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Abstract 

This paper studies the link between the diffusion of news and spending decisions. We develop a 

canonical model that illustrates how the spread of information affects expenditures close to 

elections, conditional on the electoral rules. With the indirect election of the incumbent, news 

limits total spending by reducing the most targetable expenditure item; with the direct election 

of the government, it leaves unaffected total spending and narrows the gap between the opposite 

variations of the most and the least targetable expenditure items. 

We test these hypotheses on a dataset of Italian Regions from 1984 to 2008, approximating the 

spread of information with the diffusion of newspapers. We estimate the effect of news 

conditional on the electoral rule, exploiting a reform that introduced the direct election of the 

governor in 1999. The empirical analysis confirms the expectations, and suggests that capital 

expenditure is the most targetable item. The results are robust to alternative categorizations of 

press and indicate a deeper effectiveness of the diffusion of local press. 
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1. Introduction 

A popular idiom states that 'no news is good news', meaning that not hearing any news signifies 

that nothing is wrong. This paper investigates a relevant exception to such a piece of worldly 

wisdom in the political economy context, namely the fiscal policy decision making process. We 

answer the question: when and how does the diffusion of news affect public expenditures? 

It is commonly acknowledged that the economic performance of the governments in democratic 

environments is influenced by popularity concerns (Besley, 2003). The incumbents set 

redistributive expenditure to maximize their political support, rather than social welfare 

(Padovano, 2007). It is not surprising that the economic performance improves when the 

elections are more competitive (Padovano and Ricciuti, 2009). The need to obtain a larger 

electoral support than any other challenger incentivizes the incumbent to strategically generate 

inefficiencies, such as the expenditure cycles (Rogoff, 1990). Information is crucial because the 

distortion is effective only if it creates an illusion of higher voters' utility. Greater access to news 

provides voters with information about the policy decision making process, such as the cost of 

the public provision of goods and services, the individuals that benefit from redistribution, and 

other pieces of knowledge useful to judge the performance of the incumbent. More news is 

diffused, more aware should voters be. 

Shi and Svensson (2006) show that the access to free media indeed increases the awareness of 

the voters and reduces the efficiency of the fiscal manipulation; in this situation being strategic 

does not raise the popularity of the incumbent before re-election. Nonetheless, Shi and Svensson 

(2006) provide a partial answer to our questions. The authors focus on electoral expenditure 

cycles and explain the cross-country differences observed in the empirical analysis. They 

conclude that greater access to free media is associated to small distortions during the electoral 

year. This paper takes a different perspective and investigates the more general relationship 

between the diffusion of news and total public spending. Our approach detects the presence of 

alternative mechanism through which the news influence the spending decision. Furthermore, 

we better control for the institutional heterogeneity and the country specificity of the news 

market by considering a dataset of sub-national units of government. Our results confirm that 

the diffusion of news reduces electoral cycles of expenditures, and it is the only effect they have 

on spending. 

We develop a canonical model that illustrates when and how the diffusion of news influences 

public spending. We find that a significant effect exists, and it is connected to the timing of 

elections. This result is consistent with the literature: the diffusion of information during the 

non electoral years is ineffective because both the voters and the incumbent ignore it. Voters 

know that information is costly and it depreciates in time, therefore they gather the relevant 

knowledge about the performance of the incumbent close to next election; at the same time, the 

policy maker reduces spending inefficiencies when this is more convenient to increase the 

probability of lasting in office, that is when re-election approaches. 

We further extend the analysis by considering the incentives that different institutional designs 

provide to the incumbent. We take into account two alternative electoral rules, i.e. the indirect 

election of the incumbent by a proportionally elected assembly of councilors, and the direct 

election by the voters with the majority rule. The theoretical prediction suggests that the 

indirect election stimulates an increase of targeting spending towards both voters and 

councilors, and generates cycles in the size of expenditure. The direct election, on the other 

hand, requires targeting only the voters, and allows a shift of the composition of spending 

without extending its size. More news provides information on both the amount of public 

spending and its composition; this knowledge unveils the objectives of the incumbent, either 

targeting or welfare provision, and makes the resource inefficiencies apparent. Greater diffusion 

of the news is expected to constrain the spending cycles regardless the electoral rule, but its 

impact is shaped by the institutional setting. Specifically, in the indirect electoral system more 

diffusion decreases total spending by lowering the positive variations of targetable items. In the 

direct electoral system, on the other hand, more news closes the gap between the opposite 

variations of the targetable and the non targetable spending, holding back the shift of the 

composition of expenditures. 

We conclude that 'no news is costly news', meaning that a limited or ineffective spread of 

information hides non optimal expenditure decisions. 



The empirical analyses tests these hypotheses on a panel dataset of Italian Regions during the 

period 1984-2008. The dataset includes 7 gubernatorial terms; a reform introduced the direct 

election of the incumbent in 1999, which made the institutional setting in the dataset 

comparable to the one illustrated in the theoretical section. The econometric specification 

estimates a dynamic expenditure equation, which controls for both regional and year effects, and 

corrects the small sample bias with the LSDVC estimator (Bruno, 2005). We proxy the spread of 

news with the local diffusion of newspapers. The lack of available data on alternative media, 

such as television and internet, limits the choice of the news variable. During the observed 

period, however, the press has always been a relevant news provider in Italy; official surveys 

demonstrate that the audience usually considers its content more reliable than television2. 

The findings of the empirical analysis confirm our theoretical hypotheses: 1) the diffusion of 

newspapers affects public expenditures close to elections; 2) the more newspapers are diffused, 

the larger is the reduction of the electoral cycle; 3) in an indirect electoral system the diffusion of 

newspapers constrains the increased size of expenditures by reducing the positive variation of 

capital expenditures; 4) in a direct electoral system the diffusion of newspapers leaves 

unaffected the size of expenditures by reducing both the positive variation of capital 

expenditures and the negative variation of current expenditures. 

This evidence suggests that capital expenditure is the most targetable item of expenditures. The 

results, moreover, are robust to alternative categorizations of journals, based either on the 

content of the news (economic vs. generalist newspapers) or their geographical diffusion (local 

vs. national newspapers). The category of press that shows the largest impact over spending is 

the local press. 

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: Section 2 reviews the relevant literature. Section 3 

develops a canonical model and formulates some testable hypotheses. Section 4 describes the 

characteristics of the dataset and the econometric methodology applied. Section 5 presents the 

main results and Section 6 shows a set of robustness checks. Finally, Section 7 concludes. 

 

2. Related literature 

The policy implications of mass media are likely to be important (Stromberg, 2001), because the 

diffusion of news reduces the information asymmetry regarding the unobserved determinants of 

the decisions of the government. There is a general consensus that the electoral concerns of the 

incumbent government generate manipulations of fiscal policy when asymmetric information is 

relevant (Besley, 2003). The incumbents, as a consequence, set redistributive expenditure to 

maximize their political support, rather than social welfare (Padovano, 2007). The news reduce 

the cost of gathering the relevant knowledge, increasing the visibility of both governmental 

decisions and economic outcomes, thus extending the share of aware voters in the electorate. As 

an example, Besley and Burgess (2002) find that a larger diffusion of local newspapers in India 

is associated to a more efficient link of responsiveness regarding public food production and 

calamity relief expenditure. Snyder and Stromberg (2008) find lower federal spending of US 

districts in those areas where the press coverage of the local members of the Congress is smaller. 

Although these results apply to an undefined time horizon, the political economy theory predicts 

that electoral concerns incentivize the generation of fiscal manipulation connected to the timing 

of the elections (Rogoff and Sibert, 1988)3. Higher expenditure and low taxation increase the 

utility of the voters; at the end of the legislature the incumbent strategically distort spending 

decisions to increase her probability of lasting in office another term. The distortion takes one of 

two forms: either an increase in the size of public spending (Rogoff, 1990; Shi and Svensson, 

2003), or a shift of resources across different spending categories that leaves the total budget 

unchanged (Drazen and Eslava, 2006). Electorally induced variations in the size of expenditure 

are typical of less developed countries (Shi and Svensson, 2006), because voters in those regions 

are less sophisticated (Brander and Drazen, 2005). Scholars claim that the electorate in 

developed countries better monitors large budget deficits, and understands the link between the 
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 Voia and Ferris (2013) model the opposite causal relationship, claiming that the expectation of large budget cycles peaks 

lead to an early election call. Such a mechanism, that the authors verify in Canada federal governments, works when the 

elections date is not pre-determined and can be influenced by the incumbent. On the contrary, in this paper we focus on 

democratic environments with exogenous elections. 



current deficit and the future tax increases and/or expenditure reductions. Budget deficits are 

therefore more likely to decrease the probability of re-election of the incumbent; such awareness 

in turn weakens the incentive to generate a cycle in developed countries. The empirical findings 

of Andrikopoulos et al. (2004) and Streb and Lema (2009) support these hypotheses, and reject 

the presence of electoral budget cycles in the EU and the OECD countries, while they find 

significant variations in Latin America4. The concept of sophistication of the voters is similar to 

that of awareness. Awareness is determined by the degree of democracy (Gonzales, 2002), the 

transparency of the fiscal rules (Alt and Lassen, 2006), and, finally, the diffusion of mass media. 

Shi and Svensson (2006) show that, ceteris paribus, the cross country differences in electoral 

cycles depend on the ease of access to the media, since the countries with more informed voters 

are associated to smaller variations of electoral spending. Their analysis exploits an index of 

media access and estimates whether the value of this index is correlated with public spending 

levels during the electoral year, compared to the other years. Specifically, they test the 

significance of a predicted negative coefficient of the interaction between the electoral dummy 

and the index of media access. Their results confirm the hypothesis, but the p-value of the 

Hansen test of over-identification is very close to unity (0.99) and, considering the small size of 

the sample, casts doubts about the reliability of the findings. Specifically, they might suffer from 

a 'false positive' bias, that artificially increases the significance of the coefficients (Roodman, 

2009)5. 

