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1 Introduction

This paper shows that the availability of connections between politics, businesses and the

bureaucracy affects who runs for office and what they do once in power. Furthermore, the

precise way in which politicians are compensated once in office matters in influencing the pool

of available candidates. In particular, we show that reducing the availability of “revolving

doors” between political office and state-owned firms or the public sector can actually increase

the human capital of prospective politicians, despite reducing the expected value of a political

career. We uncover these results studying the political effects of anti-revolving door policies.

A healthy relationship between politics, bureaucracy, and businesses is crucial for a well-

functioning democracy and economic development (Besley et al., 2021). Some of the issues

that may arise in those relationships have received wide attention in the literature. Regulatory

capture (Stigler, 1971; Laffont and Tirole, 1991) is one example, with a broadly related literature

interested in the effects of “revolving doors” between politics and lobbying (Blanes i Vidal

et al., 2012; McCrain, 2018), or on the influence of lobbying on policymaking (Wolton et al.,

2021). More recent literature has focused on how political incentives may affect bureaucratic

performance (Gratton et al., 2021; Gratton and Lee, 2023; Sasso and Morelli, 2021; Bellodi et al.,

2022; Snowberg and Ting, 2019; Colonnelli et al., 2022)1 and how political turnover (Akhtari

et al., 2022) or political connections and patronage (Brassiolo et al., 2020; Colonnelli et al., 2020)

may negatively affect public sector hirings and their performance. Similar issues may arise also

in the relationship between politics and businesses, with politicians having an incentive to use

connected firms at their advantage (Shleifer and Vishny, 1994).2

One side of the relationship, however, has been largely overlooked so far: the effect of

those connections between politics, businesses and bureaucracies on the incentives for those who

become, or are, politicians. Both in terms of whether they run and which policies they choose.3

For example, officeholders may want to exploit their power or their connections to find a good job

after their career in politics is done, as documented for example by Diermeier et al. (2005), Eggers

and Hainmueller (2009) and Palmer and Schneer (2016).4 This behavior does not necessarily

1In general, a growing body of theoretical literature stresses the importance of studying how the presence
and the incentives of bureaucrats affect policymaking and accountability. See for example Gailmard and Patty
(2007); Turner (2019); Li et al. (2023).

2For example, Sapienza (2004) documents a politically-influenced behavior of state-owned banks, while Bal-
trunaite et al. (2021) and Akcigit et al. (2023) study how political connections, in terms of “political” board
appointments in State-owned enterprises (SOE) or the hiring of politically connected employees, affect firms’
performance. Egerod et al. (2024) provides a comprehensive analysis of roles and effects of former public officials
in private firms. Li et al. (2020) and Inoue (2020) show that SOEs behavior and performance are affected by
political considerations, like the timing of elections.

3Relevant exceptions are Shepherd and You (2020) and Bils and Judd (2020), but their main focus is on the
incentives of staff members that may turn into lobbyists. In our case, the focus is on politicians that may get a
job into a state-controlled firm or in the bureaucracy. Therefore, we focus on a case where electoral incentives
are of crucial importance. Closer to us, Fisman et al. (2025) studies the effect of anti-revolving door policies on
political selection, but with a different focus and in a different context.

4In particular, Eggers and Hainmueller (2009) finds that serving in office doubles the wealth of conservative
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mean that they are instrumental to regulatory capture: the possibility of a “parachute” in the

bureaucracy or in a State-owned firm5 is a way to increase the expected benefits of a political

career. However, it may distort the allocation of talents in those firms, their performance in

the market (Baltrunaite et al., 2021; Akcigit et al., 2023; Cingano and Pinotti, 2013; Green and

Homroy, 2022; Bertrand et al., 2018; Egerod et al., 2024) or their credit rating (Diegmann et al.,

2024), and affect what motivates people to join politics in the first place. Does the relationship

between politics, bureaucracy and businesses matter for political incentives? Do anti-revolving

door laws affect the type of candidates willing to run, and the policies they implement once in

office? This paper shows, both theoretically and empirically, that anti-revolving door policies

can be a double-edged sword. They improve the human capital of the pool of candidates, but

they also increase the incentive to implement electorally rewarding policies, even when they may

be inferior.

To study those questions, we exploit the introduction of an anti-revolving door law in Italy

(“Legge Severino”), that mandates “cooling off” periods for former politicians.6 This period is

a gap of a few years between holding a political office and being allowed to obtain high-level

positions in State-owned enterprises (SOEs) or in the bureaucracy. On top of this, the law

forbids politicians to obtain those positions while in office. This type of laws is expected to

affect corruption (De Angelis et al., 2020; de Blasio et al., 2020) or, more generally, to insulate

politicians from regulatory capture and the bureaucracy from political patronage. Importantly,

however, those laws may also directly affect the political side of the equation, changing politi-

cians’ choices and incentives. Italy provides an excellent case study for our research question,

as there is variation both in time (the law is approved in 2013) and in space in the application

of the law. More precisely, it applies to politicians in municipalities with a population above

15,000 inhabitants, allowing us to use difference-in-discontinuity techniques, as it is not the sole

policy changing at this population threshold.

Note that the sign of the effect (if any) is ex-ante unclear. On the one hand, adding a

constraint on the type of jobs that out-of-office politicians can do reduces the expected ben-

efits from holding a political office, impacting aspiring politicians with higher human capital

and better outside options, hence potentially reducing the overall human capital of candidates

(Caselli and Morelli, 2004). On the other hand, the policy may impact the incentives of those

choosing a political career just as a stepping-stone to use the connections to be appointed to a

board of SOEs or in the bureaucracy. Furthermore, politicians in office face an increased cost

of losing, as their potential parachutes may open only in a few years. Removing this parachute

MPs, with no effect on labour MPs, and Palmer and Schneer (2016) finds that candidates marginally winning a
senatorial or gubernatorial seat are 30% more likely to serve in the board of a publicly traded company later on.

5By “State-owned firm” we mean firms controlled either by national or local Governments.
6Several other countries, as well as the European Union, adopted similar laws.

2



may motivate more effort (Ashworth and De Mesquita, 2014) or increase the incentives toward

choosing suboptimal policies (Canes-Wrone et al., 2001; Maskin and Tirole, 2004). Importantly,

the combination of those incentives differentiates anti-revolving door policies from a simple re-

duction in office wages. A wage reduction decreases the value of a political career by making

a political career generally less valuable, relative to not running and relative to losing office.

Anti-revolving door policies also reduce the total value of a political career, but they do that

by decreasing the outside option once this career ends. Hence, conditional on being in office,

a reduction in the value of the outside option is similar to an increase in office wages, because

it increases the cost of losing. Those effects may have a differential impact depending on the

human capital of politicians, thus affecting the overall human capital of those running for office

and the incentives once in office.

In this paper, we first build a simple theoretical model of accountability with endogenous

entry into politics and politically connected outside options (PCOs). It suggests that the re-

duction in the value of politically-related outside options, implied by the introduction of cooling

off periods, should increase the human capital of those willing to run for office, on average.

This happens because high human capital individuals have better outside options, hence the

reduction in the politically-related one is less likely to affect their incentives. Furthermore, they

are relatively less likely to need it (or they need it only later in their life), as their political

career tends to be longer. For the same logic, the reduced availability of PCOs should affect

the in-office behavior of low human capital politicians relatively more (and, in general, it should

affect the behavior of non-term limited politicians). In particular, the model shows that a re-

duction in the PCOs’ expected value can increase the range of parameters where low human

capital politicians find it optimal to choose the ex-ante popular action, rather than the action

that is optimal given the information they possess. This happens because the cost of losing

office is suddenly higher, and this increases the incentive to choose a policy more likely to bring

to re-election, even if it is not necessarily optimal. Finally, the model shows that a reduction in

office wages and the implementation of anti-revolving door policies, such as cooling off periods,

despite having the same effect on the expected value of a political career, can have opposite

effects on the quality of the pool of candidates: once the equilibrium feedback effects between

policymaking and re-election strategies are taken into account, the difference appears. Lower

wages decrease the share of high human capital candidates, while a reduction in the value of the

politically connected outside option increases it.

In the empirical analysis, we first show that the reform effectively reduces the probability

that a (former or current) mayor holds a leading position in a state-owned enterprise (SOE),

while it has no impact on the likelihood of holding a similar position in a firm in which the state

owns only a minority share (henceforth, PMSE). To examine this, we exploit a newly constructed
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dataset of individuals occupying top positions in firms with partial or full state ownership and

estimate a difference-in-discontinuity model using, as the outcome variable, the probability that

a mayor holds a leading position in either an SOE or a PMSE.7

We then turn to the model’s empirical implications and test its predictions using a difference-

in-discontinuity design (Grembi et al., 2016; Gamalerio and Trombetta, 2025). Specifically, we

compare the average years of education of mayoral candidates and elected mayors in Italian

municipalities around the 15,000-inhabitant threshold, before and after 2013. We find that the

introduction of the anti–revolving door policy increases the average years of education of both

groups by approximately two years, consistent with the model’s predictions. The relative cost of

the policy is higher for individuals with weaker outside options, as they are more likely to rely

on political appointments. Consequently, the reform discourages low–human capital prospective

politicians more than high–human capital ones, thereby increasing the overall share of better-

educated candidates. If better-educated mayors lead to better policy outcomes,8 this represents

good news for voters.

Finally, we exploit the staggered election calendar of Italian municipalities to study the effect

of the anti–revolving door policy on mayors’ in-office performance, disentangling it from potential

selection effects. The model predicts greater pandering among low–human capital politicians,

driven by the increased cost of losing office. Moreover, only non–term-limited mayors should

adjust their behavior, as they are motivated by re-election concerns—specifically, by the fact

that re-election becomes relatively more valuable when the outside option loses value. Outside

the realm of the model, this implies that low–human capital politicians are more likely to adopt

policies aimed at avoiding voter discontent, regardless of their social optimality. In addition,

any behavioral response induced by the introduction of the anti–revolving door policy should

be stronger among non–term-limited mayors.

Empirically, we rely on a municipality-by-year dataset and compare the behavior of mayors

elected before the approval of the reform—hence unaffected by the change in selection incentives

discussed above—before and after 2013, in municipalities just above and just below the 15,000-

inhabitant threshold. For affected mayors, the reform effectively removes the possibility of

obtaining a politically connected office (PCO) for one or two years, making the prospect of

losing the next election relatively more costly. We examine its impact on per capita revenues

and on the average tax rate of the municipal surcharge on personal income tax, since politicians

facing higher re-election pressure may be tempted to lower local taxes. Consistent with this

interpretation, we find a negative effect of the reform on municipal income tax revenues, almost

7As mentioned, the scope of the law extends beyond SOEs. It also covers leading positions in local health
authorities and in the public administration.

8While a few studies question this relationship (Carnes and Lupu, 2016), most recent empirical evidence (Car-
reri, 2021; Sørensen, 2023; Meriläinen, 2022; Gamalerio and Trombetta, 2025) finds a positive effect of politicians’
education on policy performance.
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entirely driven by low–human capital mayors.

Using the logic of the model, we interpret this result as evidence that low–human capital

politicians are relatively more concerned about losing the next election, since they can no longer

be immediately nominated to a position in a state-owned enterprise (SOE). As a result, they

appear more willing to reduce local taxes, which, as shown by survey data, are on average

disliked by Italian voters. To further strengthen this interpretation, we split the sample and re-

estimate the difference-in-discontinuity specification separately for non-graduate mayors who are

term-limited and those who are not. Consistent with the model’s predictions, we find that only

non–term-limited, non-graduate mayors adjust their behavior in response to the introduction of

the anti–revolving door policy—and they do so by cutting local income taxes.

Taken together, our results suggest that anti-revolving door policies can be a double-edged

sword. On the one hand, they improve the average human capital of politicians. On the other

hand, they may increase the incentives to implement inferior but electorally rewarding policies,

because the cost of losing elections increases. More broadly, our paper highlights the importance

of the connections between politics and other sectors in shaping politicians’ incentives, both in

terms of who joins the political arena and of what they do once in office. Furthermore, it shows

that it is not enough to simply pay politicians more, in order to get more candidates with

higher human capital. The way in which they are paid, and the asymmetric effect of different

“payment-schemes” across different types of candidates, induced by their behavior in office and

re-election probabilities, are also crucial. Finally, this paper shred lights on the political role

of SOEs, that represent a sizeable share of the economy in many countries (they employ 5.1%

of Italian workforce in industry and services). We see this contribution as complementary with

respect to the small but growing literature studying how politics affect the objectives of those

firms (Sapienza, 2004; Broso, 2023).

Contributions to the related literature This paper contributes to several strands of the

literature. First, we contribute to the literature on political consequences of revolving doors.

While Blanes i Vidal et al. (2012), Bertrand et al. (2014) and McCrain (2018) focus on “revolving

door lobbyists”, i.e. former politicians that continue their career in lobbying firms, we study a

different type of revolving doors, namely those between politics and high-level positions in the

State bureaucracy or in publicly-owned firms.9

This is also one of the main differences between this paper and Fisman et al. (2025). They

study the effects of a similar type of policy (cooling-off periods) on political selection, in terms

of re-running decision, ideology and human capital. They find that cooling off periods tend to

increase the probability that politicians in office re-run and to discourage entry of moderate

9In a different framework, Luechinger and Moser (2020) finds abnormal stock returns for firms hiring former
EU commissioner.
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candidates, without affecting much those with more extreme views. They also tend to reducing

human capital of candidates. In this paper we consider a different institutional setting (Italian

mayors rather than US state congresspeople) and a different type of revolving door (with respect

to SOEs rather than lobby firms), and we believe those differences may explain the different

results we obtain. In our setting, PCOs are likely to be available to former politicians irrespective

of their human capital, while lobbying firms in the US may be more selective.10 Another

important difference is that our focus on an executive political office allows us to measure also

the effect of anti-revolving door policies on policymaking.

We are also close to Shepherd and You (2020), who studies how career concerns and the

possibility of a job in the lobbying industry affects the behavior of congressional staffers, finding

that it increases the productivity of their congressperson. Egerod (2022) in a similar flavour

finds that US senators are more likely to choose a private sector career when they observe their

colleagues being successful. Bils and Judd (2020) build a model of revolving door labor market,

where individuals can choose to work for the government and then revolve to lobbying. As their

model is about government employees, they abstract away from electoral incentives and focus on

the importance of connections for the value of lobbying, and study the effect of cooling off periods

and salary on lobbying decisions and intrinsic motivation of government workers. In this paper

we take a complementary approach by studying how future career opportunities affect in-office

behavior of politicians, and also their selection into politics, hence in a sense we take for granted

the (potential) return from political connections shown by the literature (Diermeier et al., 2005;

Eggers and Hainmueller, 2009; Palmer and Schneer, 2016). Importantly, in our case this type of

career opportunities can be heavily affected by their political roles, so connections are probably

less central, while the interaction between out of office opportunities and re-election incentives is

of crucial importance. Moreover, the type of out-of-office opportunities we focus on is not much

in the lobbying industry, but rather in state-owned firms or in the bureaucracy. Therefore, in

our model the action politicians take is not supposed to affect the lobbyist fortunes, but rather

voters’ welfare (and hence re-election chances). Finally, De Angelis et al. (2020) studies the

effect of the same policy change on white collar crimes, finding no significant result. We focus

on different outcomes and adopt a different identification strategy (diff-in-disc, rather than diff-

in-diff) in order to focus our comparison on municipalities that are more similar. Furthermore,

we have data on a longer time horizon after the approval of the law.

