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1 Introduction

Persuasion has long been deemed to be an art, and a very rewarding one.1 Persuading

customers to purchase a new product, a recruiting committee to award a promotion, po-

tential donors to contribute to a campaign, or citizens to vote for a candidate is a key to

success in business, personal career, fund-raising, and politics.2 “Persuasive communica-

tion” involves one or more senders trying to influence the behavior of a set of receivers

(DellaVigna and Gentzkow, 2010). Often, senders actively compete against each other to

persuade receivers.3 A key decision in competitive persuasion is whether to run an aggres-

sive campaign against rivals or to concentrate on self-promotion. For example, marketing

strategies may range from pure brand promotion to comparative advertising, political

campaigns may feature both positive and negative advertising, and even coworkers com-

peting for promotion may choose to praise themselves or to belittle the others. This issue

has been mainly addressed in political campaigns, where negative advertising is largely

allowed, following the seminal experiment by Ansolabehere et al. (1994). However, no

conclusive evidence emerges from the literature.

Persuasion styles are largely idiosyncratic, as they depend on the sender’s characteris-

tics. However, personal traits of the receivers might be just as important in determining

how effective a campaign can be. Among these traits, gender seems the natural candi-

date. Do advertisers use the same arguments to convince female and male buyers?4 Or do

parents raise their children using the same persuasion strategies for sons and daughters?

1According to Aristoteles and later to Plato, the art of persuasion consisted of five elements: “inven-
tio,” the research of the best arguments of persuasion; “dispositio,” the internal organization of those
arguments; “elocutio,” the style of communicating them; “memoria,” how to memorize arguments and
responses to possible counter-arguments, and “actio,” mimic or visual expression.

2Several evaluation studies suggest that persuasive communication matters, although the size of the
effect varies across markets and campaign tools. For example, the experimental literature summarized
in Green and Gerber (2004) shows that specific tools of political campaigns do affect turnout. In char-
ity donations, DellaVigna, List, and Malmendier (2012) find a strong effect of door-to-door persuasive
communication. Bertrand et al. (2010) randomize commercial mailers and show that advertising content
affects demand. A different strand of this literature evaluates the role of news media on political outcomes
(e.g., see DellaVigna and Kaplan, 2007; Gentzkow, Shapiro, and Sinkinson, 2011). See DellaVigna and
Gentzkow (2010) for a review of the empirical evidence on persuasion.

3See Gentzkow and Kamenica (2011) for a theoretical framework where competition in persuasion
increases the extent of information revealed.

4Studies on consumer behavior suggest that ads relating the advertised product to success over others
positively affect males’ intention to purchase (Prakash, 1992). On the other hand, males seem less likely to
be convinced by marketing campaigns emphasizing the quality of the product (Vilela and Nelson, 2006).
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Little effort has been made to identify behavioral differences by gender in response to

more or less aggressive communication strategies. A recent empirical literature suggests

that gender differences do emerge both in the attitude toward competition and in the

performance obtained in competitive environments (see Croson and Gneezy, 2009, and

Bertrand, 2010, for a review). Should we expect males and females to react differently

also as receivers of hostile (toward rivals) messages from competing senders? To tackle

this question, we study gender differences in the response to competitive persuasion in a

political campaign. We use a survey experiment in the field, run during the 2011 municipal

election in Milan, to analyze the effect of positive vs. negative electoral campaigning on

turnout and voting behavior of male and female voters.5

Our experiment was implemented by providing four surveys to an online sample of

about 1,500 eligible voters. Respondents to the initial profiling survey, conducted at the

end of March 2011, were randomly assigned to two treatment groups—positive vs. nega-

tive campaign—and to a control group exposed to no campaign at all. Individuals in the

positive (negative) group were exposed to an electoral campaign with a positive (nega-

tive) tone by the main opponent, and to the actual (non-randomized) campaign by the

incumbent, which was mainly perceived as negative by individuals in the control group.

We departure from existing studies on positive vs. negative campaigning by administer-

ing a “complete” electoral campaign. Previous experiments have typically randomized one

single campaign tool, such as a video (Ansolabehere et al., 1994) or canvassing (Arceneaux

and Nickerson, 2010). However, political campaigns are a bundle of different communi-

cation tools, which could potentially reinforce each other.6 To improve the intensity and

realism of our informational treatments, we thus expose individuals in our sample to four

devices of political persuasion: 1) a video interview with the candidate, 2) an electoral

slogan, 3) an open letter to the voters, and 4) a video ad endorsed by the candidate. Each

5See Section 3 for a discussion of the experimental literature on negative campaigning in political
science. Studies of political persuasion have emphasized characteristics of the receivers different from
gender (Fridkin and Kenney, 2011), such as being a politician’s core supporter (Glaeser, Ponzetto, and
Shapiro, 2005), or the role of social networks in magnifying the effectiveness of political communication
(Murphy and Shleifer, 2004). Gender has instead been widely studied as a politician’s attribute, looking at
its impact on public policy (Chattopadhyay and Duflo, 2004), party selection (Bagues and Esteve-Volart,
2012; Baltrunaite et al., 2012), or government duration (Gagliarducci and Paserman, 2012).

6For example, get-out-the-vote experiments show that mailers are often ineffective, but their impact
may be amplified when they are combined with other campaign tools (Green and Gerber, 2004).
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of these items was proposed to the two treatment groups in a positive or in a negative

tone. However, both positive and negative ads addressed the same issue, with the same

format, and in the same setting (e.g., video images, length of the letter). The initial

two treatment tools (video interview and campaign slogan) were provided with a second

survey, run at the end of April 2011. The last two tools (open letter and video ad) were

provided with a third survey, run in the week before the election. After administering

each of the four tools, we used the corresponding survey to measure their instantaneous

effect on the perceived credibility and approval rate of the candidates, as in a standard

survey experiment.

The “in the field” component of our experimental design comes from collecting (self-

declared) turnout and voting choices through a fourth survey, run in the days immediately

after the May 15-16 election. These responses enable us to evaluate the overall effect of

our randomized campaigns on electoral behavior.

Our empirical results unveil large differences in the gender response to political persua-

sion strategies. Male and female voters tend to respond in opposite ways to the degree of

aggressiveness of the opponent’s campaign. Negative advertising increases men’s turnout

by about 8 percentage points, but has no effect on women. Gender differences are even

stronger for electoral choices. Females vote more for the opponent (by 8 points) and less

for the incumbent (by 8 points) if exposed to the opponent’s positive campaign. Exactly

the opposite happens for males, who vote less for the opponent (by 11 points) and more

for the incumbent (by 12.7 points) if exposed to the opponent’s positive campaign. Over-

all, these effects amount to persuasion rates ranging from 21% to 24% depending on the

outcome (see DellaVigna and Kaplan, 2007). The intensity of our bundle of informational

treatments was hence strong, as these numbers fit in the upper tail of the distribution of

persuasion rates unveiled so far in the literature.

Our experimental results suggest that gender matters in the response to competitive

persuasion. When faced with political advertisement for an upcoming electoral competi-

tion, male and female behaviors differ. But why? Several channels may be at work. Voters

may cluster along gender identity line (see Akerlof and Kranton, 2000). In particular, since

the 2011 election in Milan was a mixed gender race between a female incumbent and a male

opponent, women might have particularly disliked a negative campaign by a man against
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a woman. However, we can exploit a “natural” experiment that took place during our

third survey to rule out this identity channel. During a campaign debate on Sky TV, the

(female) incumbent—Letizia Moratti—violently attacked the (male) opponent—Giuliano

Pisapia—by accusing him of having been tied with communist terrorists in his youth. This

debate was aired on May 11, during our third survey, which took place between May 6 and

14. By comparing the responses of individuals who happened to answer the survey just

before or just after the show was aired, we find that again males and females have opposite

reactions. Males lean more toward the (female) sender of the negative attack, and females

align with the (male) candidate targeted by the attack. Hence, gender identification does

not seem to be a first-order mechanism in our sample.

Another potential channel of the differential gender response to our treatments is that

males and females may differ along other relevant characteristics. In particular, women

have been shown to have higher preferences for redistribution and to be more left leaning

(see Edlund and Pande, 2002). This correlation is indeed confirmed in our sample. Yet,

ideology—as well as all other observable characteristics that differ across gender in our

data—only partially account for the higher responsiveness of women to the positive cam-

paign run by the left-wing candidate (the opponent). After controlling for ideology and

the other observables, gender differences, albeit attenuated, still persist.

These (residual) differences might be interpreted according to the existing economic

and neuro-psychological literature (see Croson and Gneezy, 2009, and Bertrand, 2010, for

a review). Females have been shown to shy away from competition when they are active

players. Our results may suggest that this effect carries over also when they are passive

receivers of messages of competitive persuasion. Hence, women may just have a lower taste

for competition, especially if aggressive, rather than their shying away from competition

being driven for instance by higher risk aversion (see Niederle and Vesterlund, 2007). As

a result, effective strategies of persuasive communication should tailor the aggressiveness

of their messages to the gender of the potential receivers.

The paper is organized as follows. The next section provides a brief background de-

scription of the 2011 Milan election. Section 3 describes the experimental design. Section

4 analyzes the main empirical results and the potential mechanisms in relation to the ex-

isting literature. Section 5 concludes. All questionnaires, campaign materials, and videos
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can be downloaded at www.people.eco.usi.ch/galassov. Short descriptions and English

translations of the (randomized) campaign tools are in the Appendix.

2 Political Background

The two main candidates in the 2011 municipal election in Milan were Letizia Moratti, the

incumbent mayor supported by a center-right coalition, and Giuliano Pisapia, her main

opponent supported by a center-left coalition. Letizia Moratti had first been elected mayor

in May 2006. Since 1993, the Italian electoral system for cities above 15,000 inhabitants

features direct election of the mayor, with a runoff between the best two candidates if none

of them obtains the majority of the votes in the first round. The city council is elected

under proportional representation with majority premium. In May 2006, Letizia Moratti

was elected at the first round with 52% of the votes.

