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Abstract

Electoral support for far-right parties is often linked to specific ge-
ographies of discontent. We argue that public service deprivation,
defined as reduced access to public services at the local level, helps
explain these patterns in far-right support. Public service deprivation
increases the appeal of far-right parties by making people more wor-
ried about immigration and increased competition for public services.
We examine our argument using three studies from Italy, home to
some of the most electorally successful far-right parties in recent
decades. We examine cross-sectional data from municipalities (study
1), exploit a national reform forcing municipalities below a certain
population threshold to jointly share local public services (study 2),
and explore geo-coded individual-level election survey data (study
3). Our findings suggest that public service deprivation helps us
better understand geographic differences in far-right support and the
mechanisms underlying them.
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Far-right parties and candidates have gained significant vote shares and
representation in many countries in recent years.1 The literature explaining
far-right support centers on two sets of factors: (1) material concerns
stemming from exposure to globalization, trade shocks or changing labor
markets (Ahlquist, Copelovitch, and Walter 2020; Baccini and Sattler 2021;
Colantone and Stanig 2018; Dehdari 2022; Gingrich 2019; Walter 2021)
and (2) cultural concerns relating to migration shocks or demographic
patterns (Dancygier and Laitin 2014; Dinas et al. 2019; Maxwell 2019, 2020;
Schaub, Gereke, and Baldassarri 2021) – and the interaction between the
two (Ballard-Rosa et al. 2021; Belot 2021; Gidron and Hall 2020). Much less
attention has been paid to people’s experiences with public service provision
(for recent exceptions related to housing, see Hooijer 2021; Cavaille and
Ferwerda 2022).

This lack of scholarly attention is surprising for two reasons. First, access
to local public services gives people both material resources (such as access
to health care, schooling, transport or garbage collection) and communal
benefits, by defining the boundaries of political community and the meaning
of citizenship. These factors closely resemble material and cultural drivers
of far-right support. Second, important ethnographic work from specific
communities in the United States (US) suggests that feelings of being ‘left
behind’ and failing to receive a ‘fair share’ of government (Cramer 2016;
Hochschild 2018) are important drivers of support for far-right candidates.

Building on the literature on policy feedback in the US and Europe (for
overviews see Mettler and Soss 2004; Busemeyer 2013) and the Global South
(for overviews see Hern 2019) and the importance of localized grievances
(Belot 2021; Patana 2021; Colombo and Dinas 2022), we argue that public
service deprivation, defined as reduced access to local public services (Barca
2009; Barca, McCann, and Rodríguez-Pose 2012; Rodríguez-Pose 2018),
increases support far-right parties. Specifically, we suggest that experiencing
the loss of material and communal resources2 at the local level that public
service deprivation triggers, makes people more worried about immigration

1The term far-right is an ‘umbrella concept’ that includes populist radical right and
extreme right parties that combine anti-immigration, nationalist and anti-elite rhetoric
(Pirro 2022). We use the term ‘far-right’ rather than ‘populist radical right’ because
factions within these parties often straddle the continuum of being critical of the state of
democracy, to wanting major reform, to being anti-democratic (Mudde 2019).

2Due to the public good nature of these services, it is empirically very difficult to
disentangle material from communal resources.
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and the increased competition for local public services. By sparking fears
about immigration, public service deprivation increases the appeal of far-
right parties that advocate restricting immigration and immigrants’ rights,
which they argue will reduce the strain on local public services (on welfare
competition between natives and non-natives more generally, see also Hooijer
2021; Magni 2021).3

We empirically substantiate our argument by presenting evidence from
Italy – an ideal case to test our argument because it experienced a rise of
far-right parties relatively early on, displays substantial variation in public
service deprivation, and allows us to gain causal leverage on the electoral
consequences of public service deprivation by exploiting a national reform.
We conducted three empirical studies. In study 1, we introduce a novel and
fine-grained measure of public service deprivation at the municipal level, and
show that it is associated with higher levels of far-right support. In study
2, we exploit a 2010 national reform that required Italian municipalities
below a certain population threshold to jointly provide public services to
demonstrate that the relationship between public service deprivation and far-
right support holds when examined in a more causal fashion. In line with our
argument that public service deprivation raises fears about immigration and
competition for local public services, we also show that in municipalities with
a higher share of foreign-born residents, exposure to the reform increased far-
right support even more. Finally, in study 3, we examine the individual-level
mechanisms underlying our argument using geo-coded survey data. The
results suggest that exposure to public service deprivation increases anti-
immigrant sentiment and makes people self-identify as more economically
right wing. Overall, our results are in line with the idea that public service
deprivation fosters a far-right electoral response.

We also address a set of alternative explanations. The first is that public
service deprivation primarily occurs in rural areas. Our Italian municipal
data allows us to demonstrate that a considerable share of urban commu-
nities also experience public service deprivation. The second alternative

3It is of course possible for far-right parties to take pro-distribution stances, but their
primary programmatic focus remains immigration (Elgenius and Rydgren 2019; Pirro
2022). Figures S10.1 and S10.2 in the Supplementary Information (SI) show that far-
right parties and pro-redistribution parties in Italy differ most strongly in terms of their
immigration and redistribution stances and the importance they attach to them. Section
S10.2 of the SI provides examples of how discourses on redistribution and immigration
stances inform their diverging rhetoric on public service provision.
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explanation is that public service deprivation increases anti-incumbent and
anti-establishment sentiment, which benefits the far right. Yet, we show
that public service deprivation is not linked to anti-incumbent vote or a
decrease in turnout; nor does it increase distrust in politicians. Finally, we
examine the relationship between public service deprivation and support for
pro-redistribution parties and find no clear link between the two; where it
exists, it is in fact negative. This is in line with our finding that experiences
with public service deprivation made people less likely to self-identify as
economically left wing.

Our findings make three important contributions to the literature. First,
they help us better understand the geographic concentration of far-right
support. While such support is generally higher in rural areas, prior research
has also identified substantial backing in urban areas (e.g., Rydgren and
Ruth 2013; Harteveld et al. 2021). While multiple factors may account for
far-right support in rural versus urban communities (Harteveld et al. 2021),
our findings suggest that public service deprivation may help explain support
for far-right parties in both settings. Our results therefore extend Cramer’s
important work (2016) on resentment to suggest that discontent about being
neglected by the state might motivate people in rural areas as well as urban
areas to support far-right parties.

Second, our evidence contributes to an important line of research on
political responses to local public services in the Global South which main-
tains that poor access to public services may not necessarily translate into
political dissatisfaction (Brinkerhoff, Wetterberg, and Wibbels 2018; Bland
et al. 2021; Hern 2019; Mcloughlin 2015). Our evidence is at odds with
this finding, perhaps because people in low-state-capacity environments
may have lower expectations of the state’s ability to deliver public services,
or lower levels of political efficacy. Future research should examine the
differences in the Global North versus the Global South.

Finally, our results also inform the literature on why pro-redistribution
parties may not necessarily gain from the retrenchment of public services
(e.g., Giger and Nelson 2011; Alesina, Carloni, and Lecce 2012). Common
supply-side explanations highlight that concerns about non-economic issues
and cultural values – such as religiosity, ethnicity or nationalism – may
distract voters’ attention from material hardship (Shayo 2009; Huber and
Stanig 2011; Tavits and Potter 2015; Hacker and Pierson 2020). Our findings
suggest that experience with public service deprivation may coincide with
heightened concerns about immigration. This makes the policy offerings of
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far-right parties – which tend to stress the importance of stricter immigration
laws and restricting the rights of non-natives to reduce the demand for (and
competition over) public services – more attractive to voters. Future research
could examine whether austerity more generally (Baccini and Sattler 2021;
Fetzer 2019; Hübscher, Sattler, and Wagner 2021) fosters similar responses
among voters.

1 Public Service Deprivation and Far-Right
Support

We argue that local public service deprivation helps explain geographically
nested patterns of far-right electoral support. Our argument starts from
the insight that local public service provision is one of the most direct ways
in which politics affects citizens’ lives, and thus provides a tangible basis
for evaluating how taxes are being spent and how willing the state is to
invest in communities (Dowding and John 2012; Hern 2019). Public service
provision is based on the notion that certain goods – such as schooling,
health, electricity, law enforcement, roads, transportation, and garbage
collection – should be available to all citizens, regardless of their income,
ability or other background characteristics and therefore should be funded
collectively through taxation. Many of these services are provided at the
local level to most closely meet citizen’s needs and interests (Tiebout 1956).

According to the policy feedback literature, access to public services
is an important driver of electoral behavior (for overviews see Mettler
and Soss 2004; Busemeyer 2013). Policy feedback is commonly defined as
the way in which public policy structures subsequent political processes
by redefining or transforming state capacity and shapes people’s policy
preferences, citizenship and political behavior (Skocpol 1995). While the
concept was initially applied mostly to the study of social policy programs in
the US (see for example Mettler and Soss 2004; Schneider and Ingram 1993)
or the study of welfare states in Europe (see for example Busemeyer 2013;
Kumlin and Stadelmann-Steffen 2014), it has more recently been employed
to study political behavioral responses to local public service provision in
Africa (for an overview see Hern 2019). This literature suggests that access
to local public services not only provides people with material resources
such as access to health care, schooling, transportation or garbage collection;
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it also offers communal benefits. Access to local public services defines the
boundaries of membership in a political community, thereby giving meaning
and content to citizenship and influencing how people understand their rights
and standing in society (Shklar 1991; Mettler and Soss 2004). Combining
these insights with recent work on the political consequences of localized
grievances (e.g., Belot 2021; Colombo and Dinas 2022; Patana 2021), we
argue that experiences with public service deprivation fuel grievances that
increase support for the far right.

Local public service delivery is one of the most important points of
contact between citizens and the state, and access to local public services is
one of the most direct ways in which politics affects citizens’ lives (Barca
2009; Barca, McCann, and Rodríguez-Pose 2012). The experience of having
access to local services generates expectations that the state should be
responsive to citizens’ needs, and about what it should provide (Hacker
et al. 2002; Mettler and Soss 2004). Such access also gives citizens a tangible
basis for evaluating how their tax money is being spent and how willing
the state is to invest in local communities. This allows even less politically
sophisticated citizens to link access to local public service provision to
political preferences and behavior (Dowding and John 2012; Hern 2019).

When people experience public service deprivation, for example because
services have been reduced or have become more difficult to access, this
generates discontent not only due to the loss of material and communal ben-
efits, but also because it creates a sense that the state no longer adequately
provides for its citizens’ needs. People who experience reduced access to local
public services become disgruntled and more susceptible to the idea that the
state ‘left their communities behind’ and does not provide them with ‘their
fair share of resources’ (Cramer 2016; Hochschild 2018). As a result, they
begin to worry that they will need to compete with non-natives for such
access to public services. These concerns lead to fears about immigration –
which boosts support for far-right parties that advocate stricter immigration
laws and the restricting non-natives’ access to local public services.

Prior studies suggests that far-right parties combine anti-elite messages
with a strong anti-immigration stance to vocalize a sense of decline and
ethnic belonging (Mudde 2007; Elgenius and Rydgren 2017; Gidron and Hall
2020; Belot 2021). These sentiments provide an explanation to those who
experience public service deprivation to make sense of their experiences. Such
deprivation ignites fears that immigrants will crowd out access to services
(Hooijer 2021; Magni 2021). Prior research suggests that sentiments of group
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threat (Blumer 1958) sweep across communities with larger foreign-born
populations (Blalock 1967; Quillian 1995; Schlueter and Scheepers 2010) or
that experience sudden increases in immigration (Meuleman, Davidov, and
Billiet 2009; Hopkins 2010; Dinas et al. 2019). Far-right parties have been
shown to be particularly effective at mobilizing such fears and prejudices
(Hainmueller and Hopkins 2015; Dancygier and Laitin 2014; Halla, Wagner,
and Zweimüller 2017; Dinas et al. 2019; Dustmann, Vasiljeva, and Piil
Damm 2019; Schaub, Gereke, and Baldassarri 2021), especially in Italy
(Devillanova 2021; Campo, Giunti, and Mendola 2021). A growing body of
work also demonstrates that anti-immigrant sentiment thrives in contexts
where natives perceive that they are competing with non-natives for state-
provided resources (Hooijer 2021; Magni 2021; Gennaro 2022; Cavaille
and Ferwerda 2022). Finally, people’s understanding of how the state
should spend ‘their taxes’ and provide for ‘their communities’ through local
public services appears to be closely related to their perceptions of their
community’s ethnic composition (Alesina, Miano, and Stantcheva 2018;
Alesina and Stantcheva 2020; Luttmer 2001). These insights lead us to
expect public service deprivation to fuel far-right support by raising concerns
about immigration and competition for local public services.