Second, we contribute to the literature on the consequences of political connections and pa-

tronage. On the former, Akcigit et al. (2023) finds that market leaders are more likely to hire

politically-connected employees, but they are less innovative. Furthermore, political connec-

10As shown in Appendix B, our model can be extended to accommodate for positive selection in the allocation
of PCOs. When it is sufficiently strong, the effect of cooling off periods on the human capital of candidates is
indeed reversed.

6



tions seem not to increase firms’ productivity. Diegmann et al. (2024) finds that German firms

connected with MPs improve their credit ratings and are less likely to leave the market, but

they do not get preferential access to grants and procurements. Amore and Bennedsen (2013)

finds that Danish firms connected with local politicians increase their profitability when the

power of those politicians increases. Bertrand et al. (2018), instead, finds that French politically

connected firms alter their decisions in order to help local politicians’ re-election effort, without

seeing an economic return. Colonnelli and Prem (2022) finds that politically-connected firms

are negatively affected by anti-corruption audits. Egerod (2024) shows that hiring a former

member of Congress reduces the likelihood that a private firm is audited by the tax authority.

Cingano and Pinotti (2013) documents a revenue-premium for politically-connected firms in

Italy because of a shift of public demand in their favor, with a negative effect on the provision

of public goods. This is also consistent with Bartlett (2023). Closer to our work, Baltrunaite

et al. (2021) finds that the combination of the “Severino law” and the introduction of quota for

women in SOEs lead to an increase in the quality of the board and the appointment of fewer

former politicians, increasing firms’ profitability. In terms of patronage, both Akhtari et al.

(2022) and Colonnelli et al. (2020) find that political connections play a major role in appoint-

ments in Brazilian bureaucracies, leading to the selection of less competent individuals or to a

decrease in schools’ test scores. Brassiolo et al. (2020) documents the role of political patronage

in bureaucratic appointments in Ecuador.11 We study the other side of the equation: taking for

granted the (potential) distortions that can arise because of political connections or patronage,

we show that regulations discouraging this type of behavior have also positive effects on political

selection. This is consistent with Golden et al. (2022), showing that the abolition of patronage

appointments increases the re-election rate of US State legislators.

Third, we contribute to the literature on political selection (Caselli and Morelli, 2004; Besley,

2004; Mattozzi and Merlo, 2008; Dal Bó and Finan, 2018; Hall, 2019; Gulzar, 2021; Casey et al.,

2021; Auerbach, 2022) and performance. In particular, we focus on the role of external rewards

on politicians’ behavior (Fisman et al., 2014; Weschle, 2022) and on how career incentives for

politicians affect the composition of the pool of candidates, in terms of human capital, and their

in office decisions. Although there is extensive literature on politicians wages (Gagliarducci and

Nannicini, 2013) and on the impact of rewarding schemes on political careers (Groseclose and

Krehbiel, 1994; Fiorina, 1994; Hall and Van Houweling, 1995; Diermeier et al., 2005),12 we point

out that this type of “revolving doors” are substantially different in terms of their incentives,

11Related with those, Riaño (2021) documents the strong presence of bureaucratic nepotism in Colombia,
that negatively affects the performance of public sector agencies. Differently from the above, this paper looks at
family-related, rather than politically-related, nepotism. More broadly, Mocetti and Orlando (2019) shows that
the presence of corruption worsens the selection of personnel disproportionally more in the public sector, vis-a-vis
the private one.

12Importantly, they typically look at the ex post career of elected politicians, while we can look at the entry
decision as well.
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given the different desirability for different types of politicians. In this sense, our result on the

(positive) effect of a reduction in the value of PCOs is similar to Keane and Merlo (2010): they

find that restricting private sector employment after leaving congress disproportionately induce

“achievers” (i.e. those good in passing laws in congress) politicians to stay, as it increases the

value of holding a seat. Moreover, a reduction in office wages discourages “skilled” (i.e. those

good in getting re-elected) politicians. Our approach differs from their paper in three ways.

First, we look how the reduction in PCOs affects the pool of candidates, while they focus on

elected politicians. This is important: in their paper, the private sector ban increases the value

of a seat conditional on being in office. This is true also for cooling off periods in our model.

But, as we also include entry into politics, we are able to pick also the effect on the whole value

of a political career, and the asymmetries on that respect. Second, we are able to say something

also about effects of this policy on the in-office behavior, in particular in terms of the type of

policies that are chosen. Third, we use quasi-experimental design (a difference-in-discontinuity),

rather than a structural model.

Overall, we believe that our result is important for this literature for two reasons. First,

it contributes to the broader understanding of how institutional features affect the type of

candidates willing to run. Second, it qualifies the idea that policies increasing the benefit of a

political career should improve the pool of candidates (as suggested, at least for polarization,

by Hall (2019)). Our paper shows the importance of taking into account the possibility of

asymmetric effects of those policies across different types of prospective candidates. Moreover,

our paper adds evidence on the importance of the political role of SOEs.13

Finally, we focus on education as a relevant outcome variable as it has been shown to pos-

itively affect economic growth (Besley et al., 2011), the production of public goods (Martinez-

Bravo et al., 2017), service provision (Sørensen, 2023; Gamalerio and Trombetta, 2025), fiscal

sustainability (Meriläinen, 2022). Furthermore, it positively correlates with measures of admin-

istrative competence (Carreri, 2021) and it reduces the electoral performance of populist parties

(Boffa et al., 2023). In general, it is a proxy for competence extensively used in the political

selection literature (Besley and Reynal-Querol, 2011; Gagliarducci and Nannicini, 2013; Galasso

and Nannicini, 2011).

2 Model

To guide the empirical analysis, we build a theoretical model of endogenous political selection

and policymaking where a PCO is available to politicians, and we study how changes in its value

affect the composition of the pool of candidates and the choices politicians make once in office.

13See Bo et al. (2025) for a comprehensive literature review on SOEs in developed economies.
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The model shows that a decrease in the value of the PCO reduces the expected value of holding

office in a relatively more detrimental way for low-human capital candidates, thus improving the

share of high human capital candidates. At the same time, however, a reduction in the value

of the PCO makes losing office relatively more costly, increasing low human capital politicians’

incentives to choose policies that are popular with the voters even at the cost of ignoring valuable

private information.

2.1 Set up

Our model builds on the seminal literature on political agency and pandering (Canes-Wrone

et al., 2001), and in particular we are close to the set up used in the benchmark model by

Ashworth and Shotts (2010).

As in their approach, politicians (she) and a representative voter V (he) live for two periods.

Politicians can be of high or low human capital, captured by ϕ ∈ {ϕL, ϕH} with 1 = ϕH > ϕL.

The state of the economy θt is binary and iid in every period, i.e. θt ∈ {A,B}, and such that A

is the ex-ante most likely state, namely we assume Pr(θt = A) = π > 0.5. The state is unknown

to all the players, but the politician in office receives an informative signal st. Politicians’

human capital determines the precision of the signal about the state of the world they receive

in every period, namely Pr(st = θt|θt) = ϕ > π. Finally, the level of human capital is private

information of the individual politicians, and can be learned by employers if individuals join the

private sector. Voter’s beliefs about the probability that a politician is a high type are denoted

by κ, and are updated in equilibrium. In every period, the politician in office chooses an action

xt ∈ {A,B}. The voter gets a payoff uV of 1 if xt = θt and 0 otherwise. We assume that

the voter, before the elections, always observes x1. On top of that, he may observe uV with

probability ρ. The politician in office gets a payoff of u+E if xt = θt and of E otherwise. Hence,

u captures the degree of policy motivation and E captures the value of office-related perks.

We add two elements to this standard political agency setup. First, we assume that politi-

cians, if they are not re-elected, can opt for a politically connected outside option (PCO) in

the second period of their life. O is the value of the PCO, that can be chosen only by former

politicians who are no longer in office. Of course, they may also go back to the private market

if more convenient for them.

Second, we add a selection phase at the beginning of the game. Formally, there is a continuum

of measure 1 of potential candidates, each of them with human capital ϕ. The pool is such that

Pr(ϕ = 1) = κ0, common knowledge. At the beginning of the game, one of the prospective

candidates is randomly drawn and can choose between a political career or staying in the private

market. If she chooses to stay in the private market (d = mkt), she earns a salary w(ϕ) in each of

the two periods, where of course w(ϕL) < w(ϕH), and a new prospective candidate is drawn. The
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first prospective candidate that accepts (d = pol) becomes the incumbent politician in period

1. She observes s1 and chooses x1. At the end of the period, she faces an exogenously given

candidate whose level of human capital is the same as her ex-ante level, namely κ := Pr(ϕ =

1|d = pol). If voted out at the end of period 1, she can either go to the private market and

earn w(ϕ), or opt for the PCO and earn O. To make the running choice smoother, we assume

that there is an element of noise, modelled as an idiosyncratic shock ϵ uniformly distributed on[
− 1
ψ ,

1
ψ

]
, with support sufficiently large to avoid 0 probability cases. Shocks are independent

across individuals. In practice, this means that an individual with ability ϕ becomes a politician

in t = 1 if

EuP (pol|ϕ) + ϵ ≥ EuP (mkt|ϕ) (1)

where EuP (pol|ϕ) is the expected utility of a political career and EuP (mkt|ϕ) is the expected

utility of a career in the private sector at that point in time. We assume that O > w(ϕL), oth-

erwise no politician would ever be interested in O and thus it would be irrelevant. Furthermore,

we assume E > max[w(ϕH), O], so that politicians are always interested in pursuing re-election.

To ease the exposition, we also focus on the case where u−w(ϕH) ≥ ϕLu−O, so that high h.c.

types are at least as motivated as low h.c. types in being re-elected. As shown in Appendix A.1,

our results go through also in the opposite case.

2.1.1 Timing and solution concept

To sum up, timing is as follows:

Period 1:

1. prospective politicians choose between market (w(ϕ) forever) or politics: the first prospec-

tive candidate accepting is in office in period 1.

2. Politician in office observes s1 and chooses x1;

3. V observes x1 and, with probability ρ, also uV1 , and update beliefs on κ;

4. There is an exogenous challenger with the same (ex ante) expected ability as period 1

politician;

5. V votes;

Period 2:

1. If kicked out, the politician chooses between O and w(ϕ). Whoever is in office observes

signal s2 and chooses policy x2.

2. Payoffs are paid and the game ends.

10



Our solution concept is Perfect Bayesian Nash equilibrium (PBNE). As in Ashworth and Shotts

(2010), we focus on two classes of equilibria: full accountability and pandering. Full accountabil-

ity equilibria are those where politicians of every type choose xt = st. Note that those equilibria

maximize V’s welfare, at the policymaking stage. In case of multiple pandering equilibria, we

choose those where the incumbent is retained with the highest probability.

2.1.2 Discussion

The model implicitly assumes a different level of information between employers and voters:

only the former know the true ϕ. This assumption can be justified on several grounds (employers

have relatively higher stakes than voters in determining the true “ability” level of an employee,

and they typically have access to more information). Moreover, it is not necessary for our

results. In fact, results are qualitatively unchanged if we assume that employers have the same

information as voters, and that the true level of ϕ is revealed to everyone after the elections, at

the beginning of period 2. Furthermore, all the results on political selection would be exactly

the same if ϕ was observable by everyone from the beginning of the game. Some uncertainty on

it, from the voters’ side, is needed to generate the signalling incentives behind the policymaking

part of the game.14

On the technical side, it is not obvious how to model the expected quality of period 2

challenger. Allowing endogenous entry in the second period is of course possible, but it would

imply a decision based on one period only (rather than on two), and therefore quite different

from period 1’s entry decision. Hence, we decided to make assumptions on voters’ beliefs: we

assume that the voter expects the challenger to have the same expected quality as the first period

incumbent. This would be the outcome in a stationary equilibrium of the fully dynamic, infinite

horizon version of this game, but agency models lose tractability very quickly in those cases. In

practice, when making their entry decision, prospective politicians anticipate that the voter will

have the same expectation on the challenger as the one (pre-policy but of course post-entry)

on the incumbent. This is of course an equilibrium object, from the point of view of the entry

choice, but it will be “sunk” when the voter chooses how to vote. And the voter’s action is the

only thing that matters for the entry decision.

14In the empirical application we use education as a proxy for human capital. Education is, of course, observ-
able. However, it is only a noisy proxy of human capital. Our empirical results on policymaking are consistent
with a theoretical model where there is some value from signalling, hence either voters do not focus too much on
the education of candidates or low education candidates have, on average, stronger signal incentives than high
education candidates.
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2.2 Analysis

2.2.1 Policymaking

We start from the policymaking phase. Note, in fact, that in the second period every

politician in office chooses x2 = s2, and as a consequence the voter’s sequentially rational election

strategy is to keep the incumbent if, in expectation, she is more likely than the challenger to

be a high human capital type. Therefore, denoting by r(Ω) the probability that V confirms the

incumbent when his information is Ω, we have that in every equilibrium

r(Ω) =


0, if κ̂ < κ

[0, 1] , if κ̂ = κ

1, otherwise

where κ̂ denotes the updated beliefs over the human capital of the incumbent after observing

the policy choice and possibly the outcome. κ instead is the belief that the running politician

is a high human capital type (which is also an equilibrium object and depends on the entry

decision, but it is determined at this point). Given this strategy, our model replicates Lemma 3

of the working paper version of Ashworth and Shotts (2010):

Lemma 1 In every equilibrium where r(θ1 = x1) = 1 and r(θ1 ̸= x1) = 0, for any set of

parameters at which a low human capital incumbent wants to follow a B signal, a high human

capital incumbent also wants to follow a B signal.

This implies that, whenever the low h.c. politician is indifferent between action A and B after

observing a signal B, the high h.c. politician strictly prefers B. Hence, pandering incentives are

stronger for the low h.c. politician. The rest of the analysis is also very similar, thus we refer

to the original paper. In a nutshell, choosing the ex-ante more popular policy (x1 = A) gives

an electoral advantage when uV is unobserved. This creates the incentive to ignore s1 whenever

its realization is B, despite the fact that Pr(θ1 = B|s1 = B) > Pr(θ1 = A|s1 = B), given

the informativeness of the signal. This incentive is stronger for low human capital politician,

because their signal is less precise, and it is mitigated by ρ, because incumbents producing

uV = 0 are surely voted out, in equilibrium. Thus, there is a level of ρ sufficiently high so that

a perfect accountability equilibrium is incentive compatible. The only difference with respect to

(Ashworth and Shotts, 2010), at this stage, is the presence of the PCO, that is always chosen

by low human capital politicians. This modifies slightly the condition on ρ that guarantees the

existence of perfect accountability equilibria:

Lemma 2 There exists a perfect accountability equilibrium iff ρ ≥ (v(L)−O)−(1−2λB)u
2(1−λB)(v(L)−O) := ρ̄,

where λB = Pr(θ1 = A|s1 = B) < 0.5 and v(L) = uϕL + E.