During her five-year term as mayor of Milan, Ms. Moratti introduced a pollution charge

for cars entering the city center. She was also active in promoting the candidacy of Milan

to host the Expo 2015, which was in fact awarded to the city in March 2008. She was

hardly criticized for her spoil-system; upon her arrival, in fact, she fired several municipal

managers and replaced them with high-wage external consultants. She was often accused

of absenteeism, as she failed to participate to around 95% of the official meetings of the

city council. These were among the main issues of the 2011 electoral campaign.

Giuliano Pisapia announced his candidacy to mayor of Milan as soon as June 2010.

In November 2010, he—somewhat unexpectedly—won the center-left coalition primary

elections with 45% of the votes against Stefano Boeri (40%), who was officially supported

by the Democratic Party, the main party in the coalition.7 At the beginning of the

electoral campaign, Ms. Moratti was considered to have a large electoral advantage. In

fact, besides the usual incumbency advantage, she could count on a solid center-right

electorate, as Milan had been run by a center-right mayor for eighteen consecutive years.

Ms. Moratti took advantage of her family wealth to run an expensive electoral campaign

on all media outlets, as already done in 2006. Her electoral campaign was largely perceived

as negative, with frequent attacks against her main political opponent. The highlight of

7Mr. Pisapia had previously been elected to the lower house of the Italian Parliament in 1996 and
again in 2001, in the electoral list of the Communist Party (“Rifondazione Comunista”).
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such a negative campaign occurred a few days before the election, on May 11, during a

Sky TV debate. In her closing statement—to which she knew Mr. Pisapia would have

been unable to reply—Ms. Moratti accused her opponent of having taken part to a car

robbery with other communist terrorists in his youth. After the recording of the debate,

Mr. Pisapia explained that he had been fully and immediately acquitted from the charge,

and announced his intention (not carried out) to sue the mayor. On the contrary, the style

of Mr. Pisapia’s electoral campaign was very accommodating. He portrayed himself as a

gentle force and concentrated his campaigning effort on social networks.

This difference in campaigning styles was clearly recognized by individuals in our con-

trol group. As a matter of fact, 76% of the respondents in the control group perceive

Ms. Moratti’s campaign as negative, while only 22% perceive Mr. Pisapia’s campaign as

such. Interestingly, no gender differences in these perceptions emerge among eligible voters

not exposed to our informational treatments.

At the first round of the 2011 election, which took place on May 15-16, Mr. Pisapia

obtained 48% of the votes, against 41.6% for Ms. Moratti. Mr. Pisapia then went on to

win the runoff ballot on May 29-30, receiving 55.1% of the votes, and became mayor of

Milan. The turnout rate was 67.6% in the first round and 67.2% in the runoff.

3 Experimental Design

We examine the effects of positive vs. negative campaigning on a sample of (male and

female) eligible voters, who accepted to participate in a series of online surveys prior to the

election for mayor of Milan in May 2011. Unlike the existing experimental literature, we

randomly administered a “complete” electoral campaign, consisting of several advertising

items. This increases the strength, and the realism, of our treatment, but at the price of

reducing the possibility of pinning down the effect of each campaign tool. Specifically, we

randomized our positive vs. negative treatment over four items of the opponent’s electoral

campaign: 1) a video interview with the candidate; 2) a campaign slogan; 3) a letter to the

voters signed by the candidate; and 4) an electoral video ad endorsed by the candidate.

All of these tools were designed by professionals under our direction and in collaboration

with the opponent’s campaign. Clearly, the informational treatments coexisted with the

real campaign, going on independently of our surveys, and therefore their effects (if any)
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operated at the margin. However, we designed the experiment so that the intensity of the

overall treatment could be strong, as different campaign items with the same tone might

reinforce each other (see Green and Gerber, 2004), especially on individuals who did not

want or did not have time to follow the real campaign closely.

Our strategy represents a departure from the previous political science literature on

negative advertisement, where only one single element of the electoral campaign has typ-

ically been randomized.8 We do however follow this literature in the design of each single

ad, as we kept the format fixed and just changed the tone of the content (positive vs. nega-

tive). In their seminal paper on negative campaigning, Ansolabehere et al. (1994) exposed

a (non-random) sample of 1,655 eligible voters in three electoral races in California (1990

California governor, 1992 US Senate, and 1993 Los Angeles mayor) to a single (positive

vs. negative) political ad, aired during a commercial break. Using responses from a post-

test questionnaire, they found that the negative ad reduced average voting intentions by

5%. In a more recent field experiment, Arceneaux and Nickerson (2010) had volunteers

personally delivering a political message to their treatment groups to find that, while

canvassing is effective in influencing voters, there is little evidence of a differential effect

between negative and positive campaigning.9

As described in Figure 1, our experiment was implemented between March and May

2011 by providing four surveys to the eligible voters in our online sample. The first survey

was conducted between March 28 and April 4 for all individuals in our sample with the

goal of obtaining relevant personal information and the individuals’ political and social

attitudes. Respondents to the initial survey were then randomly assigned to three groups.

8More generally, the effectiveness of electoral campaigns in mature democracies is the subject of a large
literature, including, among others, Ansolabehere et al. (1994), Ansolabehere and Iyengar (1995), Gerber
and Green (2000), Green and Gerber (2004), Gerber, Green, and Shachar (2003), Nickerson (2008), and
Dewan, Humphreys, and Rubenson (2010). Typically, these studies rely on either small scale experiments
for partisan ads, or on large scale non-partisan campaigns for turnout. For large scale (randomized)
partisan campaigns, see Gerber et al. (2011) and Kendall, Nannicini, and Trebbi (2013).

9Other studies on negative campaigning use a different methodology: they pool together aggregate data
on turnout and survey data, and classify the negativity of the actual electoral campaign advertisement.
Most of these papers find either no impact of negative campaigning (Wattenberg and Brians, 1999), or
even supporting evidence for a “stimulation” effect on electoral turnout (Finkel and Geer, 1998; Freedman
and Goldstein, 1999; Kahn and Kenney, 1999; Goldstein and Freedman, 2002; Clinton and Lapinski, 2004;
and Brooks and Geer, 2007). A meta-analytic assessment of this growing literature by Lau et al. (2007)
finds inconclusive results: negative political campaigns are neither effective to win votes, although they
may be more memorable and enhance knowledge, nor they seem to depress turnout.
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Individuals in group A were exposed to the positive treatment, consisting of an electoral

campaign with a positive tone by the opponent; individuals in group B to the negative

treatment, consisting of an electoral campaign with a negative tone by the opponent; while

individuals in groups C received no electoral information. All individuals in groups A and

B also observed a (non-randomized) electoral campaign by the incumbent, composed of

items extracted from the incumbent’s actual campaign.

Between April 26 and May 2, the second survey was conduced, but only for individuals

in the treatment groups (A and B). This survey contained the first wave of the electoral

campaign: the video interview and the campaign slogan. The third survey was released—

again to groups A and B only—between May 6 and 14, and contained the second wave of

the electoral campaign: the open letter to the citizens and the video ad.

It is worth noting that the Sky TV debate, in which Ms. Moratti violently attacked

Mr. Pisapia, occurred on May 11, and thus during our third survey. We will return to

this issue and exploit this variation in Section 4.2. The municipal elections took place

on May 15 and 16. The (fourth and last) post-electoral survey was conducted for all

three groups immediately after the election, starting on May 17, and lasted for a week.

This survey collected information on self-reported electoral outcomes (such as turnout

and actual vote for the candidates), voting intentions regarding the runoff election, and

personal perceptions about the electoral campaign.10

3.1 Our Sample

We conducted our experiment using an online panel of eligible voters for the upcoming

election. A Milan-based commercial survey company (“CE&Co”) was contacted to run

the online surveys. They used different techniques (such as exploiting their existing online

panel, or producing new contacts using phone books, etc.) to construct an initial sample

of about 1,500 eligible voters, aged between 18 and 65, in the 2011 election for mayor in

Milan. The first survey was administrated with the goal of obtaining relevant personal

information (gender, age, marital status, education), as well as more specific information

on political and social attitudes (political orientation, voting behavior in previous local

and national elections, exposure to the media, knowledge of local politics and of local

10All surveys are available online at www.people.usi.ch/galassov/projects.html.
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news). The respondents to the initial survey were then randomly assigned to our three

groups, that is, the two treatment groups and the control group.

The main characteristics of our sample are summarized in Table 1, which provides de-

scriptive statistics by treatment group. Besides standard demographic characteristics and

education, we measure the ideological position of each voter, her interest in politics, and

her knowledge about local politics (“did not know mayor” meaning that she misreported

the name of the incumbent mayor). All variables but the nonresponse dummy come from

the first (pre-treatment) survey. Our sample is largely composed of females (59%), college

graduates (44%), and married individuals (48%). There is a large share of individuals

younger than 30 years (23%), and only very few respondents have a low interest in poli-

tics (4%) or did not know the name of the mayor (3%). Our sample, of course, was not

representative of the electorate aged from 18 to 65 years in the 2011 Milan election, as it

is difficult to convince certain demographic groups to participate in online surveys. The

internal validity of the experimental design, however, is guaranteed by the randomization

protocol. Table 2 shows that all of these observable characteristics are balanced across

treatment groups, with the only exception of the information measure at the 10% signifi-

cance level. In particular, the attrition rate caused by nonresponses to the future surveys

(something that we could not check ex ante) is also balanced across groups. This confirms

the (ex post) validity of the experimental design.

3.2 Informational Treatments

We exposed individuals in the treatment groups to an entire electoral campaign by the

opponent composed of four electoral tools either with a positive (group A) or a negative

(group B) tone. All individuals in the two treatment groups were also exposed to the

same electoral campaign by the incumbent, again characterized by the same four electoral

tools. We now describe our informational treatments.