Furthermore, Shi and Svensson (2006) focus on overall fiscal budget balance, leaving 

unanswered the questions of whether and how media access affects the manipulations of the 

composition of expenditure, and if these effects are present also during the non electoral years. 

Such questions, which are answered in the present paper, are far from being trivial. In 

developed countries, where media access and the spread of information is larger, fiscal 

distortions influence the composition of spending rather than the fiscal budget balance. More 

informed voters, in this perspective, should be associated to a reduction of the variation of the 

categories of spending whose levels are far from their optimal value. The effectiveness of mass 

media in constraining the cycle in the composition of spending has not been tested yet. 

On the empirical side, there is no consensus on which are the spending categories subject to 

manipulation. Berry et al. (2010) use a mechanical approach and compute a coefficient of 

variation of the U.S. federal programs, measured as the ratio between the standard deviation 

across districts and years and the mean across districts and years. They increase the 2/3 

threshold by Levitt and Snyder (1995) up to 3/4, defining 'low variation' programs those ones 

with a coefficient lower than 3/4, and 'high variations' ones the remaining ones. Political 

economists, on the contrary, motivate their empirical strategies based on theoretical 

assumptions. Aidt et al. (2011) argue that manipulation occurs in the less visible item, i.e. 

capital expenditures6, because it is realized with a one period lag. Vergne (2009), on the other 

hand, claims that current expenditure is more likely to be distorted, because it is mainly 

composed of wages and subsidies, that can be easily used to target selected groups of voters. The 

two studies empirically verify their hypotheses using two different datasets: while Aidt et al. 

(2011) exploit a panel of Portuguese Municipalities, Vergne (2009) considers 42 developing 

countries (that does not include Portugal). Some institutional specificities that are not 

adequately controlled reasonably motivate these contrasting results. As an example, the 

estimates of Vergne (2009) do not control for the electoral rule. A proportional system is usually 

associated to a broader redistribution and a larger share of ‘universal’ spending (e.g. welfare 
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 To solve this problem I apply the LSDVC estimator (Bruno, 2005). More details regarding the fit of this choice are 

provided in the empirical section. 
6
 Another study, Baleiras et al. (2004), analyzes electoral cycle in Portuguese local governments. While the authors  

reverse the theoretical assumptions by assuming that political budget cycles are the outcome of a game with fully 

symmetric information across the agents, they predict and verify the same electoral increase of capital expenditure found 

in Aidt et al. (2011). 



expenditure); in a majoritarian system, on the other hand, the candidates compete in smaller 

electoral districts by targeting redistributive spending programs on the local interests of smaller 

groups (Persson and Tabellini, 2002). Santolini (2012) finds that a marginal increase of the dis-

proportionality of the electoral rule is associated to a larger heterogeneity of expenditures in the 

Italian Regions, and expenditures are skewed towards capital spending. This institutional 

analysis, however, considers the rule for the election of the Regional Council and disregards the 

indirect/direct electoral rule for selecting the incumbent. 

Finally, when studying the information potential of news, the literature stresses three issues: 

freedom, neutrality and the informational content. 

When freedom of press is granted, the government does not have any influence on press release, 

such as censorship rights or propaganda campaigning. In such a situation the mass media act as 

a sounding-board for any type of news, and they affect the decisions of both the voters and the 

incumbent. Unfortunately, this is not always the case. Akhmedov and Zhuravskaya (2004) 

analyze the relationship between the development of freedom of press and electoral spending 

cycles in Russia; they find that the magnitude of the cycle decreases both the freedom of the 

media and the awareness of the voters. 

When the news provider is not neutral and news are filtered through some partisan point of 

view, the bias affects the pandering incentives of the incumbent. If the bias is in favor of the 

government, the pandering incentives are reduced; if the bias is against the government, the 

incumbent manipulates fiscal policy to increase his electoral popularity. Ashwort and Shotts 

(2010) study the effect of the access to the mass media on the incumbents’ pandering incentives 

proving that, surprisingly, even an unbiased provider can aggravate pandering incentives when 

the challenger is strong. 

A recent strand of the economic literature studies the incumbency bias and focuses on the 

Italian case. The possible capture of the mass media by political parties has not been directly 

tested yet, but there is empirical evidence of the capture of Italian press by advertisement 

companies. Gambaro and Puglisi (2010) find that 'the newspaper coverage of a given company is 

positively and significantly related with the amount of ads purchased on that newspaper by that 

company' (page 2). There is of course the possibility of an indirect capture by companies that 

support a political party, in return for the satisfaction of their special interests. Scholars, 

however, demonstrate that the impact on voters' ideological point of view is not relevant. 

Italians, in fact, show a 'pathological level' of selective exposure to the like-minded media 

(Larcinese, 2008). In other words, they watch and read mass media that are consistent with 

their beliefs. More interestingly, voters change their consumption behavior as soon as the 

ideological content of the media gets distant from their own. As an example, Larcinese (2008) 

reports that during the Berlusconi centre-right wing cabinet in 2001, when the Prime Minister 

was also the owner of the three most popular commercial channels, centre-right wing voters 

watched mostly his channels while centre-left wing voters watched mainly public channels, over 

which the government coalition exercised a weaker influence. Such a polarization is the response 

to a change in the ideology associated to the television channels. When Berlusconi was in office, 

centre-right wing voters watched more public television than before because the partisan 

governmental influence over public television reduced the distance from their positions. Centre-

left wing voters, on the contrary, tuned into a new private channel, ideologically biased towards 

the centre-left wing party (Durante and Knight, 2012). In an extension of their analysis, 

Durante and Knight (2012) find a strong correlation between the ideology of the Italian 

newspapers and of their readers, and show the lack of any substitution effect between television 

and press. 

The same media (television, press, internet) likely includes a number of news providers who are 

heterogeneous in their informational content (channels, newspapers, websites). Some media are 

in fact associated to the news that are directly connected to the fiscal indicators, i.e. the 

introduction or the reform of some form of taxation, the evolution of the public budget deficit, the 

evaluation of the provision of public goods and services. Prat and Stromberg (2006) assume that 

‘viewers receive more political information from public service broadcasters than from their 

commercial counterparts', and test the detrimental effect of the introduction of commercial 

television in Sweden on voters’ political knowledge. Their empirical results do not match the 

predictions, as they show that the introduction of commercial television increased the awareness 



of the electorate by providing information to ex ante uninformed voters. At the same time, the 

geographical diffusion of the news provider influences the link of responsiveness (Besley and 

Burgess, 2002). The local news providers, in fact, are likely to devote more attention to the local 

issues rather than the national ones, thus increasing the visibility of the performance of the local 

governments. 

 

3. A theoretical illustration 

In order to give precise theoretical underpinnings to the subsequent empirical analysis, which 

remains the main focus of the present paper, in this section we develop a canonical model of the 

relationship between the diffusion of information and public expenditure. The behavior of an 

incumbent running for re-election is described through a simplified model of electoral signaling. 

The following sub-sections illustrate the environment, the equilibrium fiscal decisions and the 

effect of the diffusion of newspapers. 

 

3.1 The environment 

Assume a jurisdiction governed by an incumbent politician I, populated by a mass of voters 

i=1,...,N whose preferences for the public provision of goods and services are represented by a 

number of political parties p=1,..,P, whose size is negligible compared to N. 

In each period the public budget constraint equals resources and expenditures, T=G. Public 

expenditure is financed with an income tax whose rate is t. The budget constraint is: 

[1] � ∑ ��
�
��� = 	 

Public expenditure G approximates the cost of the public provision of goods and services c and 

inefficiencies m, that represent the costs of targeting groups other than the voters: 

[2] 	 = 
� + 1 − 
�� = 
� + � +� 

While the politicians observe both c and m, voters observe only 
�, with 0 < 
 < 1. Voters infer 

the quantity 1 − 
��, but they cannot disentangle the unobserved cost of public provision of 

goods and services, �, from resource waste that inefficiently increase the tax burden, m. 

The incumbent's utility �� depends on the amount of ego rents that she gains from being in 

office, r, not produced with public resources but conditional on re-election. Furthermore, she 

diverts rents from inefficiencies m. The utility function is modeled as a Cobb-Douglas, that we 

present in its logarithmic form: 

[3] �� = ���� + ���� 

where ̟=f(U) is the probability of holding office, U is the utility function of his electorate, and f 

'>0 and f ''<07. 

The institutional environment, namely the electoral system in place in the jurisdiction, specifies 

the procedure through which a candidate takes office. There are two main alternatives: 

a) the incumbent is appointed by the majority of the councilors belonging to a legislative 

assembly, which is in turn elected by the voters via proportional rule; 

b) the incumbent is directly elected by the voters via majority rule. 

In case a), the incumbent faces a two-step electoral campaign. First, she must maximize the 

share of votes obtained by his party at the ballot to secure the support of a large number of 

councilors. For this purpose, she maximizes voters' utility ��, depending on the disposable 

income and the observed public provision of goods and services: 

[4] �� = �� − ���� + ��
� + ���� 

The parameter � < 1 weighs the unobservable against the observable provision of public goods 

and services. It is less than unity by definition, because voters gain more utility from visible 

spending, that is unequivocally recognized as non rents, than from non visible spending. 

Secondly, she maximizes the support of the majority of councilors in the newly elected legislative 

assembly. A councilors' utility ��, once she has been elected in the assembly, is determined by 

the rents he can extract from public resources. Since he cannot take directly take fiscal 

decisions, he receives rents by the incumbent in the shape of targeted spending. The councilors' 

targeting is obtained by diverting m:  

[5] �� = ��� 
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 We follow Lohmann (1998) by assuming that incumbents choose policy before observing their type, so there is only 

asymmetric information on policy choices, not on their personal competence. 