12



In this perfect accountability equilibrium, r(x1 = θ1) = 1, r(x1 ̸= θ1) = 0, r(x1 = A) = 1

and r(x1 = B) = 0. When ρ is too small, the perfect accountability equilibrium is no longer

sustainable, because the low human capital politician has a strong incentive not to follow s1

when it points toward the least likely state. In this case, multiple equilibria exists. We select

and characterize the equilibrium with the highest probability that the incumbent is retained.15

Lemma 3 If ρ < ρ̄, there exists an equilibrium where the high human capital incumbent chooses

x1 = s1 and the low human capital incumbent chooses x1 = s1 if s1 = A and mixes choosing

x1 = A with probability σ if s1 = B. V always re-elects when x1 = θ1, re-elects with probability 1

if x1 = A and θ1 is unobserved and re-elects with probability rB if x1 = B and θ1 is unobserved.

In this case, rB = 1− (1− 2λB)
(v(L)−O)ρ+u
(1−ρ)(v(L)−O) and σ = 1− 1−π

π(1−ϕL)+(1−π)ϕL . As in Canes-Wrone

et al. (2001), σ captures the probability that an incumbent chooses to pander, i.e. picks the ex

ante popular action ignoring valuable private information. We are now in the position to state

the first main result of our model.

Proposition 1 As O decreases, the range of parameters where there is a full accountability equi-

librium decreases and the range of parameters where there is a pandering equilibrium increases.

The intuition behind Proposition 1 is simple. Conditional on being in office, a reduction in O is

like an increase in E: it makes losing costlier, or holding the seat more valuable.16 This affects

the basic trade-off faced by low human capital politicians when they receive s1 = B. By choosing

the action most likely to be correct (x1 = B), they risk not to be re-elected, if θ1 is not revealed

before the election. By choosing the ex ante popular action, they are more likely to stay in office.

If the cost of losing increases, because O decreases, the full accountability equilibrium will be

incentive compatible for a smaller range of parameters. Figure 1 provides an illustration of this

point. A further point to be noted is that, in a pandering equilibrium, only low human capital

politicians choose to pander. Thus the reduction in O should not change the behavior of high

human capital politicians (they keep following the signal), while low human capital individual

should have a stronger incentive to implement suboptimal, but electorally rewarding, policies.

Finally, the model predicts that a change in behavior should be observed for individuals that can

run for office after the policy is implemented. Individuals in their last term are less affected by

the introduction of cooling off periods. Therefore, any effect on policymaking should be stronger

for non-term limited, low human capital individual.

15Note: there is at least another equilibrium that is welfare-equivalent from V’s perspective. However, we focus
on the equilibrium where the incumbent is retained with the highest probability. For the “selection” analysis, this
choice is not fully wlog.

16As pointed out also by Keane and Merlo (2010).
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Figure 1: Outside option and pandering equilibria
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Notes. Values of ρ where the full accountability or the pandering equilibrium exists, as a function of O.

2.2.2 Selection into politics

We now move to the selection choice, that happens at the beginning of the first period. The

“outcome variable” we are interested in is the probability that someone choosing to run for office

is a high h.c. individual, i.e. κ. In every equilibrium, applying Bayes’ rule,

κ =
1

1 + Pr(run|ϕL)
Pr(run|ϕH)

1−κ0
κ0

where the probability that candidates of different types choose to run are determined in equi-

librium, as a function of their expected payoff from pursuing different careers. Given our distri-

butional assumption on the random shock, in every equilibrium of the game

Pr(run|ϕ) = 1

2
− ψ

2

(
EuP (mkt|ϕ)− EuP (pol|ϕ)

)
Finally, note that

∂κ

∂O
< 0 ⇔ ∂EuP (pol|ϕL)

∂O
Pr(run|ϕH) >

∂EuP (pol|ϕH)
∂O

Pr(run|ϕL)

In words, for an increase in O to reduce the probability that a candidate is of high h.c., the

relative variation induced by a change in O must be larger than the ratio of the two probabilities

of running. As O > w(ϕL), so a not re-elected L politician chooses O. A H politician chooses O

if O > w(ϕH) and the private sector salary otherwise. EuP (pol|ϕ) depends on the equilibrium

that will be played in the policymaking phase. However, we can show that, in both the equilibria

we consider for the policymaking case, ∂Eu
P (pol|ϕL)
∂O > Max[∂Eu

P (pol|ϕH)
∂O , 0]. In other words, the
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direct effect of O is always stronger for low h.c. politicians.17 They are more likely to choose

the PCO (high h.c. politicians may prefer the private market, when O < w(ϕH)) and, at least

in perfect accountability equilibria, they are always more likely to need it, because they are

more likely to lose office. However, this is not always enough to cause a negative effect of O on

κ, because it may be that Pr(run|ϕL) is sufficiently larger than Pr(run|ϕH) to overcome the

direct effect. Proposition 2 shows the existence of a sufficient condition for the direct effect to

always dominate the “level effect”.

Proposition 2 If parameters are such that, in equilibrium:

� an increase in O reduces the expected utility from politics for high human capital individ-

uals, or

� Pr(run|ϕL) ≤ Pr(run|ϕH)

then ∂κ
∂O < 0. Otherwise, there exists a sufficiently small ψ such that ∂κ

∂O < 0.

It is important to stress that Proposition 2 shows a list of sufficient conditions, but weaker

conditions (even conditions that do not depend on ψ) can also be found. Intuitively, an in-

crease in O reduces the expected human capital of candidates, irrespective of ψ, whenever

Pr(run|ϕL) ≤ Pr(run|ϕH), i.e. whenever high h.c. prospective candidates are more likely

to run than low h.c. prospective candidates. This is more likely to be true whenever human

capital makes a meaningful difference in terms of payoffs from politics, but it does not make

much of a difference in terms of market wages (e.g. if market wages are independent of ϕ).

More straightforwardly, if an increase in O, which always increases the expected utility from a

political career for low h.c. individuals, decreases it for high h.c. individuals, it will obviously

reduce κ. Finally, for small ψ the two baseline running probabilities are similar, therefore the

direct effect dominates.18

To complete the picture, it is worth making the explicit comparison between O and the office

perks E. Both of them tend to increase the benefit from a political career, but they do so in

different ways and, in fact, they have different effects.

Proposition 3 If parameters are such that, in equilibrium, Pr(run|ϕL) ≥ Pr(run|ϕH), then
∂κ
∂E > 0. Otherwise, there exists a sufficiently small ψ such that ∂κ

∂E > 0.

17Together with the first effect of making a political career more attractive, O has also a second effect going
through rB in pandering equilibria. Intuitively, an increase in O must be compensated by a decrease in rB , in
equilibrium, in order to keep the low type indifferent between policy A and B after s1 = B (without the decrease
in rB , an increase in O would increase the incentive to choose B rather than A). This second effect is always
dominated by low types, but it may actually dominate in case of high human capital candidates. For them, an
increase in O may actually decrease the benefits from a political career. See the proof of Proposition 2 for more
details.

18Note that the equilibrium selection choice may play a role here. Different pandering equilibria can, indeed,
have different implications, depending on the importance of the indirect effect that O has on politicians’ welfare
through re-election probabilities.
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The intuition is exactly the opposite. E has a positive direct effect on EuP (pol) for both types,

but it is stronger for high h.c. types. Figures 2a and 2b show the effect on κ of O and E. The

additional (sufficient) conditions make sure that the level effect does not dominate the direct

effect.

Figure 2: Outside options, office perks and human capital
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(b) Effect of E on κ.

Propositions 2 and 3 show that two policies affecting the overall value of a political career in

the same direction, such as a reduction in O or a reduction in E, can have completely opposite

effects in terms of composition of the pool of candidates.19 When the equilibrium strategies of

re-election, policymaking and entry are considered, it becomes clear that high h.c. politicians are

disproportionately more affected by a change in office wages (vis-a-vis low h.c. politicians) and

disproportionately less affected by changes in the value of politically connected outside options.

Therefore, the overall effect of those policies on the pool of candidates can be very different.

More broadly, this stresses the importance of taking into account the nuances of rewarding

schemes for politicians.

3 Institutional setting

3.1 Italian municipalities

Italy is comprised of 8,047 municipalities, with a majority (70.5%) having populations of

fewer than 5,000 residents. These municipalities bear responsibility for essential services such as

municipal police, infrastructure, welfare, housing, garbage collection, and water supply. Man-

aging approximately 10% of the nation’s public expenditures, municipalities allocate an average

of 1856 euros per capita, based on data from 2015-2017 (Aida Pa, Bureau Van Dijk). Local

taxes contribute around 20% of their revenue, with significant sources being the property tax

19In Keane and Merlo (2010), a private sector ban increases one dimension of the “quality” of congresspeople,
as well as an increase in wages. However, as they focus on sitting congresspeople, those policies effectively move in
the same direction (i.e. they both increase the value of holding office, conditional on being in office). Our model
allows us to study also the effect of those policies on the overall value of a political careers, and the asymmetries
that arise.
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introduced in 1993 under Legislative Decree 504/1992, and a surcharge on residents’ income tax

implemented in 1999. The remaining funds are derived from discretionary transfers provided by

higher levels of government, including provinces, regions, and the central State. Mayors wield

significant influence within municipal governments as they possess the authority to appoint and

dismiss ministers who serve as part of the municipal administration (called “giunta”). Further-

more, if the municipal council decides to dismiss the mayor, the council is dismissed as well and

a new one is elected.

Direct elections have been in place since 1993 (Law 81 of 1993) for Italian municipal mayors.

An important difference arises at the same population threshold we are using for this paper: in

municipalities with populations below 15,000, mayors are elected through a single round plurality

rule, while larger municipalities employ a run-off system. However, note that this distinction

has remained constant from 1993 onward. Mayors hold office for five years and are eligible for

a maximum of two consecutive terms.

3.2 The “Legge Severino”

We focus on one of the decrees included in the so-called “Legge Severino” (Legislative Decree

No. 39 of April 8, 2013), which introduced a broad set of anti-corruption measures applicable to

all Italian municipalities. Among its provisions, the law established a “cooling-off” period for

mayors, members of the municipal executive, and members of the municipal council in munic-

ipalities with more than 15,000 inhabitants. Specifically, these politicians must wait one year

after the end of their term in office before taking a leading position in the public administration

or in a publicly owned enterprise controlled by regional or provincial administrations, or by

municipalities with populations exceeding 15,000 inhabitants within the same region (Article 7).

The cooling-off period extends to two years if the public entity controlling the enterprise is the

same municipality in which they served. In addition, they must wait two years before being el-

igible for appointment as director of the local health authority (azienda sanitaria locale) whose

jurisdiction includes their municipality (Article 8).

The law also stipulates that current mayors, executive members, and council members of

municipalities above the 15,000-inhabitant threshold cannot be appointed to leading positions

in state-owned enterprises, regional or provincial administrations, or local health authorities.

Politicians already holding such positions at the time of the law’s approval were required to

choose between the political and managerial role. Importantly, these provisions applied retroac-

tively to politicians already in office in 2013 (Articles 12–14). According to the law, “leading

positions” refer to executive roles in the public administration and in state-owned enterprises

(SOEs), including chief executive officers (CEOs), presidents of the board, general directors, and

senior management positions.
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The law also applies to municipal politicians serving in the governing bodies of inter-municipal

unions (unioni di comuni) whose total population exceeds 15,000 inhabitants, even when the

individual municipality lies below the threshold. This creates a potential overlap, as mayors of

small municipalities could be indirectly affected by the law through their participation in unions

whose combined population exceeds 15,000.20

Finally, ANAC (Anti-corruption authority), AGCM (Anti-trust authority) and Corte dei

Conti (Court of Auditors) are in charge of enforcement and sanctions. In particular, ANAC can

declare null and void appointments in contrast with the Law (art. 16) and as a consequence

employment contracts are immediately revoked. Furthermore, members of the administration

making an illegal appointment are personally responsible for the economic consequences of that

actions (art. 18). ANAC is also in charge of monitoring.

3.3 State-owned firms in Italy

State-participated (SPE) and State-owned enterprises (SOE) represent an important com-

ponent of the Italian economy. The State holds shares in some of the biggest public companies

in the Milano Stock Exchange, such as ENI, ENEL, and Leonardo. In 2023, the capitalization

of the 13 SPEs accounted for 30% of the total capitalization of the Italian stock market (ANSA,

2023). According to the Italian Statistical institute (ISTAT, 2024b), 7808 SPEs were active in

Italy in 2021. Of those, 3517 are SOEs. They employ around 580.000 people, the 5.1% of the

total workforce for industry and services (ISTAT, 2024a,c). Besides, 41% of all the SOEs are

controlled by local governments (i.e., provinces or municipalities). They employ 146,000 people

and two-thirds of them are active either in the transportation sector or in the water and waste

management sector (ISTAT, 2024b). According to the Ministry of Economics and Finance, be-

tween 2014 and 2021 Italian municipalities appointed 23,235 people (or 68,567 positions x year)

in 5177 different enterprises. Of those, 11,423 people received a salary (12.6% as CEOs, 62.6% as

board members), implying that each municipality appointed 1.4 people in paid positions in the

8 years span. In their compensation structure, SOEs must abide with the law D.lgs. 17/2016.

The maximum amount that a person can receive from SOEs is 240,000 euros (gross, per year), as

per art. 6. This applies to every position. Moreover, the threshold is measured at the individual

level, therefore a person paid by multiple SOEs cannot get more than 240,000 euros per year in

total. For CEOs, at least 30% of the total remuneration (still within the limit) must be linked

to specific objectives.

20As explained below, to address this issue, we perform a robustness check in the Appendix in which we exclude
these municipalities. The results remain virtually unchanged. We take this approach because, while we observe
whether a municipality belongs to a union, we do not have information on whether its mayor or other municipal
politicians actually serve in the union’s governing body.
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4 Empirical Evidence

4.1 Empirical strategy

We use Italian municipality-level data for 1993-2021 and exploit the introduction of an anti-

revolving door policy (Legge Severino) in 2013. Among other norms aimed at safeguarding the

bureaucracy from political influence and fighting corruption (whose application extended to the

whole set of politicians and institutions), the law prescribed a “cooling-off” period of one or two

years for those holding a political office, and forbids politicians from holding also some positions

in SOEs or in the bureaucracy. This “cooling-off” period means politicians cannot be appointed

to a high-level position in the bureaucracy or State-owned enterprises for two years after leaving

politics. However, this type of provision is limited to politicians (from a member of the city

council upward) serving in a municipality with at least 15,000 inhabitants. Politicians holding

office in towns below that threshold are not affected by this part of the law. In addition, the

application is limited to State-owned enterprises and bureaucratic positions belonging to the

same region of the municipality where they held office.

This threshold provides the necessary variation to causally identify the effect of the anti-

revolving doors policy on a series of outcomes. Specifically, we can compare municipalities

slightly above and below the 15,000 inhabitants threshold, pre-post-2013. More in detail, we es-

timate the effect of the anti-revolving doors policy using the following difference-in-discontinuity

approach (Grembi et al., 2016; Gamalerio and Trombetta, 2025):

Yit = ρ0+ρ1Rit+(> 15000i)∗(β0+β1Rit)+(Postt)∗[π0+π1Rit+(> 15000i)∗(ϕ0+ϕ1Rit)]+ηit (2)

where Yit is our outcome variable (candidates and elected mayors’ education, the probability that

a politician holds executive positions in a SOE, our measures of policymaking). The variable

Rit = Pit − P15000 is the normalized population which measures the distance of municipality

i from the 15,000 inhabitants threshold P15000 at time t. The population Pit comes from the

most recent census produced by the Italian Statistical Office (Istat) in 1991, 2001, or 2011.