The first tool of the opponent’s randomized campaign was a 100-second video interview

to the candidate sitting at his office desk. The second tool was the opponent’s main

campaign slogan. The third tool was a letter to the voters, which described the opponent’s

main projects for the future of Milan or charged the incumbent for her mistakes while in

office. The final tool was a 60-second video ad endorsed by the opponent on relevant issues
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for the city (transportation, pollution, Expo). Each of these campaign tools addressed the

same issues, with the same format and in the same setting, and was proposed in either

a positive or a negative tone. The videos and all graphical information were realized by

professionals and are available online at www.people.usi.ch/galassov/projects.html. In the

Appendix, we provide further details and the English translation of the texts.

Video Interview with the Candidate

The 100-second videos featured a (single question) interview with the opponent, Giu-

liano Pisapia, sitting at his desk in his lawyer office. In both the positive and negative

version of the video, the opponent addressed four issues: (i) public transportation, (ii) use

of bikes, (iii) restrictions to use of the car, and (iv) green areas and parks. After an initial

question asked by the same female voice, the candidate response lasted the entire length

of the videos. Both videos showed the opponent wearing a white shirt and a tie at his

desk, with a large bookshelf behind him for fifty percent of the time, as they were recorded

on the same occasion. For the remaining time, his background voice was accompanied by

imagines of traffic, bikes, public transportation, and parks in Milan.

The video with the positive tone—focused on the candidate’s proposals on the above

topics—ran under the header “my ideas for Milan.” The video with the negative tone—

focused on the incumbent’s main missteps on the same topics during her tenure in office—

ran instead under the header “Moratti’s mistakes.” The texts of both interviews are in the

Appendix. After each video, a question measured the impact reaction of the respondents

to the message (“do you agree with what the candidate says in the video?”).

Electoral Campaign Slogan

The main electoral campaign slogan was shown in a separate page of the survey in

a large font and orange (the opponent’s electoral campaign color) and black colors. In

the positive tone campaign (group A), the slogan was “Pisapia for Mayor = Less Traffic

& More Green. A Change for Milan is Possible.” In the negative tone campaign (group

B), the slogan instead was “5 Years of Moratti = More Traffic & Less Green. A Change

for Milan is Possible.” Appendix Figures A1 and A2 report the original slogans. Each

slogan was followed by a question aimed at measuring the respondent’s impact reaction

(“in general, how much do you feel you can trust Giuliano Pisapia?”).
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Open Letter to Voters

The third tool of the electoral campaign was a one-page (almost two-hundred words

long) letter to the voters, signed by the opponent, Giuliano Pisapia. In the initial part of

the letter, which was common to both treatments, the opponent expressed his view that

the primary duty of a mayor is to increase the wellbeing of the citizens. Then, both in the

letter with the positive and the negative tone, he touched upon four issues: (i) clean air;

(ii) work ethics; (iii) public transportation; and (iv) involvement of the citizens.

The letter with the positive tone ran (to group A) under the header “this is my com-

mitment with the city,” and ended with a positive plea: “Milan deserves to become once

again one of the capitals of Europe.” The letter with the negative tone ran (to group B)

under the header “Milan does not deserve to be led by Ms. Moratti,” and ended with a

negative plea: “Milan does not deserve other five years of Moratti administration.” The

English translations of both letters are in the Appendix. After each letter, respondents

were asked to evaluate the main message (“abstracting from your political viewpoint, how

much do you agree with the general sense of this letter?”).

Video Ad Endorsed by the Candidate

The last tool of the electoral campaign consisted of a 60-second video of political

advertisement realized by professionals and endorsed by the opponent. Both (positive and

negative) videos showed images of Milan (such as traffic situations, public transportation,

people walking on the streets, the city center, and parks) recorded on the same occasion.

The same (professional) speaker read statements on four issues, while relevant synthetic

information appeared on the screen. The issues addressed in both videos were: (i) private

versus public interest at the city hall; (ii) links between the Expo organization and the

mafia; (iii) the management of public appointments; (iv) the city’s urban plan.

The video ad with the positive tone ran under the header “my ideas for Milan.” The

video ad with the negative tone ran under the header “is Ms. Moratti’s Milan also your

Milan?” The English translations of the messages read in the two videos are in the

Appendix. Both videos ended with a common last slogan of endorsement: “Giuliano

Pisapia for mayor.” Also in this case, after each video, respondents were asked to evaluate

the message (“overall, how truthful does this electoral message seem to you?”).
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Participants in the (second and third) surveys were also exposed to the incumbent’s

campaign, which was fixed and administered in exactly the same way to both group A and

group B. Also for this campaign, we used the same four tools: video with the candidate;

campaign slogan; open letter to voters; video ad endorsed by the candidate. We acquired

these items from Ms. Moratti’s actual campaign. Details on their format and content are

in the Appendix. For each tool, we randomized whether survey respondents were first

exposed to the opponent’s or to the incumbent’s campaign message.

3.3 Outcome Variables

The fourth and last survey, administrated immediately after the election, collected the

(self-reported) voting outcomes. Individual were asked whether they voted at the election,

and (if yes) which candidate and party they voted for (choosing among a list of names

for the candidates, and among a list of symbols for the parties). As the result of the

first electoral round led to a runoff, individuals were also asked whether they expected to

vote at the runoff, and if so for which of the two candidates. These answers provided the

“in the field” component of our survey experiment, and represent our main outcomes of

interest in the empirical analysis. Additionally, respondents were asked their motivations

for the voting decisions (whether it was based on ideology or on the candidates’ attributes),

how confident they felt about their vote, and how negative or positive they perceived the

incumbent’s and the opponent’s electoral campaigns.

Tables 3 and 4 show the average effects of our informational treatments on voting

choices, respectively, in the first round and in the runoff, estimated by linear probabil-

ity model.11 As already discussed, the first-round results capture (self-declared) actual

choices, while second-round results capture voting intentions. In both cases, we concen-

trate on (actual or expected) turnout, the vote share of the opponent, and the vote share

of the incumbent. For the first round, we also measure the vote share of the remaining

(minor) candidates; for the second round, we measure the share of voters who were still

undecided at the time of our last survey. Table 3 shows that neither positive nor negative

campaigning influenced voting behaviors with respect to the control group, or when com-

pared between each other. Table 4 shows equivalent results for the runoff. Here, the only

11Results are quantitatively equivalent with probit and logit models (available upon request).
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non-zero average effect is on the share of undecided voters, which increases for individuals

who were exposed to the opponent’s negative campaign. Overall, however, no convincing

evidence exists of any significant impact of our treatments on voters’ behavior.

4 Empirical Results

In the following, we discuss our empirical results in two steps. First, in Section 4.1, we

investigate the differential response of male vs. female voters to positive campaigning,

negative campaigning, or no campaign information. Second, we explore the potential

mechanisms behind the disclosed gender differences. We are able to rule out gender iden-

tification with the candidates (see Section 4.2), as well as ideology or other observable

attributes of the voters (see Section 4.3), as the main channels behind our results. We

therefore conclude by discussing the possible interpretation of (residual) gender differences

in the response to competitive persuasion in political campaigns (see Section 4.4).

4.1 Effect of Campaign Information by Gender

The survey experiment in the field described above provides an ideal environment to

investigate how females and males react to political communication, because the share of

female and male voters is almost equal and observable characteristics are orthogonal to

the informational treatments within gender strata. Appendix Tables A1 and A2, which

report balance tests as in Table 2, show that observable covariates are indeed balanced

across treatment groups for both females and males, respectively. Most importantly, the

nonresponse rate—which is determined after our treatments took place—is also balanced

across treatment groups by gender. As a result, the randomization design allows us to

estimate the causal impact of positive vs. negative campaigning for both men and women.

We thus estimate the following linear probability model by OLS:

Yi = α1POSi+α2NEGi+β1POSi×FEMALEi+β2NEGi×FEMALEi+δFEMALEi+εi,

(1)

where POS and NEG are dummies that identify the exposure to positive or negative

campaign, respectively, FEMALE is a dummy identifying female voters, and standard
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errors are clustered by ZIP code to account for spatial correlation.12 This specification

allows us to estimate the treatment effect of positive and negative campaign for males and

females both with respect to the control group and between each other.13

Table 5 shows the results on first-round voting choices. Negative campaigning increases

male turnout with respect to both the control group (at the 5% significance level) and

positive campaigning (10% significance). In particular, when facing the opponent’s nega-

tive campaign, males show up more at the polls by 8 percentage points, which amount to

a persuasion rate of about 24%.14 Negative campaigning has instead no effect on female

turnout. Receiving any kind of campaign information has opposite effects on male and fe-

male turnout (H6): positive on the former and negative on the latter, although the effects

in the two subpopulations are borderline insignificant at standard levels.

Gender differences are even more pronounced if we look at the candidates’ vote shares.

Females vote more for the opponent (by 8 percentage points) and less for the incumbent

(by exactly the same 8 points) when they are exposed to the opponent’s positive cam-

paign. The persuasion rate of the positive campaign is about 21%. The opposite happens

for males, who vote less for the opponent (by 11 percentage points) and more for the

incumbent (by 12.7 points) if exposed to the opponent’s positive campaign. In this case,

the (counterproductive) persuasion rate of the positive campaign on males is about 23%.

The effects of positive campaign are statistically significant for both males and females

with respect to the control group, and for females with respect to negative campaign too.15

12Results are quantitatively equivalent with probit and logit models, even slightly more robust in terms
of statistical significance (available upon request). We prefer to report results from the linear probability
model to make the interpretation of the interaction coefficients more intuitive.