On the other hand, in the situation b) the incumbent faces a one-step electoral campaign and a 

homogeneous electorate, therefore she maximizes the utility of the median voter. 

 

3.2 The equilibrium fiscal decisions 

When the incumbent does not face popularity concerns, i.e. in the non electoral periods, she 

takes fiscal decisions non strategically. She maximizes her instantaneous utility function and 

extracts the maximum amount of rents she can: m=T. 

Since she aims at being re-elected, during the electoral period she chooses c and m by solving the 

following problem: 

[6] max � s.t. � ∑ ��
�
��� = 
� + � +� 

In the case a), U=δUi+Us, while in the case b) U=Ui. The parameter δ≤1 weights the utility of the 

voters with respect to the utility of the councilors. 

The optimal public expenditure with the indirect elections (b) is: 

[7.1] �∗ =
� !

�"#$�
  

[7.2] �∗ =
$� !�

�"#$�
 

As the equations show, a larger share of available resources T-	� increases spending by raising 

both c* and m*. The more the incumbent weights the voters against the councilors, and & tends 

to one, the more c* and the less m* are produced. Finally, the higher is γ the less c and m are 

produced. That because a smaller share of resources are unobserved, therefore a marginal 

expenditure in c has a larger impact over voters' utility; this implies that less c is required to be 

re-elected by them; at the same time, if more expenditure is observed, it is less advantageous to 

spend in inefficiencies m*. 

The popularity concerns incentivizes the incumbent to target both the voters and the councilors, 
setting 
c>
c* and m>m*. The non visible share of expenditure 1 − 
�c increases because it is 

shared between the councilors' and I's rents, according to the level that assures to the incumbent 

the support of a 'minimum winning coalition' of councilors. As a result, I increases the size of 

total expenditure G. 

With the direct electoral rule (a) the optimal quantities are: 

[8.1] �∗ =
� '

# (
 

[8.2] �∗ =
(� '�

# (
 

As the equations show, a larger share of available resources T-m increases spending by raising 

both c* and �*. The smaller is �, the less the voters weigh unobservable against observable 

expenditure, therefore �* decreases relatively more than c*. Finally, like before, the higher is γ 

the less c* and �* are produced. 

During the electoral period the incumbent targets only the voters and increases observable 
spending γc. To extract rents for himself, I shifts � to m, but this time he can keep 1 − 
�c 

constant. By doing so, he does not affect total spending G. 

 

3.3 The effect of the diffusion of information 

So far we have treated 
 as a fixed parameter. Let us now introduce a shock that increases the 

visibility of public spending without affecting c. As an example, if the spread of information 

through the mass media intensifies, the diffusion of news increases and voters better understand 

how the incumbent employs their taxes. Such a situation makes it easier for the voters to infer 

the true value of γ and therefore disentangle θ from m. 

In the case a) (proportional system) an increase in γ<1 unveils the councilor's targeting strategy. 

The voters understand that the quantity (1- γ)c is excessive because either m>m* or θ has been 

diverted into rents, spending is inefficient and they are over-taxed. If I reduces c, voters do not 

re-elect her party in the council, and she does not access the second step of the re-election 

process. The incumbent would then reduce (1- γ)c by shifting θ to m, thus targeting the 

councilors and renouncing to a share of her own rents. The councilors perfectly observe the 

composition of public spending and understand that the maximum amount of rents that they can 

obtain to support the re-appointment has decreased. In the case b) (majoritarian system), an 

increase in γ<1 forces the incumbent to reduce the variation of his rents m and increases the 

variation of θ. 



All in all, the increased information affects expenditures exclusively during the electoral period 

by constraining the electoral cycle. Furthermore, the diffusion of the news reduces the distortion 

in a way that is specific to its nature, that in turn is defined by the electoral rule. 

From the model, we derive the following empirical predictions: 

H1. The diffusion of news affects public expenditure only according to the electoral timing; 

H2. The more news are spread, the larger is the reduction of the electoral spending distortion; 

H3. In a system like a) the diffusion of news constrains the increased size of total expenditure G 

by reducing the positive variation of the more observable item, γc; 

H4. In a system like b) the diffusion of news affects the composition of expenditure, by reducing 

the positive variation of the most visible item, γc, and decreasing the negative variation of the 

least observable item, θ. 

 

Figure 1 about here 

 

4. The empirical analyses: methodology and data 

4.1 Italian Regions: public expenditure, the diffusion of newspapers and elections  

The dataset includes the 15 Ordinary Statute Regions8 during the period 1984-2008. We 

excluded the five Special Statute Regions9 because of their heterogeneous institutional, fiscal 

and electoral setting. The time period selected includes the longest time series of variables 

available for these observations. 

The Italian Regions were established in 1970. At the beginning, their expenditures were mainly 

financed through intergovernmental grants. The fiscal reforms of the 1990s strengthened the 

link of accountability between voters and politicians by increasing the financial autonomy of the 

Regions. Budget constrains were hardened in 1998 by decentralizing the Maastricht Stability 

Pact: in case of an excess deficit, a share of the penalty imposed to Italy was paid by Regions 

depending on their own deficit (Bordignon, 2000). The penalty was defined in terms of reduced 

transfers and shared taxes. The presence of soft budget constraints (Bordignon and Turati, 2003; 

Josselin et al., 2012), however, provide incentives to keep distorting expenditures without being 

punished for generating budget deficits, that still are present. 

The financial autonomy of the Regions has been introduced in the 1990s through the reduction 

of intergovernmental transfers, substituted by the simultaneous introduction of equalization 

funds. Own tax revenues are limited to the definition of the production tax rate (IRAP, Imposta 

Regionale sulle attività produttive) introduced in 1997 and the regional personal income tax 

surcharge; they represented respectively for 55% and 29% of total Regional revenues in 200810. 

Expenditure autonomy is larger, and it includes health care (79% of the national health 

expenditure) and investment. In total, regional expenditures represent 40% of Italian 

investment expenditure11. 

Total expenditure consists of current expenditure (personnel, transfers to Municipalities and 

local health agencies, 66% of the total), capital expenditure (7.1% of the total), loans and 

borrowings (4.2% of the total) and third-party payments (‘partite di giro’12, 22% of the total). 

Since the outcome of third-party payments is a 'black box', our empirical analysis focuses on 

current and capital expenditure13. 

Current spending in Italian Regions is plausibly more rigid than capital one, because it is 

mainly composed of wages and subsidies; for the same reason, it is also less visible to 
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 Piemonte, Lombardia, Emilia Romagna, Veneto, Liguria, Toscana, Umbria, Marche, Abruzzo, Lazio, Campania, 

Basilicata, Molise, Calabria, Puglia. 

9 Valle d'Aosta, Trentino-Alto Adige, Friuli-Venezia Giulia, Sicilia and Sardegna. 
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 Source: ISTAT (Italian Institute of Statistics), Bilanci delle Regioni e delle Province Autonome. 
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 Source: ISTAT (Italian Institute of Statistics), Bilanci delle Regioni e delle Province Autonome. 
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 They are neutral items, used to account expenditures for which the regional government is a third party, 

e.g. when she acts as a withholding agent. 
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The analyses assumes the absence of any significant pattern of yardstick competition among the Regions. This 

assumption cannot be tested due to the too small size of the dataset, but it is supported by reasonable arguments. First, the 

economy of the Regions is not integrated as the one of the Municipalities because, beyond national shocks, each Region 

has an economic system and a different specialization (manufacturing, public services, tourism and so on). Secondly, 

Regions represent large geographical areas and the informational spillovers across them may not be strong enough to 

stimulate the interregional performance comparison. 



uninformed voters. Following this line of reasoning, capital expenditures should be the object of 

the manipulation of the strategic incumbents. The inspection of the coefficients of variation14 

shows that current expenditure is a 'low variation' item both using the threshold defined by 

Levitt and Snyder (1995), and the one in Berry et al. (2010), while capital expenditure is a 'high 

variation' item. 

The Regions in the dataset have held elections every 5 years since 1980, to elect the Regional 

Council and the Governor. The timing of the elections is set exogenously by the central 

government. Before 1995 the Council was elected with the proportional rule and the President 

was elected by the Councilors. After 1995 the electoral rule turned to a mixed system (1/5 

majoritarian) and introduced the direct election of the Governor since 1999. Following the 

discussion in section 3, we expect that the electorally induced variations of total expenditures, 

depicted in Graph 1, are significant before 1999. The vertical lines indicate the ends of regional 

legislatures. The figure shows peaks of expenditure until the mid-90s, and then an unclear 

pattern. These dynamics, however, do not consider the determinants of both expenditure levels 

and voters’ awareness. 

 

Graph 1 about here 

 

The diffusion of information through the mass media in Italy is mainly channeled through 

television news, but survey evidence indicates that voters judge newspaper journalist more 

reliable than television journalists15. For this reason, and for difficulties in gathering data on the 

diffusion of alternative media, the local diffusion of newspapers is used as a proxy for voters' 

awareness16. 

The press has always been a relevant news provider in Italy. Italian newspapers are free but not 

unbiased (Freille et al., 2007); nonetheless, a reliable ideological classifications of the journals 

has not been drafted yet. The consumption of media in Italy, however, is demand-driven: 

consumers tend to select the like-minded media, be it television (Larcinese, 2008) or press 

(Durante and Knight, 2012), and when the news content gets distant from their ideological 

position, they switch to a more sympathetic provider. 

We exploit a dataset on the diffusion of newspapers assembled from official data released by 

ADS (Accertamenti Diffusione Stampa). ADS gathers data on the diffusion of newspapers from 

the main associations of editors and advertisement agencies in Italy17. It is a source of proved 

reliability, and it is the only agent providing the regional and provincial disaggregation of the 

data. The ADS regulation defines ‘diffusion’ as the number of copies of a newspaper that 

circulate in Italy and abroad including sales, subscriptions, wholesales and free copies. 

Graph 2 illustrates the dynamics of the variation of the average national diffusion18. 