The dummy variable (> 15000i) is 1 if municipality i is above the 15,000 inhabitants threshold.

The dummy variable (Postt) equals 1 for elections starting from 2013. The temporal dummy

variable (Postt) has been built in this way because the selection of (new) politicians can happen

only during electoral years and not during the electoral mandate (i.e., far away from elections).

The treatment variable is the interaction term between (> 15000i) and (Postt). The coefficient

of interest is ϕ0, which captures the effect of the anti-revolving door policy on the selection of

politicians, comparing municipalities in which the policy applies and municipalities in which it
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does not. We estimate model (2) by local linear regression (Gelman and Imbens, 2018), using

the subsample of observations which lie in the interval Rit ∈ [−h,+h] around the threshold,

where the optimal bandwidth h is calculated following the Calonico et al. (2014) Calonico et al.

(2018) MSE-optimal bandwidth. Standard errors are clustered at the municipality level.

This approach relies on three core assumptions, each of which we systematically evaluate

in subsequent sections of the paper. The first assumption centers on the requirement that

there is no evidence of manipulative sorting of the running variable Rit around the 15,000-

inhabitant threshold, both prior to and following the year 2013. This implies that municipalities

should not have the capability to selectively position themselves on one side of the threshold.

The second assumption concerns the requirement that other potential outcomes and municipal

characteristics remain balanced around the threshold before and after 2013. To assess this,

we estimate model (2) using observable municipal characteristics as dependent variables. The

third assumption requires that municipalities located just below and just above the 15,000-

inhabitant threshold follow parallel trends prior to the 2013 reform. The test of this parallel

trends assumption, a standard requirement in difference-in-differences analyses, as well as all

other robustness checks, is described in Section 4.3.3.

4.2 Data

To study the political effects of anti-revolving door policies we combine several datasets. We

collect municipality-level data for the period 1993-2024, organized by election year (i.e. one

observation every 5 years per municipality) or by year. The datasets include information on

socio-demographic variables (from ISTAT), electoral results (from the Ministry of Interior), and

revenues coming from the municipal surcharge on the national income tax (“Addizionale Irpef”,

from Aida PA and the Ministry of Economy and Finance). In addition, we have individual level

information on mayors and mayoral candidates, which include education, occupational experi-

ence, gender, age, and political experience (from the “Anagrafe degli amministratori locali”).

To construct the estimation sample, we restrict the analysis to municipalities with populations

between 10,000 and 30,000 inhabitants, in order to avoid overlapping with other population

thresholds at which different policies apply (Bordignon et al., 2016). We also exclude mu-

nicipalities located in the five Special Statute Regions (i.e., Trentino-Alto Adige, Valle d’Aosta,

Friuli-Venezia Giulia, Sicilia, and Sardegna), as many institutional features — including electoral

rules — differ in these regions. These selection criteria result in a sample of 795 municipalities.

Descriptive statistics for this sample are reported in Table C1.

Besides, we build a novel dataset with individual-level information of people holding “leading

positions” in State-participated enterprises (i.e., either a SOE or a PMSE). Given the scope of

the law, that applies to executive positions in SOEs, we include CEOs, presidents of the board,
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general directors, and the senior management in general. The collected dataset is at the person

x firm x year x position level, with a total of more than 700,000 observations. It includes names,

positions, years the position was hold and sometimes additional demographics. The original

sources are the historical archives of Aida. We can match the names contained there with the

list of elected mayors, so that we can code whether a mayor has been appointed to a leading

position in a State-participated firm. Clearly, our dataset includes also other positions (e.g.

board members, statutory auditors etc.), that appear to be excluded from the application of the

law. Figures C1a and C1b provide an illustration of the time dimension of our dataset. Overall,

the highest share of mayors with a leading position in a SOE in a given year is around 3%, while

it is well below 1% for PMSE.

To define whether a firm is a SOE or a PMSE, we use the list of State-participated enterprises

provided by the Italian Ministry of Economics and Finance and consider SOE those that are

mentioned as such or where the “State” (including local governments) holds more than 50% of

the shares, and PMSE the rest.21 Note that this notion of “control” is quite restrictive, as it is

possible to be in control of a firm with a much smaller percentage of the shares.

4.3 Main results

4.3.1 Nomination in State-owned companies

Our first outcome variable serves as a direct test of the reform’s effectiveness. Specifically, we

examine the probability that a mayor is appointed to a leadership position in a firm in which the

State holds shares, either during or after their mandate. To construct this variable, we match

the list of mayors with the list of individuals occupying top positions in either state-owned

enterprises (SOEs) or firms in which the State owns a minority share (public minority share

enterprises, PMSEs). The outcome variable takes the value of 1 if a mayor begins holding a

leading position in an SOE or a PMSE during their mandate or within one year after its end. It

is important to note that the Severino Law applies only to SOEs and not to PMSEs; therefore,

any effect of the reform should be observed exclusively in the former. However, this constitutes

only a partial test of the reform’s effectiveness. The analysis focuses on one specific channel

through which the Severino Law may influence politicians’ incentives—namely, the transition

from elected office to positions in state-owned firms. The Severino Law also extends to top

positions in local health authorities and in the public bureaucracy. Due to data limitations,

we are unable to observe appointments in these sectors, and hence cannot test those additional

21More in details, the Ministry for Economics and Finance (MEF) provides data on firms where the State
owns a fraction of the shares spanning from 2011 to 2020. In recent years, from 2017 onward, the MEF explicitly
indicates whether a firm is a “controllata”, i.e. a SOE. Beforehand, we code as SOE all the firms where the State
owns at least 50% of the shares. Then, we collapse all the observations into a time-invariant list, where a firm is
considered a SOE if it is coded as such at least once.
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channels.

Table 1 reports the results of a diff-in-disc estimation, using observation at municipality x

mayor x year level. The outcome variable is equal to 1 if the mayor of a certain municipality

holds a leading position in a State-participated enterprise, either during or after her mandate.

We run the regression for SOEs and PMSEs separately, showing an effect that is consistent with

our expectations (and the provisions of the Severino law). As implied by the coefficient of the

interaction term Post ∗ (> 15000), the probability that a mayor holds a leading position in a

SOE decreases, because of the reform, by 5.1 percentage points. To interpret the magnitude

of the coefficient, it is useful to consider the dynamic structure of our dataset. In the pre-2013

period, the probability that a mayor is appointed in a SOE was around 1.1% for municipalities

around the threshold (roughly the same above and below it). In the post-period, this probability

increases to 5.4% for municipalities just below the threshold (those not affected by the Severino

law). At the same time, it decreases to 0.3% for municipalities above the threshold (those

affected by the law), implying a causal effect of -5.1 percentage points. The effect on PMSE,

instead, is essentially a 0, both in statistical and economic terms.

Table 1: The effect of anti-revolving doors policy on mayors’ appointment in
State-participated companies

(1) (2)
Dep. Var. =1 appointed =1 appointed

in SOE in PMSE

Control Function Linear Linear
Bandwidth CCT CCT
Controls No No

(> 15000) -0.005 0.000
(0.013) (0.005)

Post 0.043∗ -0.003
(0.024) (0.004)

Post*(> 15000) -0.051∗∗ 0.003
(0.024) (0.006)

Observations 5521 6388
Bandwidth 1602 1844
Mean outcome 0.019 0.001

Notes. Diff-in-disc estimates of the impact of anti-revolving door on the proba-

bility that a Mayor is appointed to a leading position in a SOE (column 1) and
in a PMSE (column 2). Initial sample: municipalities between 10,000 and 30,000
inhabitants. Electoral terms between 1993 and 2021. Variables in the Table: 1)

(> 15000) = 1 for municipalities with more than 15,000 inhabitants; 2) (Post)
= 1 for electoral terms starting from 2013. The outcome variable is a dummy

equal to 1 if a mayor holds a leading position in a SOE in column 1, and it is

a dummy equal to 1 if a mayor holds a leading position in a PMSE in column
2. Robust standard errors clustered at the municipality level are in parentheses.

Significance at the 10% level is represented by *, at the 5% level by **, and at

the 1% level by ***.

Tables C2 and C3 in the Appendix perform the same exercise for politicians in office and in

the two years after their mandate separately. Although the effect is statistically significant only

when we consider the years after the political mandate, the sign and magnitude is fairly similar.
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Moreover, in both cases the relevant coefficient for PMSEs is essentially zero.

Our dataset on leading positions in SOEs is also useful for assessing the consistency between

the data and a key assumption of our model—namely, that PCOs are more attractive, in terms of

post-office career opportunities, for low–human capital politicians than for high–human capital

politicians. To test this, Table 2 reports regressions of the probability that a mayor is appointed

to a leadership position in an SOE, either during their term in office (columns 1–2) or within

two years after its end (columns 3–4), on a dummy variable equal to one if the mayor holds

a postgraduate degree. The specifications include municipality and year fixed effects, as well

as a set of controls for the mayor’s characteristics (high-skill occupation, gender, and age) and

for municipal population. Consistent with the model’s assumption, we find that holding a

postgraduate degree is associated with approximately a one–percentage–point lower likelihood

of obtaining such a position after leaving office—suggesting that these PCOs may represent a

more relevant post-office career path for less-educated politicians.

Table 2: Human capital of mayors and appointment in SOEs

Term 2y post-term
Dep. Var.: appointed in SOE (1) (2) (3) (4)

Postgraduate mayor 0.002 0.001 -0.009∗ -0.011∗∗

(0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005)

Observations 18336 18025 4975 4916
Mean dep. var. (postgrad=0) 0.009 0.009 0.013 0.014

Controls N Y N Y
Municipality FE Y Y Y Y
Year FE Y Y Y Y

Notes. OLS estimates of the probability that a mayor is appointed in a leading

position in a SOE (i.e., president, CEO, senior management), either during its
term in office (columns 1 and 2) or in the two years after it (columns 3 and 4).

Initial sample: municipalities between 10,000 and 30,000 inhabitants. Electoral

terms between 1993 and 2021. Variables in the Table: Postgraduate mayor:
dummy for mayor with a postgraduate degree. The outcome variable is a dummy

equal to 1 if a mayor holds a leading position in a SOE. Controls are a dummy
for a mayor doing an high skill job, a dummy for female mayors, the age of the

mayor and the population of the municipality in a given year. Robust standard

errors clustered at the municipality level are in parentheses. Significance at the
10% level is represented by *, at the 5% level by **, and at the 1% level by ***.

4.3.2 Selection of politicians

This section examines how the introduction of the Severino Law affected the selection of local

politicians. For this exercise, we restrict the data for each municipality to two elections before

and two elections after the introduction of the Severino Law, ensuring comparability across the

pre- and post-reform periods. As a result, the analysis includes elections held between 2003

and 2021. We exclude electoral years after 2021, since the enforcement of the Severino Law—in

particular, the cooling-off period—was suspended starting in 2022 due to the pandemic.22 We

22The enforcement of the Severino Law—particularly Article 7 of Legislative Decree No. 39/2013—was tem-
porarily suspended by Decree Law No. 4 of January 27, 2022, and the suspension was later extended until
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use the difference-in-discontinuity approach described above, and we find that the anti–revolving

door policy increases the average education level of mayoral candidates, consistent with the

model’s predictions.

The results of this analysis are reported in Table 3 and illustrated in Figure 3. Specifically,

both the table and the figure show that, in municipalities just above the 15,000-inhabitant

threshold—compared to those just below—the introduction of the policy led to a significant

rise in the average years of education among mayoral candidates. The coefficient of interest in

both specifications is the interaction term between Post and (> 15,000), which captures the

causal effect of the reform around the relevant population cutoff. Since the dependent variable

measures the average years of education of mayoral candidates at the municipality level, the

estimated coefficients imply an increase of approximately two years, corresponding to about a

13% rise relative to the pre-reform average of 15 years. This piece of evidence supports the

key prediction of our theoretical model: by eliminating post-office career opportunities (PCOs),

the reform reduced the expected value of holding office relatively more for low–human capital

politicians, thereby increasing the relative share—and consequently the average education—of

higher–human capital candidates. A similar pattern emerges when considering the average

education of elected mayors.23

Table 3: The effect of anti-revolving door policy on the education of politicians

(1) (2)
Dep. Var. Average years education Average years education

mayoral candidates elected mayor

Control Function Linear Linear
Bandwidth CCT CCT
Controls No No

(> 15000) -1.141 -1.258
(0.711) (0.829)

Post -0.975 -0.458
(0.595) (0.671)

Post*(> 15000) 2.126∗∗ 2.270∗∗

(0.901) (1.093)
Observations 532 751
Bandwidth 1334 1933
Mean outcome 15.646 15.819

Notes. Diff-in-disc estimates of the impact of anti-revolving door on the education of politicians. Initial

sample: municipalities between 10,000 and 30,000 inhabitants. Electoral terms between 2003 and 2021.
Variables in the Table: 1) (> 15000) = 1 for municipalities with more than 15,000 inhabitants; 2) (Post)

= 1 for electoral terms starting from 2013. The outcome variable is the average years of education of
mayoral candidates in column 1, and the average years of education of elected mayors in column 2.

Robust standard errors clustered at the municipality level are in parentheses. Significance at the 10%
level is represented by *, at the 5% level by **, and at the 1% level by ***.

December 31, 2024.
23We examine the effect of the anti–revolving door policy on other personal characteristics in the Appendix.

We find no significant effect on age, but a positive and statistically significant increase in both the share of female
candidates and the probability of a female mayor (Tables C4 and C5). In addition, we find a negative—though
not statistically significant—effect on the number of mayoral candidates (Table C6), consistent with the model’s
prediction of a general discouragement effect induced by the reform. For a more detailed discussion of these
results, see Section C.3.
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4.3.3 Robustness

Our findings are robust to a series of checks. First, since the diff-in-disc approach relies on

the same assumptions as difference-in-differences, we examine whether municipalities just below

and just above the 15,000-inhabitant threshold followed parallel trends prior to 2013. Evidence

supporting the parallel trends assumption is presented in Figure 4. Specifically, following Grembi

et al. (2016) and Gamalerio and Trombetta (2025), we run a series of cross-sectional RDD

regressions comparing the educational attainment of politicians in municipalities just below and

just above the threshold. Observations from different municipalities are grouped in a single

regression based on the electoral year’s distance from the 2013 reform. For example, as shown

on the x-axis of the two panels in Figure 4, a value of 0 corresponds to the first elections held

immediately after the 2013 reform. A value of -1 refers to the elections held just before the

reform, while -2 denotes the elections prior to those at time -1. We conduct the cross-sectional

RDD regressions using the same CCT optimal bandwidths employed in Table 3: specifically, a

bandwidth of 1334 for mayoral candidates and 1933 for mayors.

