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Abstract

This study argues that urbanization altered the relationship between candidates’
occupation and their electoral success. To identify the causal effect of local variation in
urbanization, we exploit exogenous changes in the boundaries of electoral constituencies
in the 1928, 1932, and 1936 French parliamentary elections. We find that urbanization
was detrimental to the electoral success of lawyers, but beneficial to that of employees
and workers. This effect was concentrated on the left of the political spectrum, whereby
left-wing employees and workers crowded out left-wing lawyers.
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1. Introduction

Lawyers dominated parliamentary representation in many countries at the turn of the
twentieth century. After the First World War, however, their importance began to decline
to the benefit of candidates from other occupations, especially employees and workers. This
is best illustrated by the two countries that introduced universal male suffrage in the late
nineteenth century: France and the United States. In 1876, lawyers held 68 and 36 percent
of seats in their respective Lower Houses. These shares subsequently declined to 38 percent
in 2012 in the United States and to 6 percent in France.1 Likewise, lawyers represent less
than 15 percent of representatives in the current Lower Houses of Germany, Italy, and the
United Kingdom (Kintz, 2010; McGuiness, 2010; Petersen, 2012).2 These long-term trends in
political representation have important implications for policy and welfare as highly-educated
politicians, such as lawyers, are much less likely to enact policies favorable to working-class
voters than other politicians (see, e.g, Besley, Montalvo and Reynal-Querol, 2011; Carnes
and Lupu, 2015; Carnes and Lupu, 2016a; Carnes and Lupu, 2023).

In this study, we argue that the historical decline of lawyers’ parliamentary representation
in France, and the mirroring rise of working-class politicians, can be explained by the process
of urbanization, which eroded lawyers’ advantage over other candidates: their professional
networks of clients were essentially rural and played the role of political machines to mobilize
voters on election day in a context where parties were yet institutionalized. In contrast,
working-class politicians benefited from urbanization as their professional networks, linked
to local trade unions, were more developed in urban areas.

We focus on the 1928, 1932, and 1936 elections to the Lower House of the French Par-
liament and exploit changes in the boundaries of electoral constituencies as a source of
exogenous variation in the density of registered voters – our main measure of urbaniza-
tion – to assess how it affected the electoral success of lawyers relative to that of employees
and workers. For this purpose, we mobilize two novel sources of historical data. First,
through archival work, we collect information on the occupations of both successful and
unsuccessful candidates to parliamentary elections. Second, we develop an original histor-
ical geographic information system (GIS) of French electoral constituencies to determine

1In the United States, “lawyers” are individuals with a Juris Diploma, i.e., jurists, but not trial lawyers in
the strict sense as in Western European countries. This difference in definition explains why the proportion
of lawyers in the House of Representatives remains higher than in Western European parliaments.

2These trends in parliamentary representation do not contradict previous research showing that lawyers are
more likely to become political leaders (Besley and Reynal-Querol, 2011). However, they suggest that
changing circumstances have affected lawyers’ ability to win parliamentary elections but have not prevented
them from becoming political leaders. We can speculate that lawyers benefit from the connections they
share with each other, their oratorical skills, or the comparative advantage their legal studies give them in
parliament since the bulk of parliamentary work involves writing laws.
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their precise boundaries during the interwar period. This enables us to compute the density
of registered voters in each constituency and election as well as various constituency-level
characteristics.

We consider the interwar period because it represents a critical juncture when the balance
shifted from the initial political elites of the Third Republic – typically, lawyers – to working-
class politicians of the left-wing Front Populaire coalition. In addition, this period was
characterized by the stability of electoral rules in the form of a two-round majority single-
member district system (Marty, 2013; Ehrhard and Passard, 2020).3 Legal and political
institutions also severely limited the ability of candidates to the Lower House – including
incumbents – to manipulate the boundaries of electoral constituencies. In fact, changes in
the electoral geography that occurred during this period were ultimately enacted by members
of the Upper House and by préfets, i.e., high-level civil servants appointed by the central
administration. We support the validity of this design through several empirical tests: we
show that electoral outcomes did not predict future boundary changes, that constituencies
that experienced boundary changes were similar to those that did not, and that changes in
voter density due to these boundary changes did not affect the socio-economic composition
of these constituencies ex post.

Our results suggest that the increasing density of registered voters depressed the share of
lawyers in the Lower House while it increased that of employees and workers. Quantitatively,
a one-standard deviation increase in the density of voters within a constituency decreased
the average electoral probability of success of lawyers by 5 percent, while it increased that
of the employees and workers by 15 percent. This effect was concentrated on the left of the
political spectrum, whereby left-wing employees and workers crowded out left-wing lawyers
in urbanizing constituencies.

Finally, we perform several tests to establish the robustness of our results. In particular,
to ensure that they are not driven by unobservable factors that could lead to both changes in
the boundaries of electoral constituencies and variations in voter density over time, we con-
duct a placebo test on the sample of counterfactual constituencies whose boundary changes
were debated by members of the Lower House but ultimately rejected by their counterparts
in the Upper House. We also show that our results are robust to alternative measures of
urbanization, estimation methods, and sampling strategies.

3Throughout this period, all men aged 21 could vote, and those aged 25 were eligible, while literacy was not
a requirement for voting. In any case, literacy was nearly universal in France after World War I—the 1926
census reports that more than 95 percent of adult French men could read and write.
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2. How does urbanization shape political representation?

In this section, we discuss the theoretical underpinnings of the relationship between ur-
banization and political representation. We also review alternative theories that are unlikely
to fully account for changes in the occupations of parliamentarians in interwar France.

2.1. Urbanization and the occupations of parliamentarians

Urbanization may have affected parliamentary representation through voter mobilization.
Since candidates can only be successful if they mobilize enough voters on election day, they
must operate a political machine with operatives who can canvass their constituencies to
mobilize voters (Stokes, 2005; Larreguy, Marshall and Querubin, 2016). In interwar France,
however, political parties were not developed enough as national organizations to sustain
such political machines (Kreuzer, 2001).4 As a result, candidates had to rely on their own
pre-existing professional networks to garner votes in a country that was predominantly rural
at the turn of the century. In this respect, lawyers had a comparative advantage over other
candidates because their professional client networks were essentially rural: through their
professional activities, lawyers knew middlemen, i.e., men of importance in rural villages,
on whom they could rely to mobilize voters (Le Béguec, 2003). However, with the urban
population increasing from 31 percent in 1872 to 47 percent in 1926, and 52 percent in 1936,
the electoral advantage of lawyers’ professional networks declined. Conversely, employees
and workers benefited from urbanization because their professional networks, linked to local
trade unions and to national political parties, were more developed in urban areas (Lefranc,
1968; Moss, 1976). This argument is consistent with Lupu and Pontusson (2024) who find
that working-class candidates are more likely to be elected in constituencies with higher
union density, as well as with studies that emphasize the informational value of (even loose)
party affiliations and of professional connections, in light of the rational ignorance of voters
who cannot know all the candidates in an election on a personal basis (for a survey, see, e.g.,
Prat, 2004).