 

Graph 2 about here 

 

The variation of newspapers, measured in per newspaper and per capita terms, fluctuates 

around zero during the period 1990-2001. In 1988 there is a decrease of copies per newspapers, 

due to an increase of the number of newspapers, and a simultaneous increase of the diffusion per 

capita. After 2001 the pattern is quite erratic: the number of newspapers is stable but the 
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 The coefficients are: total expenditure per capita: 0.489; current expenditure per capita: 0.474; capital expenditure per 

capita: 1.01. 
15 UCSI-CENSIS, 9° Rapporto sulla Comunicazione in Italia, 2011. 
16

 There are recently established agencies that collect data on alternative media audience in Italy, but their data is not 

sufficient for this analyses. The Pavia Observatory on television audience collects national data on the pluralism of the 

public channels (RAI) during the electoral campaign; their data are not free and usually are collected on demand. 

Audipress conducts monthly surveys on newspapers readership pattern, and since 2010 asks if the individual reads, in 

addition to the press version, also the electronic version. Finally, Audiweb collects data on general websites readership 

pattern, but since 2008 and on a national basis. Any of these sources collects systematic data on the diffusion of 

magazines. 
17

 The agencies are: Utenti Pubblicità Associati, Federazione Italiana Editori Giornali, Federazione Professionale della 

Pubblicità, Federazione Italiana Pubblicità. 
18

 A comprehensive list of the newspapers included in the dataset is reported in Appendix A.1. 



diffusion per newspapers decreases in 2002, 2004 and 2008, and increase in 2003, 2005 and 

2007. Newspapers per capita, on the other hand, are more or less constant, with a peak in 2007. 

Interestingly, the dynamics of newspapers readership does not follow the timing of the elections. 

This pattern, moreover, at first sight rules out the presence of ‘press divide’, a gradual 

substitution of the press with other sources of news (e.g. internet), because the dynamics is not 

decreasing. Official surveys detect this phenomenon in Italy only after 200919. For the purpose of 

the present analysis, the presence of the press divide might overestimate the role of the diffusion 

of newspapers on voters’ awareness, but given that our dataset ends in the first year in which 

the phenomenon started to occur, it should not affect the results. 

The diffusion of the newspapers is not homogeneous across Regions. Graph 3 depicts the 

Regional diffusion of newspapers per capita. The columns are ordered from the north (left side) 

to the south (right side), and indicate that there are more readers in the North than in the 

South. The highest values are in fact associated to the Regions Liguria, Emilia Romagna, 

Toscana, Lombardia, Veneto and Piemonte; the Lazio Region is an exception, since it is located 

in the Centre of the country but is associated to a relatively large number of newspapers per 

capita. This exception is motivated with the presence in this Region of the city of Rome, that is 

the country capital and the centre of political and institutional networks. On the contrary, the 

lowest levels of per capita newspapers are associated to the Southern Regions: Abruzzo, 

Calabria, Campania, Puglia, Basilicata and Molise. 

 

Graph 3 about here 

 

4.2 Econometric specification, variables and methodology 

The empirical analysis is organized in two steps. First, we test the average effect of the diffusion 

of press on expenditure. Then, we augment the empirical specification with the interaction 

between the variable of interest and the electoral dummies to estimate the effect of the electoral 

diffusion of newspapers on spending. 

The baseline expenditure equation is: 

[9] )*+�,-
. = /0 + /�)*+�,- �

. + /12�,- + /3�456�,- + /7+�44��,-+/84�4��,- + /9+:6�4��,- + ;� + <- + =�,- 

The dependent variable Exp measures expenditures per capita in thousands of euro, where the 

index l indicates the item of spending: l∈{total, current, capital}. The choice of estimating the 

same specification for the three spending categories analyzed follows a common practice in the 

empirical literature. 

The vector X includes explanatory variables that represent demographic, socio-economic, 

political and institutional factors that may determine the expenditure level. 

The demographic variables capture the effect of variations of the demand of public services. The 

density of population (density) is a proxy of the demand of public goods and services in a Region. 

The more densely populated a Region is, the higher its internal demand. Given that Regional 

expenditure is highly influenced by welfare expenditure like health and education, the 

dependency ratio (depratio) measures the demand from the share of young and old population. 

These two variables are expected to show a positive sign, but in case of the achievement of 

economies of scale, an increase in the demand decreases the expenditure and the coefficient 

associated to these variables should show the negative sign or become non significant. 

One fiscal variable, the received transfers per capita in thousands of euro (grants), has been 

included to control for the amount and the nature of available resources of the local government. 

Intergovernmental transfers are one of the main sources of Regional resources, although their 

share has decreased due to the reforms of the 1990s, aimed at increasing the efficiency of the 

expenditures. Nonetheless, the central government still transfers resources to the Regions for 

equalization purposes. This variable has been included with a one period lag to avoid 

simultaneity with the dependent variable. The effect of the state of the economy on the 

expenditure decisions could be tested also by introducing the lagged level of GDP per capita 

(GDP pc). The difference lies in the nature of these available resources, since grants have been 

transferred from the central government, while the GDP is mainly composed by the value added 
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produced inside the Region. The specification includes both these variables to test for differences 

in their effect, but the results are robust to the exclusion of GDP per capita20. 

The set of political variables control for the partisanship of the government (left dummy) and the 

effect of the fragmentation of the Regional Council (frag). While there is not any a priori of the 

partisanship of executive, a larger fragmentation, measured with the Herfindhal index, is 

expected to be associated to larger intra-group redistribution and larger expenditure. 

An institutional dummy (maj) has been included, equal to one for the years after 1995, when the 

electoral rule for the Regional Council moved from a fully proportional to a mixed system (1/5 

majoritarian). The introduction of the mixed rule, associated in the literature to a targeted 

redistribution among the voters larger than welfare redistribution (Persson and Tabellini, 2002), 

predicts a negative sign associated to this coefficient. 

The variable news measures the per capita diffusion of newspapers. The coefficient of interest, 

/3, estimates the average effect of press diffusion on public expenditure. 

The dummies preel, elec and postel detect the dynamics of the electoral cycle. In particular, elec 

is equal to one in the year in which the cycle is expected to be generated. Given that the 

Regional budget is approved by the end of each fiscal year (usually December) and the 

exogenously set date of election in the dataset is between May and June, a cycle is expected to 

take place during the year before the election (as an example, if an election has been held in 

2000, the cycle is expected in 1999 and elec1999=1)21. The theory predicts a negative sign 

associated to the elec dummy. The dummies preelec and postel, on the other hand, are equal to 

one during the year anticipating and the year following the cycle (following the example above, 

preelec1998=1 and postel2000=1). Their coefficients, therefore, represent counterfactuals and are 

expected to be non significant or negative. 

Finally, f are region-fixed effects capturing time constant characteristics of the observations, g 

are year dummies and u is the error term. 

Equation 9 is estimated on the full time period, that is 1984-2008, and separately on the two 

sub-samples pre-1995 and post-1995. These sub-samples are heterogeneous in terms of the 

electoral rule for the appointment of the incumbent. We predict that while the effect of 

newspapers is always non significant, two different types of cycles are present: a cycle in total 

expenditure before 1995 and a cycle in the composition of expenditure after 1995. In particular, 

the pre-1995 increase of the size of expenditure should be associated to the increase of the more 

targetable item of expenditure. After 1995, this effect should be counterbalanced by the decrease 

of the other item of expenditure, leaving unaffected total spending.  

The second step of the empirical analyses includes in the specification the interaction between 

the electoral dummies and the diffusion of newspapers, estimating the equation: 

[10])*+�,-
. = �0 + ��)*+�,- �

. + �12�,- + �3�456�,- + �7�456�,- ∗ +�44�4��,- + �8�456�,- ∗ 4�4��,- +

�9�456�,- ∗ +:6�4��,-+;� + <- + =�,- 

The variable news is introduced both non interacted and interacted with the electoral dummies 

to estimate its average effect in the dataset and its pre-electoral/electoral/post-electoral effect 

compared to the other years. The coefficients of interest now are β3, β4, β5 and β6. The predictions 

suggest that the coefficient of the non interacted variable, β3, is not significant. Also equation 10 

is estimated on the full time period and on the two sub-samples. We expect that the diffusion of 

newspapers constrains the increase of the most targetable item of expenditure during all the 

periods, and after 1995 it reduces the negative variation of the alternative spending item. 

Public expenditures are characterized by persistence in time, therefore equation 9 and equation 

10 are properly estimated by considering the endogeneity caused by the lagged dependent 

variable on the right hand side22. The small size of our dataset prevents us from obtaining 
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 The estimations are available upon request. 
21

 This classification is common in the literature, e.g. Vergne (2009). 
22

 A popular econometric method to account for this type of endogeneity is the Arellano and Bond (1991) GMM estimator 

for dynamic panel data, in which the variables in differences are instrumented with the variables in levels. In particular, the 

System GMM estimator proposed by Blundell and Bond (1998), introducing also an equation in levels instrumented with 

the differences, increases the efficiency of the estimator. The application of these econometric models to small samples as 

the one on Italian Regions, however, is problematic because the number of instruments over-fits the endogenous variables; 

it generates the so called ‘instrument proliferation’ (Roodman, 2009). This problem is usually signaled by a p value of the 



reliable estimates with the GMM estimator23; for this reason we estimate equation 9 and 

equation 10 with the Least Squares Dummy Variable Corrected (LSDVC, Bruno 200524). This 

estimator is obtained by wiping out the small sample bias from a LSDV estimator computed on 

the original model. Bruno (2005) specifies three bias corrections, corresponding to increasing 

levels of precision25; the standard errors take into account the small size of the sample and they 

are estimated with a bootstrap procedure. 

Table 1 describes the variables in the dataset. Tables A.2 and A.3 in the Appendix contain the 

data sources and the descriptive statistics. 