Crucially for the parallel trends assumption, the RDD coefficients are stable between elec-

tions -2 and -1, indicating that municipalities just below and above the threshold followed similar

trends in the pre-2001 period. Consistent with evidence of a positive effect of the anti-revolving

Figure 3: Diff-in-Disc graphical evidence
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Notes. Diff-in-Disc estimates. Horizontal axis: population around the 15,000 threshold. Vertical axis:
change in the average years of education of graduate mayoral candidates in the top graph and change in
average years of education of elected mayors in the bottom graph. Scatter points are averaged over bins of
100 inhabitants. The central red and green lines represent a split linear polynomial of the outcome variable
in the normalized population, fitted separately on each side of the threshold. The dashed lines capture
the 95% confidence interval. The estimated discontinuity is the (Post)*(> 15000) coefficients and standard
errors as reported in Table 3.
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door law on political selection, Figure 4 clearly shows that the magnitude of the coefficients in-

creases after 2013 (i.e., in elections 0 and 1) compared to the pre-2013 period. All the coefficients

are presented in Table C7 in the Appendix.

Figure 4: Cross-sectional RDD coefficients over time
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Notes. RDD coefficients capturing the effect of being above the 15,000-inhabitant thresholds
vs. being below it. On the x-axis, which goes from -2 to 1, we report the elections before and
after the 2013 introduction of the anti-revolving door law, where 0 indicates the elections
immediately after the introduction of the law. We run the cross-section RDD regressions
using the same CCT optimal bandwidth reported in Table 3 (i.e., a bandwidth equal to 1334
for mayoral candidates and a bandwidth equal to 1933 for mayors). The blue lines connect
the estimated coefficients, while the green lines represent the 95% confidence interval.

Second, consistent with the assumptions of the regression discontinuity design, Table 4 shows

that pre-determined covariates are balanced around the 15,000-inhabitant threshold before and

after 2013. To assess this, we conduct a difference-in-discontinuity analysis using these covariates

as outcome variables. In none of the columns do we find a significant coefficient, providing no

evidence that any other covariates experience a discontinuous jump at the population threshold

we exploit.

Table 4: Balance test at 15,000 inhabitant threshold

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
unempl. college foreign income no-profit perc 0-14 perc 65 latitude longitude

Post*(> 15000) 0.029 -0.003 0.003 -1.520 -0.001 0.013 -0.019 -1.066 0.636
(0.030) (0.010) (0.020) (1.661) (0.001) (0.009) (0.015) (1.054) (1.383)

Observations 526 615 528 506 672 506 626 518 584
Bandwidth 1329 1659 1332 1254 1748 1259 1601 1290 1516
Mean outcome 0.106 0.089 0.068 13.230 0.005 0.146 0.197 43.629 12.232

Notes. Diff-in-disc estimates. Variables in the Table: 1) (> 15000) = 1 for municipalities with more than 15,000 inhabitants;
2) (Post) = 1 for electoral terms starting from 2013. Robust standard errors clustered at the municipality level are in

parentheses. Significance at the 10% level is represented by *, at the 5% level by **, and at the 1% level by ***.

Third, Figure 5 shows that the running variable is continuous at the 15,000 inhabitants
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threshold, thus there is no evidence of manipulation. In particular, Figure 5 plots a histogram

with the density of the running variable and tests the null hypothesis of no discontinuity of

the density of the running variable using the procedure recently developed by Cattaneo et al.

(2018). Figure 5 provides evidence of no discontinuity and we fail to reject the null hypothesis

of no discontinuity (robust p-value 0.146).

Figure 5: Density of the running variable
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Notes. Discontinuity test for the density of the population at the 15,000-inhabitant threshold.

Fourth, in Table 5, we repeat the analysis excluding candidates from the Five Star Movement

(M5S). This exclusion is motivated by the fact that the M5S rose to prominence in Italy around

the same time as the policy change: they received 25.56% of the vote in the 2013 parliamentary

elections, while being virtually non-existent in 2008. Moreover, existing evidence shows that

they tend to perform better in municipalities with a run-off electoral system—i.e., those with

more than 15,000 inhabitants (Bordignon and Colussi, 2020). It is therefore possible that the

rise of the M5S interacts with how we define the treatment group, both across time and across

municipalities. To ensure our results are not driven by this, Table 5 shows that the baseline

findings remain robust when all candidates from this party are excluded.

Fifth, Figure 6 shows that the legal limits on campaign expenditures imposed in munici-

palities with more than 15,000 inhabitants are quite generous and rarely binding when com-

pared to the actual average and maximum spending by political parties and lists. These lim-

its—essentially a fixed amount per registered voter in each municipality24—were introduced by

Article 13 of Law No. 96, passed on July 6, 2012. As such, they overlap both temporally and

geographically with the reform we study. To show that this policy is unlikely to drive our results

on political selection, we digitized list-level campaign expenditure data for a sample of munici-

24Specifically, the limit is calculated as an amount proportional to the number of registered voters.
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Table 5: The effect of anti-revolving door policy on the education of politicians (no 5-stars
movement)

(1) (2)
Dep. Var. Average years education Average years education

mayoral candidates elected mayor

Control Function Linear Linear
Bandwidth CCT CCT
Controls No No

(> 15000) -1.347∗ -1.096
(0.720) (0.824)

Post -0.745 -0.192
(0.615) (0.668)

Post*(> 15000) 2.262∗∗ 1.998∗

(0.933) (1.080)
Observations 483 768
Bandwidth 1331 1958
Mean outcome 15.720 15.840

Notes. Diff-in-disc estimates of the impact of anti-revolving door on the education of politicians. Original

sample: municipalities between 10,000 and 30,000 inhabitants. We exclude candidates belonging to M5S.
Electoral terms between 2003 and 2021. Variables in the Table: 1) (> 15000) = 1 for municipalities with

more than 15,000 inhabitants; 2) (Post) = 1 for electoral terms starting from 2013; 3) (Post)*(> 15000)

= interaction term between (> 15000) and Post. The outcome variable is the average years of education
of mayoral candidates in column 1, and it the average years of education of elected mayors in column 2.

Robust standard errors clustered at the municipality level are in parentheses. Significance at the 10%

level is represented by *, at the 5% level by **, and at the 1% level by ***.

pal elections from the Corte dei Conti25, available at banchedati.corteconti.it.26 We then

plotted the average and maximum campaign expenditures per list in each municipality against

the corresponding legal limits and found that actual spending falls well below the cap. This

suggests that the introduction of campaign spending limits is unlikely to account for the effects

we observe.

Finally, in the appendix section D.1, we implement other additional robustness checks, which

confirm the stability of our baseline results. In Table D1, we show that the estimates remain

virtually unchanged when including region and election-year fixed effects. Table D2 further

demonstrates that excluding municipalities belonging to inter-municipal unions (unioni di co-

muni) with total populations above 15,000 inhabitants does not affect the findings. Tables D3

and D4 confirm that the results are robust to alternative control functions (quadratic and cubic

polynomials). Finally, Figure D1 illustrates that the estimated coefficients are stable across

a range of bandwidth choices, consistent with the typical bias–variance trade-off in regression

discontinuity designs.

25The Italian Court of Auditors, responsible for monitoring public sector spending, including compliance with
campaign expenditure limits in municipalities with more than 30,000 inhabitants.

26We searched for ”rendicontazione spese elettorali comunali + legge 96 del 2012 + 30.000 abitanti” and
downloaded all available documents.
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4.3.4 Performance of mayors

Exploiting the fact that the Severino Law also applies to local politicians already in office

in 2013, we can assess the effect of the anti–revolving door policy on the in-office performance

of mayors elected before 2013—that is, before any selection effects could take place. According

to the model’s predictions, low human-capital politicians are more likely to adopt popular but

not necessarily optimal policies in order to maximize their chances of re-election. To test this

mechanism, we focus on the main local tax under municipal control: the municipal surcharge on

the national income tax (Addizionale IRPEF). This tax rate is set at the municipal level, giving

mayors substantial discretion to adjust local tax policy.27 Survey evidence from the 2013 Italian

National Election Studies (ITANES, 2013), displayed in Figure 7, indicates that Italian voters

dislike taxes and are generally willing to accept reductions in public services—both national and

local—in exchange for lower taxation. Mayors who are more concerned about losing office may

therefore be inclined to reduce local taxes to gain voter support and improve their re-election

prospects.28

For this analysis, we use municipality-by-year data. To isolate the in-office effect of the

anti–revolving door law from potential selection effects, we restrict the sample to mayors who

Figure 6: Campaign expenditures
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Notes. Evidence on limits to campaign expenditures for political parties. Green dots: maximum allowed
expenditures per list in a given municipality. Blue dots: average expenditures. Red dots: maximum
expenditures observed.

27Please see Giommoni (2019) for more information on the municipal surcharge on the national income tax
(Addizionale IRPEF).

28Figure 7 refers to a survey question about the municipal property tax (IMU, Imposta Municipale Unica).
However, we base our empirical analysis on the municipal surcharge on personal income tax (Addizionale IRPEF),
since the IMU was subject to several national reforms during the period under study, resulting in highly unstable
revenues. The Addizionale IRPEF, by contrast, remained relatively stable and constitutes one of the main and
most salient sources of municipal taxation together with the IMU. Although the survey specifically concerns the
IMU, it still provides a useful indication that voters, on average, dislike local taxation.
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Figure 7: Survey evidence on taxes and services

(a) National taxes and services (b) Local taxes and services

Notes. ITANES 2013 questions on national and local taxes and services (1 = lower both, 7 = increase both).

were already in office at the time of the policy’s introduction in 2013 and exclude those elected

thereafter, taking advantage of the staggered timing of municipal elections across municipalities.

This restriction yields an unbalanced panel covering the years 2009 to 2016. By focusing on

incumbents whose terms in office spanned the reform period, we ensure that the analysis captures

only the behavior of mayors directly affected by the policy, thus isolating the pure performance

effect from any changes in political selection. Using per capita revenues and the average tax

rate of the municipal surcharge on personal income tax as outcome variables, we estimate a

difference-in-discontinuity model analogous to Equation (2).

Results are presented in Table 6. The interaction term Post × (> 15,000) captures the

differential effect of the policy in municipalities above the 15,000-inhabitant threshold after the

reform, and thus identifies the causal impact of the anti–revolving door policy on local tax policy.

In column (1), the estimates indicate that the policy leads to a statistically significant reduction

in per capita revenues from the municipal income tax, consistent with the idea that mayors

may lower taxes to improve their re-election prospects. When the analysis is disaggregated by

education level, however, the results reveal that this effect is entirely driven by non-graduate

mayors (column 2), with no significant response among graduate mayors (column 3). This

pattern is consistent with the theoretical framework and with the pandering literature (Maskin

and Tirole, 2004; Besley, 2006; Merzoni and Trombetta, 2022): the decrease in the value of

politically connected outside options has a stronger impact on low–human capital politicians,

leading to a more pronounced behavioral adjustment. Panel B of Table 6 reports analogous

results for the local income tax rate.

Finally, Table 7 explores the mechanism underlying the change in policymaking among low-

educated mayors. Specifically, we divide the sample between non-graduate mayors who were
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Table 6: The effect of anti-revolving door policy on the performance of mayors
Municipal income tax

(1) (2) (3)
Dep. Var. Income tax Income tax Income tax

All sample Non-graduate mayors Graduate mayors

Control Function Linear Linear Linear
Bandwidth CCT CCT CCT
Controls No No No

Panel A: per capita revenues

(> 15000) -12.657 -2.456 -18.815
(10.189) (14.669) (13.095)

Post 32.290∗∗∗ 50.646∗∗∗ 20.823
(11.573) (17.130) (13.043)

Post*(> 15000) -27.723∗ -47.072∗∗ -13.623
(14.531) (21.416) (19.199)

Observations 629 326 368
Bandwidth 1076 1297 1079
Mean outcome 64.468 67.863 64.241

Panel B: average tax rate

(> 15000) -0.095 -0.081 -0.068
(0.088) (0.123) (0.078)

Post 0.079 0.254∗∗ 0.061
(0.088) (0.120) (0.088)

Post*(> 15000) -0.094 -0.176 0.021
(0.113) (0.157) (0.138)

Observations 456 257 495
Bandwidth 782 1021 1418
Mean outcome 0.534 0.507 0.506

Notes. Diff-in-disc estimates of the impact of anti-revolving door on the performance

of mayors. Initial sample: municipalities between 10,000 and 30,000 inhabitants. Years
between 2009 and 2016. Variables in the Table: 1) (> 15000) = 1 for municipalities

with more than 15,000 inhabitants; 2) (Post) = 1 for years starting from 2013. The

outcome variable is the per capita revenue from the municipal surcharge on personal
income tax (Addizionale IRPEF) in Panel A, and the average tax rate of the same

surcharge in Panel B. Samples: 1) all sample in column 1; 2) only non-graduate mayors
in column 2; c) only graduate mayors in column 3. Robust standard errors clustered at

the municipality level are in parentheses. Significance at the 10% level is represented

by *, at the 5% level by **, and at the 1% level by ***.

term-limited and those who were not, and estimate the same difference-in-discontinuity specifi-

cation using the outcome variables from Table 6. According to the theoretical model, the politi-

cians most likely to increase pandering behavior after the introduction of the anti–revolving door

policy are those with low education who are not term-limited. The evidence in Table 7 supports

this prediction. The overall effect observed for non-graduate mayors (column 1) is clearly driven

by those eligible for re-election after the policy change: the interaction term in column (2) is

large and statistically significant. By contrast, the interaction coefficient in column (3), which

focuses on non-graduate mayors who are term-limited, is smaller and not statistically different

from zero. We interpret this as evidence that the observed effects operate through the mechanism

described in the theoretical model.29

29The dependent variables in Tables 6–7 are winsorized at the 1st and 99th percentiles to account for outliers.
In Tables D5–D6, we repeat the analysis using the non-winsorized variables and obtain virtually identical results.
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Table 7: Effect of the anti–revolving door policy on municipal income tax
Non-Graduate Mayors

(1) (2) (3)
Dep. Var. Income tax Income tax Income tax

Non-graduate Non-graduate Non-graduate
All No term limit Term limit

Control Function Linear Linear Linear
Bandwidth CCT CCT CCT
Controls No No No

Panel A: per capita revenues

(> 15000) -2.456 5.213 -4.740
(14.669) (16.917) (23.523)

Post 50.646∗∗∗ 65.488∗∗∗ 21.856
(17.130) (16.372) (21.573)

Post*(> 15000) -47.072∗∗ -81.238∗∗∗ -14.112
(21.416) (23.485) (25.612)

Observations 326 178 130
Bandwidth 1297 1139 1493
Mean outcome 67.863 64.884 68.236

Panel B: tax rates

(> 15000) -0.081 -0.046 0.007
(0.123) (0.152) (0.138)

Post 0.254∗∗ 0.451∗∗∗ -0.015
(0.120) (0.109) (0.107)

Post*(> 15000) -0.176 -0.406∗∗ 0.072
(0.157) (0.166) (0.166)

Observations 257 152 147
Bandwidth 1021 930 1778
Mean outcome 0.507 0.502 0.522

Notes. Diff-in-disc estimates of the impact of anti-revolving door on the performance

of mayors. Initial sample: municipalities between 10,000 and 30,000 inhabitants. Years
between 2009 and 2016. Variables in the Table: 1) (> 15000) = 1 for municipalities

with more than 15,000 inhabitants; 2) (Post) = 1 for years starting from 2013. The

outcome variable is the per capita revenue from the municipal surcharge on personal
income tax (Addizionale IRPEF) in Panel A, and the average tax rate of the same

surcharge in Panel B. Samples: 1) only non-graduate mayors in column 1; 2) only
non-term limited non-graduate mayors in column 2; c) only term limited non-graduate

mayors in column 3. Robust standard errors clustered at the municipality level are in

parentheses. Significance at the 10% level is represented by *, at the 5% level by **,
and at the 1% level by ***.