13Specifically, when we estimate our baseline equation (1), we also implement the following Wald tests.
(H1) Treatment effect of positive vs. negative campaign for males: α1 − α2 = 0. (H2) Treatment effect
of positive vs. negative campaign for females: (α1 + β1) − (α2 + β2) = 0. (H3) Differential treatment
effect of positive vs. negative campaign between males and females: β1 − β2 = 0. (H4) Treatment effect
of any campaign vs. no campaign for males: α1 + α2 = 0. (H5) Treatment effect of any campaign vs. no
campaign for females: (α1 +β1)+(α2 +β2) = 0. (H6) Differential treatment effect of any campaign vs. no
campaign between males and females: β1 + β2 = 0.

14Following DellaVigna and Kaplan (2007), we calculate the persuasion rate of our informational treat-
ments as follows: p = Yt−Yc

et−ec

1
1−Y0

, where Yt and Yc are the shares of individuals adopting the behavior of
interest (e.g, turnout) in the treated and control group, respectively; et and ec are the shares of individuals
receiving the message in the two groups (i.e., et = 1 and ec = 0 in our case); and Y0 is the share that
would adopt the behavior of interest without the message (e.g., actual turnout in the population).

15Appendix Table A3 makes the comparison between positive and negative campaign more transparent
by dropping the control group from the estimation sample.
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There are no significant effects on the cumulative vote shares of the other (minor) candi-

dates. Overall, the above persuasion rates fit in the upper tail of the distribution of the

effects unveiled so far in the literature on persuasion, where the maximum is around 30%

according to the review by DellaVigna and Gentzkow (2010).

In Table 6, the same gender differences show up in the results on (expected) voting

behavior in the runoff.16 Here, the opponent’s positive campaign affects also the share of

the undecided among women, which decreases by 9.5 percentage points with respect to

negative campaign. Both in the first round and in the runoff, when men and women vote

for a candidate, they tend to react in opposite ways to our treatments (H3). From the

opponent’s viewpoint, positive campaign is extremely fruitful in attracting female voters,

but backfires with male voters. Indeed, males are more likely to vote for the incumbent

when they are exposed to any campaign (H4), although the negative campaign attenuates

this effect by recovering some votes for the opponent. This finding could be related to the

tone of the incumbent’s campaign, which, as inferred from our control group, was generally

perceived to be negative. Hence, males seem to be attracted by negative campaigns.

Tables 7 and 8 examine the impact effect of each campaign tool, as measured by the

replies to questions on the approval rate of the two candidates, asked after each tool was

administered. Specifically, Table 7 uses the questions asked after the video interview (“do

you agree with what the candidate says in the video?”) and after the campaign slogan

(“how much do you feel you can trust the candidate?”). Table 8 uses the questions asked

after the open letter (“do you agree with the general sense of this letter?”) and after the

video ad (“how truthful does this electoral message seem to you?”). As the control group

did not participate in the second and third survey, which provided our treatments, for

these outcomes we can only evaluate the relative effect of positive vs. negative campaign.

By measuring the instantaneous reaction of respondents to the messages, the above

variables resemble standard outcomes in existing lab or survey experiments. Results on

gender differences are again striking: responses go systematically in opposite directions,

and most of the time the difference is statistically significant at standard levels. In both

the second and third survey, males are more in favor of the incumbent if they are exposed

to the opponent’s positive campaign, but this is never true for females, who actually tend

16See Appendix Table A4 for the direct comparison between positive vs. negative campaign.
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to trust less the incumbent if they are exposed to the opponent’s positive video interview

and campaign slogan.

Although the behavioral response to campaign communication is different between

males and females, their perceptions about the tone of the campaign is similar. Table

9 shows that both males or females perceive the overall campaign (first column) and

the opponent’s campaign (second column) as more negative, if they are exposed to the

(opponent’s) negative informational treatment. Direct questions on perceptions may fail to

capture the true impact of our treatments on voters’ beliefs. Nevertheless, it is reassuring

that these effects have the expected sign, and do not differ between males and females.

Gender differences emerge again on the incumbent’s campaign, however: those females

who observed the opponent’s positive campaign tend to perceive the incumbent as more

negative, and the opposite occurs for males, although these effects are not statistically

significant in the two subsamples. Table 9 also shows that our treatments have no effect

on how confident voters are about their choice (third column) or on the motivation of their

vote (fourth column).

4.2 Potential Channel: Gender Identification

A potential limitation in the interpretation of our findings is that the 2011 Milan election

showed a mixed-gender race, between a female incumbent, Letizia Moratti, and a male

opponent, Giuliano Pisapia. As a result, gender identification may drive the results (see

Akerlof and Kranton, 2000): females may dislike negative advertising against a female

candidate, whereas males may accept (or even like) the male opponent attacking the

female incumbent. This mechanism would limit the external validity of our results to

mixed-gender elections.

The emergence of a “natural” experiment, within the framework of the survey exper-

iment, allows us to test for this potential channel in our sample. During the electoral

campaign, the (female) incumbent staged a very negative and aggressive attack against

the (male) opponent in a debate hosted by Sky TV. The attack consisted in allegations

that the opponent, in his youth, had been involved in a car robbery together with friends

who later became part of a terrorist organization. The allegation lately turned out to be

false, but the negative attack had a huge echo in local and national news media, repre-
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senting a turning point of the campaign. The opponent was clearly shocked by the attack

during the television show and refused to shake hands with the incumbent.

Interestingly, our third survey was still under way when the Sky TV show was aired

(see Figure 1). As a result, some individuals had already participated in the survey, while

others (14% of the sample) had not. We therefore exploit the (exogenous) timing of the

survey response, in order to evaluate the impact of a negative attack carried out by a

female candidate against a male candidate, unlike in our survey experiment. Clearly, to

implement this evaluation, we must restrict the attention to the outcomes measured in

the third survey, because at the time of the fourth survey all voters had already come to

know about the Sky TV episode.

We use the same outcomes analyzed in Table 8 and estimate whether female and male

voters who replied after the Sky TV show have different evaluations on the quality of both

the incumbent’s and the opponent’s campaign. We report the results in Table 10. In panel

A, we estimate the OLS model:

Yi = α1AFTERi + β1AFTERi × FEMALEi + δFEMALEi + εi, (2)

where the dummy AFTERi captures whether the individual responded to the third survey

after the Sky TV show or not. Clearly, these are intention-to-treat effects, because we

are unable to know whether those individuals who replied after the show actually heard

about the episode. The dependent variables are the answers to the questions on whether

respondents agree with the candidates’ open letter and video ad. Female voters—again—

tend to punish the candidate who went negative (even though this time it is a woman):

they agree less with the letter and trust less the video by the incumbent after the negative

attack. On the contrary, male voters do not punish the female incumbent. If anything,

they tend to rally in her favor even if she went negative against a male candidate.

We are aware that individuals responding earlier or later to the survey may be different

along some unobservable dimension. To control for this, in panel B of Table 10, we augment

equation (2) with a spline third-order polynomial in the distance from the time of the event:

Yi = α1AFTERi+β1AFTERi×FEMALEi+δFEMALEi+f(DISTANCEi)+εi, (3)

where DISTANCEi is measured in minutes. This amounts to a regression discontinuity

design in the distance from the Sky TV show. All outcomes convey the same conclusion
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as the OLS estimations. Even in a small neighborhood of the event (that is, comparing

individuals who answered the survey just before or just after the show), females and males

respond differently to the negative attack carried out by the incumbent, thereby suggesting

that no gender identification is at work in our sample.

4.3 Potential Channel: Ideology or Other Observables

We now turn to another potential channel that might explain our results. Do males

and females respond differently to our informational treatments because of intrinsically

different attitudes, or simply because gender is systematically associated with other di-

mensions, such as ideology or education, which might explain the above results? The

existing literature suggests that female voters tend to prefer more public spending than

male voters (Cavalcanti and Tavares, 2011; Funk and Gathmann, 2010) and have become

more left-leaning (Edlund and Pande, 2002).17 Indeed, as shown in Table 11, male and

female respondents differ along several observable characteristics, such as age, marital sta-

tus, left-wing orientation, and interest in politics. These gender differences in observables,

however, do not represent a threat to the validity of our estimates, as they are not sys-

tematically different across treatment groups (see Table 12) and we have already shown

that covariates are balanced across treatment groups within gender strata.

It is however possible that the interpretation of our results might be affected by ob-

servable differences. Are females convinced by the opponent’s positive campaign because

of the tone of the messages, or because they are more left-leaning? To shed more light

on these potential channels, we proceed in two steps. First, we show that the main con-

founding channel correlated with gender—namely, ideology—does not drive our findings.

Also in our sample, females voters are more likely to self-position themselves on the left of

the political spectrum. However, this does not interact with our findings, since left-wing

and right-wing voters do not show differential responses to the informational treatments.

Table 13 (first round) and Table 14 (runoff) show that, indeed, left-wing and right-wing

voters align with the candidate of their respective coalition, but none of our informational

treatments has a differential effect on voters with different ideological orientations.

17Men and women seem to differ also as policy makers: female politicians support a larger allocation
of public funds to programs such as education and childcare (Chattopadhyay and Duflo, 2004; Rehavi,
2007; Clots-Figueras, 2011), perhaps due to their higher social preferences (Croson and Gneezy, 2009).
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Finally, we include all observable characteristics and their full set of interactions with

the treatment indicators in an augmented specification aimed at capturing the net effect

of gender, after controlling for everything else. This specification is quite demanding from

a statistical viewpoint, because it increases the number of cells where we are trying to

estimate the treatment effects, and statistical significance is considerably reduced. Ac-

tually, also from a substantial viewpoint, some regressors such as marital status might

be an example of over-controlling, because gender might be intrinsically associated with

different preferences in this respect. Nevertheless, we report these specifications in Table

15 (first round) and in Table 16 (runoff) as the most conservative test on gender differ-

ences. Notably, the direction of the results discussed in the previous sections is unchanged

even when we control for a full set of interactions. The differential response to positive

vs. negative campaign by gender is only partially explained by differences in ideological

preferences, political information, interest in politics, or demographic characteristics. The

bottom line is that a residual underlying gender difference lies behind our findings.