 

Table 1 about here 

 

5. Main results: the effect of the local diffusion of newspapers 

Table 2 reports the results from the estimation of equation 126. The nine models differ with 

respect to the dependent variable, as specified in the second row of the Table, and the time sub-

sample included, as specified in the third row. 

The most striking result is the lack of significance of the News variable in all the models. The 

diffusion of newspapers per capita, on average does not influence neither total spending nor its 

composition. The electoral dummies in the first three models indicate the presence of an 

electoral increase of total expenditure associated to an increase in capital expenditure. If we 

disaggregate the dataset and consider only the period before 1995, when the incumbent was 

elected indirectly by the voters, the same pattern emerges, indicating a tail of increased total 

expenditure during the post-electoral year. If we consider the post-1995 period, when the 

incumbent was directly elected, during the electoral year we observe an increase in capital 

expenditure and a decrease of current expenditure. During the post-electoral year capital 

expenditure decreases and determines a reduction of the size of spending. These results verify 

the theoretical predictions regarding the nature of the electorally induced distortions of 

expenditures, and indicate capital expenditure as the item of spending used to target the voters. 

This finding is in line with previous studies (Santolini, 2011); since capital expenditure must be 

planned in advance and generates public debates (e.g. investments in infrastructures), its 

visibility is larger than current expenditure, and it is more efficient in signaling the performance 

of the incumbent. 

The control variables that show significant coefficients behave as expected. The lagged 

dependent variable finds persistence in expenditure, mainly capital expenditure. A variation of 

the dependency ratio, as expected, changes the demand of public goods and services provided by 

the Regions (health, education), increasing the spending level. More resources, in the form of 

transfers from the central government, positively affect current expenditure. Transfers show a 

larger elasticity after 1995, when they became relatively smaller. The level of economic 

development, as measured by the GDP per capita, shows an almost unitary elasticity. Left wing 

governors and the majoritarian electoral rule for the regional council, introduced in 1995, are 

associated to average lower current expenditure. 

                                                                                                                                                                      
Hansen test close to 1. The main implication of ‘instrument proliferation’ is the risk of generating false positive results, i.e. 

observing significant coefficients that are not truly significant. 
23

 The 'rule of the thumb' of having a number of instruments at most as large as the number of groups is never respected. In 

the most parsimonious model we reduced the number of instruments to 23, while we have only 15 groups. 
24

 This estimator is based on the LSDVC estimator of Kiviet (1995 and 1999), further developed by Judson and Owen 

(1999), Bun and Kiviet (2003) and extended by Bruno (2005) to unbalanced panels. 
25

 The bias correction depends on an unknown parameter whose estimate is obtained selecting an initial procedure among 

the Anderson-Hsiao, the Arellano-Bond and the Blundell-Bond estimator. In particular, the Anderson-Hsiao estimator 

instruments the original model in first differences with the first two lags of the dependent variable; the Arellano-Bond and 

the Blundell-Bond estimators apply respectively the Difference GMM and the System GMM with no intercept to the 

original model. 
26

 The regressions are run using Stata version 12, and the command xtlsdvc (Bruno, 2005). The estimator has been 

initialized with the Arellano and Bond (1991) GMM estimator; the bias has been corrected according to the third level of 

precision proposed by Bruno (2005), that is the most precise; finally, the number of bootstrap repetitions has been set to 

50. The author tested the robustness of the results to a variation of the initial dynamic panel estimator and the number of 

bootstrap repetitions, obtaining coefficients consistent with the ones presented in the paper. Results are available upon 

request. 



We further investigate the impact of the diffusion of newspaper on expenditure by estimating 

equation 10. The coefficients are reported in Table 3. 

 

Table 3 about here 

 

The coefficients associated to the control variables are similar to the ones presented in Table 2. 

Interestingly, once again the News variable does not show any significant effect on any item of 

expenditure. The interactive variables introduced in this extended specification, however, 

provide us interesting results. 

First, the diffusion of newspapers has an effect on spending mainly during the electoral period. 

The coefficient for News_Preel is never significant, while the one for News_Elec shows that if 

newspapers per capita doubles, it decreases total spending during the period 1984-1995 by about 

4.7% (column 4). This reduction is associated to the negative elasticity of capital expenditure to 

newspapers' diffusion before 1995 (column 6, coefficient= -0.12). After 1995 the diffusion of 

newspapers per capita leaves unaffected total spending (column 7), increases current 

expenditure (column 8, coefficient = +0.017) and decreases capital expenditure (column 9, 

coefficient -0.066). The average effect of newspaper during the whole period is driven by the 

results of the first period, but what is interesting to note is that these findings confirm our 

theoretical hypotheses. In fact, the electoral diffusion of news constrains expenditure by 

reducing the variation of the items of spending that are subject to manipulation. Once again, 

capital expenditure appears as the category of spending used to target the voters, the γc 

described in section 3. 

The findings confirm our theoretical hypotheses: 1) the diffusion of newspapers affects public 

expenditure only close to elections; 2) the more newspapers are diffused, the larger is the 

reduction of the electoral cycle; 3) in an indirect electoral system the diffusion of newspapers 

constrains the increased size of expenditure close to election by reducing the positive variation of 

capital expenditure; 4) in a direct electoral system the diffusion of newspapers leaves unaffected 

the size of expenditure close to election by reducing the positive variation of capital expenditure 

and increasing the negative variation of current expenditure. 

 

6. Robustness checks: the effect of alternative categories of newspapers 

The results obtained so far refer to the per capita diffusion of all the newspapers included in the 

dataset. The newspapers, however, are heterogeneous in terms of the content of the news and/or 

their geographical diffusion. In this section we replicate the estimations of equation 9 and 

equation 10 by exploiting two alternative categorizations of newspapers. 

The first classification is between local and national journals, according to the extension of the 

geographical coverage of the newspapers. A local newspaper is more likely to provide detailed 

information about the performance of the regional government than a national one. The 

informational content that is supposed to increase voters' awareness, therefore, is larger. The 

closeness, moreover, could also boost the effectiveness of the news, and information could affect 

fiscal policy also during the non electoral periods. We classify the journals as national 

(Nat_news) if they are diffused in all the Regions. There are 12 newspapers in this class: 

Avvenire, Il Corriere della Sera, Il Giornale, Il Messaggero, Il Tempo, Italia Oggi, Libero, Il 

Manifesto, La Repubblica, Il Sole 24 Ore, La Stampa and L'Unità. The remaining journals are 

considered as local press, (Local_news). 

An alternative distinction is between economic and general-interest newspapers. Most of the 

newspapers publish a variety of issues on politics, including the private life of the candidates, 

political scandals and ideological debates, news stories referred to public expenditures (usually 

emphasizing negative outcomes). Economic newspapers, on the contrary, provide voters with 

specialized comments and insights that directly increase the awareness about the fiscal 

decisions. There is one newspaper in Italy, Il Sole 24 Ore, commonly classified as economic. Its 

editor is the General Confederation of Italian Industry (Confindustria), and it is the reference 

source for readers that wish to deepen their knowledge about national economic and fiscal 

issues. Furthermore, it is considered a reliable updating tool for practitioners, entrepreneurs, 

bureaucrats and financial investors due to the specificity of its content. 



Graph 4 illustrates the per capita diffusion of the four classes of newspapers. The readership of 

economic newspapers is much lower than generalist newspapers because they include only one 

newspaper, whose diffusion is, however, non negligible. The per capita diffusion of the local 

press, although each local newspaper has its own distribution area, on average is always larger 

than the diffusion of national newspapers. The dynamics do not indicate neither electoral 

variation nor considerable shocks in the diffusion of each of these categories. There is an evident 

increase until 1988, then the pattern is slightly decreasing for the national and the generalist 

press, then after 2006 the pattern is increasing again. 

Tables 4, 5 and 6 report the estimations of equation 2 for local and national newspapers. 

 

Tables 4, 5 and 6 about here 

 

The coefficients associated to the variables of interest show that during the whole period an 

increase of the per capita diffusion of either local or national newspapers reduces total 

expenditure (columns 1 and 2, Table 4). Before 1995 (columns 3 and 4) the same effect appears, 

but with a larger magnitude; after 1995 (columns 5 and 6), no electoral effect is detected, but a 

post-electoral one: an increase of the diffusion of information increases spending. This result is 

explained with an increased awareness of voters that, considering the inefficiently low level of 

post-electoral spending, push to increase it. If we use current expenditure as the dependent 

variable (Table 5), we see that the press has an effect after 1995: both local and national 

newspapers  show a positive electoral effect, of a very similar magnitude (coef. local: 0.013, coef. 

national: 0.012). Finally, the variation of capital expenditure (Table 6) is always constrained by 

the diffusion of both local and national news; the elasticity is always larger for the local press, 

suggesting that sub-national newspapers have an informational potential that is stronger than 

their national counterparts. 

Tables 7, 8 and 9 report the estimations of equation 2 for economic and general-interest 

newspapers. 

 

Tables 7, 8 and 9 

 

The diffusion of news shows the expected effect, reducing electoral total expenditure before 1995 

(Table 7), increasing current expenditure after 1995 (Table 8) and lowering capital expenditure 

in all the models (Table 9). Interestingly, if we look at the non interacted variables, during the 

period 1984-1995 general-interest newspapers have a positive effect on current spending (Table 

8, column 4, coef: 0.142), while economic newspapers have a positive effect on capital spending 

(Table 9, column 3, coef: 0.241). These results are difficult to motivate at the actual stage of the 

analysis. 

All in all, the investigation of the effect of the diffusion of sub-categories of the press confirms 

the theoretical hypotheses, and proves the robustness of the results presented in section 5.  

 

7. Conclusions 

This paper investigated the effect of press, used as a proxy for the diffusion of information, on 

the level and composition of public spending. We consider the role of the electoral rule in 

providing incentives for the generation of a cycle in the size or in the composition of 

expenditures. 