Our perspective is also related to studies showing that redistricting can affect the out-
come of elections (e.g., Ansolabehere, Snyder and Stewart, 2000; Hetherington, Larson and
Globetti, 2003; Carson, Engstrom and Roberts, 2006; Hayes and McKee, 2009). This lit-

4The dominant political parties of the Third Republic were “officially” founded at the turn of the twentieth
century: the Parti Radical et Radical-Socialiste and the Alliance Démocratique held their first congress in
1901, the Fédération Républicaine in 1903, while the various socialist groups agreed to unite in 1905 as the
Section Française de l’Internationale Ouvrière (SFIO). In 1920, the majority of socialist activists formed the
Section Française de l’Internationale Communiste which would soon be renamed Parti Communiste Français
(PCF).
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erature has emphasized strategic entry decisions by politicians, incumbency advantage, or
even turnout, often in conjunction with gerrymandering. These channels are however un-
likely to have had a substantial impact on political representation in interwar France. As
our discussion of the institutional framework in Section 3 suggests, and our series of balance
tests in Section 5 confirm, both candidates and incumbents could not strategically shape the
boundaries of the electoral constituencies.

2.2. Alternative theories

Contemporary commentators on interwar French politics had already noticed the decline
of lawyers in Parliament after WWI, despite their dominance at the expense of the landed
aristocracy in the early years of the Third Republic (Thibaudet, 1927; Halévy, 1930). In
particular, Thibaudet (1927) argued that this trend resulted from the cultural change within
the leadership of the then dominant party – the center left-wing Parti Radical et Radical-
Socialiste – as a delayed outcome of the Dreyfus Affair that divided France along political
and religious lines between 1894 and 1906 (Thomas, 1978). Such a cultural and historical
explanation tied to the French political context cannot however explain the decline of lawyers
in countries other than France. Later, Gaudemet (1968) suggested that this trend may
instead have resulted from increased opportunities offered by legal practice during this period.
This explanation is however at odds with census data, as the number of lawyers remained
stable at 160 per million inhabitants between 1876 and 1936.

Another strand of literature has emphasized structural transformation and special-
interest politics as drivers of political change (Rueschemeyer, Stephens and Stephens, 1992;
Aidt and Jensen, 2016; Ashraf et al., 2024). Peasants voted for lawyers instead of landed
aristocrats because they came from comparable social backgrounds and differed only in their
educational attainment. However, employees and workers supported members of their own
occupational groups rather than lawyers, whom they viewed as less likely to implement
their preferred policies—see, e.g., Barnes and Saxton (2019), Carnes and Lupu (2016b), and
specifically Duverger (1954) and Gouault (1954) on France before WWII.

Nevertheless, the historical and economic context of interwar France makes it unlikely
that changes in population density would significantly alter the social or occupational com-
position of the voting population. In fact, urbanization in interwar France was not spatially
correlated with industrialization or the share of employees and workers in the labor force.5

Historical patterns of French industrialization were rather characterized by the presence of
small industrial firms in rural areas relying on water-powered engines rather than steam

5Galor (2011) and Gollin, Jedwab and Vollrath (2016) discuss why income, urbanization, and industrialization
were not necessarily correlated in the post-Malthusian period.
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power, as coal was relatively scarce in France (Cameron and Neal, 2003; Franck and Ga-
lor, 2021).6 Even with the advent of more technologically advanced steam engines that were
less reliant on coal, French industries remained equally likely to be located in urban or rural
areas, and continued to be characterized by their small size. For instance, the 1931 cen-
sus reports that 88 percent of industrial establishments had fewer than 10 employees, while
9 percent had between 11 and 50 employees. Only 0.07 percent, usually in heavy industries
such as mining, had more than 1,000 employees.

Overall, anecdotal evidence suggests that gerrymandering, industrialization, wages, the
social composition of the labor force within constituencies, or the opportunity cost of prac-
ticing law are unlikely to provide convincing explanations for the declining share of lawyers
in Parliament in interwar France. This is confirmed by the empirical tests we perform in
Section 5.

3. Boundary Changes to Electoral Constituencies in 1928–36

This section describes the institutional context of the 1928–36 elections to the Lower
House of the French Parliament. Section 3.1 provides an overview of the administrative
organization of the territory into départements, arrondissements, and cantons, and how it
constrained and shaped electoral constituencies. Section 3.2 then discusses the two types of
legal processes that resulted into the electoral boundary changes we use for identification:
electoral reforms and territorial reforms. Finally, Section 3.3 describes the counterfactual
reforms that we use in a series of robustness tests, i.e., electoral reforms which were debated
in the Parliament but ultimately not enacted.

3.1. Administrative divisions and electoral constituencies

The administrative organization of France’s territory during the interwar period dated
back to the aftermath of the 1789 Revolution, long before the formal establishment of the
Third Republic in 1875 (Ozouf-Marignier, 1989; Gros, 2014, pp. 307–35). Départements
represented the upper level of territorial administration. They were originally designed to
be small enough so that it would take at most a one-day journey by horse ride to reach their
administrative center, the préfecture. The préfecture was headed by a préfet, a high-ranking
official appointed by the central government to implement its policies and manage the lo-
cal administration of the département. He was assisted by several sous-préfets who headed
each arrondissement of the département at the sous-préfecture—départements were divided

6In other countries, such as Germany and the United States, industrialization also began in rural areas
(Hornung, 2015; Atack, Margo and Rhode, 2022). Only later did industrial firms move to urban areas due
to the development of railroads and to more efficient steam engines.
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into an average of three arrondissements. Each arrondissement was in turn divided into can-
tons – eleven on average – which were territorial divisions with no administrative prerogatives
beyond centralizing election results and transmitting them to the sous-préfecture. Panel (a)
of Appendix Figure A1 displays this territorial organization. Finally, below cantons, the
territory was organized into communes, administered by a municipal council and headed by
a mayor. In 1928, France had 90 départements, 279 arrondissements, 3,024 cantons, and
38,014 communes.7

Throughout the Third Republic, boundaries of electoral constituencies closely followed
the administrative divisions of the territory described above (Gaudillère, 1995; Marty, 2013;
Gay, 2021). First, electoral constituencies were confined to départements – whose borders
were not modified between 1928 and 1936 – so that no electoral constituency spanned several
départements. Second, boundaries of electoral constituencies followed those of arrondisse-
ments and cantons.8 Third, electoral constituencies had to encompass contiguous territorial
divisions, preventing the existence of disjointed constituencies and enclaves. Thus, while
changes to electoral constituencies were feasible, the ability of politicians to manipulate
their shapes for electoral gain was limited by the pre-existing administrative structure. As
a result, the 593 electoral constituencies of interwar France in 1928 were relatively homoge-
neous, small, and compact, as shown in Panel (b) of Appendix Figure A1.9

3.2. Types of boundary changes to electoral constituencies

Boundaries of electoral constituencies could be modified in two ways: either explicitly
through “electoral” reforms that were in fine approved by members of the Upper House,
or implicitly through “territorial” reforms that were in fine approved by the département’s
préfet. Between 1928 and 1936, 34 electoral constituencies underwent changes in their bound-
aries. These electoral constituencies spanned 11 départements, which also included 74 other
constituencies whose boundaries were not modified, as shown in Panel (a) of Appendix Fig-
ure A2. Our main sample therefore includes 108 constituencies.10 In Appendix Table B1, we

7The average territory of départements covered 6,094 square kilometers (standard deviation of 1,674), that of
arrondissements, 1,966 square kilometers (standard deviation of 995), that of cantons, 179 square kilometers
(standard deviation of 90), and that of communes, 14 square kilometers (standard deviation of 15) (Gay,
2021).