2 Empirical Analysis
We examine this expectation by presenting evidence from Italy, where far-
right parties have enjoyed electoral success for longer than elsewhere in
Europe (Albertazzi and McDonnell 2007; De Vries and Hobolt 2020). The
Italian case contains ample variation in public service deprivation. We exploit
a reform that changed access to local services within Italian municipalities
at a certain population threshold. These features allow us to measure and
estimate the effect of public service deprivation on far-right support. Our
empirical analysis presents evidence from three studies. In study 1, we
introduce our measure of public service deprivation and link it to municipal
electoral returns in Italy. Study 2 provides a causal test of our argument by
exploiting a 2010 national reform that forced certain Italian municipalities to
jointly provide local public services. In study 3, we present individual-level
survey data from the Italian National Election Studies (ITANES) to explore
the individual-level mechanisms driving our results.
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2.1 Study 1: Cross-Sectional Evidence from Italian
Municipalities

In our first study, we introduce a new and fine-grained measure of public
service deprivation – defined as reduced access to public services at the local
level – that builds on insights from geography (Barca 2009; Barca, McCann,
and Rodríguez-Pose 2012; Rodríguez-Pose 2018). This measure captures
the driving distance to public service hubs – municipalities or clusters of
neighboring municipalities featuring (i) a nationally connected train station,4
(ii) a hospital offering services beyond an emergency room,5 and (iii) a high
school.6 The Italian government agency for territorial cohesion introduced
this classification of public service hubs to better target policies for local
development (see also Barca 2009). The data on the hubs was made available
in 2014 and is based on indicators collected up to the beginning of 2013.
Figure 1 depicts the classification of Italian municipalities based on our
public service deprivation measure and highlights substantial variation in
public service deprivation across municipalities.

We explore the relationship between public service deprivation and
support for far-right parties using ordinary least squares (OLS) regression
analyses. We constructed a novel dataset of municipal-level electoral results
for the Italian lower house (Camera dei Deputati) in national elections held in
2013 and 2018 (i.e., the elections held after the distance from public services
was measured). We collected a host of municipal characteristics, including
share of college graduates, population size, share of population over 65, share
of female population, share of foreigners, average income, and altitude.7 We
calculated the municipal-level share of votes for far-right parties by dividing
the number of votes for far-right parties in each municipality by the total
number of votes in that municipality. The classification of Italian political

4We exclude small stations dedicated exclusively to regional transport.
5The measure captures the presence of hospitals nationally classified as Dipartimento

di Emergenza Urgenza e Accettazione di Primo Livello, department of emergency/urgency
and access of the first level. The hospitals in this category offer specific services next to
an emergency room. These services include observation, short stay, and resuscitation
services. In these hospitals, diagnostic and therapeutic interventions of general medicine,
general surgery, orthopedics and traumatology, and cardiology intensive care are carried
out. In addition, they ensure the provision of laboratory services, such as chemical-clinical
and microbiological analysis, diagnostic imaging, and transfusion.

6This could include secondary vocational or technical education or a liceo.
7Table S2.1 in the SI provides summary statistics.
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Figure 1: Public Service Deprivation (Distance to Public Service Hubs),
2014
Notes: Dots indicate public service hubs. Colors indicate tertiles of distance from
hubs.

parties is based on expert judgments and the Chapel Hill Expert Survey
(CHES) data.8 The results from the more restrictive specification indicate
that municipalities belonging to the second and third tertiles of our public
service deprivation measure are associated with a 0.9 and 1.3 percentage

8More information can be found in the SI (Section S1)
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Table 1: Public Service Deprivation (Distance to Public Service Hubs) and
Far-Right Support

Far-Right

(1) (2)

Distance (tertiles, ref. = 1st)

2nd tertile 0.016∗∗∗ 0.009∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.001)

3rd tertile 0.028∗∗∗ 0.013∗∗∗

(0.002) (0.002)

Province FE ✓ ✓
Year FE ✓ ✓
Municipal controls ✓
N 16,194 16,194
R2 0.81 0.82

Notes: OLS estimates at the municipality level. The dependent variable is the vote share
for far-right parties in lower house elections. The main explanatory variable is the distance
from public service hubs (in tertiles). Municipality controls include mean altitude, share of
population over 65, share of population under 15, share of females, share of college graduates,
share of foreigners, population size, and income. Standard errors (in parentheses) clustered at
the municipality level. Table S3.1 of the SI reports full model results. + p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗

p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001.

point increase in far-right vote share, against the baseline far-right vote
share of 18 percent, corresponding to the 1st tertile.

As shown in Table 1, public service deprivation is associated with higher
electoral returns for the far right. To facilitate the interpretation of effect
size, we model public service deprivation as a categorical variable based on
tertiles of distance from public service hubs (in kilometers). We report the
results for the continuous measure in Table S4.1 in the SI. For each model,
we report results including province and year fixed effects (first column) and
after adding the municipality-level controls listed above (second column).
The effect remains robust when we control for economic and demographic
characteristics.
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2.2 Study 2: Evidence from the 2010 Reform of
Municipal Public Service Provision in Italy

The cross-sectional results from study 1 are highly informative and lend
initial support to our argument. Yet, questions remain about the causal
nature of the relationship between public service deprivation and far-right
electoral support. There might be a reciprocal relationship between public
service deprivation and electoral outcomes. Cross-sectional service data does
not allow us to account for the dynamic component of this relationship –
how reduced access to local public services fuels support for the far right.
To increase our causal leverage on the electoral effects of public service
deprivation, we exploit a 2010 administrative reform in Italy that forced
municipalities below a certain population threshold to manage jointly some
of their local public services. Our approach follows recent work that exploits
changes to the municipal structure to investigate the contextual effects on
political behavior (see for example Lassen and Serritzlew 2011; Koch and
Rochat 2017; Harjunen, Saarimaa, and Tukiainen 2021).

These reforms were part of a general effort by national governments
across Europe in the last decade to reduce municipal fragmentation and the
burden of administrative costs on state budgets (for overviews on the Italian
and European setting, see Swianiewicz et al. 2022; Bolgherini, Casula, and
Marotta 2018). The Italian reform from 2010 offers a unique opportunity
to study the electoral consequences of public service deprivation. Before
describing the empirical strategy and results, we provide more detail about
Italian municipalities and the reform.

Municipalities constitute the lowest tier of Italian local government.
They are responsible for crucial administrative functions such as local urban
planning, roads and transport, local historical and environmental resources,
the collection and disposal of waste, the collection and distribution of water
and energy sources, services for economic development and commercial
distribution, social, school, vocational training, and other urban services, and
administrative police. Each municipality is governed by a municipal council
chaired by a mayor, who is elected every 5 years. Italy has historically had
an average of around 8,000 municipalities.9 In 2016, municipality population
size averaged 7,600, close to the European median.

9There were 7,720 municipalities at country’s unification in 1861 and reached a peak
of 8,201 in 2001.
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Municipalities are allowed to merge,  
 Union is allowed as a step before Merger  

Municipalities are allowed to start a Union  

 without Merger after  

Municipalities < 5,000 / < 3,000 inhabitants  

 must provide public services jointly 

 (through Mergers, Unions, or Conventions) 

1990 1999 2010

Figure 3: Timeline of Intermunicipal-Cooperation Laws, 1990—2010

Over the last three decades, the national government has introduced
multiple legislative initiatives designed to reduce municipal fragmentation.
In 1990, a national law (no. 142/1990) initiated forms of intermunicipal
cooperation in an attempt to create economies of scale in the provision of
local public services. Small municipalities were allowed to form municipal
unions in which to share local public services. Municipal unions were
intended as a first step towards stronger municipal integration; member
municipalities were forced to merge into a new municipality after 10 years.
In 1999, an additional law (no. 265/1999) relaxed the requirements needed
to form unions.10 It abolished the 5,000 inhabitant threshold, allowing
municipalities of any size to form unions; most importantly, it abolished the
obligation to merge after 10 years.11 However, municipal integration only
gained real momentum after the 2010 reform that we investigate.

The 2008 financial crisis and the rise of austerity-related cuts to ad-
ministrative budgets brought a new impetus to the process of municipal
integration (Bolgherini, Casula, and Marotta 2018). In 2010, a new reform in-
troduced the compulsory joint management (gestione associata obbligatoria)
of basic public services (law no. 78/2010). The law required municipalities

10Between 1990 and 1999, only eight municipal unions were formed, involving a total
of 29 municipalities.

11Between 2000 and 2009, 263 new municipal unions were formed, involving 1,320
municipalities in total.
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Figure 4: Creation of Municipal Unions and Mergers, 1992–2020

below a certain population threshold to start jointly managing at least 3
“fundamental functions” by January 1, 2013; at least 3 other functions by
September 30, 2014; and all remaining functions by December 31, 2014.
Fundamental functions include (a) administration, financial management,
and accounting; (b) general interest public services, including municipal
public transport services; (c) real estate registry; (d) urban planning and
municipal construction; (e) civil protection and first aid; (f) the collection
and disposal of waste and collection of related taxes; (g) social services;
(h) school construction and management; (i) municipal police and local
administrative police; and (j) electoral, registry, and statistical services,
including the maintenance of civil status and population registers. The law
specified two thresholds: a general threshold of 5,000 inhabitants and a
special threshold of 3,000 inhabitants for municipalities that were part of
a “mountain community” – intermunicipal institutions taking care of local
governance in mountain areas. Municipalities with territories that extended
over one or more islands were exempt from the reform.

Municipalities could choose to comply with the law by merging (dissolving
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their municipal institutions into a single administrative entity), forming a
union (creating an intermunicipal government tasked with organizing shared
public service provision), or stipulating a convention (a contract regulating
the joint provision of public services). Conventions, the most flexible and
least demanding form of joint management, had to last at least three years
and pass government’s efficiency and efficacy audits. An addition to the law
in 2014 further simplified the process of forming unions and mergers. Figure 3
displays the timeline of the reform process. Figure 4 presents the progressive
uptake of the reform by Italian municipalities. It illustrates how the 2010
reform was followed by a marked increase in intermunicipal-cooperation
through municipal unions and mergers.12

2.2.1 Empirical Strategy and Results

We employ a difference-in-differences (DID) strategy to assess the effect of
the 2010 reform on electoral outcomes. In the next section, we demonstrate
that the reform increased public service deprivation, i.e., reduced access to
local public services in the affected municipalities. Hence, it allows us to
study the causal relationship between public service deprivation and far-right
support. We compare the results in elections held before (2001, 2006, and
2008) and after (2013 and 2018) the implementation deadline of the reform
in municipalities below the reform population threshold (which were forced
to provide public services jointly) versus those above the threshold (which
were not affected by the reform). We thus construct a counterfactual change
in far-right vote share between elections held before and after the reform for
municipalities that were forced to share public services using the change in
far-right vote share in unaffected municipalities. In other words, we assume
that if the affected municipalities had not been forced to share services,
they would have experienced the same change in electoral outcomes as the
unaffected municipalities.