We tested the empirical hypotheses derived from a canonical model on a dataset of Italian 

Regions from 1984 to 2008, with a breakpoint in 1999 when a reform introduced the direct 

election of the governor. 

The empirical results confirm the theoretical predictions: 1) the diffusion of newspapers affects 

public expenditures uniquely close to elections; 2) the more newspapers are diffused, the larger 

is the reduction of the electoral cycle; 3) in an indirect electoral system the diffusion of 

newspapers constrains the increased size of expenditures close to election by reducing the 

positive variation of capital expenditure; 4) in a direct electoral system the diffusion of 

newspapers leaves unaffected the size of expenditures close to election by reducing both the 

positive variation of capital expenditure and the negative variation of current expenditure. 



We checked the robustness of the results to alternative categorizations of the press, based either 

on the main content of the news or their geographical diffusion. Interestingly, we find that the 

elasticity of expenditures to the electoral diffusion of the local press is larger than for the 

national one, suggesting that the sub-national press has an informational potential stronger 

than the national one. At the same time, the elasticity with respect to the economic press is half 

than the elasticity to the general-interest press. 

Our findings are consistent with the literature that relates electoral expenditure cycles with the 

access to free media, and contribute to this branch of the research by providing a broader 

analyses of the impact of the diffusion of information on spending decisions. Furthermore, our 

results are comparable with previous studies that emphasize the role of newly informed voters. 

Voters' awareness depends on the quantity of available information, not its quality. Economic 

newspapers provide more detailed news than general-interest ones, but they are associated to a 

smaller impact; the local press, on the other hand, provides a larger quantity of information 

regarding the regional fiscal policy than the national press, and therefore it affects spending 

decisions more efficiently. 
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Graph 3. Average regional diffusion per capita 

 

Note: Source: own calculations on data from ADS (Accertamenti Diffusione Stampa). 

LIG=Liguria, EMI=Emilia Romagna, TOS=Toscana, LAZ=Lazio, LOM=Lombardia, 

VEN=Veneto, PIE=Piemonte, UMB=Umbria, MAR=Marche,ABR=Abruzzo, 

CAL=Calabria,CAM=Campania,PUG=Puglia,BAS=Basilicata,MOL=Molise. 

Source: own calculations on data from ADS (Accertamenti Diffusione Stampa) 
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Table 1. The description of the dataset 
 Name Description Calculation 

Dependent  Texp Total expenditure per capita Total expenditure/population 

Variables Cexp Current expenditure per capita Current expenditure/population 

  Kexp Capital expenditure per capita Capital expenditure/population 

Independent  Texp lag Lag of total expenditure per capita Total expenditure(t-1)/population(t-1) 

Variables Cexp lag Lag of current expenditure per capita Current expenditure(t-1)/population(t-1) 

 Kexp lag Lag of capital expenditure per capita Capital expenditure(t-1)/population(t-1) 

 Density Density of population Population/surface area in hm2 

 Depratio Dependency ratio (Population 0-15years + population over 65years)/population 16-64years 

 Grpc Lag of per capita grants received Grants received(t-1)/population(t-1) 

 GDPpc Lag of GDP per capita GDP(t-1)/population(t-1) 

 Preel Pre-electoral year 1 if elec(t+1) =1 

 Elec Electoral year 1 if a cycle is expected 

 Postel Post-electoral year 1 if elec(t-1) =1 

 Left Left dummy 1 if the government is left-winged, 0 otherwise 

 Maj Majority dummy 1 after the electoral reform in 1995, 0 otherwise 

 Frag Fragmentation index Herfindhal index calculated on the seats of the Regional Council 

 News Diffusion of newspaper pc Diffusion of newspaper/population 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 2. Estimation of Equation 1 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Dep.Var. Ln Texp Ln Cexp Ln Kexp Ln Texp Ln Cexp Ln Kexp Ln Texp Ln Cexp Ln Kexp 

Sample 1984-2008 1984-2008 1984-2008 1984-1995 1984-1995 1984-1995 1996-2008 1996-2008 1996-2008 

Dep.Var. (t-1) 0.127** 0.061 0.523*** 0.074 0.003 0.478*** 0.280** 0.345*** 0.369*** 

  (0.058) (0.046) (0.068) (0.063) (0.050) (0.083) (0.130) (0.109) (0.090) 

Ln density -0.075 0.621 -2.207* -0.897 -0.824 0.134 -0.462 0.357 -4.068 

  (0.472) (0.445) (1.192) (2.043) (1.877) (4.439) (1.035) (0.980) (4.137) 

Ln depratio 0.989*** 0.715*** 1.725*** 0.565 0.082 1.898 1.296** 0.761 1.601 

  (0.255) (0.241) (0.611) (0.803) (0.726) (1.706) (0.592) (0.565) (1.861) 

Ln grgdp (t-1) 0.007 0.008* -0.015 0.015* 0.018** -0.015 0.024 0.036** -0.079 

  (0.004) (0.004) (0.011) (0.008) (0.007) (0.017) (0.016) (0.015) (0.065) 

Ln GDP pc (t-1) 1.059*** 1.094*** 0.669*** 1.027*** 0.967*** 0.964*** 0.833*** 0.854*** 0.287 

  (0.107) (0.093) (0.199) (0.166) (0.152) (0.297) (0.200) (0.191) (0.516) 

Left -0.022 -0.062** 0.100 -0.268*** -0.354*** 0.037 -0.017 -0.045** 0.037 

  (0.027) (0.025) (0.065) (0.076) (0.069) (0.170) (0.024) (0.022) (0.095) 

Maj -0.212*** -0.148*** -0.288*** -0.248*** -0.123*** -0.527***    

  (0.038) (0.035) (0.092) (0.053) (0.048) (0.116)    

Frag 0.002 -0.057 0.404 0.121 0.067 0.765** -0.321 -0.382 -1.045 

  (0.120) (0.109) (0.278) (0.170) (0.152) (0.366) (0.350) (0.308) (1.396) 

Ln News pc 0.022 0.004 0.063 0.101 0.122 -0.028 0.098 -0.035 0.135 

  (0.091) (0.084) (0.217) (0.093) (0.084) (0.201) (0.155) (0.141) (0.617) 

Preel -0.007 0.002 -0.005 -0.000 0.022 -0.056 -0.013 -0.024 0.078 

  (0.020) (0.019) (0.049) (0.027) (0.024) (0.056) (0.021) (0.019) (0.071) 

Elec 0.055** 0.015 0.165*** 0.131*** 0.063 0.330*** 0.005 -0.046*** 0.176** 

  (0.022) (0.020) (0.053) (0.045) (0.041) (0.098) (0.019) (0.017) (0.070) 

Postel 0.005 -0.001 -0.021 0.079** 0.047 0.120 -0.059** -0.031 -0.162* 

  (0.019) (0.017) (0.046) (0.036) (0.033) (0.077) (0.028) (0.025) (0.098) 

Observations 298 298 298 163 163 163 120 120 120 

Number of id 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 

Note. Standard errors in parentheses. Year effects included. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 



Table 3. Estimation of Equation 2 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Dep.Var. Ln Texp Ln Cexp Ln Kexp Ln Texp Ln Cexp Ln Kexp Ln Texp Ln Cexp Ln Kexp 

Sample 1984-2008 1984-2008 1984-2008 1984-1995 1984-1995 1984-1995 1996-2008 1996-2008 1996-2008 

Dep.Var. (t-1) 0.127** 0.061 0.524*** 0.081 0.009 0.488*** 0.279** 0.340*** 0.369*** 

(0.057) (0.046) (0.067) (0.062) (0.050) (0.083) (0.133) (0.111) (0.090) 

Ln density -0.074 0.631 -2.223* -0.991 -0.928 0.066 -0.485 0.343 -4.049 

(0.475) (0.447) (1.197) (2.033) (1.873) (4.444) (1.039) (0.992) (4.146) 

Ln depratio 0.990*** 0.708*** 1.768*** 0.597 0.080 2.035 1.302** 0.731 1.731 

(0.260) (0.244) (0.621) (0.797) (0.725) (1.695) (0.608) (0.568) (1.863) 

Lnt grpc (t-1) 0.007 0.007* -0.014 0.015* 0.018** -0.016 0.023 0.035** -0.083 

(0.005) (0.004) (0.011) (0.008) (0.007) (0.017) (0.016) (0.015) (0.064) 

Ln GDP oc (t-1) 1.061*** 1.099*** 0.657*** 1.031*** 0.969*** 0.968*** 0.833*** 0.865*** 0.273 

(0.106) (0.093) (0.200) (0.164) (0.150) (0.298) (0.198) (0.194) (0.518) 

Left -0.023 -0.063** 0.100 -0.277*** -0.363*** 0.033 -0.017 -0.045** 0.040 

(0.027) (0.025) (0.065) (0.076) (0.069) (0.171) (0.024) (0.022) (0.095) 

Frag -0.002 -0.063 0.412 0.106 0.046 0.772** -0.326 -0.387 -1.010 

(0.120) (0.110) (0.279) (0.170) (0.153) (0.367) (0.347) (0.308) (1.391) 

Maj -0.213*** -0.150*** -0.289*** -0.245*** -0.122*** -0.509*** 

  (0.038) (0.035) (0.092) (0.052) (0.047) (0.113) 

Ln News pc 0.023 0.004 0.066 0.115 0.136 -0.023 0.098 -0.044 0.188 

(0.089) (0.083) (0.213) (0.093) (0.084) (0.201) (0.156) (0.143) (0.626) 

News_Preel 0.004 0.001 0.000 0.003 -0.004 0.020 0.005 0.009 -0.028 

(0.008) (0.007) (0.018) (0.010) (0.009) (0.022) (0.008) (0.007) (0.026) 

News_Elec -0.020** -0.004 -0.064*** -0.047*** -0.021 -0.120*** -0.002 0.017*** -0.066*** 