8As noted in Appendix B, the boundaries of several arrondissements and cantons underwent minor changes
between 1928 and 1936. These arrondissements and cantons are not part of our analysis because these
changes did not modify the boundaries of electoral constituencies.

9These sets of rules imply that redistricting in interwar France differed substantially from that of the United
States, where gerrymandering for partisan advantage has been a major determinant of changes to electoral
constituency boundaries (for a survey, see McGhee, 2020).

10We do not include the 39 constituencies in the city of Paris (in the Seine département) in our analysis because
boundary changes did not modify the density of voters in this highly urbanized area. Additional regressions

6



(a) Constituencies in 1928 (b) Constituencies in 1932

Figure 1. Boundary Change: Constituencies of Gaillac and Lavaur, Département of Tarn,
1928–32

Notes. Thick black lines represent electoral constituencies, thin black lines represent cantons.

provide a summary of the boundary changes that we use for identification. In Appendix B,
we further discuss each of these changes in detail, providing their type, legal rationale, par-
liamentary support, archival sources, and how we integrate them in our dataset.

3.2.1. Electoral reforms

Members of the Lower and Upper Houses of Parliament could initiate direct modifica-
tions to the boundaries of electoral constituencies by amending the electoral law regulating
the upcoming election. They enacted seven amendments enacted during the drafting of the
1932 and 1936 electoral laws. In four cases, changes aimed at balancing the size of the elec-
torate between constituencies: two of them resulted in the creation of new constituencies and
two of them involved the transfer of several cantons between constituencies. In three other
cases, boundary changes involved the re-establishment of former constituencies that had been
abolished before the 1928 elections. For example, Figure 1 displays the division of the con-
stituency of Gaillac-Lavaur in the département of Tarn into two constituencies, while Figure 2
shows the creation of the constituency of Sedan in the département of Ardennes following the
division of the constituencies of Vouziers and Mézières-1. Appendix Figures B2–B6 further
display the other five boundary changes entailed by electoral reforms.

Several institutional features of electoral reforms made it unlikely that members of the
Lower House could strategically manipulate the boundaries of electoral constituencies. First,
changes to electoral boundaries were in fine approved by members of the Upper House, who

nonetheless show that our results are similar when they are included.
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(a) Constituencies in 1928 (b) Constituencies in 1932

Figure 2. Boundary Change: Constituencies of Sedan and Mézières-1, Département of
Ardennes, 1928–32

Notes. Thick black lines represent electoral constituencies, thin black lines represent cantons.

had de facto veto power in the matter (Berstein, 2014). Moreover, their electoral incentives
were different from those of their counterparts in the Lower House: Upper House members
were elected under different electoral rules (their constituencies were départements), under
indirect suffrage (the franchise was restricted to those with a local political mandate such
as mayors), and under a different electoral cycle (they served a nine-year term within an
Upper House that was renewed by a third every three years). Members of the Upper House
also exhibited little connivance with their counterparts in the Lower House and were often
in opposition (Berstein, 2014).

Second, not only was there ex ante uncertainty about which amendment would pass, as
only seven of the nineteen proposed electoral reforms were ultimately enacted in 1932 and
1936, but the timing between the adoption of the laws and the first round of the elections
was also relatively short: electoral laws modifying constituencies were adopted on March
25, 1932 and March 20, 1936, only a month before the parliamentary elections on May
1st, 1932 and April 26, 1936. Moreover, in both instances, the list of qualified voters in
each constituency was closed only five days after the enactment of the electoral laws. It is
therefore unlikely that candidates could swiftly and massively move their supporters across
constituencies to alter the composition of the electorate and win the election. It is also
unlikely that incumbents could quickly target public spending towards the newly qualified
voters.

Third, there is no historical evidence that members of the Upper House sought to pro-
mote one or several occupational groups at the expense of others. Even if they were aware of
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the declining electoral success of lawyers, they would probably have attributed this decline
to the cultural explanations that were en vogue during the interwar period rather than to
urbanization as discussed above (Thibaudet, 1927; Halévy, 1930). In fact, changes to the
boundaries of electoral constituencies often resulted from the joint efforts of parliamentari-
ans with different occupations and across the political spectrum, as we discuss in detail in
Appendix B. For instance, the constituency of Sedan displayed in Figure 2 was established
through the bipartisan efforts of four Lower House members, none of whom were lawyers or
workers.

3.2.2. Territorial reforms

Territorial reforms indirectly modified electoral constituencies: the transfer of one or two
communes between cantons changed the boundaries of constituencies that followed those of
cantons. Between 1928 and 1936, there were seven such changes.

A careful reading of the administrative reports motivating these territorial reforms sug-
gests that they emanated from the municipal councils of the communes directly affected by
the transfer, with the aim of increasing their geographic proximity to the administrative
center of their canton. These changes were then enacted by the local préfet in agreement
with high-ranking officials of the Ministry of the Interior. Therefore, the local nature of
these territorial reforms made it unlikely that they were driven by the candidates’ strategic
electoral motives at the constituency level.

3.3. Counterfactual reforms

During the drafting of the 1932 and 1936 electoral laws, twelve amendments proposing
electoral reforms to the boundaries of twenty-eight constituencies in ten départements were
debated but ultimately not adopted, as shown in Panel (b) of Appendix Figure A2. While
these proposals were initiated by members of the Lower House, they were ultimately rejected
by their counterparts in the Upper House. We summarize these counterfactual boundary
changes in Appendix Table B2 and provide more details in Appendix B. Figures therein
further display the other counterfactual boundary changes. We use these counterfactual
reforms in some of our robustness tests to support the validity of our empirical strategy.

4. Data

This section presents the main variables of our analysis. Section 3.1 discusses the con-
struction of our main explanatory variable, i.e., the density of registered voters. Section 3.2
focuses on candidates’ occupations and electoral performance, and Section 3.3 presents
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constituency-level characteristics. Appendix Tables A1–A4 provide summary statistics. The
mapping from political affiliation to political leaning into left, right, and independent for each
election is detailed in Appendix Tables A5 and A6. Appendix C provides additional de-
tails on the sources of the historical data we use and on the construction of the panel of
constituencies.