4.4 Discussion: Residual Gender Differences

The empirical results in the previous sections suggest the existence of a pure gender

effect behind the differential response to political advertising. Male and female voters

are convinced by different communication strategies. But why? The existing economic

and neuro-psychological literature may provide some interesting insights.

A recent (mostly experimental) economic literature—see Croson and Gneezy, 2009, and

Bertrand, 2010, for a review—has shown that females feel less comfortable than males in

competitive environments. Females tend to “shy away from competition,” while males may

choose to compete too much (see Niederle and Vesterlund, 2007). In particular, females’

performance has been shown to worsen during a competition—be it solving mazes (Gneezy,

Niederle and Rustichini, 2003), running (Gneezy and Rustichini, 2004), or playing tennis

(Paserman, 2010). Consistently, women are less likely to choose competitive environments

(Dohmen and Falk, 2011) than males.18

Our empirical results are in line with this evidence. When exposed to a more com-

18To what extent this different gender behavior is due to nature (Kimura, 1999) or nurture (Gneezy et
al., 2009; and Booth and Nolen, 2012) is still open to debate.
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petitive persuasion strategy (negative ads), our female voters align against the sender of

the messages, whereas when exposed to a more inclusive (and less competitive) campaign,

consisting of the opponent’s positive ads, they are induced to vote for him. The opposite

occurs instead for male voters. Unlike in this literature, however, our experiment does not

expose the voters to direct competition. In other words, they do not perform a task in

order to obtain a (monetary) reward. They are rather exposed to a more or less aggressive

persuasion strategy, and females choose the more inclusive one.

Our evidence is also consistent with another strand of literature, which analyzes gender

differences in attitudes toward violence, where the phenomenon does not directly affect

the respondents (see Smith, 1984; Sapiro and Johnston Conover, 1993). For instance,

in a controlled experiment using war scenarios, Brooks and Valentino (2011) show that

women are less likely to support war than men, and that female support for war increases

when missions have humanitarian objectives and are approved by the United Nations.

Hence, our evidence is consistent with females having a lower taste for (any) competitive

or aggressive behavior, rather than their shying away from competition being driven for

instance by higher risk aversion (see Niederle and Vesterlund, 2007).

The existence of gender differences has largely been recognized by a neuropsychological

literature (Baron-Cohen, Knickmeyer, and Belmonte, 2005). In response to direct psycho-

logical stress, which can be elicited for instance by requiring individuals to perform mental

arithmetic tasks or a free speech in front of an audience (see Kudielka and Kirschbaum,

2005, for a review), important sex differences emerge. Through brain scanners, males have

been shown to have greater reactivity than females to stressful situations.19 Gender dif-

ference also emerge when individuals are exposed to indirect external stimuli. A series of

studies (see Cahill, 2003; Cahill et al., 2000; Cahill et al., 2004; Canli et al., 2002; Hamann

and Canli, 2004) identifies a sex-related hemispheric lateralization of the amygdala activity

in response to an emotionally arousing event, such as watching a movie.20

19Reactivity is usually measured by more cerebral blood flow in the right prefrontal cortex, where
negative emotion and vigilance systems are located, by less blood flow in the left orbitofrontal cortex,
which is associated with positive emotions and hedonic goals (see Wang et al., 2007), and by an increase in
cortisol. Produced by the adrenal gland, cortisol is a hormone that mobilizes resources to provide energy.

20Since males tend to activate the right portion of the amygdala, which is biased toward global aspects,
while females the left portion, which specializes in finer details, sex differences emerge in processing the
same stimulus. This difference may carry on to how individuals imagine the future, since memories have
been shown to represent the building blocks for imagining future scenarios (see Schacter and Addis, 2007).
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Our empirical results are in line also with this literature. More arousing events, such a

persuasion strategy based on negative advertising, seem to stimulate more actions among

males—who respond by increasing turnout and by voting against the proponent of the

positive campaign—than among females, who find instead more appealing an inclusive

persuasion strategy.

5 Conclusion

Competitive persuasion has become increasingly more important, and thereby more so-

phisticated, in business and politics. Multiple senders of advertising messages compete

for the attention of a large mass of receivers—being them buyers or voters—and try to

influence their decisions. The diffusion of social networks and the ability of processing the

huge amount of information collected in large datasets have allowed sellers and politicians

to identify with strong precision their favorite targets: undecided, potential buyers, and

swing voters. Since the ads can now be placed in front of the right receiver, shouldn’t also

the message be tailored to persuade him or her?

Our experimental evidence from the 2011 electoral campaign in Milan strongly suggests

that the gender of the receiver does indeed matter. In our randomized campaign, negative

ads brought men to the polls, but not women. On the other hand, a positive electoral

campaign by the opponent increased his vote share, and reduced the incumbent’s votes,

among female voters. The opposite occurred instead among male voters.

Additional empirical tests suggest that this gender difference is neither driven by gen-

der identification, nor by other confounding effects, such as females being more left leaning.

This deep difference in voting behavior may perhaps be attributed to different tastes for

competition (Niederle and Vesterlund, 2007) or to different neuro-psychological responses

to external stimuli (Kudielka and Kirschbaum, 2005), such as electoral video ads. Addi-

tional research is needed to analyze possible gender differences in environments in which

individuals are not directly subject to—but rather spectator of—aggressive competition.

This may help to establish whether males and females do indeed have a different taste for

competition per se.
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Figures and Tables

Figure 1 – Timing of the Experimental Design

Notes. All dates refer to 2011. The timeline reports the starting and ending dates of the four online surveys; the date of
the candidates’ debate on Sky TV; and the dates of the elections (first round and runoff). The first (pre-randomization)
survey profiled the eligible voters in the sample. The second survey administered the first two informational treatments: video
interviews with the candidates; campaign slogans. The third survey administered the last two informational treatments: open
letters to voters; video ads endorsed by the candidates. The fourth (post-election) survey elicited voting behaviors.
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Table 3 – Average Treatment Effects, First Round

Turnout Opponent’s Incumbent’s Others’
rate vote share vote share vote share

Positive campaign (α1) -0.018 -0.002 0.004 -0.002
[0.023] [0.042] [0.039] [0.036]

Negative campaign (α2) 0.014 -0.038 0.037 0.001
[0.022] [0.041] [0.036] [0.030]

P-value H1: α1 − α2=0 0.162 0.321 0.402 0.922
P-value H2: α1 + α2 = 0 0.916 0.597 0.526 0.985
Obs. 1,140 912 912 912
Notes. Estimated OLS regression: Yi = α1POSi + α2NEGi + εi. (H1) Treatment effect of positive vs. negative campaign:
α1−α2 = 0. (H2) Treatment effect of any campaign vs. no campaign: α1 + α2 = 0. Robust standard errors are in brackets.
Significance at the 10% level is represented by *, at the 5% level by **, and at the 1% level by ***.

Table 4 – Average Treatment Effects, Runoff

Expected Vote for Vote for Undecided
turnout opponent incumbent

Positive campaign (α1) 0.010 0.012 0.020 -0.032
[0.026] [0.036] [0.035] [0.032]

Negative campaign (α2) 0.013 0.021 0.044 -0.065**
[0.025] [0.032] [0.034] [0.027]

P-value H1: α1 − α2=0 0.860 0.811 0.505 0.150
P-value H2: α1 + α2 = 0 0.630 0.558 0.283 0.080*
Obs. 1,119 1,034 1,034 1,034
Notes. Estimated OLS regression: Yi = α1POSi + α2NEGi + εi. (H1) Treatment effect of positive vs. negative campaign:
α1−α2 = 0. (H2) Treatment effect of any campaign vs. no campaign: α1 + α2 = 0. Robust standard errors are in brackets.
Significance at the 10% level is represented by *, at the 5% level by **, and at the 1% level by ***.
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Table 5 – Differential Effects of Campaign Information by Gender, First Round

Turnout Opponent’s Incumbent’s Others’
rate vote share vote share vote share

Positive campaign (α1) 0.031 -0.110* 0.127** -0.018
[0.043] [0.059] [0.054] [0.063]

Negative campaign (α2) 0.082** -0.075 0.100 -0.025
[0.037] [0.069] [0.061] [0.054]

Positive campaign × Female (β1) -0.080 0.190** -0.207*** 0.018
[0.051] [0.080] [0.075] [0.070]

Negative campaign × Female (β2) -0.114** 0.065 -0.101 0.036
[0.049] [0.083] [0.077] [0.065]

Female 0.061 0.004 0.067 -0.071
[0.040] [0.071] [0.057] [0.052]

P-value H1: α1 − α2=0 0.092* 0.435 0.619 0.876
P-value H2: α1 + β1 − (α2 + β2) = 0 0.556 0.062* 0.074* 0.776
P-value H3: β1 − β2 = 0 0.365 0.035** 0.076* 0.785
P-value H4: α1 + α2 = 0 0.137 0.132 0.033** 0.694
P-value H5: α1 + β1 + α2 + β2 = 0 0.102 0.460 0.342 0.870
P-value H6: β1 + β2 = 0 0.043** 0.104 0.034** 0.656
Obs. 1,140 912 912 912
Notes. Estimated OLS regression: Yi = α1POSi+α2NEGi+β1POSi×FEMALEi+β2NEGi×FEMALEi+δFEMALEi+
εi. (H1) Treatment effect of positive vs. negative campaign for males: α1 − α2 = 0. (H2) Treatment effect of positive
vs. negative campaign for females: (α1 + β1) − (α2 + β2) = 0. (H3) Differential treatment effect of positive vs. negative
campaign between males and females: β1 − β2 = 0. (H4) Treatment effect of any campaign vs. no campaign for males:
α1+α2 = 0. (H5) Treatment effect of any campaign vs. no campaign for females: (α1+β1)+(α2+β2) = 0. (H6) Differential
treatment effect of any campaign vs. no campaign between males and females: β1 + β2 = 0. Robust standard errors are in
brackets. Significance at the 10% level is represented by *, at the 5% level by **, and at the 1% level by ***.
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Table 6 – Differential Effects of Campaign Information by Gender, Runoff