5 Conclusion

Our paper studies how anti-revolving door policies affect political selection and in-office

performance. Guided by a theoretical model, we show that the introduction of a “cooling off”

period between political position and important roles in SOEs or in the bureaucracy increases

the human capital level of those running for office. On the other hand, it may also increase the

incentives to choose policies that help re-election, even when they may be suboptimal.30

We believe these results are important and policy-relevant, as they help a comprehensive

assessment of this type of anti-revolving door policies, going beyond the concerns about regula-

tory capture or patronage. Revolving doors between politics and the private sector, or between

politics and state-owned firms or the bureaucracy, can be seen as ways to increase the value of a

30In a different context, Deserranno et al. (2021) studies the effect of meritocratic promotions on public sector
employees’ performance. In our case, shutting down a not-meritocratic channel may actually worsen performance.
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political career. Therefore, one could expect that reducing their availability would have roughly

the same implications as reducing office wages. We show that the reality is more complicated.

In fact, the effect of those particular outside options must be studied while keeping into account

the asymmetries in their relevance for different types of prospective politicians, arising from the

equilibria of the political game. First, in terms of policymaking, we show that a reduction in the

availability of politically connected outside option is like an increase in office wages, as they both

increase the payoff difference between winning and losing. Second, it may well be that restric-

tions in outside options disproportionately relevant for low human capital politicians actually

raise the overall education of candidates. Therefore, our results also underline the importance

of studying how institutional features of a political system affect the type of candidates willing

to run. As far as we know, this is the first paper able to comprehensively analyse the impact of

anti-revolving door policies on both entry into politics and policymaking.

Finally, this paper highlights the importance of the institutional context where anti-revolving

door policies apply. According to the model, our empirical results are driven by the fact that

PCOs are relatively more attractive for low human capital individuals than for high human

capital individuals. As a consequence, reducing their availability hurts the former relatively

more. The result would be the opposite if, instead, PCOs are more valuable for high human

capital individuals, for example if they were private sector jobs where relatively less educated

individuals are unlikely to be hired. Those are also potentially important “revolving doors”.

The policy change we focus on does not allow us to study them as well, because it concerns only

public sector jobs (or jobs controlled by the State), but there is evidence that shutting down the

revolving doors toward private sector jobs for highly educated individuals obtain the opposite

effect in terms of political selection (Fisman et al., 2025). As a consequence, the overall effect

of anti-revolving door policies is likely to depend on the specific context of application.
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Appendix

A Proofs

Proof of Lemma 1. We drop the time subscript for convenience. This proof follows very

closely the proof of Lemma 3 in the working paper version of Ashworth and Shotts (2010).

Suppose there exists an equilibrium where r(x = θ) = 1 and r(x ̸= θ) = 0. Furthermore,

suppose s = B. A low human capital incumbent gets the following expected payoff by choosing

x = A and x = B respectively:

EuPL (x = A, s = B) = uλB + (ρλB + (1− ρ)rA)v(L) + (ρ(1− λB) + (1− ρ)(1− rA))O (A.1)

EuPL (x = B, s = B) = u(1−λB)+(ρ(1−λB)+(1−ρ)rB)v(L)+(ρλB+(1−ρ)(1−rB))O (A.2)

where v(L) = ϕLu + E and λB = Pr(θ = A|s = B) = π(1−ϕL)
π(1−ϕL)+(1−π)ϕL < 1

2 . The difference

between (A.1) and (A.2) measures the net benefit of pandering for the low type, and it is equal

to

∆EuPL = −(1− 2λB)(u+ ρ(v(L)−O)) + (1− ρ)(rA − rB)(v(L)−O) (A.3)

A high human capital incumbent gets the following expected payoff by choosing x = A and

x = B respectively:

EuPH(x = A, s = B) = (1− ρ)rAv(H) + (ρ+ (1− ρ)(1− rA))max[O,w(ϕH)] (A.4)

EuPH(x = B, s = B) = u+ (ρ+ (1− ρ)rB)v(H) + (1− ρ)(1− rB)max[O,w(ϕH)] (A.5)

where v(H) = u + E. The difference between (A.4) and (A.5) measures the net benefit of

pandering for the high type, and it is equal to

∆EuPH = −(u+ ρ(v(H)−max[O,w(ϕH)]) + (1− ρ)(rA − rB)(v(H)−max[O,w(ϕH)]) (A.6)

As in the working paper version of Ashworth and Shotts (2010), we show that the difference

between (A.3) and (A.6) is always positive. Therefore, whenever the L type prefers to choose

x = B (i.e. whenever ∆EuPL is negative), the H type must prefer it as well. To see this, note
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that

∆EuPL −∆EuPH = 2λB(u+ ρ(v(L)−O)) + ρ(v(H)−max[O,w(ϕH)]− v(L) +O)+

− (1− ρ)(rA − rB)(v(H)−max[O,w(ϕH)]− v(L) +O)

≥ 2λB(u+ ρ(v(L)−O)) + ρ(v(H)−max[O,w(ϕH)]− v(L) +O)+

− (1− ρ)(v(H)−max[O,w(ϕH)]− v(L) +O)

where the second line follows from the fact that v(H)−max[O,w(ϕH)]−v(L)+O = (1−ϕL)u−

(max[O,w(ϕH)]−O) is positive by assumption and hence the negative part of the difference is

maximized when rA = 1 and rB = 0. Furthermore, setting ρ = 0 we obtain

RHS(ρ = 0) = 2λBu− ((1− ϕL)u− (max[O,w(ϕH)]−O))

Since max[O,w(ϕH)]−O is weakly positive, a sufficient condition for RHS(ρ = 0) > 0 is

2λB > 1− ϕL

2π > π(1− ϕL) + (1− π)ϕL

that is always verified because π > 0.5. To see this, note that at π = 0.5 we have 1 > 1
2 . As π

increases, the inequality is easier to be satisfied. Therefore, RHS(ρ = 0) > 0. Furthermore, we

show that

∂RHS(ρ)

∂ρ
= 2λB(v(L)−O) + 2(v(H)−max[O,w(ϕH)]− v(L) +O)

> 0

therefore, ∆EuPL −∆EuPH > 0.

Proof of Lemma 2. In every perfect accountability equilibrium, Pr(ϕ = 1|x = A) =

κπ
κπ+(1−κ)(πϕL+(1−π)(1−ϕL)) > κ and Pr(ϕ = 1|x = B) = κ(1−π)

κ(1−π)+(1−κ)((1−π)ϕL+π(1−ϕL)) < κ.

Therefore, rA = 1 and rB = 0. Finally, a perfect accountability equilibrium requires ∆EuPL ≤ 0.

Therefore,

− (1− 2λB)(u+ ρ(v(L)−O)) + (1− ρ)(v(L)−O) ≤ 0

(v(L)−O)− (1− 2λB)u

2(1− λB)(v(L)−O)
≤ ρ := ρ̄

Note that, because of Lemma 1, it is enough to focus on the low type incentives. Finally, note

that if ρ ≥ ρ̄ we can always construct a perfect accountability equilibrium, and that in this
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equilibrium it is sequentially rational to choose r(x1 ̸= θ1) = 0 and r(x1 = θ1) = 1 because

Pr(x1 ̸= θ1|H) = 0 < 1− ϕL = Pr(x1 ̸= θ1|L) and Pr(x1 = θ1|H) = 1 > ϕL = Pr(x1 = θ1|L).

Proof of Lemma 3. Suppose ρ < ρ̄. In any equilibrium where the L type mixes after observing

s = B, the H type strictly prefers x = B. Thus, the H type must choose x = s for every signal.

For such an equilibrium to exist, rA and rB must be such that ∆EuPL = 0. Two cases are possible:

either V is indifferent after observing x = A or after observing x = B. As we focus on equilibria

that maximize the re-election chances of the incumbent, we choose the equilibrium where V is

indifferent after x = B. Therefore, rA must be 1. Define σ := Pr(x = A|s = B,ϕL). In this

equilibrium, it must be that κ̂(x = B) = (1−π)κ
(1−π)κ+(1−κ)(π(1−ϕL)+(1−π)ϕL)(1−σ) = κ. Therefore, it

must be that

σ = 1− 1− π

π(1− ϕL) + (1− π)ϕL

Furthermore, the low type must be kept indifferent between the two actions after observing

s = B. Hence, since rA = 1, rB must be such that

−(1− 2λB)(u+ ρ(v(L)−O)) + (1− ρ)(1− rB)(v(L)−O) = 0

Hence,

rB = 1− (1− 2λB)
(v(L)−O)ρ+ u

(1− ρ)(v(L)−O)

Note that both the equilibrium σ and the equilibrium rB are between 0 and 1 for the range of

parameters we are considering. Finally, note that in this equilibrium it is sequentially rational

to choose r(x1 ̸= θ1) = 0 and r(x1 = θ1) = 1 because Pr(x1 ̸= θ1|H) = 0 < Pr(x1 ̸= θ1|L) and

Pr(x1 = θ1|H) = 1 > Pr(x1 = θ1|L). Therefore the desired equilibrium exists.

Proof of Proposition 1. Recall that ρ̄ = (v(L)−O)−(1−2λB)u
2(1−λB)(v(L)−O) . To prove this proposition, we

show that ∂ρ̄
∂O is negative. To see this:

∂ρ̄

∂O
=

−2(1− λB)(v(L)−O) + 2(1− λB)((v(L)−O)− (1− 2λB)u)

(2(1− λB)(v(L)−O))2

=
−2(1− λB)(1− 2λB)u

(2(1− λB)(v(L)−O))2

< 0

Proof of Proposition 2. When choosing whether to enter politics or not, prospective

candidates anticipate the type of equilibrium that will be in place. Importantly, this equilibrium

does not depend on κ, but just on the other parameters of the model and in particular on the
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relationship between ρ and ρ̄. In practice, when making the entry choice, prospective politicians

anticipate that the voter assigns to the challenger the same (pre-policy choice) expected human

capital. Therefore, the re-election chances are those outlined above.

Irrespective of the equilibrium in the political game, we can define the utility of a career in

the private sector as EuP (mkt|ϕ) = 2w(ϕ) ∀ϕ ∈ {ϕH , ϕL}. We now move to the entry decision

in the two equilibria we are considering.

First, consider the pandering equilibrium. We calculate the expected utility from a political

office for both types.

EuP (pol|ϕL) = E + (πϕL + π(1− ϕL)σ + (1− π)ϕL(1− σ))u+ πϕLv(L)+ (A.7)

+ π(1− ϕL)[σv(L) + (1− σ)(ρO + (1− ρ)(rBv(L) + (1− rB)O))]+

+ (1− π)ϕL[σ(ρO + (1− ρ)v(L)) + (1− σ)(ρv(L) + (1− ρ)(rBv(L) + (1− rB)O))]+

+ (1− π)(1− ϕL)(ρO + (1− ρ)v(L)) =

= 2v(L)− (ϕL − π)(1− ϕL)(2π − 1)

π(1− ϕL) + (1− π)ϕL
u− ρ(v(L)−O)(1− π)− (1− 2λB)(1− π)u

where rB, σ and λB are defined above.

EuP (pol|ϕH) = E + u+ πv(H)+

+ (1− π)[ρv(H) + (1− ρ)(rBv(H) + (1− rB)max[w(ϕH), O])]

Where v(H) = E + u. If w(ϕH) < O, this simplifies to

EuP (pol|ϕH , w(ϕH) < O) = 2v(H)− (1− π)(v(H)−O)(1− 2λB)ρ+ (A.8)

− (1− π)(v(H)−O)(1− 2λB)u

v(L)−O

If w(ϕH) > O, this simplifies to

EuP (pol|ϕH , w(ϕH) > O) = 2v(H)− (1− π)(v(H)− w(ϕH))(1− 2λB)ρ+ (A.9)

− (1− π)(v(H)− w(ϕH))(1− 2λB)u

v(L)−O

We now differentiate all the expected utilities with respect to O:

∂EuP (pol|ϕL)
∂O

= ρ(1− π)
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∂EuP (pol|ϕH , w(ϕH) < O)

∂O
= ρ(1− π)(1− 2λB)−

(1− π)(1− 2λB)u(v(H)− v(L))

(v(L)−O)2

= (1− π)(1− 2λB)

(
ρ− u(v(H)− v(L))

(v(L)−O)2

)

Note that the sign is ambiguous, in this case.

∂EuP (pol|ϕH , w(ϕH) > O)

∂O
= −(1− π)(v(H)− w(ϕH))(1− 2λB)u

(v(L)−O)2

It is immediate to see that, irrespective of the ranking between w(ϕH) and O, ∂EuP (pol|ϕL)
∂O is

positive and strictly bigger than ∂EuP (pol|ϕH)
∂O . Moreover, those derivatives show the two different

effects that an increase in O has on the expected payoffs from politics. The direct effect is

obvious, and always positive for all the types interested in the PCO, i.e. such that w(ϕP ) < O.

However, there is also a second effect. In the pandering equilibrium, an increase in O increases

the incentives to choose x1 = B, for the low h.c. type receiving s1 = B. As she must be kept

indifferent in equilibrium, an increase in O must also imply a reduction in rB. In fact,

∂rB
∂O

= −(1− 2λB)
(1− ρ)u

((1− ρ)(v(L)−O))2
< 0

This decrease in rB hurts high h.c. types, especially when they are not interested in O as an

outside option. In fact, ∂Eu
P (pol|ϕH ,w(ϕH)>O)

∂O < 0.

To complete the proof, note that ∂κ
∂O < 0 implies ∂Eu

P (pol|ϕL)
∂O Pr(run|ϕH) > ∂EuP (pol|ϕH)

∂O Pr(run|ϕL).

Clearly, whenever w(ϕH) > O, the condition is satisfied. The same is true whenever w(ϕH) < O

and ρ < u(v(H)−v(L))
(v(L)−O)2

, hence the derivative is negative. Suppose instead that ∂EuP (pol|ϕH)
∂O is

positive. In this case, we have that κ is decreasing in O when:

ρ(1− π)

(
1

2
− ψ

2

[
2w(ϕH)− EuP (pol|ϕH)

])
>(

ρ(1− π)(1− 2λB)−
(1− π)(1− 2λB)u(v(H)− v(L))

(v(L)−O)2

)(
1

2
− ψ

2

[
2w(ϕL)− EuP (pol|ϕL)

])
(
2ρλB +

(1− 2λB)u(v(H)− v(L))

(v(L)−O)2

)(
1

2
− ψ

2

[
2w(ϕL)− EuP (pol|ϕL)

])
>

ρ
ψ

2

[
2(w(ϕH)− w(ϕL))− EuP (pol|ϕH) + EuP (pol|ϕL)

]
The sign of the RHS is ambiguous, while the LHS is positive. Therefore, either the RHS is

negative, and so the condition is always satisfied, or the RHS is positive. Note that a sufficient

condition for a negative RHS is Pr(run|ϕH) ≥ Pr(run|ϕL), or EuP (pol|ϕH) − EuP (pol|ϕL) ≥

2(w(ϕH) − w(ϕL)). Even if the RHS is positive, however, there exists a sufficiently small ψ

such that the inequality is satisfied (note that for ψ going to 0 the LHS is strictly positive and

bounded away from 0, while goes to 0).
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Consider now the full accountability equilibrium, where all the players choose x1 = s1.