(0.009) (0.008) (0.021) (0.016) (0.015) (0.036) (0.007) (0.006) (0.025) 

News_Postel -0.003 -0.001 0.007 -0.030** -0.020* -0.037 0.021** 0.010 0.055 

(0.007) (0.006) (0.017) (0.013) (0.012) (0.027) (0.010) (0.009) (0.035) 

Observations 298 298 298 163 163 163 120 120 120 

Number of id 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 

Note. Standard errors in parentheses. Year effects included. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 



Graph 4. The average yearly diff
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Table 4. Estimation of Equation 2, national and local press, total expenditure 

Dep.Var.: ln Texp (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Sample 1984-2008 1984-2008 1984-1995 1984-1995 1996-2008 1996-2008 

Dep.Var. (t-1) 0.126** 0.131** 0.078 0.072 0.277** 0.278** 

 (0.057) (0.058) (0.065) (0.062) (0.136) (0.114) 

Ln density -0.082 -0.092 -0.286 -0.427 -0.468 -0.377 

 (0.495) (0.509) (2.156) (2.189) (1.027) (1.030) 

Ln depratio 0.951*** 0.941*** 0.832 0.816 1.183* 1.005 

 (0.262) (0.214) (0.812) (0.869) (0.661) (0.625) 

Lnt grpc (t-1) 0.007 0.006 0.019** 0.010 0.023 0.014 

 (0.004) (0.005) (0.009) (0.007) (0.016) (0.016) 

Ln GDP pc (t-1) 1.075*** 1.058*** 0.959*** 1.134*** 0.833*** 0.883*** 

 (0.101) (0.103) (0.177) (0.156) (0.199) (0.189) 

Left -0.023 -0.023 -0.264*** -0.276*** -0.020 -0.024 

 (0.027) (0.027) (0.075) (0.078) (0.023) (0.024) 

Frag -0.012 -0.017 0.098 0.124 -0.363 -0.207 

 (0.116) (0.120) (0.170) (0.169) (0.340) (0.351) 

Maj -0.217*** -0.203*** -0.266*** -0.238***   

 (0.038) (0.039) (0.054) (0.053)   

Ln Local_news -0.006  0.219  -0.004  

 (0.074)  (0.142)  (0.117)  

Local_news*preel 0.003  0.000  0.004  

 (0.006)  (0.009)  (0.006)  

Local_news*elec -0.018**  -0.042***  -0.002  

 (0.007)  (0.014)  (0.006)  

Local_news*postel -0.005  -0.030***  0.018**  

 (0.005)  (0.011)  (0.009)  

Ln Naz_news  0.002  -0.004  0.042 

  (0.021)  (0.023)  (0.038) 

Naz_news*preel  0.003  0.001  0.004 

  (0.005)  (0.007)  (0.004) 

Naz_news*elec  -0.010*  -0.027***  0.000 

  (0.005)  (0.010)  (0.004) 

Naz_news*postel  0.003  -0.011  0.010* 

  (0.004)  (0.007)  (0.006) 

Observations 298 298 163 163 120 120 

Number of id 15 15 15 15 15 15 

Note. Standard errors in parentheses. Year effects included. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 5. Estimation of Equation 2, national and local press, current expenditure 
Dep.Var.: ln Cexp (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Sample 1984-2008 1984-2008 1984-1995 1984-1995 1996-2008 1996-2008 

Dep.Var. (t-1) 0.061 0.061 0.015 0.001 0.305*** 0.329*** 

 (0.045) (0.046) (0.052) (0.050) (0.114) (0.104) 

Ln density 0.573 0.533 -0.524 -0.899 0.236 0.263 

 (0.466) (0.474) (2.001) (1.992) (0.982) (1.017) 

Ln depratio 0.612** 0.704*** 0.267 0.147 0.639 0.870 

 (0.244) (0.198) (0.748) (0.779) (0.604) (0.670) 

Ln grpc (t-1) 0.007* 0.006 0.019** 0.015** 0.036** 0.034** 

 (0.004) (0.004) (0.008) (0.007) (0.015) (0.014) 

Ln GDPpc (t-1) 1.123*** 1.088*** 0.976*** 1.039*** 0.953*** 0.868*** 

 (0.087) (0.087) (0.163) (0.140) (0.204) (0.178) 

Left -0.064** -0.064*** -0.355*** -0.352*** -0.043** -0.038* 

 (0.025) (0.025) (0.069) (0.070) (0.020) (0.022) 

Frag -0.074 -0.050 0.038 0.071 -0.340 -0.376 

 (0.105) (0.108) (0.155) (0.150) (0.300) (0.310) 

Maj -0.150*** -0.136*** -0.142*** -0.114**   

 (0.035) (0.035) (0.049) (0.047)   

Ln Local_news -0.048  0.092  -0.137  

 (0.068)  (0.131)  (0.111)  

Local_news*preel 0.001  -0.006  0.008  

 (0.006)  (0.008)  (0.006)  

Local_news*elec -0.004  -0.021  0.013***  

 (0.006)  (0.013)  (0.005)  

Local_news*postel -0.003  -0.019*  0.010  

 (0.005)  (0.010)  (0.008)  

Ln Naz_news  0.022  0.021  -0.009 

  (0.019)  (0.020)  (0.037) 

Naz_news*preel  0.001  -0.003  0.006 

  (0.004)  (0.007)  (0.004) 

Naz_news*elec  -0.001  -0.012  0.012*** 

  (0.005)  (0.009)  (0.004) 

Naz_news*postel  0.004  -0.005  0.005 

  (0.004)  (0.007)  (0.005) 

Observations 298 298 163 163 120 120 

Number of id 15 15 15 15 15 15 

Note. Standard errors in parentheses. Year effects included. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 6. Estimation of Equation 2, national and local press, capital expenditure 
Dep.Var.: ln kexp (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Sample 1984-2008 1984-2008 1984-1995 1984-1995 1996-2008 1996-2008 

Dep.Var. (t-1) 0.523*** 0.523*** 0.469*** 0.481*** 0.372*** 0.375*** 

 (0.068) (0.068) (0.085) (0.078) (0.083) (0.084) 

Ln density -2.297* -2.203* 0.707 1.196 -4.026 -3.418 

 (1.260) (1.273) (4.691) (4.675) (4.016) (4.237) 

Ln depratio 1.596*** 1.618*** 2.145 2.330 1.483 0.566 

 (0.616) (0.506) (1.729) (1.805) (2.132) (2.212) 

Ln grpc (t-1) -0.014 -0.016 -0.008 -0.021 -0.078 -0.118* 

 (0.011) (0.011) (0.018) (0.015) (0.063) (0.062) 

Ln GDP pc (t-1) 0.698*** 0.695*** 0.785** 1.068*** 0.285 0.491 

 (0.195) (0.195) (0.316) (0.274) (0.510) (0.529) 

Left 0.100 0.098 0.047 0.007 0.036 0.008 

 (0.064) (0.065) (0.166) (0.170) (0.089) (0.097) 

Frag 0.378 0.347 0.762** 0.765** -1.086 -0.461 

 (0.272) (0.282) (0.365) (0.357) (1.360) (1.433) 

Maj -0.293*** -0.281*** -0.521*** -0.506***   

 (0.091) (0.092) (0.117) (0.113)   

Ln Local_news -0.058  0.310  -0.015  

 (0.182)  (0.307)  (0.467)  

Local_news*preel -0.000  0.016  -0.023  

 (0.015)  (0.018)  (0.021)  

Local_news*elec -0.055***  -0.100***  -0.054**  

 (0.017)  (0.031)  (0.021)  

Local_news*postel 0.004  -0.036  0.050*  

 (0.013)  (0.023)  (0.030)  

Ln Naz_news  0.002  -0.041  0.189 

  (0.049)  (0.050)  (0.161) 

Naz_news*preel  0.003  0.014  -0.014 

  (0.011)  (0.015)  (0.015) 

Naz_news*elec  -0.036***  -0.071***  -0.040*** 

  (0.013)  (0.021)  (0.015) 

Naz_news*postel  0.005  -0.021  0.023 

  (0.010)  (0.016)  (0.020) 

Observations 298 298 163 163 120 120 

Number of id 15 15 15 15 15 15 

Note. Standard errors in parentheses. Year effects included. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 7. Estimation of Equation 2, economic and generalist press, total expenditure 
Dep.Var.: ln Texp (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Sample 1984-2008 1984-2008 1984-1995 1984-1995 1996-2008 1996-2008 

Dep.Var. (t-1) 0.125** 0.127** 0.082 0.081 0.328*** 0.284** 

 (0.057) (0.057) (0.061) (0.062) (0.101) (0.135) 

Ln density -0.040 -0.078 -0.880 -0.972 0.507 -0.497 

 (0.473) (0.476) (2.056) (2.035) (0.941) (1.042) 

Ln depratio 1.050*** 0.976*** 0.767 0.590 0.808 1.262** 

 (0.228) (0.253) (0.803) (0.797) (0.550) (0.614) 

Ln grpc (t-1) 0.007 0.007 0.014* 0.015* 0.039*** 0.023 

 (0.005) (0.005) (0.008) (0.008) (0.014) (0.016) 

Ln GDP pc (t-1) 1.043*** 1.065*** 1.048*** 1.039*** 0.899*** 0.828*** 

 (0.102) (0.106) (0.158) (0.163) (0.197) (0.198) 

Left -0.025 -0.022 -0.272*** -0.276*** -0.047** -0.018 

 (0.027) (0.027) (0.078) (0.076) (0.020) (0.024) 

Frag -0.003 -0.006 0.114 0.102 -0.411 -0.327 

 (0.115) (0.121) (0.169) (0.169) (0.288) (0.347) 

Maj -0.221*** -0.213*** -0.261*** -0.246***   

 (0.037) (0.039) (0.053) (0.052)   