This strategy yields causal estimates as long as the parallel-trend assump-
tion holds. In the current context, this assumption would imply that the
far-right vote shares would follow the same trajectory in the elections before
and after after the reform among treated and untreated municipalities had
public service provision remained unchanged. Our treatment and control

12Nearly half (45 per cent) of the affected municipalities complied with the reform by
establishing a municipal union or a merger. The government did not collect systematic
data on conventions.
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groups include municipalities that significantly differ across characteristics
such as population size, remoteness, and socio-demographic characteristics.
These differences invalidate the parallel-trend assumption.

To obtain a valid set of treatment and control units, we balance our
treatment and control groups on observable characteristics using Mahlanobis
Distance Matching (MDM). We match the treatment and control units based
on pre-treatment municipality characteristics such as population size, average
income, altitude, share of the population over 65, share of the population
under 15, share of foreigners, share of females, and share of college graduates.
Figure S5.1 of the SI displays descriptive statistics about how the matching
procedure reduces imbalance on observable characteristics. We perform
placebo tests to validate the parallel-trend assumption associated with this
strategy.13

To estimate the reform’s effect on the far-right vote share we use the
following two-way fixed effects (TWFE) panel estimator:

vi,t = α + βDIDri,t + γt + µi + εi,t

where i denotes the municipality and t the election year (2001, 2006,
2008, 2013, 2018). The term vi,t represents the municipal-level electoral
outcome of interest. The binary indicator ri,t equals 1 if municipality i is
exposed to the reform (i.e., below the population threshold in elections after
2010) and 0 otherwise. The vectors of dummies γt and µi identify year and
municipality fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the municipality
level. Under the parallel-trend assumption, the main coefficient of interest
βDID captures any deviation from a parallel evolution in vote shares between

13An alternative estimation strategy would be to employ a difference-in-discontinuity
design (Grembi, Nannicini, and Troiano 2016). Concerns about the available measures
of municipality population, which would be the running variable in the model, make
the matched DID design preferable. The Italian government does not make the list of
municipalities affected by the reform available, nor does it provide the population data
used to define the threshold. Municipal mergers further complicate the estimation of
population size in the year of the reform, since the National Institute of Statistics no longer
reports the population size of merged municipalities. We calculate the population size at
the onset of the reform based on the 2001 census, which creates potential misclassification
issues among treated and control municipalities around the population thresholds adopted
by the reform. A regression discontinuity approach is inappropriate in this context because
it places a greater weight on units close to the population threshold, thus amplifying the
measurement bias.
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the treatment and the control groups due to the 2010 law – i.e., the reform
effect.

For municipalities that merged after the reform, we can only observe
the combined vote share of the merged municipalities because electoral
records are collected at the municipal level. Given that population size
is key in defining the treatment and control units, we need to maintain
the municipal structure fixed to the last election before the reform (2008).
We thus keep the number of municipalities and their relative population
fixed to 2008, but we substitute the municipal vote share of each merged
municipality with the weighted average of vote shares within the merger.14

We exclude from the sample 15 municipalities for which we are unable to
assign a population threshold of reference due to the lack of information
on mountain community membership at the time of the reform. We also
drop 12 island municipalities that were exempt from the reform. The final
sample includes 8,071 municipalities, 67 percent of which were affected by
the reform.

The first column of Table 2 reports our baseline estimates. The regression
coefficients associated with the binary variable r indicate that exposure
to the 2010 reform is associated with an increase in the vote share of far-
right parties. In the second column of Table 2, we test the parallel-trend
assumption, adding a placebo binary variable that takes a value of 1 for
treated municipalities in the year before the reform (2008). The estimated
coefficient on the placebo is not statistically different from 0 for far-right
vote estimates, which indicates that the vote shares for far-right parties in
the control and treated municipalities were not distinguishable before the
reform. This satisfies the parallel-trends assumption. In sum, our models
identify a small but statistically and electorally significant increase of 0.5
percentage point in far-right parties’ vote share caused by the 2010 reform.

2.2.2 The 2010 Reform and Public Service Deprivation

A crucial assumption guiding our analysis so far is that the reform increased
public service deprivation, i.e., it reduced access to local public services in

14As an alternative strategy, we create synthetic municipalities by summing the votes
of municipalities that merged after 2010 and assign the synthetic municipal population a
random draw among the merged municipalities. Both strategies return virtually identical
results, and are available upon request.
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Table 2: Effect of Public Service Deprivation (Exposure to the 2010 Reform)
on Election Outcomes

Far-Right

(1) (2)

Exposure to the reform (r) 0.005∗∗ 0.006∗

(0.002) (0.003)

Placebo (rt−1) 0.004
(0.004)

Municipality FE ✓ ✓
Year FE ✓ ✓
N 34,419 34,419
R2 0.60 0.60

Notes: TWFE estimates at the municipality level. The dependent variable is the vote share for
far-right parties in lower house elections. The treatment is the exposure to public services reform.
Standard errors (in parentheses) clustered at the municipality level. + p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗

p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001.

affected municipalities.15 To test this assumption, we created an additional
municipal dataset using information collected by the Italian Ministry for
the Economy and Finance to monitor the re-structuring of municipal public
service provision. We were able to obtain data for three key public services
that were affected by the reform and included information collected by
the ministry – local police, public registry, and garbage collection.16 We
use these measures to capture the 2010 reform’s effect on access to local
public services. The measure delivery against standard demand captures the
difference between the quantity of a service the municipality delivered in
the previous year and the average quantity delivered by municipalities with

15We also assume that the 2010 reform of municipal public service provision is the
only legislative change that affected treated and control municipalities differently during
the study period. Yet, the Italian government introduced a fiscal reform in 2013 that
extended the municipal expenditure limits (the so-called Domestic Stability Pact) from
municipalities with more than 5,000 inhabitants to those with over 1,000. To address
potential concerns, we replicate our analysis estimating separate effects for the 2013 and
2018 election (see Table S9.1) in the SI and find that the effect is already present in the
election of 2013, before the Domestic Stability Pact reform was introduced.

16Data on some of these services was not available for all municipalities, as reflected
in the number of observations in Table 4.
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Table 3: Effect of Exposure to the 2010 Reform on Services: Delivery Against
Standard Demand

Local Police Public Registry Garbage Collection
Exposure to the reform (r) -11.763∗∗∗ -4.126∗ -3.568+

(3.165) (1.833) (1.865)

Municipality FE ✓ ✓ ✓
Year FE ✓ ✓ ✓
N 8,554 9,806 10,546
R2 0.10 0.01 0.26

Notes: TWFE estimates at the municipality level. The dependent variable is the difference
between the quantity of a service the municipality delivered in the previous year and the average
quantity delivered by municipalities with similar characteristics. The treatment is the exposure
to public services reform. Standard errors (in parentheses) clustered at the municipality level. +

p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001.

Table 4: Effect of Exposure to the 2010 Reform on Services: Service Capacity

Local Police Public Registry Garbage Collection
Exposure to the reform (r) -0.014 -0.547∗∗∗ -0.223∗∗

(0.106) (0.116) (0.083)

Municipality FE ✓ ✓ ✓
Year FE ✓ ✓ ✓
N 8,554 9,806 10,546
R2 0.07 0.01 0.10

Notes: TWFE estimates at the municipality level. The dependent variable is a ten-point
scale capturing the extent to which the municipality was able to satisfy citizens’ demand for a
service, accounting for municipality expenses and the average quantity of the service provided
in municipalities with similar characteristics. The treatment is the exposure to public services
reform. Standard errors (in parentheses) clustered at the municipality level. + p < 0.10, ∗

p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001.

similar characteristics. Service capacity captures the extent to which the
municipality was able to satisfy citizens’ demand for a service, accounting
for municipality expenses and the average quantity of the service provided in
municipalities with similar characteristics – measured on a ten-point scale.17

We focus on the 2010 and 2013 waves, which provide us with a measure
of public service provision before and after the reform.18 We replicate the

17In the SI, we report additional information about these two measures. Table S2.2
reports descriptive statistics. Section S6 provides additional details on variable definitions.

18A change in variable definition prevents us from extending our analysis to later
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matched DID analysis of the reform’s effect using these six local public
service measures as dependent variables. The results reported in Tables 3
and 4 show that, with the exception of local police capacity, the 2010 reform
negatively impacted local public service provision in affected municipalities.

2.2.3 Public Service Deprivation and Immigration at the Local
Level

Our argument is rooted in the idea that public service deprivation is linked to
far-right support because it raises concerns about immigration and competing
with non-natives residents for public services. As a preliminary test of this
mechanism, we examine the heterogeneous treatment effect of the 2010
reform on far-right support as a function of immigration at the local level,
which we measure using both the share of the foreign-born population
(Blalock 1967; Quillian 1995; Schlueter and Scheepers 2010) and the change
in the share of the foreign-born population (Meuleman, Davidov, and Billiet
2009; Hopkins 2010; Dinas et al. 2019).19 In line with our argument, we
would expect public service deprivation to generate even greater support
for far-right parties in municipalities with higher shares of foreign-born
residents. In these contexts, experiences with public service deprivation are
more likely to foster fears that non-natives will crowd natives out of accessing
public services. We examine this expectation by adding an interaction of the
treatment variable r and a measure of the share of foreign-born residents
at the municipal level to our TWFE model. We consider both the share of
foreign-born population in the last election before the reform (2008) and the
change in the foreign-born population in the previous 5 years. The results,
reported in Table 5, indicate that the reform’s positive effect on far-right
support is largely driven by affected municipalities in which immigration
was more pronounced in the years prior to the reform.

2.3 Study 3: Exploring Individual-Level Mechanisms
We continue to explore the mechanisms linking public service deprivation to
far-right support at the individual level. We geo-coded individual-level panel
survey data representative of the Italian population collected by ITANES

years.
19In Figure S9.1 we also explore reform’s heterogenous effects across macro areas and

find that the far-right response was more pronounced in northern regions.

20



Table 5: Heterogeneous Treatment Effects of the Share of Foreign-Born
Residents and Exposure to the 2010 Reform

Far-Right

(1) (2)

Exposure to the reform (r) -0.008∗∗∗ -0.003
(0.002) (0.002)

r× Share foreign-born 2008 0.247∗∗∗

(0.016)

r× Change share foreign-born 2003-8 0.274∗∗∗

(0.025)

Municipality FE ✓ ✓
Year FE ✓ ✓
N 34,419 34,419
R2 0.60 0.60

Notes: TWFE estimates at the municipality level. Dependent variable is the vote share for
far-right parties in lower house elections. The treatment is the exposure to public services reform.
Treatment interacted with the percentage of foreign-born municipality population in 2008 (column
(1)) and the change in the percentage of foreign-born municipality population between 2003
and 2008 (column (2)). Standard errors (in parentheses) clustered at the municipality level. +

p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001.

to identify voters living in municipalities affected by the 2010 reform. We
assemble data from two panel surveys collected between 2001 and 2013 for
a total of eight waves.20

In a first step, we examine the effect of the reform on a measure capturing
a respondent’s self-positioning on an economic left-right scale. Then we
use an additive scale to examine the reform’s effect on people’s concerns
about immigration. This scale combines the answers to two survey questions
asking respondents how much they agree that immigration is a danger for
national identity and culture, and for national employment, respectively.21

20We assemble two panel datasets. The first comprised of three waves collected in
2001, 2004 and 2006. The second one contains five waves collected between 2011 and
2013.