4.1. Urbanization

Our main measure of urbanization is the (log) density of registered voters per square
kilometer in each electoral constituency and election. To compute the area of a constituency,
we use Gay (2020; 2021)’s Third-Republic France GIS shapefiles, which we supplement by
drawing the exact boundaries of infra-municipal constituencies. For each constituency, we
further collect the number of registered voters from archival records of official election results
(Lachapelle 1928; 1932; 1936).

In the 108 electoral constituencies of our main sample, the average number of registered
voters was stable throughout the period at around 21 thousand, while voter density remained
at around 450 per square kilometer. This apparent stability, however, masks large spatial
disparities caused by boundary changes. For instance, between 1928 and 1936, voter density
of the constituency of Saint-Denis-12 in the département of Seine decreased by 39 percent
while that of the constituency of Caen-1 in the département of Calvados increased by 89 per-
cent over the same period. These large disparities are also apparent when comparing changes
in (log) voter density between elections across treated and untreated constituencies in Ap-
pendix Table A7: while treated and untreated constituencies became equally more dense on
average, the standard deviation of the change in voter density was nearly four times greater
in treated constituencies (0.23) than in untreated ones (0.06).

To ensure that our results are not driven by this specific definition of voter density, we
construct an alternative measure to test the robustness of our results based on census data:
the share of the urban population. From the perspective of our study, however, the density
of registered voters remains a better measure of urbanization than the share of the urban
population. First, it measures the spatial distribution of registered voters at the precise
moment of the elections. In contrast, information on the urban population is from the
census and is therefore not synchronized with the timing of elections. Second, the density of
registered voters is an objective measure that does not depend on some arbitrary classification
of the population into urban and rural categories, however stable over time.
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4.2. Candidates’ occupations and electoral performance

There were 1,614 candidates in the 108 constituencies we analyze in the 1928, 1932,
and 1936 elections. Using the archival records of official election results, we collect vote
shares for each candidate in each round (Lachapelle 1928; 1932; 1936). We also collect the
political affiliations of all candidates in our sample, which we then match to their occupations
using Robert and Cougny’s (1889) and Jolly’s (1960) dictionaries of French parliamentarians.
Information on candidates’ occupations in these dictionaries is based on political manifestos,
which we supplement with secondary sources listed in Appendix C.8.

Based on these archival records, we classify each candidate into one of twelve occupa-
tions: artists, businessmen, clergymen, doctors (including pharmacists and veterinarians),
engineers (including scientists other than doctors), workers (including employees in the pri-
vate sector), mid- or low-level civil servants, high-level civil servants, judges, journalists,
landowners, lawyers (including solicitors), professors (including primary school teachers),
and notaries.11 In our sample of 1,614 candidates, lawyers were among the most common
occupation (263 candidates), as well as employees and workers (472 candidates), represent-
ing 16 and 29 percent of all candidates, respectively. Businessmen (301 candidates) and
landowners (158 candidates) were also frequent occupations, representing 19 and 10 percent
of all candidates. Doctors represented 6 percent of all candidates. In addition, 69 percent of
candidates were on the left of the political spectrum.

Among elected candidates in our sample, lawyers as well as employees and workers were
also among the most common occupations, representing 22 and 16 percent of all winners,
respectively. Businessmen were relatively successful as they represented 24 percent of all
winning candidates, while landowners and doctors only represented 14 and 5 percent of
them. 61 percent of elected candidates were on the left of the political spectrum.

Over time, the share of lawyers among winners declined from 26 percent in 1928 to
19 percent in 1936, although their share among candidates remained stable at 16 percent. In
contrast, while the share of employees and workers among candidates declined from 32 per-
cent in 1928 to 26 percent in 1936, their share among winners increased from 10 to 25 percent.
These trends suggest that lawyers were displaced by employees and workers during the in-
terwar period.

11Military professionals on active duty could neither vote nor run in elections. However, a few retired military
professionals ran for office. Because of their limited numbers and the fact that they usually owned land, we
classify them as landowners.
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4.3. Constituency characteristics

Some of the specifications in our empirical analysis account for constituency characteris-
tics that may have affected electoral outcomes. These characteristics include voter turnout,
the number of candidates in each constituency and election, as well as an indicator variable
that equals one if an incumbent candidate ran in a given election. We also compute a mea-
sure electoral competitiveness as in, e.g., Gavoille and Verschelde (2017), which is defined as
the inverse of a Herfindahl index in candidates’ vote shares (1 − ∑ vote_share2) and scaled
between zero and one.

In the 324 electoral contests held in 1928, 1932, and 1936 in the 108 constituencies in our
sample, an average of five candidates competed in the first round, with a minimum of two
and a maximum of twelve. In 69 percent of these contests, a second round was held because
no candidate received more than half the vote in the first round. In addition, 16 percent
of candidates were incumbents, while average turnout represented 84 percent of registered
voters.

These variables could however be endogenous to the density of registered voters. Reas-
suringly, we show in robustness checks below that this is not the case and that including
them does not alter our main results.

5. Empirical Framework

This section presents our empirical framework. Section 5.1 discusses the econometric
specification while Section 5.2 provides empirical tests supporting the validity of our identi-
fying assumptions.

5.1. Estimation strategy

To assess the effect of voter density on the electoral success of candidates of a given oc-
cupation, we estimate the following regression equation separately for each of the twelve oc-
cupations on the pooled sample of all candidates and elections:

(1) electediocdt = β11[i=o] + β2 densityct + β3 densityct × 1[i=o] + αc + αdt + εiocdt,

where electediocdt is an indicator variable that equals one if candidate i with occupation
o in constituency c of département d in election t was elected. The coefficient of interest,
β3, captures the interaction between the log density of registered voters in constituency c

and election t (densityct) and an indicator variable for whether candidate i holds occupa-
tion o (1[i=o]). We use the panel structure of our data by including constituency (αc) and
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département-by-election fixed effects (αdt), so that β3 estimates the electoral (dis)advantage
of candidates with a given occupation across constituencies of the same département whose
voter density changed over time. We cluster standard errors at the level of electoral con-
stituencies. Moreover, to ensure that our results are not driven by political competition,
we include fixed effects for the set of the candidates with other occupations competing in a
given election and constituency. We also control for constituency-level characteristics that
capture local electoral circumstances.

We also assess heterogeneity across the political spectrum by estimating a triple interac-
tion for candidates with occupation o affiliated to party p:

electediopcdt = β11[i=o] + β21[i=p] + β3 densityct + β4 densityct × 1[i=o]

+ β5 densityct × 1[i=p] + β6 densityct × 1[i=o] × 1[i=p](2)

+ αc + αdt + εiopcdt,

where electediopcdt is an indicator variable that equals one if candidate i of party p with
occupation o in constituency c of département d in election t was elected. Other variables
are the same as in Equation 1. We then test the following hypothesis:

(3) H0: β̂4 + densityct · β̂6 = 0,

where densityct is the average log density in constituency c in election t, and β̂4 and β̂6 are
estimates from Equation 2. Failure to reject the null would imply no heterogeneity in the
effect of voter density for occupation o across parties.