Ln Econ_news 0.050  0.051  0.103  

 (0.054)  (0.068)  (0.066)  

Econ_news*preel 0.002  -0.000  0.004  

 (0.004)  (0.005)  (0.003)  

Econ_news*elec -0.011***  -0.025***  0.008***  

 (0.004)  (0.009)  (0.003)  

Econ_news*postel -0.002  -0.015**  0.009*  

 (0.003)  (0.006)  (0.005)  

Ln Gen_news  0.014  0.099  0.066 

  (0.083)  (0.089)  (0.140) 

Gen_news*preel  0.004  0.003  0.005 

  (0.007)  (0.010)  (0.007) 

Gen_news*elec  -0.020**  -0.046***  -0.002 

  (0.008)  (0.016)  (0.007) 

Gen_news*postel  -0.003  -0.030**  0.019** 

  (0.007)  (0.012)  (0.010) 

Observations 298 298 163 163 120 120 

Number of id 15 15 15 15 15 15 

Note. Standard errors in parentheses. Year effects included. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 8. Estimation of Equation 2, economic and generalist press, current expenditure 
Dep.Var.: ln Cexp (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Sample 1984-2008 1984-2008 1984-1995 1984-1995 1996-2008 1996-2008 

Dep.Var. (t-1) 0.056 0.061 -0.003 0.008 0.282** 0.345*** 

 (0.045) (0.046) (0.049) (0.050) (0.130) (0.111) 

Ln density 0.600 0.632 -0.376 -0.939 -0.313 0.352 

 (0.447) (0.447) (1.890) (1.868) (1.028) (0.989) 

Ln depratio 0.630*** 0.714*** 0.050 0.039 1.138* 0.681 

 (0.214) (0.238) (0.725) (0.723) (0.612) (0.566) 

Ln grpc (t-1) 0.008* 0.007* 0.017** 0.018** 0.025 0.035** 

 (0.004) (0.004) (0.007) (0.007) (0.016) (0.015) 

Ln GDP pc (t-1) 1.128*** 1.098*** 1.095*** 0.966*** 0.861*** 0.864*** 

 (0.088) (0.092) (0.146) (0.149) (0.204) (0.195) 

Left -0.060** -0.063** -0.345*** -0.361*** -0.022 -0.045** 

 (0.025) (0.025) (0.070) (0.069) (0.023) (0.022) 

Frag -0.063 -0.061 0.043 0.043 -0.364 -0.389 

 (0.105) (0.110) (0.151) (0.152) (0.336) (0.305) 

Maj -0.144*** -0.149*** -0.127*** -0.120**   

 (0.034) (0.035) (0.048) (0.047)   

Ln Econ_news -0.050  -0.076  0.082  

 (0.050)  (0.063)  (0.073)  

Econ_news*preel -0.000  -0.004  0.003  

 (0.003)  (0.005)  (0.004)  

Econ_news*elec -0.003  -0.012  -0.001  

 (0.004)  (0.008)  (0.003)  

Econ_news*postel -0.001  -0.009  0.013**  

 (0.003)  (0.006)  (0.006)  

Ln Gen_news  0.009  0.142*  -0.067 

  (0.077)  (0.080)  (0.127) 

Gen_news*preel  0.001  -0.004  0.009 

  (0.007)  (0.009)  (0.007) 

Gen_news*elec  -0.004  -0.020  0.016*** 

  (0.008)  (0.015)  (0.006) 

Gen_news*postel  -0.001  -0.019*  0.010 

  (0.006)  (0.011)  (0.009) 

Observations 298 298 163 163 120 120 

Number of id 15 15 15 15 15 15 

Note. Standard errors in parentheses. Year effects included. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 9. Estimation of Equation 2, economic and generalist press, capital expenditure 
Dep.Var.: ln Kexp (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Sample 1984-2008 1984-2008 1984-1995 1984-1995 1996-2008 1996-2008 

Dep.Var. (t-1) 0.508*** 0.524*** 0.461*** 0.487*** 0.363*** 0.369*** 

 (0.068) (0.068) (0.079) (0.083) (0.083) (0.092) 

Ln density -2.138* -2.230* -0.632 0.133 -4.545 -4.047 

 (1.198) (1.200) (4.317) (4.439) (4.053) (4.168) 

Ln depratio 1.968*** 1.748*** 2.293 2.099 1.659 1.790 

 (0.547) (0.603) (1.680) (1.693) (1.932) (1.864) 

Ln grpc (t-1) -0.014 -0.014 -0.015 -0.017 -0.086 -0.084 

 (0.011) (0.011) (0.016) (0.017) (0.063) (0.064) 

Ln GDP pc (t-1) 0.624*** 0.661*** 0.831*** 0.998*** 0.220 0.273 

 (0.200) (0.198) (0.280) (0.296) (0.547) (0.521) 

Left 0.094 0.101 0.007 0.031 0.046 0.042 

 (0.065) (0.065) (0.170) (0.171) (0.094) (0.096) 

Frag 0.392 0.407 0.766** 0.768** -0.905 -0.992 

 (0.272) (0.279) (0.356) (0.366) (1.382) (1.396) 

Maj -0.320*** -0.287*** -0.539*** -0.516***   

 (0.089) (0.092) (0.113) (0.114)   

Ln Econ_news 0.143  0.241*  -0.271  

 (0.132)  (0.140)  (0.298)  

Econ_news*preel 0.001  0.011  -0.015  

 (0.009)  (0.011)  (0.013)  

Econ_news*elec -0.035***  -0.061***  -0.034***  

 (0.010)  (0.018)  (0.013)  

Econ_news*postel 0.002  -0.021  0.023  

 (0.008)  (0.013)  (0.020)  

Ln Gen_news  0.057  -0.071  0.224 

  (0.197)  (0.193)  (0.567) 

Gen_news*preel  -0.000  0.019  -0.027 

  (0.018)  (0.022)  (0.026) 

Gen_news*elec  -0.062***  -0.118***  -0.064*** 

  (0.020)  (0.035)  (0.025) 

Gen_news*postel  0.007  -0.037  0.051 

  (0.016)  (0.027)  (0.035) 

Observations 298 298 163 163 120 120 

Number of id 15 15 15 15 15 15 

Note. Standard errors in parentheses. Year effects included. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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APPENDIX 

A.1 List of newspapers classified as ‘general-interest’ 

1. Adige 24. Gazzettino 47. Tribuna di Treviso 

2. Arena 25. Lavoro 48. Leggo 

3. Avvenire 26. Mattino 49. Libero 

4. Corriere Mercantile 27. Messaggero 50. Libertà 

5. Corriere di Rieti 28. Messaggero Veneto 51. Manifesto 

6. Corriere della Sera 29. Piccolo 52. Mattino di Padova 

7. Corriere dell'Umbria 30. Quotidiano 53. Nuova Venezia 

8. Corriere di Viterbo 31. Resto del Carlino 54. Nuovo Quotidiano di Puglia 

9. Dolomiten 32. Tempo 55. Occhio 

10. Eco di Bergamo 33. Tirreno 56. Padania 

11. Epolis 34. Indipendente 57. Provincia pavese 

12. Gazzetta del Mezzogiorno 35. Gazzetta di Parma 58. Paese sera 

13. Gazzetta del Sud 36. Gazzetta di Reggio 59. Quotidiano della Calabria 

14. Gazzetta di Mantova 37. Altoadige 60. Quotidiano di Sicilia 

15. Giornale 38. Nazione 61. Repubblica 

16. Giornale di Brescia 39. Notte 62. Sannio 

17. Giornale di Vicenza 40. Nuova Basilicata 63. Secolo d'Italia 

18. Giornale Italia 41. Nuova Ferrara 64. Secolo XIX 

19. Giornale dell'Umbria 42. Nuova gazzetta di Modena 65. Stampa 

20. Giorno 43. Nuova Sardegna 66. Taranto news sera 

21. Centro 44. Provincia di Como-Lecco 67. Unione sarda 

22. Corriere Adriatico 45. Provincia di Cremona 68. Unità 

23. Giornale di Sicilia 46. Sicilia   

 

A.2 Data sources 

Total exp, Italian Institute of Statistics (ISTAT),  

Finanza locale: entrate e spese dei bilanci consuntivi  

(Comuni, Province e Regioni), paper yearbooks from 1980 to 2004, 

Online publications from 2005 to 2009. Link: http://www.istat.it/ 

Current exp, 

Capital exp, 

Grants 

Density, Italian Institute of Statistics (ISTAT), Sistema di Indicatori Territoriali 

Link: http://sitis.istat.it/sitis/html/ Depratio 

Preel, Italian Ministry of Interiors, Archivio storico delle elezioni 

Link: http://elezionistorico.interno.it/ Elec, 

Postel, 

Left, 

Frag 

News ADS (Accertamenti Diffusione Stampa) 
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A.3 Descriptive statistics of the dataset 

Variable Mean Std. 

Dev. 

Min Max 

Total exp, ths euro 1.473 0.816 0.050 4.364 

Current exp, ths euro 1.176 0.639 0.027 3.429 

Capital exp, ths euro 0.297 0.311 0.017 2.274 

Density, per square km 200.280 105.052 59.130 427.680 

Depratio 49.636 4.115 39.190 61.470 

Grants, ths euro 0.525 0.476 0 2.946 

GDP, ths euro 55385.33 56122.22 1587 320621 

Preel 0.200 0.400 0 1 

Elec 0.200 0.400 0 1 

Postel 0.202 0.402 0 1 

Left 0.458 0.499 0 1 

Maj 0.567 0.496 0 1 

Frag 0.691 0.134 0.128 0.880 

News 0.074 0.039 0.016 0.247 

Eco_news 0.005 0.002 0 0.012 

Gen_news 0.069 0.037 0.015 0.240 

Local_news 0.044 0.026 0.008 0.113 

Nat_news 0.032 0.028 0.004 0.159 

 