21In Section S7 of the SI, we report the phrasing of each survey question. In Table ??,
we report the results on immigration attitudes based on individual questions rather than
additive scales. These results are equivalent to those reported in the main text.
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Table 6: Effect of Public Service Deprivation (Exposure to the 2010 Reform)
on Left-Right Identification and Anti-Immigrant Attitudes

Left-Right Anti-Immigrant

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

Exposure to the reform -0.254∗ -0.279∗ -0.537∗ -0.536∗

(0.113) (0.120) (0.223) (0.257)
Post 2010 -0.590∗∗∗ -0.575∗∗∗ -0.814∗ -0.966∗∗

(0.141) (0.136) (0.382) (0.359)
Exposure × Post 2010 0.329∗ 0.292∗ 0.680∗ 0.657∗

(0.136) (0.134) (0.295) (0.295)

Individual controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Municipal controls ✓ ✓
Wave FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Region FE ✓ ✓
N 1,282 1,274 992 987
R2 0.11 0.16 0.14 0.24

Notes: OLS estimates at the individual level. Dependent variables are position in the left-right
scale (columns 1-2) and anti-immigrant sentiment (columns 3-4). Individual controls include age,
gender, education, occupation. Municipality controls include mean altitude, share of population
over 65, share of foreigners, share of females, share of college graduates, population size, and
income. Table S3.2 of the SI reports full model results. Robust standard errors in parentheses.
+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001.

We run OLS regressions including a binary variable indicating if the
respondent lived in a municipality affected by the reform, a binary variable
indicating if the survey response was collected after the 2010 reform, and an
interaction term between the two. We add a further set of binary variables for
survey waves; region fixed effects; individual-level control variables capturing
the effect of the respondent’s age, gender, education, and profession; and
municipal-level control variables as in our previous models.22 Since the
surveys were not collected in the same municipalities across all waves, we
have to adopt a more relaxed specification than the one we used in study 2,
because we cannot insert municipality fixed effects. Following the design
from study 2, we use MDM to obtain a set of treated and control units
living in comparable municipalities.23

22Table S2.3 reports descriptive statistics for the individual-level variables.
23We match respondents based on the same municipality-level characteristics used in

the electoral returns analysis.
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The results reported in Table 6 suggest that public service deprivation
made people self-identify further to the right on an economic left-right scale,
and increased concerns about immigration. This individual-level evidence,
together with that presented for studies 1 and 2, supports our argument
that public service deprivation increases electoral support for the far right
by heightening immigration fears.24

3 Alternative Explanations and Possible
Threats to Inference

We account for several possible alternative explanations. First, it could be the
case that experiencing public service deprivation is simply synonymous with
residing in rural communities. Yet, public service deprivation is not restricted
to rural communities, rather it is the result of a lack of socioeconomic and
political connections (connectivity) that is not necessarily restricted to rural
areas (Castells 2000). Table 7 illustrates the relationship between our public
service deprivation measure from study 1 and the classic urban-rural measure
based on population size and density (Acharya, Blackwell, and Sen 2016;
Cho and Gimpel 2010; Primo and Snyder 2010; Urban and Niebler 2014;
Benedictis-Kessner and Warshaw 2020). Following the official definition by
the Italian National Institute of Statistics, we classify municipalities with
a population smaller than 5,000 inhabitants and density lower than 300
inhabitants per squared kilometers as rural. The results in Table 7 show that
public service deprivation is not merely a characteristic of rural communities,
and that there is considerable variation within rural areas. Indeed, more
than a third of urban areas (roughly 35 per cent) experience this type of
deprivation, which suggests that public service deprivation goes beyond the
urban-rural divide (Nemerever and Rogers 2021).

Our argument based on public service deprivation thus complements
previous work on rural resentment. In her research on rural Wisconsin,
Cramer (2016) highlights how rural residents’ experiences fuel resentment
towards mainstream political elites, in part because rural residents feel
ignored and believe that they are not getting their fair share of resources.
Our argument is sympathetic to the notion of rural resentment, albeit we

24In SI Section S12 we explore the alternative possibility that the reform generated a
response against the incumbent and obtain null results.
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Table 7: Urban-Rural Communities and Public Service Deprivation (Distance
to Public Service Hubs)

Urban Rural Total

Freq. Perc. Freq. Perc. Freq. Perc.

Distance to service hubs
1st tertile 1,652 56.2 1,027 19.9 2,679 33.1
2nd tertile 854 29.1 1,837 35.6 2,691 33.3
3rd tertile 432 14.7 2,290 44.4 2,722 33.6

Total 2,938 100 5,154 100 8,092 100

suggest that urban residents as well as rural ones may resent being ignored
and the lack of public resources.

A second alternative explanation is that the electoral consequences of
public service deprivation follow a retrospective/performance voting logic,
i.e., voters punish the incumbent for what they perceive to be negative
policy outcomes (e.g., Fiorina 1978; Lewis-Beck 1988; Duch and Stevenson
2008). In Table S12.1 of the SI, we replicate the analysis for study 2 using
incumbent vote share as the dependent variable, and find that public service
deprivation has no effect. This might not be entirely surprising, given that
municipalities had 3 years to implement the reform. This arguably clouds the
clarity of responsibility for the reform, especially in the Italian case, where
governments are comparatively short-lived (e.g., Powell Jr and Whitten
1993; Duch and Stevenson 2008).

Third, it could be the case that public service deprivation increases
anti-establishment sentiment, which benefits the far right. Yet, in Tables
S11.1, S11.2, and ?? in the SI, we demonstrate that this type of deprivation
is not linked to a decrease in turnout or an anti-incumbent response, nor
does it increase distrust in politicians.

A fourth potential alternative explanation is that people who are dis-
gruntled about public service deprivation may demand compensation, thus
boosting the support for parties promising to enhance the supply of local
public services through increased spending. We find little evidence to sup-
port this possibility (see Tables S10.2 and S10.3 in the SI). This may be
because first-hand experience of public service deprivation may cause people
to view party pledges to invest in public services as less credible. This might

24



be a fruitful area for future research.
Finally, local public service provision is not only characterized by the

degree of access, which we focus on here, but also by the quality of services.
It has proven virtually impossible to develop objective indicators of the
quality of local public services due to the lack of data access and availability.
Another potential concern is that citizens may turn to alternative service
providers such as nongovernmental associations and churches (Dowding and
John 2008), which would make it more difficult to detect electoral effects
of public service deprivation. In the Italian context we study here, private
alternatives are not that common and readily accessible.25 This is of course
not to say that they may not be more common elsewhere (Hern 2019).

4 Concluding Remarks
This study examined the relationship between public service deprivation –
i.e., reduced access to local public services – and support for far-right parties.
Local public service provision is one of the most direct ways in which
politics touches citizens’ lives, and provides a tangible basis for evaluating
how taxes are being spent and how willing the state is to invest in their
communities. Building on the literature on policy feedback and localized
grievances, we argue that public service deprivation increases support for far-
right parties because it heightens concerns about immigration and competing
with non-natives for access to public services. We present evidence from
three empirical studies conducted in Italy, where far-right parties have been
successful for quite some time and state-provided public services play a
crucial role in citizens’ everyday lives, which allows us to capture variation
in public service deprivation using a cross-sectional and causal approach.

In study 1, we introduced a fine-grained measure of public service de-
privation and showed how it coincides with higher electoral returns for

25For example, Bertola, Checchi, and Oppedisano (2007) and Bertola and Checchi
(2004) show that, unlike the Anglo-Saxon environment, Italian public schools significantly
reward talent, ensuring that they attract a large pool of students. There are fewer private
schools in Italy than in the United Kingdom (UK) or US; the quality is often worse
than Italian public schools. Dorigatti, Mori, and Neri (2020) examine the trajectories of
externalization in three key welfare services – elderly care, early childhood services and
kindergartens – and show that political and social factors affect choices about service
externalization. In particular, voters and trade unions strongly oppose market solutions
in the provision of these services (Dorigatti, Mori, and Neri 2018).
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far-right parties. In study 2, we exploited a 2010 administrative reform in
Italy that increased public service deprivation in certain municipalities to
demonstrate the causal relationship between this type of deprivation and
far-right support. In line with our argument, we find that the reform’s effect
on support for far-right parties is especially pronounced in municipalities
where the share of foreign-born population is higher than the average or
has been increasing. Study 3 employed individual-level data to explore the
mechanisms underlying our findings in greater depth. The results show that
residents of municipalities that experienced an increase in public service de-
privation due to the 2010 reform became more concerned about immigration,
and self-identified as further right on the economic left-right dimension. We
also account for possible alternative explanations and threats to inference
to demonstrate that our findings are robust.

While we theoretically argue and empirically substantiate that public
service deprivation helps us understand geographic patterns in far-right
support, we do not suggest that such deprivation is somehow the root cause
of far-right parties’ electoral success. Previous research in this area has
made important strides in showing how large-scale economic developments
(e.g., Emmenegger et al. 2012; Rodrik 2016; Autor, Dorn, and Hanson
2016; Colantone and Stanig 2018, 2019; Margalit 2011; Kurer and Gallego
2019; Im et al. 2019; Gingrich 2019) and distinct patterns in individual
mobility (e.g., Maxwell 2019, 2020; Dinas et al. 2019; Bratsberg et al. 2021;
Riaz, Bischof, and Wagner 2021; Dustmann, Vasiljeva, and Piil Damm
2019; Campo, Giunti, and Mendola 2021; Schaub, Gereke, and Baldassarri
2021; Dancygier et al. 2022) – or both (Patana 2020) – fuel support for
far-right parties. We argue here that distinct geographic concentrations of
economic decline and the share of foreign-born residents that are reflected in
public service deprivation at the local level may help us better understand
the geographic clustering of far-right support. Public service deprivation,
we argue, sparks concerns about immigration and competition for public
resources, which increases the programmatic appeal of far-right parties.

In advanced industrial democracies like Italy, people are accustomed to
having reasonable access to local public services and expect the state to be
responsive to their needs. If these expectations are not met, local residents
become disgruntled and may turn to radical political forces, as we show here.
Yet, recent evidence from the Global South suggests that this might not be
what is happening in low-state-capacity contexts (Brinkerhoff, Wetterberg,
and Wibbels 2018; Bland et al. 2021). In these contexts, public service
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deprivation may not necessarily lead to dissatisfaction that is channeled into
a specific electoral response. The precise reasons for these different responses
to poor access to local public services constitutes an important avenue for
future research. It might, for example, be the result of different expectations
about the state, different experiences of deprivation, or a different sense of
political efficacy.

Overall, our findings support the idea that citizens’ concerns about
public services and the composition of the local population are intertwined
(see also Cavaille and Ferwerda 2022; Gennaro 2022; Hooijer 2021; Magni
2021). Public service deprivation may cause native-born residents to feel
they are competing for access to public resources, especially when combined
with a substantial immigrant presence. Far-right parties’ rhetoric finds
fertile ground in these contexts.26 What is more, our results suggest that
pro-redistribution parties may not necessarily gain from the retrenchment
of public services (see also Giger and Nelson 2011; Alesina, Carloni, and
Lecce 2012). While prior work on elite behavior and rhetoric suggests
that this might be due to political elites distracting voters from material
concerns to cultural ones – such as religiosity, ethnicity or nationalism –
(Shayo 2009; Huber and Stanig 2011; Tavits and Potter 2015; Hacker and
Pierson 2020; De Vries and Hobolt 2020), our findings suggest that people’s
experiences of public service deprivation may also trigger concerns about
immigration – thereby linking material and cultural concerns. The extent
to which our results apply beyond the Italian case is an important topic for
future research. Since Italian politics has in many ways been at the forefront
of the wave of far-right electoral success in the advanced industrial world, it
is an important, and perhaps even crucial, case to study.

26A sample of official tweets by Italian political parties (see Section S10.2 of the SI)
suggests that far-right parties in Italy used anti-immigrant sentiment in their rhetoric
about public services.

27



References
Acharya, Avidit, Matthew Blackwell, and Maya Sen. 2016. “The Political

Legacy of American Slavery.” The Journal of Politics 78 (3): 621–641.