5.2. Identifying assumptions

Our empirical framework identifies the electoral effects of variation in voter density in-
duced by exogenous changes in the boundaries of electoral constituencies. The internal
validity of this strategy faces three challenges. First, boundary changes in a given election
should not be driven by electoral outcomes from the previous election. Second, treated con-
stituencies should be balanced relative to untreated ones in the same département. And
third, the Stable Unit Treatment Value Assumption (SUTVA) should hold: changes in voter
density should not affect other economic and political constituency characteristics post treat-
ment. As discussed in Section 2, the economic, institutional, and political context of interwar
France makes it likely that these assumptions hold. Nevertheless, we conduct a series of em-
pirical tests to support their validity using additional variables whose sources are listed in
the Appendix and whose summary statistics are given in Appendix Tables A8 and A9.
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Table 1. Previous Electoral Outcomes and Boundary Changes

Outcome: Boundary Change in the Following Election

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

Turnout −0.007
[0.013]

Number of candidates 0.031
[0.026]

Competitiveness 0.183
[0.392]

Elected
Lawyer 0.082

[0.110]
Worker 0.163

[0.250]
Left wing 0.035

[0.103]
Right wing −0.109

[0.102]

Within R2 0.005 0.013 0.002 0.006 0.009 0.002 0.017
Constituencies 108 108 108 108 108 108 108
Observations 216 216 216 216 216 216 216

Notes. This table reports coefficients from estimating Equation 4. Each observation is a
constituency-election. All specifications include constituency and département-by-election
fixed effects. Competitiveness is the inverse of a Herfindahl-Hirschman index in the candi-
dates’ vote shares, scaled between 0 and 1. Standard errors in brackets are clustered at the
constituency level. ∗∗∗ p ≤ 0.01. ∗∗ p ≤ 0.05. ∗ p ≤ 0.10.

We first test whether electoral outcomes in an election predict boundary changes in the
subsequent election with the following specification:

boundary_changecd,t = β Xc,t−1 + αc + αdt + εcd,t(4)

where boundary_changecd,t is an indicator variable that equals one if constituency c in
département d experienced a boundary change in the period leading to election t and Xc,t−1 is
a variable pertaining to the nature of political competition in the previous election: turnout,
competitiveness, and indicators for whether the elected candidate was a lawyer, a worker,
left wing, or right wing. As in Equation 1, we include constituency (αc) and département-by-
election fixed effects (αdt). This specification thus consists in a two-period panel: electoral
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outcomes refer to the 1928 and the 1932 elections, while boundary changes refer to those that
occurred in the lead-up to the 1932 and 1936 elections. We report the results in Table 1.
We find small and insignificant coefficients associated with each right-hand side variable,
thereby relieving concerns that political outcomes in one electoral contest drove boundary
changes in the following election.

Next, we assess whether treated constituencies exhibit balencedness relative to untreated
ones in the same département with the following specification:

Xcdt = β treatedc + αd + αt + εcdt(5)

where Xcd,t is a constituency-level characteristic measured in election year t and treatedcd

is an indicator variable that equals one if constituency c in département d experienced a
boundary change over the period 1928–36. We further include election (αt) and département
(αd) fixed effects.12 These characteristics consist in measures of judicial and economic activity
that are possible to reconstruct at the level of electoral constituencies: the number of civil,
commercial, and police cases, the number of firm failures, the number of labor disputes, a
consumer price index, and a wage index for all occupations—all these variables are logged
in the analysis. We report the results in Table 2, where we find small and insignificant
coefficients, suggesting that treated and untreated constituencies are balanced.

Table 2. Balance Tests: Characteristics of Constituencies With and Without Modified
Electoral Boundaries

Outcome: Civil Commercial Police Firm Labor Wage Price
cases cases cases failures disputes index index

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

Treated constituency 0.152 0.142 0.072 0.066 −0.017 0.010 0.002
[0.108] [0.111] [0.073] [0.105] [0.432] [0.009] [0.004]

Within R2 0.010 0.007 0.006 0.001 0.000 0.005 0.001
Constituencies 108 108 108 108 108 108 108
Observations 324 324 324 324 324 324 324

Notes. This table reports coefficients from estimating Equation 5. One observation is a
constituency-election. All specifications include département and election fixed effects. All vari-
ables are logged. See the main text of a definition of variables. Standard errors in brackets are
clustered at the constituency level. ∗∗∗ p ≤ 0.01. ∗∗ p ≤ 0.05. ∗ p ≤ 0.10.

Finally, we test whether changes in voter density affected constituencies’ judicial and
economic characteristics post treatment—the SUTVA assumption—with the following spec-

12Note that we do not include constituency or département-by-election fixed effects because the treated_c
variable is fixed over time at the constituency level.
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ification:

Xcd,t+1 = β densityc,t + αc + αdt + εcd,t(6)

where Xcd,t+1 is a constituency-level characteristic – the same ones as before – measured
one year after election year t and densityc,t is the log density of registered voters in elec-
tion year t. As in Equation 1, we include constituency (αc) and département-by-election
fixed effects (αdt). We report the results in Table 3. Again, we find small and insignifi-
cant coefficients, suggesting that the SUTVA assumption holds as changes to constituencies’
boundaries did not alter their underlying socio-economic composition.

Table 3. SUTVA Tests: Voter Density and Constituency Characteristics

Outcome: Civil Commercial Police Firm Labor Wage Price
cases cases cases failures disputes index index

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

Log density −0.131 0.097 0.016 0.121 −0.103 0.040 0.001
[0.411] [0.463] [0.337] [0.563] [0.333] [0.024] [0.012]

Within R2 0.002 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.011 0.000
Constituencies 108 108 108 108 108 108 108
Observations 324 324 324 324 324 324 324

Notes. This table reports coefficients from estimating Equation 6. One observation is a
constituency-election. All specifications include constituency and département-by-election
fixed effects. All variables are logged. See the main text of a definition of variables.
Standard errors in brackets are clustered at the constituency level.
∗∗∗ p ≤ 0.01. ∗∗ p ≤ 0.05. ∗ p ≤ 0.10.