Expected Vote for Vote for Undecided
turnout opponent incumbent

Positive campaign (α1) 0.022 -0.085 0.184*** -0.099**
[0.046] [0.058] [0.057] [0.043]

Negative campaign (α2) 0.067* -0.051 0.129** -0.078*
[0.035] [0.063] [0.062] [0.043]

Positive campaign × Female (β1) -0.017 0.163* -0.272*** 0.109*
[0.046] [0.081] [0.082] [0.060]

Negative campaign × Female (β2) -0.089** 0.124 -0.139* 0.015
[0.042] [0.086] [0.080] [0.053]

Female 0.051 -0.042 0.096 -0.054
[0.035] [0.070] [0.068] [0.051]

P-value H1: α1 − α2=0 0.141 0.467 0.300 0.569
P-value H2: α1 + β1 − (α2 + β2) = 0 0.256 0.921 0.061* 0.032**
P-value H3: β1 − β2 = 0 0.059* 0.473 0.028** 0.087*
P-value H4: α1 + α2 = 0 0.251 0.228 0.006*** 0.028**
P-value H5: α1 + β1 + α2 + β2 = 0 0.716 0.081* 0.247 0.450
P-value H6: β1 + β2 = 0 0.190 0.078* 0.010*** 0.225
Obs. 1,119 1,034 1,034 1,034
Notes. Estimated OLS regression: Yi = α1POSi+α2NEGi+β1POSi×FEMALEi+β2NEGi×FEMALEi+δFEMALEi+
εi. (H1) Treatment effect of positive vs. negative campaign for males: α1 − α2 = 0. (H2) Treatment effect of positive
vs. negative campaign for females: (α1 + β1) − (α2 + β2) = 0. (H3) Differential treatment effect of positive vs. negative
campaign between males and females: β1 − β2 = 0. (H4) Treatment effect of any campaign vs. no campaign for males:
α1+α2 = 0. (H5) Treatment effect of any campaign vs. no campaign for females: (α1+β1)+(α2+β2) = 0. (H6) Differential
treatment effect of any campaign vs. no campaign between males and females: β1 + β2 = 0. Robust standard errors are in
brackets. Significance at the 10% level is represented by *, at the 5% level by **, and at the 1% level by ***.
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Table 7 – Differential Impact Effects of Campaign Tools (2nd Survey)

Agree with Agree with Trust Trust
opponent’s incumbent’s opponent incumbent

video video
Positive campaign (α1) -0.067 0.147** -0.060 0.157***

[0.051] [0.060] [0.049] [0.056]
Positive campaign × Female (β1) 0.108 -0.196** 0.092 -0.244***

[0.070] [0.078] [0.072] [0.065]
Female -0.013 0.076 -0.024 0.088*

[0.060] [0.051] [0.055] [0.045]
P-value H1: α1 + β1=0 0.374 0.384 0.481 0.088*
Obs. 793 793 793 793
Notes. Estimated OLS regression in the subsample exposed to any campaign (non-missing values only): Yi = α1POSi +
β1POSi×FEMALEi +δFEMALEi +εi. (H1) Treatment effect of positive vs. negative campaign for females: α1 +β1 = 0.
First two columns refer to questions asked after the video interview with each candidate (“do you agree with what the
candidate says in the video?”); last two columns refer to questions asked after the campaign slogan of each candidate (“how
much do you feel you can trust the candidate?”). Robust standard errors are in brackets. Significance at the 10% level is
represented by *, at the 5% level by **, and at the 1% level by ***.

Table 8 – Differential Impact Effects of Campaign Tools (3rd Survey)

Agree with Agree with Trust Trust
opponent’s incumbent’s opponent’s incumbent’s

letter letter video video
Positive campaign (α1) 0.055 0.156** -0.061 0.143**

[0.060] [0.059] [0.058] [0.057]
Positive campaign × Female (β1) -0.008 -0.200** 0.103 -0.181**

[0.068] [0.078] [0.076] [0.078]
Female 0.005 0.020 0.016 0.023

[0.049] [0.049] [0.058] [0.053]
P-value H1: α1 + β1=0 0.269 0.380 0.359 0.424
Obs. 762 762 762 762
Notes. Estimated OLS regression in the subsample exposed to any campaign (non-missing values only): Yi = α1POSi +
β1POSi×FEMALEi +δFEMALEi +εi. (H1) Treatment effect of positive vs. negative campaign for females: α1 +β1 = 0.
First two columns refer to questions asked after each candidate’s open letter to voters (“do you agree with the general sense
of this letter?”); last two columns refer to questions asked after the video ad endorsed by each candidate (“how truthful does
this electoral message seem to you?”). Robust standard errors are in brackets. Significance at the 10% level is represented
by *, at the 5% level by **, and at the 1% level by ***.
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Table 9 – Differential Effects on Perceptions

Perceive Perceive Perceive Confident Voted based on
campaign opponent incumbent about vote candidates’
as harsh as negative as negative choice attributes

Positive campaign (α1) -0.085* -0.089* -0.067 -0.038 0.021
[0.045] [0.050] [0.047] [0.053] [0.049]

Positive campaign × Female (β1) 0.007 0.032 0.130** 0.091 0.000
[0.065] [0.072] [0.048] [0.061] [0.084]

Female -0.050 -0.081 -0.035 -0.041 0.039
[0.048] [0.049] [0.044] [0.052] [0.044]

P-value H1: α1 + β1=0 0.087* 0.217 0.172 0.319 0.727
Obs. 762 635 635 567 567
Notes. Estimated OLS regression: Yi = α1POSi + β1POSi × FEMALEi + δFEMALEi + εi. (H1) Treatment effect of
positive vs. negative campaign for females: α1 + β1 = 0. Robust standard errors are in brackets. Significance at the 10%
level is represented by *, at the 5% level by **, and at the 1% level by ***.

Table 10 – Differential Effects of Sky TV Show on 3rd Survey Outcomes

Agree with Agree with Trust Trust
opponent’s incumbent’s opponent’s incumbent’s

letter letter video video
A. OLS specifications

After Sky (α1) -0.113 0.113 -0.043 0.092
[0.069] [0.078] [0.086] [0.079]

After Sky × Female (β1) 0.189** -0.207** -0.021 -0.213**
[0.087] [0.079] [0.109] [0.083]

Female -0.024 -0.045 0.067 -0.033
[0.042] [0.038] [0.040] [0.034]

P-value H1: α1 + β1=0 0.166 0.091* 0.273 0.041**
B. RD specifications

After Sky (α1) -0.142 0.139 -0.121 0.071
[0.089] [0.088] [0.117] [0.093]

After Sky × Female (β1) 0.182** -0.201** -0.040 -0.219**
[0.086] [0.077] [0.109] [0.083]

Female -0.021 -0.050 0.069* -0.041
[0.043] [0.039] [0.041] [0.035]

P-value H1: α1 + β1=0 0.631 0.409 0.113 0.116
Obs. 762 762 762 762
Notes. Panel A reports the OLS specifications: Yi = α1AFTERi + β1AFTERi × FEMALEi + δFEMALEi + εi; where
AFTERi is a dummy equal to one if the voter responded before the Sky TV show was aired, and equal to zero otherwise.
Panel B reports the RD specifications: Yi = α1AFTERi+β1AFTERi×FEMALEi+δFEMALEi+f(DISTANCEi)+εi;
where f(.) is a spline third-order polynomial control function, and DISTANCEi is the distance from the time of the show
measured in minutes. (H1) Treatment effect of positive vs. negative campaign for females: α1 + β1 = 0. Robust standard
errors are in brackets. Significance at the 10% level is represented by *, at the 5% level by **, and at the 1% level by ***.
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Table 13 – Differential Effects of Campaign Information by Ideology, First Round

Turnout Opponent’s Incumbent’s Others’
rate vote share vote share vote share

Positive campaign (α1) -0.012 0.000 0.010 -0.010
[0.028] [0.047] [0.048] [0.042]

Negative campaign (α2) 0.017 -0.030 0.033 -0.004
[0.024] [0.043] [0.046] [0.039]

Positive campaign × Left-wing (β1) -0.029 -0.054 0.002 0.052
[0.066] [0.097] [0.096] [0.065]

Negative campaign × Left-wing (β2) -0.016 -0.043 0.019 0.024
[0.063] [0.090] [0.079] [0.095]

Left-wing 0.010 0.336*** -0.244*** -0.092
[0.050] [0.072] [0.073] [0.061]

P-value H1: α1 − α2=0 0.254 0.432 0.622 0.828
P-value H2: α1 + β1 − (α2 + β2) = 0 0.395 0.862 0.522 0.754
P-value H3: β1 − β2 = 0 0.819 0.923 0.837 0.712
P-value H4: α1 + α2 = 0 0.930 0.721 0.597 0.853
P-value H5: α1 + β1 + α2 + β2 = 0 0.684 0.336 0.538 0.587
P-value H6: β1 + β2 = 0 0.700 0.526 0.897 0.603
Obs. 1,140 912 912 912
Notes. Estimated OLS regression: Yi = α1POSi + α2NEGi + β1POSi × LEFTWINGi + β2NEGi × LEFTWINGi +
δLEFTWINGi+εi; where LEFTWINGi is the ideological position of voters. (H1) Treatment effect of positive vs. negative
campaign for right-wing voters: α1 − α2 = 0. (H2) Treatment effect of positive vs. negative campaign for left-wing voters:
(α1 + β1) − (α2 + β2) = 0. (H3) Differential treatment effect of positive vs. negative campaign between right-wing and
left-wing voters: β1 − β2 = 0. (H4) Treatment effect of any campaign vs. no campaign for right-wing voters: α1 + α2 = 0.
(H5) Treatment effect of any campaign vs. no campaign for left-wing voters: (α1 + β1) + (α2 + β2) = 0. (H6) Differential
treatment effect of any campaign vs. no campaign between right-wing and left-wing voters: β1 + β2 = 0. Robust standard
errors are in brackets. Significance at the 10% level is represented by *, at the 5% level by **, and at the 1% level by ***.
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Table 14 – Differential Effects of Campaign Information by Ideology, Runoff