Ahlquist, John, Mark Copelovitch, and Stefanie Walter. 2020. “The Political
Consequences of External Economic Shocks: Evidence from Poland.”
American Journal of Political Science 64 (4): 904–920.

Albertazzi, Daniele, and Duncan McDonnell. 2007. Twenty-First Century
Populism: The Spectre of Western European Democracy. Springer.

Alesina, Alberto, Dorian Carloni, and Giampaolo Lecce. 2012. “The Electoral
Consequences of Large Fiscal Adjustments.” In Fiscal Policy after the
Financial Crisis, 531–570. University of Chicago Press.

Alesina, Alberto, Armando Miano, and Stefanie Stantcheva. 2018. Immigra-
tion and Redistribution. Technical report. National Bureau of Economic
Research.

Alesina, Alberto, and Stefanie Stantcheva. 2020. “Diversity, Immigration,
and Redistribution.” In AEA Papers and Proceedings, 110:329–34.

Autor, David H, David Dorn, and Gordon H Hanson. 2016. “The China
Shock: Learning from Labor-Market Adjustment to Large Changes in
Trade.” Annual Review of Economics 8:205–240.

Baccini, Leonardo, and Thomas Sattler. 2021. “Austerity, Economic Vulner-
ability, and Populism.” Available at SSRN 3766022.

Ballard-Rosa, Cameron, Mashail A Malik, Stephanie J Rickard, and Kenneth
Scheve. 2021. “The Economic Origins of Authoritarian Values: Evidence
from Local Trade Shocks in the United Kingdom.” Comparative Political
Studies 54 (13): 2321–2353.

Barca, Fabrizio. 2009. Agenda for a Reformed Cohesion Policy. European
Communities Brussels.

Barca, Fabrizio, Philip McCann, and Andrés Rodríguez-Pose. 2012. “The
Case for Regional Development Intervention: Place-Based versus Place-
Neutral Approaches.” Journal of Regional Science 52 (1): 134–152.

28



Belot, Céline. 2021. “Disentangling Varieties of French Nationalism, Why
Does it Matter?” French Politics 19 (2): 218–249.

Benedictis-Kessner, Justin de, and Christopher Warshaw. 2020. “Politics
in Forgotten Governments: the Partisan Composition of County Leg-
islatures and County Fiscal Policies.” The Journal of Politics 82 (2):
460–475.

Bertola, Giuseppe, and Daniele Checchi. 2004. “Sorting and Private Educa-
tion in Italy.” In Education, Training and Labour Market Outcomes in
Europe, 69–108. Springer.

Bertola, Giuseppe, Daniele Checchi, and Veruska Oppedisano. 2007. “Pri-
vate School Quality in Italy.” Giornale degli Economisti e Annali di
Economia, 375–400.

Blalock, Hubert M. 1967. Toward a Theory of Minority-Group Relations.
Vol. 325. New York: Wiley.

Bland, Gary, Derick Brinkerhoff, Diego Romero, Anna Wetterberg, and Erik
Wibbels. 2021. “Public Services, Geography, and Citizen Perceptions of
Government in Latin America.” Political Behavior, 1–28.

Blumer, Herbert. 1958. “Race Prejudice as a Sense of Group Position.”
Pacific Sociological Review 1 (1): 3–7.

Bolgherini, Silvia, Mattia Casula, and Mariano Marotta. 2018. “Pursuing
Defragmentation at the Municipal Level: Signs of a Changing Pattern?”
Modern Italy 23 (1): 85–102.

Bratsberg, Bernt, Jeremy Ferwerda, Henning Finseraas, and Andreas Kot-
sadam. 2021. “How Settlement Locations and Local Networks Influence
Immigrant Political Integration.” American Journal of Political Science
65 (3): 551–565.

Brinkerhoff, Derick W, Anna Wetterberg, and Erik Wibbels. 2018. “Dis-
tance, Services, and Citizen Perceptions of the State in Rural Africa.”
Governance 31 (1): 103–124.

Busemeyer, Marius R. 2013. “Education Funding and Individual Preferences
for Redistribution.” European Sociological Review 29 (6): 1122–1133.

29



Campo, Francesco, Sara Giunti, and Mariapia Mendola. 2021. “The Refugee
Crisis and Right-wing Populism: Evidence from the Italian Dispersal
Policy.”

Castells, Manuel. 2000. “Materials for an Exploratory Theory of the Network
Society.” The British Journal of Sociology 51 (1): 5–24.

Cavaille, Charlotte, and Jeremy Ferwerda. 2022. “How Distributional Conflict
over In-Kind Benefits Generates Support for Anti-Immigrant Parties.”
Journal of Politics.

Cho, Wendy K Tam, and James G Gimpel. 2010. “Rough Terrain: Spa-
tial Variation in Campaign Contributing and Volunteerism.” American
Journal of Political Science 54 (1): 74–89.

Colantone, Italo, and Piero Stanig. 2018. “Global Competition and Brexit.”
American Political Science Review 112 (2): 201–218.

. 2019. “The Surge of Economic Nationalism in Western Europe.”
Journal of Economic Perspectives 33 (4): 128–51.

Colombo, Francesco, and Elias Dinas. 2022. “Networks of Grievances: Social
Capital and Mainstream Party Decline.” Forthcoming in Comparative
Political Studies.

Cramer, Katherine J. 2016. The Politics of Resentment: Rural Consciousness
in Wisconsin and the Rise of Scott Walker. University of Chicago Press.

Dancygier, Rafaela, Sirus H Dehdari, David Laitin, Moritz Marbach, and
Kåre Vernby. 2022. “Emigration and Populism.”

Dancygier, Rafaela M, and David D Laitin. 2014. “Immigration into Europe:
Economic Discrimination, Violence, and Public Policy.” Annual Review
of Political Science 17:43–64.

De Vries, Catherine E, and Sara B Hobolt. 2020. Political Entrepreneurs.
Princeton University Press.

Dehdari, Sirus H. 2022. “Economic Distress and Support for Radical Right
Parties—Evidence from Sweden.” Comparative Political Studies 55 (2):
191–221.

30



Devillanova, Carlo. 2021. “Tolerant or Segregated? Immigration and Electoral
Outcomes in Urban Areas.” Papers in Regional Science 100 (2): 495–
515.

Dinas, Elias, Konstantinos Matakos, Dimitrios Xefteris, and Dominik Hangart-
ner. 2019. “Waking up the Golden Dawn: Does Exposure to the Refugee
Crisis Increase Support for Extreme-Right Parties?” Political Analysis
27 (2): 244–254.

Dorigatti, Lisa, Anna Mori, and Stefano Neri. 2018. “Pubblico e Privato nei
Servizi Sociali ed Educativi: il Ruolo delle Istituzioni del Mercato del
Lavoro e delle Dinamiche Politiche.” La Rivista delle Politiche Sociali
3:209–231.

. 2020. “Public, Private or Hybrid? Providing Care Services Under
Austerity: the Case of Italy.” International Journal of Sociology and
Social Policy 40 (11/12): 1279–1300.

Dowding, Keith, and Peter John. 2012. Exits, Voices and Social Investment:
Citizens’ Reaction to Public Services. Cambridge University Press.

. 2008. “The Three Exit, Three Voice and Loyalty Framework: A Test
with Survey Data on Local Services.” Political Studies 56 (2): 288–311.

Duch, Raymond M, and Randolph T Stevenson. 2008. The Economic Vote:
How Political and Economic Institutions Condition Election Results.
Cambridge University Press.

Dustmann, Christian, Kristine Vasiljeva, and Anna Piil Damm. 2019. “Refugee
Migration and Electoral Outcomes.” The Review of Economic Studies
86 (5): 2035–2091.

Elgenius, Gabriella, and Jens Rydgren. 2019. “Frames of Nostalgia and
Belonging: The Resurgence of Ethno-Nationalism in Sweden.” European
Societies 21 (4): 583–602.

. 2017. “The Sweden Democrats and the Ethno-Nationalist Rhetoric
of Decay and Betrayal.” Sociologisk Forskning, 353–358.

Emmenegger, Patrick, Silja Häusermann, Bruno Palier, and Martin Seeleib-
Kaiser. 2012. The Age of Dualization: The Changing Face of Inequality
in Deindustrializing Societies. OUP USA.

31



Fetzer, Thiemo. 2019. “Did Austerity Cause Brexit?” American Economic
Review 109 (11): 3849–86.

Fiorina, Morris P. 1978. “Economic Retrospective Voting in American
National Elections: A Micro-Analysis.” American Journal of Political
Science, 426–443.

Gennaro, Gloria. 2022. “Immigration, Public Housing and Welfare Chauvin-
ism.”

Gidron, Noam, and Peter A Hall. 2020. “Populism as a Problem of Social
Integration.” Comparative Political Studies 53 (7): 1027–1059.

Giger, Nathalie, and Moira Nelson. 2011. “The Electoral Consequences of
Welfare State Retrenchment: Blame Avoidance or Credit Claiming in the
Era of Permanent Austerity?” European Journal of Political Research
50 (1): 1–23.

Gingrich, Jane. 2019. “Did State Responses to Automation Matter for
Voters?” Research & Politics 6 (1).

Grembi, Veronica, Tommaso Nannicini, and Ugo Troiano. 2016. “Do Fiscal
Rules Matter?” American Economic Journal: Applied Economics, 1–30.

Hacker, Jacob S, and Paul Pierson. 2020. Let Them Eat Tweets: How the
Right Rules in an Age of Extreme Inequality. Liveright Publishing.

Hacker, Jacob S, et al. 2002. The Divided Welfare State: The Battle over
Public and Private Social Benefits in the United States. Cambridge
University Press.

Hainmueller, Jens, and Daniel J Hopkins. 2015. “The Hidden American
Immigration Consensus: A Conjoint Analysis of Attitudes Toward
Immigrants.” American Journal of Political Science 59 (3): 529–548.

Halla, Martin, Alexander F Wagner, and Josef Zweimüller. 2017. “Immigra-
tion and Voting for the Far Right.” Journal of the European Economic
Association 15 (6): 1341–1385.

Harjunen, Oskari, Tuukka Saarimaa, and Janne Tukiainen. 2021. “Political
Representation and Effects of Municipal Mergers.” Political Science
Research and Methods 9 (1): 72–88.

32



Harteveld, Eelco, Wouter Van der Brug, Sarah De Lange, and Tom Van der
Meer. 2021. “Multiple Roots of the Populist Radical Right: Support for
the Dutch PVV in Cities and the Countryside.” European Journal of
Political Research.

Hern, Erin. 2019. Developing States, Shaping Citizenship: Service Delivery
and Political Participation in Zambia. University of Michigan Press.

Hochschild, Arlie Russell. 2018. Strangers in Their Own Land: Anger and
Mourning on the American Right. The New Press.

Hooijer, Gerda. 2021. “‘They Take Our Houses’: Benefit Competition and
the Erosion of Support for Immigrants’ Social Rights.” British Journal
of Political Science 51 (4): 1381–1401.

Hopkins, Daniel J. 2010. “Politicized Places: Explaining Where and When
Immigrants Provoke Local Opposition.” American Political Science
Review 104 (1): 40–60.

Huber, John D, and Piero Stanig. 2011. “Church-State Separation and
Redistribution.” Journal of Public Economics 95 (7-8): 828–836.

Hübscher, Evelyne, Thomas Sattler, and Markus Wagner. 2021. “Voter
Responses to Fiscal Austerity.” British Journal of Political Science 51
(4): 1751–1760.

Im, Zhen Jie, Nonna Mayer, Bruno Palier, and Jan Rovny. 2019. “The
“Losers of Automation”: A Reservoir of Votes for the Radical Right?”
Research & Politics 6 (1).

Koch, Philippe, and Philippe E Rochat. 2017. “The Effects of Local Govern-
ment Consolidation on Turnout: Evidence from a Quasi-Experiment in
Switzerland.” Swiss Political Science Review 23 (3): 215–230.