A final potential concern with our identification strategy is that it relies on variation in
a selected set of départements, i.e., the 11 départements with electoral constituencies whose
boundaries were modified over the 1928–36 period. While it is impossible to formally test
the external validity of our results, we provide evidence that these départements were no
different from the 79 other départements on a wide range of characteristics. Specifically,
Panel A of Appendix Table A10 tests for differences in socio-demographic characteristics,
i.e., the number of lawyers and registered voters, fertility and literacy rates, and road density.
Panel B tests for differences in the characteristics of préfets as they played a role in the
implementation of territorial reforms: their age, whether they were lawyers, had another
occupation, or were members of the Lower House before joining the civil service, and their
turnover rate, i.e., the number of years they remained in the same département. Panel C
tests for differences in the occupations and party affiliations of sitting members of the Upper
House in départements with and without treated constituencies before each election. Panel D
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tests for those of candidates to the Lower House in each election. Reassuringly, all these
balance tests show no significant difference between départements with and without treated
constituencies, supporting the external validity of our results.

6. Results

Section 6.1 presents our baseline results of the causal relationship between voter density
and the electoral success of lawyers and workers. Next, Section 6.2 assesses heterogeneity
in this relationship across the political spectrum. Finally, Section 6.3 provides a series of
robustness checks that support the validity of our empirical strategy.

6.1. Voter density and electoral success by occupation

Table 4. Voter Density and Electoral Success of Lawyers and Workers

Outcome: Elected Vote share

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

A. Occupation: Lawyer

Log density × lawyer −0.061*** −0.061*** −0.030*** −3.783*** −3.794*** −2.163***
[0.016] [0.016] [0.010] [0.783] [0.784] [0.496]

Département × election FE No Yes Yes No Yes Yes
Other occupations FE No No Yes No No Yes
Controls No No Yes No No Yes

Within R2 0.019 0.019 0.251 0.042 0.042 0.417
Constituencies 108 108 108 108 108 108
Observations 1,614 1,614 1,614 1,614 1,614 1,614

B. Occupation: Employee or worker

Log density × worker 0.068*** 0.070*** 0.044*** 4.860*** 4.967*** 3.707***
[0.010] [0.010] [0.008] [0.536] [0.558] [0.450]

Département × election FE No Yes Yes No Yes Yes
Other occupations FE No No Yes No No Yes
Controls No No Yes No No Yes

Within R2 0.047 0.049 0.263 0.119 0.125 0.464
Constituencies 108 108 108 108 108 108
Observations 1,614 1,614 1,614 1,614 1,614 1,614

Notes. Each observation is a candidate. All specifications include constituency and election fixed effects, log voter
density, and an occupation indicator. Controls include an incumbent indicator and constituency controls (first
round number of candidates, first round turnout, number of rounds). Vote share is relative to the first round.
Standard errors in brackets are clustered at the constituency level. ∗∗∗ p ≤ 0.01. ∗∗ p ≤ 0.05. ∗ p ≤ 0.10.

Table 4 reports results from estimating Equation 1 for lawyer as well as for employee-and-
worker candidates. They suggest that a higher density of registered voters was detrimental
to the electoral success of lawyers (Panel A) but beneficial to that of employees and workers
(Panel B). When including département-by-election fixed effects in Column (2), estimates
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imply that a ten-percent increase in the density of registered voters decreased the probability
of electoral success for lawyers by 0.6 percentage points but increased that for employees and
workers by 0.7 percentage points. Put differently to gauge magnitudes, a one-standard devi-
ation increase in the change in log density of registered voters among treated constituencies
(0.23, corresponding to 400 registered voters per square kilometer) was associated with a
decrease in the success probability of lawyers by 1.4 percentage points, i.e., 5.1 percent of
their average probability of electoral success (27.4 percent). Conversely, a similar increase
in voter density improved the success probability of employees and workers by 1.6 percent-
age points, i.e., 14.5 percent of their average probability of electoral success (11.0 percent).
These results are corroborated by estimates in Column (5), which imply that higher voter
density had a negative and significant effect on the first-round vote share of lawyers but a
positive and significant effect on the vote share of employees and workers.

In Columns (3) and (6), we further control for local electoral conditions through a set
of fixed effects for the occupations of other candidates, the number of candidates, the num-
ber of rounds, first round turnout, and for the presence of the incumbent. Coefficients
decline slightly but remain statistically significant, suggesting that potential mediating ef-
fects through local electoral conditions do not account for the results, which we confirm in
robustness checks below. Nevertheless, given the potential endogeneity of these controls,
we do not include them further in the analysis—although all the results are robust to their
inclusion.

In Figure 3, we display the coefficients from Column (2) of Table 4 for lawyers and
workers along those for candidates with other occupations—the full set of estimates for
these occupations are reported in Panel A of Appendix Table A12. These results show that
changes in voter density did not have a robust significant effect on the electoral success of
candidates with other occupations, e.g., businessmen, except for doctors and landowners,
for whom urbanization was also detrimental. Indeed, like lawyers, doctors were educated
and self-employed individuals who could use their professional influence to build network
in rural constituencies. Landowners also used to mobilize their rural networks in electoral
contests. They were however smaller groups, with 92 candidate doctors and 158 candidate
landowners, compared to 263 candidate lawyers.13

13Results are also marginally significant for engineers, who represented a group of only 26 candidates.
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Figure 3. Voter Density and Electoral Success Across Occupations

Notes. This figure displays coefficients from estimating Equation 1 along with 95 percent confidence inter-
vals for all occupations. Results for the 11 artist and 17 high-level civil servant candidates not shown for
readability.

6.2. Heterogeneity across the political spectrum

In Table 5, we examine whether changes in voter density had heterogeneous electoral
implications across the political spectrum by running Equation 1 separately for left- and
right-wing candidates. Estimates in Columns (2) and (3) suggest that higher voter density
had a negative effect on the electoral success of left-wing lawyers, but a positive effect on the
electoral success of left-wing employees and workers. In contrast, higher voter density had
no effect on the electoral success of right-wing lawyers and workers. Results are similar when
considering vote shares in Columns (5) and (6). Looking more broadly across all occupations
(Figure 4 and Appendix Table A12), results suggest that higher voter density did not have a
significant impact on the electoral success of left- or right-wing candidates with occupations
other than lawyers and workers.

These findings prompt us to further investigate whether higher voter density had het-
erogeneous implications for left-wing lawyers and workers depending on their political af-
filiation. In Equation 2, we distinguish between communists from the Parti Communiste
Français (PCF, 318 candidates or 28 percent of left-wing candidates), socialists from the
Section Française de l’Internationale Ouvrière (SFIO, 319 candidates, 28 precent), left-wing
centrists from the Parti Radical et Radical-Socialiste (280 candidates, 25 percent), and inde-
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Table 5. Voter Density and Electoral Success of Left- and Right-Wing Lawyers and Workers

Outcome: Elected Vote share

Sample: Baseline Left Right Baseline Left Right

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

A. Occupation: Lawyer

Log density × lawyer −0.061*** −0.068*** −0.028 −3.794*** −4.365*** −1.012
[0.016] [0.016] [0.033] [0.784] [0.744] [1.513]

Within R2 0.019 0.019 0.006 0.042 0.045 0.019
Constituencies 108 108 102 108 108 102
Observations 1,614 1,121 448 1,614 1,121 448