Expected Vote for Vote for Undecided
turnout opponent incumbent

Positive campaign (α1) 0.019 -0.014 0.035 -0.021
[0.032] [0.044] [0.040] [0.037]

Negative campaign (α2) 0.014 0.018 0.044 -0.062*
[0.030] [0.038] [0.040] [0.032]

Positive campaign × Left-wing (β1) -0.055 0.107 -0.055 -0.053
[0.058] [0.108] [0.074] [0.075]

Negative campaign × Left-wing (β2) -0.003 0.025 -0.003 -0.022
[0.046] [0.092] [0.067] [0.072]

Left-wing 0.056 0.271*** -0.212*** -0.059
[0.039] [0.087] [0.055] [0.067]

P-value H1: α1 − α2=0 0.788 0.458 0.825 0.115
P-value H2: α1 + β1 − (α2 + β2) = 0 0.136 0.525 0.284 0.831
P-value H3: β1 − β2 = 0 0.138 0.374 0.477 0.582
P-value H4: α1 + α2 = 0 0.568 0.959 0.246 0.209
P-value H5: α1 + β1 + α2 + β2 = 0 0.739 0.337 0.836 0.175
P-value H6: β1 + β2 = 0 0.561 0.463 0.637 0.588
Obs. 1,119 1,034 1,034 1,034
Notes. Estimated OLS regression: Yi = α1POSi + α2NEGi + β1POSi × LEFTWINGi + β2NEGi × LEFTWINGi +
δLEFTWINGi+εi; where LEFTWINGi is the ideological position of voters. (H1) Treatment effect of positive vs. negative
campaign for right-wing voters: α1 − α2 = 0. (H2) Treatment effect of positive vs. negative campaign for left-wing voters:
(α1 + β1) − (α2 + β2) = 0. (H3) Differential treatment effect of positive vs. negative campaign between right-wing and
left-wing voters: β1 − β2 = 0. (H4) Treatment effect of any campaign vs. no campaign for right-wing voters: α1 + α2 = 0.
(H5) Treatment effect of any campaign vs. no campaign for left-wing voters: (α1 + β1) + (α2 + β2) = 0. (H6) Differential
treatment effect of any campaign vs. no campaign between right-wing and left-wing voters: β1 + β2 = 0. Robust standard
errors are in brackets. Significance at the 10% level is represented by *, at the 5% level by **, and at the 1% level by ***.
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Table 15 – Augmented Specifications with Full Set of Interactions, First Round

Turnout Opponent’s Incumbent’s Others’
rate vote share vote share vote share

Positive campaign (α1) 0.027 -0.037 0.130 -0.093
[0.051] [0.067] [0.078] [0.075]

Negative campaign (α2) 0.061 -0.066 0.140* -0.074
[0.038] [0.063] [0.076] [0.072]

Positive campaign × Female (β1) -0.076 0.141* -0.172** 0.031
[0.050] [0.075] [0.068] [0.068]

Negative campaign × Female (β2) -0.107** 0.056 -0.098 0.042
[0.048] [0.083] [0.074] [0.063]

Female 0.058 0.008 0.058 -0.066
[0.040] [0.070] [0.055] [0.050]

P-value H1: α1 − α2=0 0.356 0.634 0.890 0.668
P-value H2: α1 + β1 − (α2 + β2) = 0 0.927 0.087* 0.194 0.472
P-value H3: β1 − β2 = 0 0.435 0.136 0.202 0.869
P-value H4: α1 + α2 = 0 0.290 0.373 0.056* 0.238
P-value H5: α1 + β1 + α2 + β2 = 0 0.093* 0.423 0.997 0.333
P-value H6: β1 + β2 = 0 0.051* 0.187 0.044** 0.532
Obs. 1,140 912 912 912
Notes. Estimated OLS regression: Yi = α1POSi+α2NEGi+β1POSi×FEMALEi+β2NEGi×FEMALEi+δFEMALEi+
γ′
1(xi × POSi) + γ′

2(xi × NEGi) + θ′xi + εi, where xi is a vector of covariates that are statistically different by gender
(namely, Young, Married, Left-wing, and Low interest in politics; see Table 11 for more details). Robust standard errors are
in brackets. Significance at the 10% level is represented by *, at the 5% level by **, and at the 1% level by ***.
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Table 16 – Augmented Specifications with Full Set of Interactions, Runoff

Expected Vote for Vote for Undecided
turnout opponent incumbent

Positive campaign (α1) 0.041 -0.107 0.221*** -0.114*
[0.048] [0.083] [0.067] [0.056]

Negative campaign (α2) 0.070* -0.122 0.178** -0.056
[0.039] [0.086] [0.069] [0.058]

Positive campaign × Female (β1) -0.014 0.120 -0.240*** 0.120*
[0.046] [0.079] [0.081] [0.064]

Negative campaign × Female (β2) -0.086** 0.126 -0.139* 0.013
[0.038] [0.088] [0.078] [0.055]

Female 0.050 -0.041 0.093 -0.052
[0.033] [0.072] [0.067] [0.053]

P-value H1: α1 − α2=0 0.370 0.789 0.566 0.209
P-value H2: α1 + β1 − (α2 + β2) = 0 0.226 0.885 0.351 0.273
P-value H3: β1 − β2 = 0 0.058* 0.901 0.072* 0.070*
P-value H4: α1 + α2 = 0 0.181 0.156 0.001** 0.115
P-value H5: α1 + β1 + α2 + β2 = 0 0.851 0.883 0.873 0.699
P-value H6: β1 + β2 = 0 0.198 0.132 0.016** 0.212
Obs. 1,119 1,034 1,034 1,034
Notes. Estimated OLS regression: Yi = α1POSi+α2NEGi+β1POSi×FEMALEi+β2NEGi×FEMALEi+δFEMALEi+
γ′
1(xi × POSi) + γ′

2(xi × NEGi) + θ′xi + εi, where xi is a vector of covariates that are statistically different by gender
(namely, Young, Married, Left-wing, and Low interest in politics; see Table 11 for more details). Robust standard errors are
in brackets. Significance at the 10% level is represented by *, at the 5% level by **, and at the 1% level by ***.
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Appendix I: Informational Treatments

In the following sections, we report the English translation of our informational treatments.

For complete materials (including original videos realized by professionals, online survey

screenshots, etc.) please refer to the website: www.people.usi.ch/galassov/projects.html.

A1 Opponent’s (Randomized) Campaign

Second Survey: Video Interview with the Candidate

The video interview with the opponent characterized by a positive tone is available on-

line at the following link: http://www.youtube.com/embed/kW-cxPistYM. The English

translation of the text reads as follows.

Interviewer: “How does Giuliano Pisapia plan to solve these problems and increase the

quality of life of Milan’s citizens?”

Opponent: “I have various ideas. We need to make public transportation an actual

alternative to private transport, in particular to cars. We should give everyone the possi-

bility to get around using bicycles. This can be done by extending the bike sharing service

which cannot be limited only to the city center but should be available also in suburbs.

We need to give people the possibility to use bikes as means of transport across the whole

city, in the center and in the suburbs. We need new proposals to reduce traffic throughout

the city and eliminate it from the city center. I believe that a congestion charge that

makes everyone pay a small amount would enhance citizens’ well-being. Plus, it would

reduce the use of private cars alleviating traffic and pollution. In addition, the revenues

from this charge – which needs to be paid by everyone but that will not greatly affect

people’s budgets – should be invested in public transport. This is the only way to solve

problems such as traffic and pollution. Milan should have once again many green spaces

and parks; this would greatly benefit not only children, but also adults and elderly. These

green spaces can make a positive difference in the lives of our citizens.”

The video interview with the opponent characterized by a negative tone is available on-

line at the following link: http://www.youtube.com/embed/243QcAeA4C8. The English

translation of the text reads as follows.
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Interviewer: “What are the main mistakes made by the Moratti administration in the

past five years?”

Opponent: “The mayor proposed to raise the fare for public transportation even

though, as citizens know very well, it is totally inefficient. In these years public transport

has been increasingly more off schedule and citizens have had to wait more for buses and

trolley cars than in the past. Plus, the speed of transportation has declined continuously.

In fact, Milan now ranks 20th in Europe for speed of public transportation with an average

speed of 13.5 Km/hr well below the European average of 20 Km/hr. The Ecopass system

is complete failure, in fact, the councillor that proposed it has been fired. It failed in

every respect since it did not reduce traffic (except marginally in the center) and it did

not improve the quality of the air we breathe. In Milan, the European critical level of

Particulate Matters in the air has been crossed in 35 out of the first 38 days of the year,

reaching the European annual limit. This proves that nothing has been done to alleviate

traffic and to improve the quality of the air we breathe. Letizia Moratti not only didn’t

do anything effective to solve problems such as traffic and pollution, she also did not do

anything to create more green spaces in Milan. The worst part is that she wasted a huge

present that Maestro Abbado made to our city: 90,000 trees that certainly would have

helped make Milan a greener city.”

