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FIGURE 3. Budget performance and efficiency measures around 5,000, no term limit. Terms from
1993 to 2001; only mayors observed over two consecutive terms, with binding term limit in the
second. Cities with population between 3,250 and 6,750 inhabitants. The dashed lines are local
linear regression (LLR) with optimal symmetric bandwidth ! (see Table 3), and the solid lines are
runningmean smoothings of the variable on the vertical axis (with a bandwidth of 1), performed
separately on either side of the 5,000 threshold. The circles are the observed values averaged in
intervals of 100 inhabitants. All budget variables are in per-capita terms, expressed in euros at 2000
prices, and averaged over the mayoral term (election years excluded). All efficiency variables are in
percentage points, and averaged over the mayoral term (election years excluded): Speed of collection
is the ratio between collected and assessed revenues; Speed of payment is the ratio between paid and
committed outlays for public expenditure.

mayors without a binding term limit) and Figure 4 (for two-term mayors with a binding
term limit). In particular, there is a visible negative jump both in the total revenues
and expenditures per capita, while for the rest of the figures the graphical evidence is
less clear. Furthermore, the comparison of the two graphs confirms the absence of any
incentive effect, as the figures look almost the same irrespective of whether the term
limit is binding or not (indeed, the incentive effect is represented by the difference
between the two).22

should not affect our identification strategy, unless they were completely first-order. We actually observe
that, in municipalities between 3,500 and 6,500, only 5.3% of the mayors were appointed in the provincial
government, 1.8% in the regional government, and 0.4% in the national parliament. Importantly, we do
not detect any difference in the career prospects of mayors above and below 5,000.
22. An alternative explanation for the lack of any re-election incentive could be that Italian voters have
strong ideological preferences (“party alignment”), which makes the threat of non-re-election less credible.
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