Kumlin, Staffan, and Isabelle Stadelmann-Steffen. 2014. How welfare states
shape the democratic public: Policy feedback, participation, voting, and
attitudes. Edward Elgar Publishing.

Kurer, Thomas, and Aina Gallego. 2019. “Distributional Consequences of
Technological Change: Worker-Level Evidence.” Research & Politics 6
(1).

33



Lassen, David Dreyer, and Søren Serritzlew. 2011. “Jurisdiction Size and
Local Democracy: Evidence on Internal Political Efficacy from Large-
Scale Municipal Reform.” American Political Science Review 105 (2):
238–258.

Lewis-Beck, Michael S. 1988. “Economics and the American Voter: Past,
Present, Future.” Political Behavior 10 (1): 5–21.

Luttmer, Erzo FP. 2001. “Group loyalty and the taste for redistribution.”
Journal of political Economy 109 (3): 500–528.

Magni, Gabriele. 2021. “Economic Inequality, Immigrants and Selective
Solidarity: From Perceived Lack of Opportunity to In-Group Favoritism.”
British Journal of Political Science 51 (4): 1357–1380.

Margalit, Yotam. 2011. “Costly Jobs: Trade-Related Layoffs, Government
Compensation, and Voting in US Elections.” American Political Science
Review 105 (1): 166–188.

Maxwell, Rahsaan. 2019. “Cosmopolitan Immigration Attitudes in Large
European Cities: Contextual or Compositional Effects?” American
Political Science Review 113 (2): 456–474.

. 2020. “Geographic Divides and Cosmopolitanism: Evidence from
Switzerland.” Comparative Political Studies 53 (13): 2061–2090.

Mcloughlin, Claire. 2015. “When Does Service Delivery Improve the Le-
gitimacy of a Fragile or Conflict-Affected State?” Governance 28 (3):
341–356.

Mettler, Suzanne, and Joe Soss. 2004. “The Consequences of Public Policy
for Democratic Citizenship: Bridging Policy Studies and Mass Politics.”
Perspectives on Politics 2 (1): 55–73.

Meuleman, Bart, Eldad Davidov, and Jaak Billiet. 2009. “Changing Attitudes
Toward Immigration in Europe, 2002–2007: A Dynamic Group Conflict
Theory Approach.” Social Science Research 38 (2): 352–365.

Mudde, Cas. 2007. Populist Radical Right Parties in Europe. Cambridge:
Cambridge university press.

. 2019. The Far Right Today. John Wiley & Sons.

34



Nemerever, Zoe, and Melissa Rogers. 2021. “Measuring the Rural Continuum
in Political Science.” Political Analysis 29 (3): 267–286.

Patana, Pauliina. 2020. “Changes in Local Context and Electoral Support
for the Populist Radical Right: Evidence from Finland.” Party Politics
26 (6): 718–729.

. 2021. “Residential Constraints and the Political Geography of the
Populist Radical Right: Evidence from France.” Perspectives on Politics,
1–18.

Pirro, Andrea LP. 2022. “Far Right: The Significance of an Umbrella Con-
cept.” Nations and Nationalism.

Powell Jr, G Bingham, and Guy D Whitten. 1993. “A Cross-National
Analysis of Economic Voting: Taking Account of the Political Context.”
American Journal of Political Science, 391–414.

Primo, David M, and James M Snyder Jr. 2010. “Party Strength, the Personal
Vote, and Government Spending.” American Journal of Political Science
54 (2): 354–370.

Quillian, Lincoln. 1995. “Prejudice as a Response to Perceived Group Threat:
Population Composition and Anti-Immigrant and Racial Prejudice in
Europe.” American Sociological Review, 586–611.

Riaz, Sascha, Daniel Bischof, and Markus Wagner. 2021. “Out-group Threat
and Xenophobic Hate Crimes-Evidence of Local Intergroup Conflict
Dynamics Between Immigrants and Natives.”

Rodríguez-Pose, Andrés. 2018. “The Revenge of the Places That Don’t
Matter (and What To Do About it).” Cambridge Journal of Regions,
Economy and Society 11 (1): 189–209.

Rodrik, Dani. 2016. “Premature Deindustrialization.” Journal of Economic
Growth 21 (1): 1–33.

Rydgren, Jens, and Patrick Ruth. 2013. “Contextual Explanations of Radical
Right-Wing Support in Sweden: Socioeconomic Marginalization, Group
Threat, and the Halo Effect.” Ethnic and Racial Studies 36 (4): 711–728.

35



Schaub, Max, Johanna Gereke, and Delia Baldassarri. 2021. “Strangers
in Hostile Lands: Exposure to Refugees and Right-Wing Support in
Germany’s Eastern Regions.” Comparative Political Studies 54 (3-4):
686–717.

Schlueter, Elmar, and Peer Scheepers. 2010. “The Relationship Between
Outgroup Size and Anti-Outgroup Attitudes: A Theoretical Synthesis
and Empirical Test of Group Threat-and Intergroup Contact Theory.”
Social Science Research 39 (2): 285–295.

Schneider, Anne, and Helen Ingram. 1993. “Social Construction of Target
Populations: Implications for Politics and Policy.” American Political
Science Review 87 (2): 334–347.

Shayo, Moses. 2009. “A Model of Social Identity with an Application to Po-
litical Economy: Nation, Class, and Redistribution.” American Political
Science Review 103 (2): 147–174.

Shklar, Judith N. 1991. American Citizenship: The Quest for Inclusion.
Harvard University Press.

Skocpol, Theda. 1995. Protecting Soldiers and Mothers: The Political Origins
of Social Policy in the United States. Harvard University Press.

Swianiewicz, Paweł, Adam Gendźwiłł, Kurt Houlberg, and Jan Erling
Klausen. 2022. Municipal Territorial Reforms of the 21st Century in
Europe. Routledge.

Tavits, Margit, and Joshua D Potter. 2015. “The Effect of Inequality and
Social Identity on Party Strategies.” American Journal of Political
Science 59 (3): 744–758.

Tiebout, Charles M. 1956. “A Pure Theory of Local Expenditures.” Journal
of Political Economy 64 (5): 416–424.

Urban, Carly, and Sarah Niebler. 2014. “Dollars on the Sidewalk: Should US
Presidential Candidates Advertise in Uncontested States?” American
Journal of Political Science 58 (2): 322–336.

Walter, Stefanie. 2021. “The Backlash Against Globalization.” Annual Review
of Political Science 24 (1): 421–442.

36



Supplementary Information

S1 Party Classification

Table S1.1: Far-Right Parties in Italian Elections

Election Year

Party 2001 2006 2008 2013 2018

Alleanza Nazionale ✓ ✓
Alternativa Sociale Mussolini ✓
Azione Sociale Mussolini ✓
Casapound Italia ✓ ✓
Destra Nazionale ✓
Fiamma Tricolore ✓ ✓ ✓
Forza Nuova ✓ ✓ ✓
Fratelli d’Italia ✓ ✓
Fronte Nazionale ✓
Futuro e Libertà ✓
Italia agli Italiani ✓
La Destra ✓
La Destra - Fiamma Tricolore ✓
Lega ✓
Lega Nord ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Rifondazione Missina Italiana ✓
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S2 Summary Statistics

Table S2.1: Summary Statistics of Municipal-Level Variables (Studies 1 and
2)

Mean SD Min Max

Distance to Service Hubs (Km, 2008) 22.98 15.75 0 240
Service Hub (2013) 0.04 0.20 0 1
Mean Altitude (m, 2011) 466.56 454.64 0.36 2,776.96
Population Over 65 (%, 2013) 0.23 0.06 0.06 0.63
Female Population (%, 2013) 0.51 0.02 0.38 0.60
University Graduates (%, 2011) 0.07 0.03 0 0.29
Population Size (2008) 7,415.39 39,724.82 0 2,604,557
Average Income (€, 2008) 15,500.70 3,454.45 6,362.95 45,383.59
Far-Right Parties Vote Shares (%, 2001-18) 0.18 0.12 0 0.74
Turnout (%, 2001-18) 0.79 0.09 0.04 1
Pro-Redistribution Parties Vote Hares (%, 2001-18) 0.39 0.16 0 0.89

Municipalities 40,495

Table S2.2: Summary Statistics of Municipal Public Service Provision
Indicators (Study 2)

Mean SD Min Max

Services Against Standard Demand
Local Police -9.84 69.49 -99.80 2,962.24
Public Registry 1.49 31.37 -99.96 534.73
Garbage Collection -0.90 51.32 -99.97 392.38
Service Capacity
Local Police 5.10 1.74 1 10
Public Registry 5.27 2.02 1 10
Garbage Collection 6.03 2.09 1 10

Municipalities 2009 6,671
Municipalities 2013 6,668
Municipalities Total 13,339
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Table S2.3: Summary Statistics of Study 3 Variables

Mean SD Min Max

Individual Level
Age Group

18 − 24 0.09 0.28 0 1
25 − 34 0.15 0.35 0 1
35 − 44 0.14 0.35 0 1
45 − 54 0.18 0.39 0 1
55 − 64 0.19 0.39 0 1
> 64 0.25 0.43 0 1

Gender 1.52 0.5 1 2
Education

No Qualification 0.03 0.16 0 1
Primary 0.16 0.36 0 1
Lower Secondary 0.35 0.48 0 1
Professional 0.07 0.26 0 1
Upper Secondary 0.29 0.45 0 1
Tertiary 0.11 0.31 0 1

Occupation Group
Manager 0.03 0.17 0 1
Teacher 0.04 0.19 0 1
Employee 0.17 0.37 0 1
Construction Worker 0.20 0.40 0 1
Entrepreneur 0.02 0.13 0 1
Self-Employed 0.06 0.24 0 1
Cooperative Member 0.01 0.09 0 1
Other Contract 0.02 0.16 0 1
On Welfare 0.21 0.40 0 1
Retired 0.18 0.39 0 1
Student 0.05 0.22 0 1

Municipal Level
Mean Altitude (m, 2011) 221.73 243.62 0.36 2,776.96
Foreigners (%, 2013) 0.08 0.05 0 0.23
Population Over 65 (%, 2013) 0.21 0.04 0.09 0.49
Female Population (%, 2013) 0.52 0.01 0.45 0.54
University Graduates (%, 2011) 0.11 0.05 0.02 0.27
Population Size (2008) 230,275.30 574,838.26 144 2,604,557
Average Income (€, 2008) 18,034.45 4,111.04 7,919.10 34,234.85
Outcomes
Left-Right Scale 0 1 -1.87 1.82
Anti-Immigrant Scale 4.48 1.95 2 8
Trust Scale 0 1.73 -3.07 5.02

Respondents 7,140
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S3 Full Table Results for Main Estimates

Table S3.1: Public Service Deprivation (Distance to Public Service Hubs)
and Far-Right Support

Far-Right

(1) (2)

Distance (tertiles, ref. = 1st)

2nd tertile 0.016∗∗∗ 0.009∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.001)
3rd tertile 0.028∗∗∗ 0.013∗∗∗

(0.002) (0.002)
Mean altitude 0.000∗∗∗

(0.000)
Population over 65 -0.086∗∗∗

(0.014)
Female population -0.084+

(0.044)
University graduates -0.165∗∗∗

(0.030)
Population size 0.000

(0.000)
Average income -0.000∗∗∗

(0.000)
Foreigners 0.025

(0.020)

Province FE ✓ ✓
Year FE ✓ ✓
N 16,194 16,194
R2 0.81 0.82

Notes: The table reproduces Table 1 in the main text adding full information on control variables’
coefficients. Standard errors (in parentheses) clustered at the municipality level. + p < 0.10, ∗

p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001.
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Table S3.2: Effect of Public Service Deprivation (Exposure to the 2010
Reform) on Left-Right Identification and Anti-Immigrant Attitudes