EuP (pol|ϕL) = E + ϕLu+ πϕLv(L) + π(1− ϕL)[ρO + (1− ρ)O)]+ (A.10)

+ (1− π)ϕL[ρv(L) + (1− ρ)O)] + (1− π)(1− ϕL)(ρO + (1− ρ)v(L))

EuP (pol|ϕH) = E + u+ πv(H) + (1− π)[ρv(H) + (1− ρ)max[w(ϕH), O])] (A.11)

We now differentiate all the expected utilities with respect to O:

∂EuP (pol|ϕL)
∂O

= π + ϕL − 2πϕL − (1− π)(2ϕL − 1)ρ > 0

To see the last inequality, note that the derivative is positive even for the biggest possible ρ, i.e.

ρ = 1.
∂EuP (pol|ϕH , w(ϕH) < O)

∂O
= (1− π)(1− ρ)

∂EuP (pol|ϕH , w(ϕH) > O)

∂O
= 0

In order to be able to use the same logic of the first part of the proof, we need to show that

∂EuP (pol|ϕL)
∂O > ∂EuP (pol|ϕH ,w(ϕH)<O)

∂O = (1− π)(1− ρ). To see this, note that:

π + ϕL − 2πϕL − (1− π)(2ϕL − 1)ρ > (1− π)(1− ρ)

π(1− ϕL) + (1− π)ϕL − (1− π)(2ϕL − 1)ρ− (1− π) + ρ(1− π) > 0

π(1− ϕL)− (1− π)(1− ϕL) + (1− π)ρ2(1− ϕL) > 0

(1− ϕL)(2π − 1) + (1− π)ρ2(1− ϕL) > 0

that is always verified. The same steps as in the previous part complete the proof.

Proof of Proposition 3.

We use the same logic as in the previous proof. First, consider the pandering equilibrium.

We differentiate (A.7), (A.8) and (A.9) with respect to E:

∂EuP (pol|ϕL)
∂E

= 2− ρ(1− π) > 0

∂EuP (pol|ϕH , w(ϕH) < O)

∂E
= 2− ρ(1− π)(1− 2λB)+

+
(1− π)(1− 2λB)u(v(H)− v(L))

(v(L)−O)2
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∂EuP (pol|ϕH , w(ϕH) > O)

∂E
= 2− ρ(1− π)(1− 2λB)+

+
(1− π)(1− 2λB)u((v(H)− v(L))− (w(ϕH)−O))

(v(L)−O)2

To complete the proof, note that ∂κ
∂E > 0 implies ∂Eu

P (pol|ϕL)
∂E Pr(run|ϕH) < ∂EuP (pol|ϕH)

∂E Pr(run|ϕL).

As it is clear that ∂EuP (pol|ϕH)
∂E > ∂EuP (pol|ϕL)

∂E , we can use the same logic as above to find a suffi-

ciently small ψ.

Consider now the full accountability equilibrium. We differentiate (A.10) and (A.11) with

respect to E:

∂EuP (pol|ϕL)
∂E

= 1 + πϕL + (1− π)ϕLρ+ (1− π)(1− ϕL)(1− ρ)

∂EuP (pol|ϕH)
∂E

= 1 + π + (1− π)ρ

In order to be able to use the same logic of the first part of the proof, we need to show that

∂EuP (pol|ϕL)
∂E < ∂EuP (pol|ϕH)

∂E . To see this, note that:

1 + π + (1− π)ρ− 1− πϕL − (1− π)ϕLρ− (1− π)(1− ϕL)(1− ρ) =

π(1− ϕL) + (1− π)ρ(2− 2ϕL)− (1− π)(1− ϕL) =

(1− ϕL)(2π − 1) + (1− π)ρ2(1− ϕL) > 0

that is always verified. The same steps as in the previous part complete the proof.

A.1 Future motivation

In the main body of the paper, we focus on the case where, if w(ϕH) > O, we have that

u− w(ϕH) ≥ ϕLu−O. Its only role was to ease the proof of Lemma 1, and it plays no further

role in defining the equilibrium strategies. In this section, we show that, as long as equilibria

are such that action A is rewarded electorally, absent additional information (i.e., r(x1 = A) ≥

r(x1 = B)), then a version of Lemma 1 can be proven even when u − w(ϕH) < ϕLu − O. As

r(x1 = A) ≥ r(x1 = B) in all the equilibria we are considering, our results are unchanged also

in the case considered in this section.

Lemma A1 Suppose low human capital politicians are more motivated than high human capital

politicians in being re-elected, i.e. u−w(ϕH) < ϕLu−O. In every where r(x1 = A) ≥ r(x1 = B),

r(θ1 = x1) = 1 and r(θ1 ̸= x1) = 0, for any parameters at which a low human capital incumbent

wants to follow a B signal, a high human capital incumbent also wants to follow a B signal.

45



Proof of Lemma A1. First, suppose than in equilibrium r(x1 = A) ≥ r(x1 = B). To ease

the notation, define r(x1 = A) := rA and r(x1 = B) := rB. Using (A.3), note that if rA ≥ rB

then it is strictly decreasing in ρ. Furthermore, the level of ρ such that ∆EuPL = 0, i.e. the level

of ρ above which the low h.c. type prefers to follow the signal when s1 = B, is

ρL :=
(v(L)−O)(rA − rB)− (1− 2λB)u

(v(L)−O)(rA − rB + 1− 2λB)
(A.12)

Using (A.6), note that if rA ≥ rB then it is strictly decreasing in ρ. Furthermore, the level of

ρ such that ∆EuPH = 0, i.e. the level of ρ above which the high h.c. type prefers to follow the

signal when s1 = B, is

ρH :=
(v(H)−max[w(ϕH), O])(rA − rB)− u

(v(H)−max[w(ϕH), O])(rA − rB + 1)
(A.13)

To complete the proof, we show that if w(ϕH) > O and u− w(ϕH) < ϕLu− O, then ρH < ρL,

hence whenever parameters are such that the low h.c. type prefers to follow the signal, the high

h.c. type does the same. Using (A.13) and (A.12), we have that

ρH < ρL

(v(H)− w(ϕH))(rA − rB)− u

(v(H)− w(ϕH))(rA − rB + 1)
<

(v(L)−O)(rA − rB)− (1− 2λB)u

(v(L)−O)(rA − rB + 1− 2λB)

To ease the exposition, define ∆r := rA − rB, TH := v(H)−w(ϕH) and TL := v(L)−O. Recall

that we are considering parameters where TL > TH . Hence, we have that

TH∆r − u

TH(∆r + 1)
<
TL∆r − (1− 2λB)u

TL(∆r + 1− 2λB)

THTL∆r(∆r + 1− 2λB)− uTL(∆r + 1− 2λB) < THTL∆r(∆r + 1)− uTH(∆r + 1) + 2λBuTH(∆r + 1)

−2λBTHTL∆r − u(∆r + 1)(TL − TH) + 2λBuTL < 2λBuTH(∆r + 1)

2λBu(TL − TH) < 2λBuTH∆r + 2λBTHTL∆r + u(TL − TH)(∆r + 1)

Note, however, that both 2λBuTH∆r and 2λBTHTL∆r are weakly positive. Moreover, u(TL −

TH)(∆r + 1− 2λB) is strictly positive, because λB < 1
2 . Hence, ρH < ρL.

B Extension: Positive selection on the PCO

In this extension, we show that a sufficiently strong positive selection on the PCO may

imply the opposite effect in the comparative statics between O and the average human capital

of candidates.

More formally, suppose that the PCO can be obtained by former politicians with high human
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capital with probability zH , and by politicians with low human capital with probability zL, with

zH > zL. If they do not obtain the PCO, they go back to the private market earning w(ϕ). The

assumption that zH > zL captures the idea that, conditional on asking for a PCO, high human

capital politicians are more likely to obtain it. We do not think this is likely to be the case in

the context of our empirical application (local politicians and SOEs in Italy), but it may well

be the case in other contexts, like state-level politicians and lobbying firms in the United States

(Fisman et al., 2025).

Given our assumption on the probability of getting O, we can now define OH := zHO +

(1 − zH)w(ϕH) and OL := zLO + (1 − zL)w(ϕL). Furthermore, we focus on full accountability

equilibria where O > w(ϕH) (otherwise, a decrease in O would only discourage low human

capital politicians, and therefore it cannot improve the average human capital of candidates).

The expected utility from a political career is now given by

EuP (pol|ϕL) = E + ϕLu+ πϕLv(L) + π(1− ϕL)[ρOL + (1− ρ)OL)]+ (B.1)

+ (1− π)ϕL[ρv(L) + (1− ρ)OL)] + (1− π)(1− ϕL)(ρOL + (1− ρ)v(L))

EuP (pol|ϕH) = E + u+ πv(H) + (1− π)[ρv(H) + (1− ρ)OH)] (B.2)

We now differentiate both the expected utilities (B.1) and (B.2) with respect to O:

∂EuP (pol|ϕL)
∂O

= zL [π + ϕL − 2πϕL − (1− π)(2ϕL − 1)ρ] > 0

∂EuP (pol|ϕH)
∂O

= zH(1− π)(1− ρ)

In order to be able to use the same logic of the benchmark model, we need to show that

∂EuP (pol|ϕL)
∂O < ∂EuP (pol|ϕH)

∂O . Re-arranging, we find that the inequality above requires

zH
zL

>
π + ϕL − 2πϕL − (1− π)(2ϕL − 1)ρ

(1− π)(1− ρ)
(B.3)

When condition (B.3) is satisfied, we can then find conditions on ψ such that the direct effect

of O prevails on the level effect in the comparative statics on the average human capital of

candidates, and therefore an increase in O increases the average human capital of candidates.

Note that condition (B.3) is more likely to be satisfied the stronger the positive selection is,

i.e. the bigger is zH compared to zL. In those contexts, where PCOs are sufficiently valuable (i.e.

O > w(ϕH)) and there is a sufficiently strong positive selection, a reduction in O can actually

lead to a reduction in the average human capital of candidates. We believe those conditions are

likely to be met in the case considered by Fisman et al. (2025), and much less likely to be met

in our application.
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C Empirics: additional results

C.1 Descriptive statistics

Table C1: Descriptive statistics

Below 15,000 Above 15,000

Mean N Mean N p-value

Avg. years of educ. (candidates) 15.520 477 15.975 318 0.000

Female candidate 0.152 477 0.140 318 0.231

Candidate age 49.848 477 49.771 318 0.807

Years of educ. (mayor) 15.693 477 16.121 318 0.004

Female mayor 0.130 477 0.120 318 0.540

Mayor age 49.641 477 49.208 318 0.356

Number of candidates 3.547 477 4.857 318 0.000

Unemployment rate (2011) 0.106 473 0.116 315 0.047

College share (%) 0.085 457 0.096 304 0.000

Foreign-born pop. (2011) 0.072 473 0.067 315 0.078

Total income (per capita) 12.907 473 13.034 315 0.602

Non-profit orgs (per 1k) 0.005 473 0.005 315 0.054

Age 0–14 (%) (2011) 0.148 473 0.143 315 0.000

Age 65+ (%) (2011) 0.192 473 0.201 315 0.002

Latitude 43.621 477 43.295 318 0.031

Longitude 12.097 477 12.305 318 0.291

Notes. Descriptive statistics (municipality average over time) for municipalities
with population between 10,000 and 30,000 inhabitants.

Figure C1: Mayors and important positions in SOEs and PMSEs
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C.2 Nomination: term and post-term years

Table C2: The effect of anti-revolving doors policy on mayors’ appointment in
State-participated companies (“cooling off” period only)

(1) (2)
Dep. Var. =1 appointed =1 appointed

in SOE in PMSE

Control Function Linear Linear
Bandwidth CCT CCT
Controls No No

(> 15000) 0.022∗∗ 0.000
(0.011) (0.015)

Post 0.026∗ 0.002
(0.016) (0.016)

Post*(> 15000) -0.039∗∗ -0.009
(0.018) (0.018)

Observations 1056 1549
Bandwidth 1414 2098
Mean outcome 0.015 0.007

Notes. Diff-in-disc estimates of the impact of anti-revolving door on the proba-

bility that a Mayor is appointed to a leading position in a SOE (column 1) and
in a PMSE (column 2). Initial sample: municipalities between 10,000 and 30,000

inhabitants. Electoral terms between 1993 and 2021. Variables in the Table: 1)

(> 15000) = 1 for municipalities with more than 15,000 inhabitants; 2) (Post)
= 1 for electoral terms starting from 2013. The outcome variable is a dummy

equal to 1 if a mayor holds a leading position in a SOE in column 1, and it is
a dummy equal to 1 if a mayor holds a leading position in a PMSE in column

2. Robust standard errors clustered at the municipality level are in parentheses.

Significance at the 10% level is represented by *, at the 5% level by **, and at
the 1% level by ***.
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Table C3: The effect of anti-revolving doors policy on mayors’ appointment in
State-participated companies (term period only)

(1) (2)
Dep. Var. =1 appointed =1 appointed

in SOE in PMSE

Control Function Linear Linear
Bandwidth CCT CCT
Controls No No

(> 15000) -0.010 0.002
(0.016) (0.002)

Post 0.035 0.000
(0.028) (0.000)

Post*(> 15000) -0.050∗ 0.001
(0.029) (0.004)

Observations 5070 5035
Bandwidth 1872 1849
Mean outcome 0.021 0.000

Notes. Diff-in-disc estimates of the impact of anti-revolving door on the proba-
bility that a Mayor is appointed to a leading position in a SOE (column 1) and

in a PMSE (column 2). Initial sample: municipalities between 10,000 and 30,000

inhabitants. Electoral terms between 1993 and 2021. Variables in the Table: 1)
(> 15000) = 1 for municipalities with more than 15,000 inhabitants; 2) (Post)

= 1 for electoral terms starting from 2013. The outcome variable is a dummy

equal to 1 if a mayor holds a leading position in a SOE in column 1, and it is
a dummy equal to 1 if a mayor holds a leading position in a PMSE in column

2. Robust standard errors clustered at the municipality level are in parentheses.

Significance at the 10% level is represented by *, at the 5% level by **, and at
the 1% level by ***.