B. Occupation: Employee or worker

Log density × worker 0.070*** 0.058*** 0.019 4.967*** 4.116*** 1.803
[0.010] [0.013] [0.042] [0.558] [0.502] [2.067]

Within R2 0.049 0.041 0.001 0.125 0.100 0.014
Constituencies 108 108 102 108 108 102
Observations 1,614 1,121 448 1,614 1,121 448

Notes. Each observation is a candidate. All specifications include constituency and election fixed
effects, log voter density, an occupation indicator and département-by-election fixed effects. Vote
share is relative to the first round. Standard errors in brackets are clustered at the constituency
level. ∗∗∗ p ≤ 0.01. ∗∗ p ≤ 0.05. ∗ p ≤ 0.10.

pendent left-wing candidates (204 candidates, 18 percent). Results in Table 6 suggest that
urbanization was detrimental to the success of socialist, center left-wing and independent
left-wing lawyers. They also show that urbanization had no heterogeneous effect by party
on the electoral success of left-wing employees and workers.
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(a) Left-Wing Candidates
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(b) Right-Wing Candidates

Figure 4. Voter Density and Electoral Success Across Occupations for Left-Wing and
Right-Wing Candidates

Notes. This figure displays coefficients from estimating Equation 1 along with 95 percent confidence intervals
for all occupations, on the subset of left-wing candidates (Panel a) or right-wing candidates (Panel b). Results
for the 11 artist and 17 high-level civil servant candidates not shown for readability.
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Table 6. Voter Density and the Electoral Success of Left-Wing Lawyers and Workers

Outcome: Elected

Sample: Left Comm. Soc Rad. Soc. Indep.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

A. Occupation: Lawyer

Log density × lawyer −0.068*** −0.048** −0.078*** −0.094*** −0.063***
[0.016] [0.019] [0.018] [0.026] [0.019]

Log density × lawyer × party −0.088 0.052 0.068 −0.054
[0.267] [0.036] [0.041] [0.039]

Within R2 0.019 0.070 0.026 0.031 0.040
Constituencies 108 108 108 108 108
Observations 1,121 1,121 1,121 1,121 1,121

β̂density × lawyer + −0.108 −0.042** −0.047** −0.100***
density × lawyer · β̂density × lawyer × party [0.182] [0.021] [0.022] [0.021]

Lawyer-party elected 36 3 2 23 8
Lawyer-party candidates 157 7 16 100 34

B. Occupation: Employee or worker

Sample: Left Comm. Soc. Rad. Soc. Indep.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Log density × worker 0.058*** 0.044** 0.061*** 0.048*** 0.065***
[0.013] [0.018] [0.015] [0.015] [0.014]

Log density × worker × party −0.083** −0.010 −0.004 −0.002
[0.041] [0.035] [0.036] [0.022]

Within R2 0.041 0.078 0.045 0.044 0.058
Constituencies 108 108 108 108 108
Observations 1,121 1,121 1,121 1,121 1,121

β̂density × worker + −0.113 0.042 0.040 0.062
density × worker · β̂density × worker × party [0.069] [0.061] [0.063] [0.039]

Worker-party elected 51 27 22 0 2
Worker-party candidates 443 244 137 5 57

Notes. This table reports regression results for left-wing lawyers and left-wing employees and workers. Each obser-
vation is a left-wing candidate. All specifications include constituency and election fixed effects, log voter density, an
occupation indicator, and département-by-election fixed effects. Column 1 reports results for all left-wing candidates;
Column 2, for candidates affiliated with the communist party (PCF); Column 3, for candidates affiliated with the
socialist party (SFIO); Column 4, for candidates affiliated with the center left-wing radical party (Parti Radical et
Radical-Socialiste); Column 5, for independent left-wing candidates. Standard errors in brackets are clustered at the
constituency level. ∗∗∗ p ≤ 0.01. ∗∗ p ≤ 0.05. ∗ p ≤ 0.10.

6.3. Robustness checks

This section provides a series of robustness checks that support the validity of our baseline
results. We analyze counterfactual reforms and show that our results are not driven by
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unobservable factors, which could entail both boundary changes and variations in voter
density over time. We also show that our results are robust to alternative measurement
strategies, estimation methods, and subsamples.

Table 7. Voter Density and the Electoral Success of Lawyers and Workers Across
Subsamples

Outcome: Elected

(1) (2) (3) (4)

A. Occupation: Lawyer

Log density × lawyer −0.061*** −0.060*** −0.024 −0.072**
[0.016] [0.014] [0.021] [0.030]

Within R2 0.019 0.029 0.050 0.020
Constituencies 108 157 54 34
Observations 1,614 2,267 743 524

B. Occupation: Employee or worker

Log density × worker 0.070*** 0.052*** −0.004 0.069***
[0.010] [0.013] [0.018] [0.009]

Within R2 0.049 0.053 0.079 0.028
Constituencies 108 157 54 34
Observations 1,614 2,267 743 524

Sample restriction

Actual départements Yes Yes No No
Actual constituencies Yes Yes No Yes

Counterfact. départements No Yes Yes No
Counterfact. constituencies No Yes Yes No

Notes. Each observation is a candidate. All specifications include constituency
and election fixed effects, log voter density, an occupation indicator, and
département-by-election fixed effects. Standard errors in brackets are clustered
at the constituency level. ∗∗∗ p ≤ 0.01. ∗∗ p ≤ 0.05. ∗ p ≤ 0.10.

Counterfactual reforms To ensure that our results are not driven by unobservable fac-
tors that could have entailed both changes to boundaries of electoral constituencies and
variations in voter density over time, we consider the sample of counterfactual constituen-
cies whose boundary changes were debated by members of the Lower House but ultimately
rejected by their counterparts in the Upper House. In Table 7, Column (1) reports baseline
estimates. Column (2) augments the sample with the départements that contained coun-
terfactual constituencies. Importantly, in Column (3), we only consider départements that
comprised counterfactual constituencies. This specification can be seen as a rigorous placebo
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test: since there was no actual boundary change in this sample, there should be no effect
of voter density on the electoral success of lawyers and workers. Finally, in Column (4),
we restrict the sample to the 34 constituencies that actually experienced boundary changes.
Overall, with the exception of Column (3) where we do not find a significant effect as ex-
pected, results are similar with those obtained in our baseline analysis, thus supporting the
validity of our empirical analysis.

Mediating effects We noted above in Table 4 that our main results were robust to the
inclusion of local electoral conditions which could have been correlated with both urban-
ization and electoral outcomes. Nonetheless, to assuage concerns that urbanization and
local electoral circumstances would be systematically significantly correlated, we show in
Appendix Table A11 that greater density of registered voters did not affect turnout, the
number of rounds, or the competitiveness of the elections. While we find that it slightly
reduced the total number of candidates in the first round of the elections, it did not have
a significant impact on the total number of lawyers or workers who ran. Moreover, greater
urbanization did not affect the likelihood that incumbents would run, whether they were
lawyers, workers, or had any other occupation.

