
are overidentified. We calculate the Hansen’s J
statistic (Hansen 1982) to examine whether the
models are correctly specified. Under the null hy-
pothesis of a correctly specified model Hansen’s J
statistic is distributed chi-squared with one degree of
freedom. As seen at the bottom of Table 3, in each of
the specifications we fail to reject the null at the 90%
significance level, providing additional support for
our models.

In addition to our primary independent variable
of interest, the regression results shed light on other
factors that explain variation in constituency serv-
ice.15 The coefficient on the state senator indicator
variable is uniformly positive across the specifications
and marginally statistically significant in some of the
specifications. Republican legislators have a signifi-
cantly higher response probability across specifications.
The effects of age and chamber tenure on response rate
appear to be quite small. The indicator for whether the
legislator is running for reelection is positive, but
insignificant in all of the specifications. The distance
from Austin variable is estimated to be negative and
statistically significant. This evidence is consistent with
a story where legislators who represent outlying dis-

tricts spend more time traveling and less time on
legislative work.16

In columns 4, 5, and 6 of Table 3, we report
results conditioning on the sample of legislators who
respond to at least one of the requests. The primary
difference between the results in the conditioned
sample is that the legislator vote share variable is in-
significant in column 4 of Table 3. Once we include
the additional legislator covariates, this coefficient
estimate is significant at the 95% level.17

While these linear probability models are easy to
interpret and are preferred by many applied researchers
as results, they do not always predict response proba-
bilities in the [0, 1] interval. To account for the binary
nature of the dependent variable, we also estimated
instrumental variables probit regressions. Comparing
the results in Table 2 to Table 4, we see that the point
estimates are dramatically attenuated toward 0 in
the former. This could explain the absence of robust
findings in previous empirical studies on the relation-
ship between constituency service and the electoral
environment that failed to account for the endogeneity
of a legislator’s vote share. In the final three columns,
we again condition the analysis on the sample of
legislators who respond to at least one request and obtain
similar results.

We also estimate probit regressions where the
independent variable of interest is the district normal
vote, as measured by the average two-party vote share
of the legislators’ copartisan candidates in the Su-
preme Court and Railroad Commission elections. As
seen in Table 5 the results are qualitatively similar to

FIGURE 4 Nonparametric Regression of
Legislator Response Rates on
Legislators’ Vote Share in the Most
Recent Election Excluding
Uncontested Seats

15In unreported results, we include the number of staffers for the
sample of 143 legislators for which we observe this variable. The
coefficient on the number of staffers is not significantly different
from 0 and including this variable does not qualitatively affect the
results.

16Additionally, the coefficient estimate on the quadratic distance
term is estimated to be positive. This nonmonotone relationship
between responsiveness and distance would emerge in the data if
moderately distant legislators travel to Austin by automobile and
legislators who represent more distant districts travel by airplane.

17As an additional robustness check, we bootstrap the standard
errors in our instrumental variables specifications. Although the
standard errors that we report in all of our specifications are
clustered at the legislator level, it remains possible that there are
complex interdependencies in the error structure that could lead to
underestimating the standard errors. To account for this possibility,
we use the nonparametric block bootstrap with 200 replications. In
an online appendix, we report these results for the full sample and the
sample of legislators who respond to at least one request. The
standard errors on legislator vote share are slightly larger than those
calculated from clustering, but this does not change the results of our
hypothesis tests at conventional significance levels.
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