature of the
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congressional delegation. In fact, the nature of these goods themselves–for instance, the degree
 to which their provision required cooperation between federal legislators and local authorities–
 could have conditioned the relationship between districting institutions and their provision, as
 Snyder and Ueda (2007) suggest. I am agnostic about whether the implications of the Vndings
 are a net positive or negative for eXciency and democratic representation. Some scholars argue
 that the incentives for increased legislative particularism generate ineXciencies, and thus multi-
 member or at-large districts could help reduce those ineXciencies. When it comes to the post
 oXce, however, it is not clear whether post oXces contributed to these ineXciencies. Future
 research could explore other ways in which districting institutions enhanced or weakened the
 linkages between citizens and their elected representatives. Finally, the data used in this project
 demonstrate the usefulness of drawing on historical materials and time periods to make traction
 on empirical questions that have long animated scholarship on elections and representation.
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A Supplementary Materials
 Table A.1: At-Large Districts and the Provision of County-Level U.S. Post OXces, 1876-1896:Additional political covariates
 Independent Variables
 At-large district −0.06∗
 (0.03)
 Population 0.40∗
 (0.05)
 Population density −0.04(0.07)
 Close state presidential election −0.04∗
 (0.02)
 President’s party, divided government 0.12∗
 (0.04)
 President’s party, uniVed government 0.02∗
 (0.01)
 Majority party, divided government 0.00(0.03)
 Democrat 0.02(0.01)
 Appropriations committee −0.02(0.02)
 Ways and Means committee 0.00(0.01)
 Post OXce and Post Roads committee 0.02(0.02)
 Committee chair or ranking member −0.01(0.01)
 Close congressional election −0.01(0.01)
 First term representative 0.00(0.01)
 (Intercept) 1.29∗
 (0.48)
 N (total) 21348N (counties) 2318R2 0.64
 Data are from the 44th through 54th Congresses. Entries are linear regression coeXcients and standard errors,
 clustered on states. The dependent variable is the number of post oXces per county (logged). County and year
 Vxed eUects are also included but not shown. Detailed descriptions of the additional independent variables are
 found in Rogowski (2016).
 * indicates p < 0.05, two-tailed tests.35

Page 37
                        

Table A.2: At-Large Districts and the Provision of County-Level U.S. Post OXces, 1876-1896:Additional county covariates
 Independent Variables (1) (2)
 At-large district −0.08∗ −0.06(0.03) (0.03)
 Population 0.38∗ 0.34∗
 (0.07) (0.06)
 Population density 0.02∗ 0.02∗
 (0.01) (0.01)
 Close state presidential election −0.03 −0.03(0.02) (0.02)
 Percent foreign born −0.21 −0.12(0.22) (0.16)
 Urban percentage of the population −0.54∗ −0.45∗
 (0.14) (0.14)
 Turnout −0.10 −0.07(0.05) (0.04)
 Percent illiterate −2.97∗
 (0.69)
 (Intercept) −0.80 −0.08(0.67) (0.64)
 N (total) 21407 19925N (counties) 2410 2117R2 0.59 0.64
 Data are from the 44th through 54th Congresses. Entries are linear regression coeXcients and standard errors,
 clustered on states. The dependent variable is the number of post oXces per county (logged). County and year
 Vxed eUects are also included but not shown.
 * indicates p < 0.05, two-tailed tests.
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Table A.3: At-Large Districts and the Provision of County-Level U.S. Post OXces, 1876-1896:Accounting for redistricting
 Independent Variables (1) (2)
 At-large district −0.09∗ −0.08∗
 (0.03) (0.03)
 Population 0.35∗ 0.35∗
 (0.04) (0.04)
 Population density 0.01 0.01(0.01) (0.01)
 Redistricted −0.03∗ −0.03∗
 (0.01) (0.01)
 Close state presidential election −0.06∗
 (0.02)
 (Intercept) −0.74 −0.73(0.40) (0.40)
 N (total) 26425 26425N (counties) 2531 2531R2 0.60 0.60
 Data are from the 44th through 54th Congresses. Entries are linear regression coeXcients and standard errors,
 clustered on states. The dependent variable is the number of post oXces per county (logged). County and year
 Vxed eUects are also included but not shown.
 * indicates p < 0.05, two-tailed tests.
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Table A.4: At-Large Districts and the Provision of County-Level U.S. Post OXces, 1876-1896:Dropping states with at-large districts in the 43rd House
 Independent Variables (1) (2)
 At-large district −0.11∗ −0.10∗
 (0.03) (0.02)
 Population 0.36∗ 0.36∗
 (0.04) (0.04)
 Population density 0.01 0.01(0.01) (0.01)
 Close state presidential election −0.06∗
 (0.02)
 (Intercept) −0.92∗ −0.89∗
 (0.41) (0.40)
 N (total) 25224 25224N (counties) 2494 2494R2 0.61 0.62
 Data are from the 44th through 54th Congresses. Entries are linear regression coeXcients and standard errors,
 clustered on states. The dependent variable is the number of post oXces per county (logged). County and year
 Vxed eUects are also included but not shown. Observations from states that used at-large districts in the 43rd House
 but not thereafter (FL, IN, SC, TN, and TX) were excluded from the analysis.
 * indicates p < 0.05, two-tailed tests.
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Table A.5: At-Large Districts and the Provision of County-Level U.S. Post OXces, 1876-1896:State-speciVc trends
 Independent Variables Linear Quadratic Cubic
 At-large district −0.09∗ −0.09∗ −0.09∗
 (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
 Population 0.35∗ 0.35∗ 0.35∗
 (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
 Population density 0.01 0.01 0.01(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
 Close state presidential election −0.06∗ −0.06∗ −0.06∗
 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
 (Intercept) −0.74 −0.74 −0.74(0.40) (0.40) (0.40)
 N (total) 26425 26425 26425N (counties) 2531 2531 2531R2 0.60 0.60 0.60
 Data are from the 44th through 54th Congresses. Entries are linear regression coeXcients and standard errors,
 clustered on states. The dependent variable is the number of post oXces per county (logged). County and year
 Vxed eUects are also included but not shown. The column headings indicate the form of the state-speciVc trend
 variables included in each model.
 * indicates p < 0.05, two-tailed tests.
 39

Page 41
                        

Table A.6: At-Large Districts and the Provision of County-Level U.S. Post OXces, 1876-1896:Dropping states with one congressional district
 Independent Variables (1) (2)
 At-large district −0.11∗ −0.10∗
 (0.03) (0.02)
 Population 0.36∗ 0.36∗
 (0.04) (0.04)
 Population density 0.01 0.01(0.01) (0.01)
 Close state presidential election −0.06∗
 (0.02)
 (Intercept) −0.92∗ −0.89∗
 (0.41) (0.40)
 N (total) 25224 25224N (counties) 2494 2494R2 0.61 0.62
 Data are from the 44th through 54th Congresses. Entries are linear regression coeXcients and standard errors,
 clustered on states. The dependent variable is the number of post oXces per county (logged). County and year
 Vxed eUects are also included but not shown. Observations from states with only one House district were excluded
 from the analysis.
 * indicates p < 0.05, two-tailed tests.
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