Left-Right Anti-Immigrant

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

Exposure to the reform -0.254∗ -0.279∗ -0.537∗ -0.536∗

(0.113) (0.120) (0.223) (0.257)
Post 2010 -0.590∗∗∗ -0.575∗∗∗ -0.814∗ -0.966∗∗

(0.141) (0.136) (0.382) (0.359)
Exposure × Post 2010 0.329∗ 0.292∗ 0.680∗ 0.657∗

(0.136) (0.134) (0.295) (0.295)
Age between 25 and 34 0.078 0.142 -0.919∗∗ -0.831∗∗

(0.112) (0.109) (0.302) (0.300)
Age between 35 and 44 0.066 0.068 -0.361 -0.311

(0.121) (0.121) (0.315) (0.306)
Age between 45 and 54 0.012 0.032 -0.500 -0.378

(0.122) (0.122) (0.331) (0.332)
Age between 55 and 64 0.035 0.058 -0.559 -0.360

(0.123) (0.122) (0.357) (0.342)
Age Over 65 0.015 0.030 -0.299 -0.120

(0.144) (0.143) (0.387) (0.373)
Female -0.012 0.021 0.096 0.166

(0.070) (0.065) (0.160) (0.148)
Elementary License 0.298 0.368 -0.198 -0.179

(0.204) (0.229) (0.351) (0.359)
Middle School License 0.354+ 0.438∗ -0.696+ -0.681+

(0.197) (0.222) (0.372) (0.370)
Professional Diploma 0.390+ 0.452+ -0.983∗ -0.761+

(0.216) (0.242) (0.453) (0.452)
High School Diploma 0.240 0.374+ -1.225∗∗ -1.162∗∗

(0.201) (0.227) (0.392) (0.393)
Tertiary Degree 0.128 0.213 -1.441∗∗ -1.431∗∗

(0.217) (0.251) (0.484) (0.497)
Teacher -0.487+ -0.550+ -0.792 -0.641

(0.288) (0.285) (0.895) (0.873)
Employee -0.350 -0.338 -0.350 -0.362

(0.278) (0.278) (0.868) (0.846)
Worker -0.183 -0.154 0.458 0.377

(0.281) (0.280) (0.860) (0.836)
Entrepreneur 0.168 0.133 0.125 0.180

(0.327) (0.338) (0.895) (0.854)
Independent Contractor 0.205 0.214 0.107 0.005

(0.296) (0.302) (0.885) (0.865)
Cooperative Member -0.064 0.018 0.644 1.016

(0.420) (0.465) (1.133) (1.078)
Other Contract 0.355 0.307 0.807 0.822

(0.344) (0.327) (0.969) (0.967)
Unemployed, On Welfare 0.137 0.129 0.012 -0.137

(0.280) (0.278) (0.852) (0.831)

Continued on the next page
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Table S3.2 continued

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

Retired -0.304 -0.262 -0.458 -0.554
(0.269) (0.271) (0.861) (0.863)

Student -0.007 -0.050 -0.604 -0.654
(0.288) (0.291) (0.924) (0.911)

Mean Altitude 0.000 0.000∗

(0.000) (0.000)
Foreigners 0.923 0.299

(1.074) (2.753)
Population Over 65 -1.282 -5.193∗

(0.847) (2.137)
Female Population -5.265+ 11.293+

(3.056) (6.830)
University Graduates 2.169 5.309

(2.208) (6.023)
Population Size -0.000∗ -0.000

(0.000) (0.000)
Average Income -0.000 -0.000

(0.000) (0.000)

Wave FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Region FE ✓ ✓
N 1282 1274 991 986
R2 0.10 0.15 0.16 0.26

Notes: The table reproduces Table 6 in the main text adding full information on control variables’
coefficients. Robust standard errors in parentheses. + p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗

p < 0.001.
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S4 Results Using Alternative Specifications of
Distance to Public Services

Table S4.1: Public Service Deprivation (Continuous Distance to Public
Service Hubs) and Far-Right Support

Far-Right

(1) (2)

Distance (km) 0.001∗∗∗ 0.000∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000)
Mean Altitude 0.000∗∗∗

(0.000)
Population Over 65 -0.079∗∗∗

(0.014)
Female Population -0.076+

(0.044)
University Graduates -0.160∗∗∗

(0.030)
Population Size 0.000

(0.000)
Average Income -0.000∗∗∗

(0.000)
Foreigners 0.027

(0.020)

Province FE ✓ ✓
Year FE ✓ ✓
N 16,194 16,194
R2 0.81 0.82

Notes: The table reproduces Table 1 in the main text using a continuous measure of distance
to public service hubs. Standard errors (in parentheses) clustered at the municipality level. +

p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001.
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S5 Municipal-Level Matching

Figure S5.1: Balance Plot of Municipal-Level Covariates Before and After
MDM

S6 Measures of Municipal Public Service Delivery
and Capacity

Since 2009, the Ministry of Economy and Finance has been monitoring public
spending and service delivery in Italian municipalities. Every year, it collects
a municipal survey containing a large number of questions on municipal
characteristics, and the expense and quantity of services provided by the
municipality. The ministry then uses predictive models to calculate the
average expense and quantity of services provided in Italian municipalities
accounting for their characteristics. This predicted value constitutes the
benchmark against which to compare the actual quantity of services provided
by the municipality in the previous year, as we do to calculate the two
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indicators used in this paper. Additional information about the survey
questionnaire, the available data, and the econometric models used to
compute the indicators can be found at https://www.opencivitas.it/it/
note-metodologiche.

S7 Phrasing of Survey Questions and Variable
Coding

Left-Right Scale: E pensando alle Sue opinioni politiche, Lei in quale
casella si collocherebbe su una scala da 1 a 10 dove 1 significa la sinistra
e 10 la destra? Moving to your political opinions, where would you place
yourself on a scale from 1 to 10 where 1 is left and 10 is right?
Immigration Scale: Le leggerò ora alcune affermazioni su politica ed
economia che vengono fatte correntemente. Mi dica per ognuna se lei è per
niente, poco, abbastanza o molto d’accordo: Gli immigrati sono un pericolo
per la nostra cultura. I will now read some common statements on politics
and the economy. Tell me, for each of them, if you agree, partially agree,
partially disagree or disagree: Immigrants are dangerous for our national
culture.
Le leggerò ora alcune affermazioni su politica ed economia che vengono fatte
correntemente. Mi dica per ognuna se lei è per niente, poco, abbastanza o
molto d’accordo: Gli immigrati sono un pericolo per l’occupazione (si intende
l’occupazione degli italiani). I will now read some common statements on
politics and the economy. Tell me, for each of them, if you agree, partially
agree, partially disagree or disagree: Immigrants are dangerous for Italians’
employment.
Trust Scale: Ora le leggo un elenco di istituzioni e mi dica, per ciascuna di
esse, quanta fiducia ha (cioè molta fiducia, abbastanza fiducia, poca fiducia,
nessuna fiducia). Now I will read a list of institutions. Please tell me how
much do you trust each of them (very much, trust, little trust, no trust).

Due to scale changes over time, we standardize the variables Trust Scale and
Left-Right Scale to obtain consistent values over time. For what concerns
Trust Scale, the first ITANES panel (the first three waves) operationalizes the
levels of trust in different political institutions on a 4-point scale, whereas the
second does so on a 10-point one. In both cases, higher values correspond to
higher levels of trust. As for Left-Right Scale, the first panel uses a 10-point
scale, ranging from 1 to 10, while that of the second panel spans from 0 to
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11. We create our standardized variables by subtracting from each value
the mean of the distribution and dividing by the standard deviation.

For our control variables, we recoded the variable Age, originally com-
puted as a continuous variable, by grouping it into six categories. The
variable Occupation summarizes two original survey variables, Profession
and Activity. The former is a 17-point discrete variable indicating the re-
spondent’s job type. The latter is an 8-point indicator of the general activity
of the respondent, either inside or outside the labor market. The variable
Occupation combines them to create a more comprehensive proxy for the
respondent’s activity, either inside or outside the labor market.
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S8 Individual-Level Results on Reform Effect by
Single Survey Item

Table S8.1: Effect of Exposure to the 2010 Reform on Anti-Immigrant
Attitudes by Single Survey Item

Bad for Culture Bad for Employment

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

Exposure to reform -0.241+ -0.218 -0.295∗ -0.318∗

(0.127) (0.141) (0.120) (0.143)
Post 2010 -0.338+ -0.380∗ -0.476∗ -0.587∗∗

(0.203) (0.192) (0.212) (0.207)
Exposure × Post 2010 0.317+ 0.286+ 0.363∗ 0.371∗

(0.168) (0.165) (0.162) (0.164)
Age between 25 and 34 -0.505∗∗ -0.440∗ -0.414∗ -0.391∗

(0.185) (0.184) (0.182) (0.177)
Age between 35 and 44 -0.105 -0.061 -0.257 -0.251

(0.197) (0.191) (0.185) (0.181)
Age between 45 and 54 -0.225 -0.135 -0.275 -0.243

(0.200) (0.197) (0.196) (0.195)
Age between 55 and 64 -0.136 -0.025 -0.423∗ -0.334+

(0.218) (0.208) (0.197) (0.189)
Age Over 65 -0.022 0.092 -0.277 -0.212

(0.233) (0.227) (0.213) (0.203)
Female 0.059 0.095 0.036 0.071

(0.093) (0.086) (0.085) (0.080)
Elementary License -0.076 -0.086 -0.122 -0.093

(0.208) (0.214) (0.180) (0.177)
Middle School License -0.283 -0.290 -0.413∗ -0.392∗

(0.222) (0.218) (0.189) (0.187)
Professional Diploma -0.277 -0.151 -0.707∗∗ -0.610∗∗

(0.264) (0.262) (0.234) (0.234)
High School Diploma -0.487∗ -0.458∗ -0.738∗∗∗ -0.705∗∗∗

(0.236) (0.233) (0.200) (0.201)
Tertiary Degree -0.564∗ -0.587∗ -0.877∗∗∗ -0.844∗∗∗

(0.284) (0.289) (0.241) (0.247)
Teacher -0.520 -0.460 -0.272 -0.181

(0.469) (0.456) (0.463) (0.455)
Employee -0.345 -0.388 -0.005 0.026

(0.466) (0.456) (0.423) (0.413)
Worker 0.011 -0.047 0.447 0.424

(0.465) (0.456) (0.415) (0.402)
Entrepreneur -0.052 -0.009 0.177 0.189

(0.478) (0.466) (0.446) (0.421)
Independent Contractor -0.168 -0.230 0.274 0.236

(0.480) (0.472) (0.431) (0.421)
Cooperative Member 0.296 0.479 0.347 0.536

(0.581) (0.570) (0.570) (0.531)
Other Contract 0.234 0.229 0.573 0.593

(0.533) (0.537) (0.473) (0.469)
Unemployed, On Welfare -0.200 -0.281 0.212 0.144

(0.461) (0.453) (0.415) (0.405)

Continued on the next page

47



Table S8.1 continued

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

Retired -0.465 -0.528 0.007 -0.026
(0.472) (0.474) (0.414) (0.414)

Student -0.531 -0.558 -0.073 -0.095
(0.507) (0.501) (0.460) (0.453)

Mean Altitude 0.000∗ 0.000+

(0.000) (0.000)
Foreigners 0.287 0.012

(1.568) (1.390)
Population Over 65 -3.435∗∗ -1.758

(1.131) (1.192)
Female Population 4.351 6.942+

(3.882) (3.720)
University Graduates 2.680 2.629

(3.299) (3.487)
Population Size -0.000 -0.000

(0.000) (0.000)
Average Income -0.000 -0.000

(0.000) (0.000)

Wave FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Region FE ✓ ✓
N 993 988 993 988
R2 0.14 0.21 0.16 0.22

Notes: The table reproduces Table 6 in the main text using single survey items as a dependent
variable. Robust standard errors in parentheses. + p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗

p < 0.001.
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S9 Results on Reform Effect, Disaggregating by
Time and Area

Table S9.1: Effect of Exposure to the 2010 Reform on Far-Right Support by
Single Election

Far-Right

(1) (2)

Exposure to the reform (rt1 (2013)) 0.003+ 0.004+

(0.002) (0.002)

Exposure to the reform (rt2 (2018)) 0.007+ 0.008+

(0.004) (0.005)

Placebo (rt−1 (2008)) 0.004
(0.004)

Municipality FE ✓ ✓
Year FE ✓ ✓
N 34,434 34,434
R2 0.60 0.60

Notes: The table reproduces Table 2 in the main text disaggregating the treatment variable by
year. Standard errors (in parentheses) clustered at the municipality level. + p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05,
∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001.
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Figure S9.1: Effect of Exposure to the 2010 Reform on Voting by Macro
Area
Notes: The plot reproduces the DID estimates of Table 2 splitting the sample by northern
and southern regions. We exclude central regions (Marche, Umbria, Tuscany, Lazio and
Sardinia).