C.3 Selection of politicians: other characteristics

The next set of tables (Tables C4 and C5) examines the effect of the anti–revolving door

policy on politicians’ characteristics other than education. We find no effect on age, but a positive

and statistically significant effect on both the share of female candidates and the probability of

observing a female mayor. This gender effect is likely to be a by-product of the overall increase in

human capital among politicians. Two mechanisms may contribute to this result. First, leading

positions in state-owned enterprises (SOEs) were likely to be disproportionately allocated to

male politicians, meaning that the policy—by restricting access to these positions—affected

men more strongly. Second, women tend to have, on average, higher levels of education than

men, making them less negatively affected by the reform. Finally, Table C6 shows a negative

coefficient on the number of candidates for office. Although not statistically significant, the

coefficient is sizable and consistent with the model’s prediction of a general discouragement

effect induced by the policy.
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Table C4: The effect of anti-revolving door policy on the gender of politicians

(1) (2)
Dep. Var. Share of female Probability of female

mayoral candidates elected mayor

Control Function Linear Linear
Bandwidth CCT CCT
Controls No No

(> 15000) -0.196∗∗ -0.272∗∗

(0.086) (0.119)
Post -0.075 -0.220∗

(0.087) (0.127)
Post*(> 15000) 0.230∗∗ 0.495∗∗∗

(0.113) (0.174)
Observations 475 487
Bandwidth 1144 1188
Mean outcome 0.175 0.165

Notes. Diff-in-disc estimates of the impact of anti-revolving door on the education of politicians. Initial

sample: municipalities between 10,000 and 30,000 inhabitants. Electoral terms between 2003 and 2021.
Variables in the Table: 1) (> 15000) = 1 for municipalities with more than 15,000 inhabitants; 2) (Post)

= 1 for electoral terms starting from 2013. The outcome variable is the share of female mayoral candidates

in column (1), and the probability that the elected mayor is a woman in column (2). Robust standard
errors clustered at the municipality level are reported in parentheses. Significance at the 10% level is

represented by *, at the 5% level by **, and at the 1% level by ***.
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Table C5: The effect of anti-revolving door policy on the age of politicians

(1) (2)
Dep. Var. Age Age

mayoral candidates elected mayor

Control Function Linear Linear
Bandwidth CCT CCT
Controls No No

(> 15000) -0.885 0.640
(2.031) (2.599)

Post -0.509 1.018
(1.845) (2.723)

Post*(> 15000) 1.812 -2.303
(2.591) (3.826)

Observations 596 613
Bandwidth 1542 1566
Mean outcome 49.559 49.435

Notes. Diff-in-disc estimates of the impact of anti-revolving door on the education of politicians. Initial

sample: municipalities between 10,000 and 30,000 inhabitants. Electoral terms between 2003 and 2021.
Variables in the Table: 1) (> 15000) = 1 for municipalities with more than 15,000 inhabitants; 2) (Post) =

1 for electoral terms starting from 2013. The outcome variable is the average age of mayoral candidates in
column 1, and the age of elected mayors in column 2. Robust standard errors clustered at the municipality

level are in parentheses. Significance at the 10% level is represented by *, at the 5% level by **, and at

the 1% level by ***.
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Table C6: The effect of anti-revolving door policy on the number of candidates

(1)
Dep. Var. N of candidates

Control Function Linear
Bandwidth CCT
Controls No

(> 15000) 1.078∗∗

(0.433)
Post 0.232

(0.337)
Post*(> 15000) -0.727

(0.503)
Observations 569
Bandwidth 1636
Mean outcome 3.713

Notes. Diff-in-disc estimates of the impact of anti-revolving door on the education of politicians. Initial

sample: municipalities between 10,000 and 30,000 inhabitants. Electoral terms between 2003 and 2021.

Variables in the Table: 1) (> 15000) = 1 for municipalities with more than 15,000 inhabitants; 2) (Post)
= 1 for electoral terms starting from 2013. The outcome variable is the number of mayoral candidates.

Robust standard errors clustered at the municipality level are in parentheses. Significance at the 10%

level is represented by *, at the 5% level by **, and at the 1% level by ***.

C.4 Selection of politicians: Cross-sectional RDD coefficients over time

Table C7: Cross-sectional RDD coefficients over time

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

Dep. variable: Average years education
Control Function Linear Linear Linear Linear
Bandwidth CCT CCT CCT CCT
Controls No No No No
Elections -2 -1 0 1

Panel A: mayoral candidates

(> 15000) -0.842 -1.460 0.094 2.040∗∗

(0.752) (0.895) (0.649) (0.790)

Observations 131 134 147 120
Bandwidth 1334 1334 1334 1334

Panel B: mayors

(> 15000) -0.761 -1.759∗ 1.056 0.965
(0.962) (0.946) (0.795) (0.803)

Observations 177 181 217 176
Bandwidth 1933 1933 1933 1933

Notes. RDD coefficients capturing the effect of being above the 15,000-inhabitants
threshold vs. being below it. Initial sample: municipalities between 10,000 and 30,000
inhabitants. Electoral terms between 2003 and 2021. Variable (> 15000) = 1 for
municipalities with more than 15,000 inhabitants. The outcome variable is the average

years of education of mayoral candidates in panel A, and the average years of education
of elected mayors in panel B. Robust standard errors clustered at the municipality level

are in parentheses. We run the cross-section RDD regressions using the optimal CCT
bandwidths reported in Table 3. Estimated coefficients and the timing of elections are
the same as in Figure 4. Significance at the 10% level is represented by *, at the 5%
level by **, and at the 1% level by ***.
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D Additional robustness checks

D.1 Selection of politicians

Table D1 shows that the results on political selection are robust to the inclusion of region

and election-year fixed effects. In Table D2, we exclude from the sample municipalities that

belong to inter-municipal unions (unioni di comuni) whose total population exceeds 15,000

inhabitants, even though the individual municipality lies below the threshold. Once again,

the results remain robust—and, if anything, become even stronger. This robustness check is

motivated by the fact that politicians serving in the governing bodies of such unions are subject

to the same restrictions as those in municipalities with more than 15,000 inhabitants. We

therefore exclude these municipalities to avoid overlapping treatment conditions—specifically,

cases in which a municipality would fall into the control group based on its own population but

into the treatment group based on the total population of the union.

Table D1: The effect of anti-revolving door policy on the education of politicians
Control for Region and Year of election FE

(1) (2)
Dep. Var. Average years education Average years education

mayoral candidates elected mayor

Control Function Linear Linear
Bandwidth CCT CCT
Controls Region FE Region FE

El. year FE El. year FE

(> 15000) -1.205 -1.481∗

(0.730) (0.859)
Post*(> 15000) 2.022∗∗ 2.249∗∗

(0.887) (1.084)
Observations 532 751
Bandwidth 1334 1933
Mean outcome 15.646 15.819

Notes. Diff-in-disc estimates of the impact of anti-revolving door on the education of politicians. Initial
sample: municipalities between 10,000 and 30,000 inhabitants. Electoral terms between 2003 and 2021.

Variables in the Table: 1) (> 15000) = 1 for municipalities with more than 15,000 inhabitants; 2) (Post)

= 1 for electoral terms starting from 2013. The outcome variable is the average years of education of
mayoral candidates in column 1, and the average years of education of elected mayors in column 2. Region

and Year of Elections FE in both columns. Robust standard errors clustered at the municipality level

are in parentheses. Significance at the 10% level is represented by *, at the 5% level by **, and at the
1% level by ***.

Tables D3 and D4 report robustness checks using alternative control functions—quadratic

and cubic, in addition to the baseline linear specification. The results remain fully consistent

with the main findings of the paper.
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Table D2: The effect of anti-revolving door policy on the education of politicians
Exclude municipalities in Unions of municipalities with more than 15,000 inhabitants

(1) (2)
Dep. Var. Average years education Average years education

mayoral candidates elected mayor

Control Function Linear Linear
Bandwidth CCT CCT
Controls No No

(> 15000) -0.813 -1.625
(0.608) (1.097)

Post -0.723 -1.076
(0.479) (0.954)

Post*(> 15000) 1.925∗∗ 3.731∗∗∗

(0.792) (1.420)
Observations 610 468
Bandwidth 1882 1404
Mean outcome 15.750 15.771

Notes. Diff-in-disc estimates of the impact of anti-revolving door on the education of politicians. Initial
sample: municipalities between 10,000 and 30,000 inhabitants. Electoral terms between 2003 and 2022.

Variables in the Table: 1) (> 15000) = 1 for municipalities with more than 15,000 inhabitants; 2) (Post)

= 1 for electoral terms starting from 2013. The outcome variable is the average years of education of
mayoral candidates in column 1, and the average years of education of elected mayors in column 2.

Robust standard errors clustered at the municipality level are in parentheses. Significance at the 10%

level is represented by *, at the 5% level by **, and at the 1% level by ***.

Table D3: The effect of anti-revolving door policy on the education of candidates
Different polynomials

Dep. Var.: Average years education, mayoral candidates
(1) (2) (3)

Control Function Linear Quadratic Cubic
Bandwidth CCT CCT CCT
Controls No No No

Post -0.975 -1.824∗∗ -1.988∗∗

(0.595) (0.716) (0.934)
(> 15,000) -1.141 -1.953∗∗ -2.244∗

(0.711) (0.917) (1.272)
Post*(> 15,000) 2.126∗∗ 2.937∗∗∗ 2.647∗

(0.901) (1.130) (1.466)

Observations 532 729 834
Bandwidth 1334 1892 2096
Mean outcome 15.646 15.731 15.684

Notes. Diff-in-disc estimates of the impact of anti-revolving door on the education of politicians. Initial
sample: municipalities between 10,000 and 30,000 inhabitants. Electoral terms between 2003 and 2021.
Variables in the Table: 1) (> 15000) = 1 for municipalities with more than 15,000 inhabitants; 2) (Post)

= 1 for electoral terms starting from 2013. The outcome variable is the average years of education of
mayoral candidates in column 1, and the average years of education of elected mayors in column 2.

Robust standard errors clustered at the municipality level are in parentheses. Significance at the 10%
level is represented by *, at the 5% level by **, and at the 1% level by ***.
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Table D4: The effect of anti-revolving door policy on the education of mayors
Different polynomials

Dep. Var.: Average years education of elected mayors
(1) (2) (3)

Control Function Linear Quadratic Cubic
Bandwidth CCT CCT CCT
Controls No No No

Post -0.458 -0.767 -0.441
(0.671) (1.185) (1.406)

(> 15,000) -1.258 -1.537 -1.724
(0.829) (1.419) (1.801)

Post*(> 15,000) 2.270∗∗ 3.054∗ 2.830
(1.093) (1.744) (2.114)

Observations 751 680 773
Bandwidth 1933 1761 1966
Mean outcome 15.819 15.845 15.827

Notes. Diff-in-disc estimates of the impact of anti-revolving door on the education of politicians. Initial
sample: municipalities between 10,000 and 30,000 inhabitants. Electoral terms between 2003 and 2021.

Variables in the Table: 1) (> 15000) = 1 for municipalities with more than 15,000 inhabitants; 2) (Post)

= 1 for electoral terms starting from 2013. The outcome variable is the average years of education of
mayoral candidates in column 1, and the average years of education of elected mayors in column 2.

Robust standard errors clustered at the municipality level are in parentheses. Significance at the 10%

level is represented by *, at the 5% level by **, and at the 1% level by ***.

Finally, Figure D1 illustrates the robustness of the difference-in-discontinuity estimates re-

ported in Table 3 to alternative bandwidth choices. Reassuringly, the estimated coefficient

increases in magnitude as the bandwidth narrows—consistent with the typical bias–variance

trade-off in regression discontinuity designs—although the estimates become noisier.

Figure D1: Diff-in-disc estimates: different bandwidths
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Notes. Notes. Diff-in-disc estimates. Horizontal axis: different bandwidths used to estimate the diff-in-disc coeffi-
cients. Vertical axis: diff-in-disc coefficients. Dashed red vertical line: optimal bandwidth as in Table 3. The central
blue lines connect the estimated coefficients, while the green lines the 95 percent confidence intervals.
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D.2 Performance: non-winsorized dependent variables

Table D5: The effect of anti-revolving door policy on the performance of mayors
Municipal income tax

(1) (2) (3)
Dep. Var. Income tax Income tax Income tax

All sample Non-graduate mayors Graduate mayors

Control Function Linear Linear Linear
Bandwidth CCT CCT CCT
Controls No No No

Panel A: per capita revenues

(> 15000) -16.179 0.177 -19.180
(10.254) (14.569) (12.003)

Post 28.563∗∗ 53.357∗∗∗ 19.120
(11.528) (17.032) (12.537)

Post*(> 15000) -25.807∗ -49.705∗∗ -13.635
(14.648) (21.695) (18.995)

Observations 650 334 420
Bandwidth 1088 1316 1171
Mean outcome 63.208 68.967 61.973

Panel B: tax rate

(> 15000) -0.069 -0.081 -0.076
(0.077) (0.123) (0.085)

Post 0.140∗ 0.254∗∗ 0.069
(0.077) (0.120) (0.088)

Post*(> 15000) -0.123 -0.176 -0.038
(0.107) (0.157) (0.141)

Observations 602 257 451
Bandwidth 998 1062 1287
Mean outcome 0.524 0.507 0.506

Notes. Diff-in-disc estimates of the impact of anti-revolving door on the performance

of mayors. Initial sample: municipalities between 10,000 and 30,000 inhabitants. Years
between 2009 and 2016. Variables in the Table: 1) (> 15000) = 1 for municipalities

with more than 15,000 inhabitants; 2) (Post) = 1 for years starting from 2013. The

outcome variable is the per capita revenue from the municipal surcharge on personal
income tax (Addizionale IRPEF) in Panel A, and the average tax rate of the same

surcharge in Panel B. Samples: 1) all sample in column 1; 2) only non-graduate mayors

in column 2; c) only graduate mayors in column 3. Robust standard errors clustered at
the municipality level are in parentheses. Significance at the 10% level is represented

by *, at the 5% level by **, and at the 1% level by ***.
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Table D6: Effect of the anti–revolving door policy on municipal income tax
Non-Graduate Mayors

(1) (2) (3)
Dep. Var. Income tax Income tax Income tax

Non-graduate Non-graduate Non-graduate
All No term limit Term limit

Control Function Linear Linear Linear
Bandwidth CCT CCT CCT
Controls No No No

Panel A: per capita revenues

(> 15000) 0.177 5.409 -4.740
(14.569) (16.960) (23.523)

Post 53.357∗∗∗ 65.684∗∗∗ 21.856
(17.032) (16.416) (21.573)

Post*(> 15000) -49.705∗∗ -81.434∗∗∗ -14.112
(21.695) (23.508) (25.612)

Observations 334 178 130
Bandwidth 1316 1141 1493
Mean outcome 68.967 64.942 68.236

Panel B: tax rate

(> 15000) -0.081 -0.046 0.007
(0.123) (0.152) (0.138)

Post 0.254∗∗ 0.451∗∗∗ -0.015
(0.120) (0.109) (0.107)

Post*(> 15000) -0.176 -0.407∗∗ 0.072
(0.157) (0.166) (0.166)

Observations 257 152 147
Bandwidth 1062 931 1778
Mean outcome 0.507 0.502 0.522

Notes. Diff-in-disc estimates of the impact of anti-revolving door on the performance

of mayors. Initial sample: municipalities between 10,000 and 30,000 inhabitants. Years

between 2009 and 2016. Variables in the Table: 1) (> 15000) = 1 for municipalities
with more than 15,000 inhabitants; 2) (Post) = 1 for years starting from 2013. The

outcome variable is the per capita revenue from the municipal surcharge on personal

income tax (Addizionale IRPEF) in Panel A, and the average tax rate of the same
surcharge in Panel B. Samples: 1) only non-graduate mayors in column 1; 2) only

non-term limited non-graduate mayors in column 2; c) only term limited non-graduate

mayors in column 3. Robust standard errors clustered at the municipality level are in
parentheses. Significance at the 10% level is represented by *, at the 5% level by **,

and at the 1% level by ***.
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