Alternative measures We now consider three alternative measures of voter density. First,
we use the share of the urban population. To construct this measure, we follow the definition
of the urban population that had been used in the French censuses since the mid-nineteenth
century (Le Mée, 1972; Dupeux, 1974; Roncayolo, 1987). We thus classify as urban com-
munes that counted at least two thousand inhabitants in their agglomerated population
(population agglomérée). This measure of urban population included individuals residing
in the immediate vicinity of the commune’s center – generally defined as the neighborhood
of the town hall – as opposed to the sparse population (population éparse) that resided in
hamlets located on the outskirts of a commune’s center. We rely on the interwar censuses to
collect information on the agglomerated population and compute the share of the urban pop-
ulation for each of the six thousand communes that make up the 108 electoral constituencies
in our baseline sample.14 As with our baseline measure of voter density, the standard devia-
tion of the change in the share of urban population was nearly four times greater in treated
constituencies (0.07) than in untreated ones (0.02). Using this measure instead of the log
density of registered voters yields results which are similar to those in the baseline analysis:
as shown in Column (2) of Appendix Table A13, a one-standard deviation increase in the

14As we mentioned above in Section 3, the timing of the census was not that of the elections. We rely on the
March 1926 census for the April 1928 elections, on the census of May 1931 for the elections of May 1932,
and on the census of March 1936 for the elections of May 1936.
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change in the share of urban population (0.07) was associated with a decrease in the success
probability of lawyers by 2.3 percentage points. Conversely, a similar increase improved the
success probability of employees and workers by 2.8 percentage points.

Second, we discretize our baseline measure by creating an indicator variable that equals
one if the log density of registered voter is above the sample median. We find in Column (3)
of Appendix Table A13 that our results are robust to this alternative measure. We also
show that the results hold across quartiles of density measures in Appendix Table A14.

Third, population density may vary over time for reasons other than boundary changes,
because of factors affecting the numerator such as trends in migration, fertility, and mor-
tality. This raises concerns that the results are driven by changes over time in the number
of registered voters and not by the allocation of those voters across constituencies. As a
robustness check, we match the baseline number of registered voters in the previous election
to the constituency boundaries in the current election, and only exploit the variation in voter
density originating from redistricting. Specifically, we assign the voting population of 1928
to the 1932 election, and of 1932 to the 1936 election. Given that we can only run this speci-
fication on the 1932 and 1936 elections, we reproduce baseline estimates when excluding the
1928 election from the sample in Column (6) of Appendix Table A13, finding similar results.
Estimates in Column (7) of Appendix Table A13 when using the population of registered
voters in the preceding election are similar, suggesting that our results are not driven by
differential demographic trends in treated constituencies.

Alternative estimation methods In Column (4) of Appendix Table A13, we show that
the baseline results are robust to a more stringent clustering strategy by which standard
errors are clustered two-way at the level of constituencies and département-election.

Furthermore, by construction, only one candidate is elected in a constituency. We account
for the potential dependence across equations by re-estimating Equation 1 with seemingly
unrelated regressions (SUR) across occupations, where outcomes are set to zero when the
candidates’ occupations are different from o. Column (5) of Appendix Table A13 shows that
estimates from this methodology are in line with the baseline results.15

Alternative samples We also verify that baseline results hold in more restrictive sam-
ples besides those highlighted in Table 7. First, we show in Appendix Figure A3 that no

15Although our setting bears similarities with a difference-in-difference framework, it is nonetheless different
since our variable of interest is an interaction term between the occupation indicator variable and the
voter density variable whereby the source of exogenous variation is the change in voter density entailed by
electoral and territorial reforms. Therefore, we cannot implement the various robust estimators proposed by
de Chaisemartin and d’Haultfoeuille (2023).
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single département drives the results. Second, given the institutional uncertainty and tim-
ing of the reforms, it was unlikely that some candidates would strategically run in different
constituencies across elections to take advantage of the changing boundaries of electoral con-
stituencies. In fact, this strategic behavior was marginal and usually unsuccessful: between
1928 and 1936, 52 candidates ran in different constituencies within the same département
and only 4 were elected, while 38 ran in different départements and none won. Nevertheless,
to alleviate concerns that such strategic behavior is related to changes in voter density, we
re-run the baseline analysis without the candidates who ran in two different constituencies
across elections. Again, estimates in Column (9) of Appendix Table A13 are similar to the
baseline.

7. Conclusion and discussion

This study shows that increased urbanization negatively affected the electoral success
of lawyers in Lower House of the French Parliament during the interwar period, while it
benefited employees and workers, an effect concentrated on the left of the political spectrum.
Left-wing lawyers had indeed been instrumental in passing the early reforms of the Third
Republic, notably the secular transformation of the school system as well as the separation of
Church and State (Franck, 2016). At a time when most voters lived in rural areas, electoral
constituencies were a collection of isolated villages where a handful of individuals could know
each potential voter on a personal basis. These individuals could then act as middlemen for
candidates seeking to mobilize local voters. Because their professional networks relied on
long-term business relationships, lawyers were likely to know these middlemen and thus
could turn their professional networks into political machines during electoral campaigns.
For instance, Louis Barthou (1862–1934), a lawyer who represented the département of
Basses-Pyrénées in the Lower House from 1889 to 1922 and in the Upper House from 1922
to 1934, wrote in his memoirs:

“Anyone who has never seen, outside Paris, on a market day in a small town, the
antechamber of a lawyer’s office filled with peasants who have come for a yes, for
a no, for nothing, cannot know how influence is patiently built up, how authority
is developed in a constituency.” (Barthou, 1923, p. 18).

As urbanization intensified, the professional network of these left-wing lawyers became
less effective in mobilizing voters than that of employees and workers. Indeed, anecdotal
evidence suggests that they had historically invested more effort in organizing political ma-
chines in urban than in rural areas (Tilly, 1986; Barzman, 1997; Vigna, 2021). The role of
unions in the electoral success of employees and workers is evident in Appendix Table A15,
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which provides biographical information for the elected employees and workers in our sample
of 108 constituencies. Out of those 33 elected employees and workers, 28 had a union affil-
iation. A case in point is that of Maurice Thorez (1900–64), who became the leader of the
French Communist Party in the 1930s (Robrieux, 1975). As such, our analysis also provides
an explanation for the growing political dominance of employees and workers in the interwar
period, culminating in the victory of the left-wing Front Populaire coalition in 1936.

Future work could provide more detailed evidence on the relative importance of middle-
men and networks in mobilizing voters in rural and urban constituencies. Another avenue
for research could pertain to the long-term trends in the rise of “career politicians” whose
sole work experience pertains to political affairs (O’Grady, 2019; Elsässer, 2024). It may
be worth analyzing how urbanization increased the monetary costs of developing a politi-
cal network and therefore made it impossible for most citizens, aside from millionaires, to
simultaneously manage a professional and a political career (Carnes, 2018).
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