50



S10 Pro-Redistribution Parties
S10.1 Party Classification

Table S10.1: Pro-Redistribution Parties in Italian Elections

Election Year

Party 2001 2006 2008 2013 2018

Comunisti Italiani ✓ ✓
Democratici di Sinistra ✓
Il Girasole ✓
L’Ulivo ✓
Liberi e Uguali ✓
Movimento 5 Stelle ✓ ✓
Partito Comunista ✓
Partito di Alternativa Comunista ✓ ✓
Partito Democratico ✓ ✓ ✓
Partito Socialista ✓
Per una Sinistra Rivoluzionaria ✓
Potere al Popolo! ✓
Rifondazione Comunista ✓ ✓
Rivoluzione Civile ✓
Sinistra Critica ✓
Sinistra Ecologia Libertà ✓
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Figure S10.1: CHES Party Scores on Economic Left-Right
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Figure S10.2: CHES Party Scores on Immigration Policy
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S10.2 Examples of Far-Right and Pro-Redistribution Rhetoric
on Public Service Provision

Figure S10.3: Tweets by Far-Right Parties (Lega)
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Figure S10.4: Tweets by Far-Right Parties (Fratelli d’Italia)
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Figure S10.5: Tweets by Far-Right Parties (Casapound)
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Figure S10.6: Tweets by Pro-Redistribution Parties (Democratic Party)
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Figure S10.7: Tweets by Pro-Redistribution Parties (Five Star Movement)
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Figure S10.8: Tweets by Pro-Redistribution Parties (Liberi e Uguali)
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S10.3 Results on Pro-Redistribution Parties

Table S10.2: Public Service Deprivation (Distance to Public Service Hubs)
and Pro-Redistribution Parties

Pro-Redistribution

(1) (2)

Distance (tertiles, ref. = 1st)

2nd tertile -0.023∗∗∗ -0.013∗∗∗

(0.002) (0.002)
3rd tertile -0.042∗∗∗ -0.025∗∗∗

(0.003) (0.003)
Mean Altitude -0.000∗∗∗

(0.000)
Population Over 65 0.139∗∗∗

(0.024)
Female Population 0.179∗∗

(0.068)
University Graduates 0.150∗∗

(0.049)
Population Size -0.000

(0.000)
Average Income 0.000∗∗∗

(0.000)
Foreigners -0.037

(0.031)

Province FE ✓ ✓
Year FE ✓ ✓
N 16,194 16,194
R2 0.60 0.62

Notes: The table reproduces Table 1 in the main text using the vote share for pro-redistribution
parties as a dependent variable. Standard errors (in parentheses) clustered at the municipality
level. + p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001.
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Table S10.3: Effect of Public Service Deprivation (Exposure to the 2010
Reform) on Pro-Redistribution Parties

Pro-Redistribution

(1) (2)

Exposure to the reform (r) -0.006∗ -0.008∗

(0.003) (0.003)

Placebo (rt−1) -0.005∗

(0.002)

Municipality FE ✓ ✓
Year FE ✓ ✓
N 34,419 34,419
R2 0.80 0.80

Notes: The table reproduces Table 2 in the main text using the vote share for pro-redistribution
parties as a dependent variable. Standard errors (in parentheses) clustered at the municipality
level. + p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001.
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S11 Results on Turnout and Trust in Politics

Table S11.1: Public Service Deprivation (Distance to Public Service Hubs)
and Turnout

Turnout

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

Distance (km) -0.001∗∗∗ -0.001∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000)
Distance (tertiles, ref. = 1st)

2nd tertile -0.024∗∗∗ -0.006∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.001)
3rd tertile -0.050∗∗∗ -0.016∗∗∗

(0.002) (0.002)
Mean Altitude -0.000∗∗∗ -0.000∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000)
Population Over 65 -0.293∗∗∗ -0.292∗∗∗

(0.014) (0.015)
Female Population 0.127∗∗ 0.145∗∗

(0.045) (0.046)
University Graduates 0.169∗∗∗ 0.176∗∗∗

(0.029) (0.030)
Population Size -0.000∗ -0.000∗

(0.000) (0.000)
Average Income 0.000∗∗∗ 0.000∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000)
Foreigners -0.094∗∗∗ -0.101∗∗∗

(0.013) (0.013)

Province FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Year FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
N 16,194 16,194 16,194 16,194
R2 0.60 0.67 0.61 0.67

Notes: The table reproduces Table 1 using turnout as a dependent variable. Standard errors
(in parentheses) clustered at the municipality level. + p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗

p < 0.001.
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Table S11.2: Effect of Public Service Deprivation (Exposure to the 2010
Reform) on Turnout

Turnout

(1) (2)

Exposure to the reform (r) 0.003 0.005+

(0.002) (0.003)

Placebo (rt−1) 0.006∗

(0.003)

Municipality FE ✓ ✓
Year FE ✓ ✓
N 34,420 34,420
R2 0.48 0.48

Notes: The table reproduces Table 2 in the main text using turnout as a dependent variable.
Standard errors (in parentheses) clustered at the municipality level. + p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗

p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001.
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Table S11.3: Effect of Public Service Deprivation (Exposure to the 2010
Reform) on Trust in Political Institutions

Trust Scale Single Survey Item

Parliament Parties

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

Exposure to the reform -0.127 -0.174 -0.176 -0.220+ 0.049 0.046
(0.197) (0.208) (0.123) (0.124) (0.134) (0.146)

Post 2010 0.183 0.109 0.114 0.059 0.069 0.050
(0.273) (0.267) (0.160) (0.155) (0.173) (0.175)

Exposure × Post 2010 0.250 0.272 0.263+ 0.260+ -0.013 0.012
(0.250) (0.249) (0.150) (0.147) (0.156) (0.157)

Age between 25 and 34 -0.601∗ -0.516∗ -0.251+ -0.178 -0.351∗ -0.338∗

(0.246) (0.259) (0.141) (0.146) (0.159) (0.168)
Age between 35 and 44 -0.589∗ -0.586∗ -0.270+ -0.249+ -0.319+ -0.338+

(0.266) (0.269) (0.148) (0.150) (0.177) (0.181)
Age between 45 and 54 -0.395 -0.387 -0.176 -0.127 -0.219 -0.260

(0.255) (0.262) (0.145) (0.148) (0.170) (0.177)
Age between 55 and 64 -0.365 -0.313 -0.137 -0.086 -0.228 -0.227

(0.271) (0.279) (0.157) (0.159) (0.175) (0.183)
Age Over 65 -0.028 -0.001 -0.073 -0.036 0.044 0.035

(0.300) (0.304) (0.174) (0.171) (0.200) (0.208)
Female 0.199 0.202 0.156∗ 0.156∗ 0.043 0.046

(0.129) (0.130) (0.074) (0.074) (0.076) (0.077)
Elementary License 0.635+ 0.391 0.021 -0.142 0.614∗ 0.533+

(0.384) (0.373) (0.333) (0.279) (0.251) (0.278)
Middle School License 1.070∗∗ 0.883∗ 0.250 0.116 0.820∗∗∗ 0.767∗∗

(0.378) (0.355) (0.329) (0.269) (0.241) (0.266)
Professional Diploma 1.117∗ 0.898∗ 0.325 0.202 0.792∗∗ 0.696∗

(0.435) (0.408) (0.351) (0.294) (0.270) (0.284)
High School Diploma 1.063∗∗ 0.854∗ 0.285 0.146 0.778∗∗ 0.708∗∗

(0.386) (0.366) (0.335) (0.276) (0.247) (0.274)
Tertiary Degree 1.063∗ 0.945∗ 0.361 0.278 0.701∗ 0.667∗

(0.447) (0.424) (0.360) (0.301) (0.279) (0.301)
Teacher 0.584 0.402 0.469 0.333 0.115 0.070

(0.590) (0.531) (0.345) (0.281) (0.333) (0.320)
Employee 0.489 0.344 0.352 0.280 0.137 0.064

(0.486) (0.408) (0.297) (0.234) (0.230) (0.225)
Worker 0.213 0.097 0.317 0.243 -0.104 -0.145

(0.456) (0.386) (0.280) (0.224) (0.218) (0.216)
Entrepreneur 0.582 0.318 0.559+ 0.425 0.024 -0.106

(0.571) (0.511) (0.334) (0.291) (0.314) (0.305)
Independent Contractor 0.695 0.628 0.637∗ 0.588∗ 0.058 0.040

(0.513) (0.446) (0.318) (0.262) (0.250) (0.248)
Cooperative Member 0.652 0.378 0.879∗ 0.714+ -0.227 -0.336

(0.632) (0.650) (0.369) (0.365) (0.360) (0.390)
Other Contract 0.072 -0.107 -0.003 -0.072 0.075 -0.035

(0.602) (0.540) (0.327) (0.286) (0.388) (0.352)
Unemployed, On Welfare -0.013 -0.029 0.105 0.087 -0.118 -0.116

(0.454) (0.387) (0.281) (0.223) (0.216) (0.215)

Continued on the next page
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Table S11.3 continued

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

Retired 0.103 0.016 0.271 0.224 -0.168 -0.208
(0.460) (0.405) (0.279) (0.229) (0.233) (0.232)

Student 0.346 0.325 0.285 0.285 0.062 0.040
(0.511) (0.460) (0.307) (0.261) (0.259) (0.268)

Mean Altitude -0.000 -0.000 -0.000
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Foreigners -1.421 -0.765 -0.656
(1.954) (1.082) (1.127)

Population Over 65 0.427 -0.204 0.631
(1.773) (1.001) (0.979)

Female Population 0.780 -0.909 1.689
(6.412) (3.667) (3.484)

University Graduates -1.707 -0.142 -1.565
(4.690) (2.676) (2.690)

Population Size -0.000 -0.000 0.000
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Average Income 0.000 0.000 0.000
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Wave FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Region FE ✓ ✓ ✓
N 1,068 1,061 1,068 1,061 1,068 1,061
R2 0.06 0.11 0.06 0.12 0.06 0.10

Notes: The table reproduces Table 6 in the main text using trust in political institutions as a
dependent variable. Robust standard errors in parentheses. + p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01,
∗∗∗ p < 0.001.
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S12 Results on Support for the Incumbent

Table S12.1: Effect of Public Service Deprivation (Exposure to the 2010
Reform) on National Incumbent

National Incumbent

(1) (2)

Exposure to the reform (r) -0.001 -0.001
(0.002) (0.003)

Placebo (rt−1) 0.000
(0.003)

Municipality FE ✓ ✓
Year FE ✓ ✓
N 34,419 34,419
R2 0.69 0.69

Notes: The table reproduces Table 2 using the vote share for the national incumbent as a
dependent variable. Standard errors (in parentheses) clustered at the municipality level. +

p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001.
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