Second Survey: Electoral Campaign Slogan

Figure A1 and Figure A2 show the positive and negative slogans for the opponent’s elec-

toral campaign, respectively. The English translation of the positive slogan reads: “Pisapia

for Mayor = Less Traffic, More Parks. Change in Milan is possible.” The English transla-

tion of the negative slogan reads: “5 years of Moratti = More Traffic, Less Parks. Change

in Milan is possible.”

Third Survey: Open Letter to Voters

The text of the open letter sent to the eligible voters with a positive tone is the following.

“Can a mayor contribute to the happiness of his citizens? I believe he can. Moreover,

I am convinced that the primary duty of who governs in name of the general interest is to

increase the wellbeing of his fellow citizens. Together with over a thousand volunteers of
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the Workshops for the City, I have defined four main goals:

1. I want to breath with you new air, finally clean.

2. I want to live in a city in which work is considered a source of dignity, freedom, and

a fundamental value.

3. I want less cars in the city center, more public transportation, a stop a few meters

from everyone’s house also in the suburbs, less traffic, and the possibility to move

quickly throughout the city also using bicycles.

4. I want to support those who dedicate their lives to culture; help it thrive sustaining

creativity and free initiatives.

I commit to work for these goals. Milan deserves to become once again one of the

capitals of Europe.”

The text of the open letter sent to the eligible voters with a negative tone is the

following.

“Can a mayor contribute to the happiness of his citizens? I believe he can. Moreover,

I am convinced that the primary duty of who governs in name of the general interest is to

increase the wellbeing of his fellow citizens. In Mrs. Moratti’s Milan this did not happen.

She was indifferent to the city’s problems and rarely present in the city council; there-

fore, she has proved to be unfit to serve our city.

1. City council. She only attended 5% of ballots, a record high level of absenteeism.

2. City’s neighborhoods. Her indifference to the city’s needs is obvious: the suburbs

are completely abandoned.

3. Little attention was given to transportation and environment, particulate matters in

the air are at the highest level since 2007, and 20% of the city’s shops pay protection

money to the Mafia.

4. Only now—during the electoral campaign—Letizia Moratti is creating a few bike-

ways and is spending millions of Euros to disseminate throughout the city huge

pictures that portray her surrounded by the citizens of Milan.
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Milan does not deserve other five years of Moratti administration. Change in Milan is

possible.”

Third Survey: Video Ad Endorsed by the Candidate

The video ad endorsed by the opponent and characterized by a positive tone is avail-

able online at the following link: http://www.youtube.com/embed/909RgdaC6Mg. The

English translation of the text reads as follows.

“The 15th and 16th of May the citizens of Milan will vote to elect their Mayor. Giuliano

Pisapia will challenge the incumbent Mayor. What does he plan to do for Milan? To make

Milan closer to the needs of citizens, Giuliano Pisapia believes that public service rather

than business interests should be a priority [video highlight appearing on the screen: ‘Close

to Citizens’ Needs’]. To truly fight organized crime, Giuliano Pisapia proposes an anti-

Mafia commission that should oversee the works for Expo [video highlight: ‘Anti-Mafia

Commission’]. To increase the city’s efficiency, Giuliano Pisapia proposes to reward merit

and to boost the skills of public employees and managers [video highlight: ‘Merit and

Competence’]. To enhance transparency, Giuliano Pisapia believes that the town planning

bill should be discussed with civil society and in the city council [video highlight: ‘More

Transparency’].”

The video ad endorsed by the opponent and characterized by a negative tone is available

online at the following link: http://www.youtube.com/embed/JcG0d6uZ-kk. The English

translation of the text reads as follows.

“[Video highlight appearing on the screen: ‘15/16 of May’], Letizia Moratti runs again

for mayor of Milan. Before choosing who to vote, ask yourself whether the Milan she

has in mind is also your Milan. [Video highlight: ‘6th of October 2006’], Letizia Moratti

undersells optic fibers. Private investors make a profit of 600%, the city looses 50 million

Euros [video highlight: ‘+ 600% to private investors’; ‘- 50 million Euros to the citizens of

Milan’]. [Video highlight: ‘12th of March 2009’], Letizia Moratti eliminates the anti-Mafia

commission that was supposed to oversee the works for Expo [video highlight: “infiltrations

of the Mafia”]. [Video highlight: ‘24th of May 2009’], investigation on public appointments,

the Court of Auditors condemns Letizia Moratti and asks her to refund the city of Milan

[video highlight: ‘illegal public appointments]. [Video highlight: ‘4th of February 2011’],
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the town planning bill passed by Letizia Moratti tries to amend the one million Euro

infringement of building regulations of her son Gabriele [video highlight: ‘Bat-House’]. Is

this your Milan?”

A2 Incumbent’s (Non-Randomized) Campaign

For our experiment, we also simulated the “entire” political campaign of the incumbent,

Letizia Moratti, using the same tools of the opponent’s campaign, and we then adminis-

tered this (non-randomized) campaign to all groups during the second and third survey.

Second Survey: Video Interview with the Candidate

The video (available online at the link: http://www.youtube.com/embed/AHnjRoawu Q)

runs under the header “we want to complete our good work” and broadcasts a public speech

by Letizia Moratti, as mayor of Milan, launching her electoral campaign in Piazza San

Babila (city center). Surrounded by supporters holding flags and balloons, she promises to

complete the projects that were started during her first mandate, with new subway lines

being a top priority. The text of the video interview with the incumbent is the following.

“In all these years the center-right administration has always governed well. I have

found balanced budgets thanks to mayors Albertini, Formentini, and all those who pre-

ceded me. Thanks to this, I have had the possibility to continue to invest. We have

invested 3.9 billion Euros in public infrastructures. This allowed us to extend the subway

lines: the number 2 line up to Assago has already been inaugurated and the number 3 up

to Comasina has also already been inaugurated. We have also already put aside—they are

already registered in our budgets—all the funds necessary to complete the new subway

lines 4 and 5 before the Expo.”

Second Survey: Electoral Campaign Slogan

The electoral campaign slogan following the video reads: “We are working to make Milan

an even better place to live in. Letizia Moratti for Mayor.”
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Third Survey: Open Letter to Voters

The header of the incumbent’s open letter is “Milan is the city I love.” It describes the

philosophy that Mrs. Moratti wished to continue to adopt in her second term: to aim high

(as with the Expo), but also to take care of the citizens’ everyday needs. The text of the

letter is the following.

“Milan is the city I love: it is the city in which I was born and raised. It thought

me kindness, discretion, and diligence. In my life I have had to deal with situations in

which I had great responsibilities. However, nothing is comparable to the emotions I felt

when working for my city as Mayor of Milan. In these five years we have aimed at great

accomplishments but at the same we took care of the small necessities of our citizens

everyday lives.

• We aimed high competing and winning the contest for Expo 2015 which will make

Milan capital of the world.

• We took care of small necessities rising security controls in the city’s outskirts,

investing in street lighting, creating new kindergarten facilities, reaching out to a

larger number of elderly, and planting new trees.

I would like to complete the projects we have started in the past five years and make

Milan a better place to live in. I will do this with anyone who wants to give the home of

all Milanese people more strength, openness and beauty.”

Video Ad Endorsed by the Candidate

The video ad endorsed by the incumbent is available at: http://youtu.be/F9l7BIexZc8.

The English translation of the text reads as follows. The video plays under the header

“Letizia Moratti: This is my Milan.” “Our Milan says ‘YES’ to more homes for Italians,

‘NO’ to gypsy camps. ‘YES’ to a modern Milan, once again leader in the world, ‘NO ’to

those who live in the past. ‘YES’ to more assistance and support for the elderly, ‘NO’

to an administration that raises taxes. ‘YES’ to more safety and legality, ‘NO’ to illegal

immigration. ‘YES’ to more aids for mothers.” The last scene pictures Letizia Moratti

saying “this is my Milan.”
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Appendix II: Additional Figures and Tables

Figure A1 – Opponent’s Campaign Slogan, Positive Tone

Figure A2 – Opponent’s Campaign Slogan, Negative Tone
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Table A3 – Positive Campaign vs. Negative Campaign by Gender, First Round

Turnout Opponent’s Incumbent’s Others’
rate vote share vote share vote share

Positive campaign (α1) -0.051* -0.035 0.027 0.008
[0.029] [0.044] [0.055] [0.048]

Positive campaign × Female (β1) 0.034 0.125** -0.107* -0.018
[0.037] [0.057] [0.059] [0.065]

Female -0.054** 0.069 -0.034 -0.035
[0.026] [0.047] [0.047] [0.044]

P-value H1: α1 + β1=0 0.556 0.062* 0.074* 0.776
Obs. 842 671 671 671
Notes. Estimated OLS regression in the subsample exposed to any campaign: Yi = α1POSi + β1POSi × FEMALEi +
δFEMALEi + εi. (H1) Treatment effect of positive vs. negative campaign for females: α1 +β1 = 0. Robust standard errors
are in brackets. Significance at the 10% level is represented by *, at the 5% level by **, and at the 1% level by ***.

Table A4 – Positive Campaign vs. Negative Campaign by Gender, Runoff

Expected Vote for Vote for Undecided
turnout opponent incumbent

Positive campaign (α1) -0.045 -0.034 0.055 -0.021
[0.030] [0.046] [0.052] [0.037]

Positive campaign × Female (β1) 0.072* 0.039 -0.133** 0.095*
[0.037] [0.053] [0.058] [0.054]

Female -0.038* 0.082* -0.043 -0.039
[0.021] [0.048] [0.052] [0.035]

P-value H1: α1 + β1=0 0.256 0.921 0.061* 0.032**
Obs. 823 763 763 763
Notes. Estimated OLS regression in the subsample exposed to any campaign: Yi = α1POSi + β1POSi × FEMALEi +
δFEMALEi + εi. (H1) Treatment effect of positive vs. negative campaign for females: α1 +β1 = 0. Robust standard errors
are in brackets. Significance at the 10% level is represented by *, at the 5% level by **, and at the 1% level by ***.
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