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Napoleonic Administrative Reforms and Development
In the Italian Mezzogiorno
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Abstract

We study how changes in the administrative hierarchy of a country affect development at the
city level. We use the 1806 Napoleonic administrative reform implemented in the Kingdom
of Naples as a historical experiment to assess whether district capitals with supra-municipal
administrative functions enjoyed an urban development premium compared with non-capital
cities. We find that district capitals recorded a population growth premium throughout the 19
century (1828-1911) and experienced higher industrialization than non-capital cities, both
before and after the Italian unification. We explain our findings through mechanisms relating
to public goods provision and transport network accessibility.
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1. Introduction?

A few recent studies have analyzed the effects of administrative reforms on state-
building capacity, economic development, and urbanization (Becker, Heblich, and Sturm
2021; Bai and Jia 2023; Chambru, Henry, and Marx 2024). In this paper, we exploit one of the
most ambitious state-building and reform processes that occurred in Europe in the first half of
the nineteenth century (Croce 1925; Davis 2006), that is, the administrative reform
implemented in 1806 by the Napoleonic authorities in the Kingdom of Naples, as a historical
experiment to analyze the effects of a radical reform on long-run development.? The
Napoleonic reform established, for the first time, the division of the 12 “historical” provinces
of the Kingdom of Naples into 40 districts—that is, intermediate geographical-administrative
units between the province and the municipalities—within which a city was selected on the
basis of its “spatial centrality” as the district capital. The identification of the districts and the
selection of their capitals by the Napoleonic authorities was one of the major innovations of
the 1806 reform.

We exploit the exogeneity in the selection of the district capitals to assess whether
municipalities that experienced such a status change, having being selected as the seat of the
Sub-Intendancy, gained a population growth premium due to acquiring supra-municipal
administrative functions by law, thereby becoming “centers of power” at the local level. The
introduction of such functions, coupled with population growth resulting from the initial influx
of bureaucrats, soldiers, police officers, and their families, and subsequent immigration
inflows from the rest of the Kingdom of Naples, had a positive impact on the urban and
industrial development of these cities.

Two underlying mechanisms can reasonably be hypothesized to explain the relationship
between administrative reforms, population growth, and urban and industrial development:
the provision of public goods, and transport network accessibility. First, population growth
may have increased the demand for local public goods, thereby positively influencing urban

' We are grateful to Alberto Bisin, Paolo Buonanno, Francesco Cinnirella, Giovanni Federico, James Fenske,
Davide Fiaschi, Luigi Guiso, Bishnupriya Gupta, Maurizio Lupo, Joel Mokyr, Luigi Moretti, Francesco Pigliaru,
Amedeo Pugliese, Anna Maria Rao, Enrico Rettore, Andrés Rodriguez-Pose, Domenico Scalera, Michael
Storper, Gian Luca Tedeschi, and the participants at the ERSA Conference (Bozen, 2021), the EHS Conference
(Cambridge, 2022), the workshop on “Institutions, Civil Society and Socio-Economic Prosperity—Historical
Economics and the Meridione” (Bocconi University, 2023), the workshop on “Institutions, Knowledge Diffusion
and Economic Development” (Cagliari, 2023), the SIEPI Conference on “The Italian Industry in the 1920s”
(Ancona, 2023), and seminars at the University of Rome “Tor Vergata” (2022), UCLA (2023), the University of
Rome “La Sapienza” (2023), the University of Bergamo (2023), Lund University (2023), and the University of
Malaga (2024) for useful comments and discussion. We are also grateful to Angelantonio Spagnoletti for having
provided us with early nineteenth-century petitions available at the Naples State Archive, Idamaria Fusco for
having shared 1658 plague data, and Stefano Chianese for support in digitalizing 1884 municipal balance sheet
data. This research did not receive any specific grant from funding agencies in the public, commercial, or not-
for-profit sectors. All errors and omissions are our own. Competing interests: the authors declare none.

2 A basic dimension of state capacity is bureaucratic and administrative capacity (Besley and Persson 2011;
Savoia and Sen 2015; Acemoglu and Robinson 2019)—that is, the ability of an administrative system to design
and implement policies for delivering benefits (Acemoglu et al. 2011) and services to households and firms
(Besley and Persson 2009, 2011; Acemoglu and Robinson 2019). While this dimension of state capacity has been
widely investigated in terms of skills, competences, and abilities of an administrative system to achieve its
objectives (Evans and Rauch 1999; Rauch and Evans 2000), the literature has only recently focused on the effects
that radical changes in this dimension can have on economic development (Bo 2020; Becker, Heblich, and Sturm
2021; Bo and Cheng 2021; Jia, Liang, and Ma 2021; Bai and Jia 2023; Chambru, Henry, and Marx 2024).



and industrial development. Additionally, as district capitals assumed new supra-municipal
administrative functions, they likely played a central role in connecting provincial and central
government authorities with peripheral municipalities within district boundaries.
Consequently, transport network accessibility was essential not only for the efficient
transmission of information, laws, and regulations but also helped promote urban development
and industrialization.

We assemble a large and original dataset combining historical data at the municipality
level from 1648 to 1911, and analyze development at the city level in terms of both population
dynamics and industrialization up to the year 1911.> We investigate the exogeneity of the
criterion used by the French authorities for selecting district capitals in 1806 that is, spatial
centrality by relying on both historical evidence and quantitative analysis. On the one hand,
we detect a strong positive correlation between the centrality of districts’ centroid and the
spatial centrality of district capitals. On the other hand, we exclude any role that local lobbies
(i.e., feudal lords, supporters of the French regime, and senior officials such as State
Councilors and Ministers) or pre-existing economic and infrastructural characteristics at the
municipality level could have played in the selection process. Moreover, we assemble a
comprehensive collection of petitions obtained from the Naples State Archive
(NSA) forwarded by local authorities to the central institutions of the Kingdom of Naples to
request a revision of the administrative geography established in August 1806, and
demonstrate that none of them were sent before January 1807. In other words, all the available
empirical and historical evidence points to the same directions, namely that district capitals
were selected based on their spatial centrality within a district, without the exerted influences
of local lobbies or other economic and infrastructural characteristics.

We find that district capitals gained a long-lasting population growth premium compared
with non-capital municipalities and experienced higher industrial development both before
and after the Italian unification occurred in 1861. We do not find evidence of anticipatory and
spillover effects, and rule out potential confounding effects related to geography. We
corroborate our results through a number of robustness tests among which kernel matching
and synthetic control estimation approaches and placebo exercises based on randomized
treatment assignments. We also test the proposed underlying mechanisms and find that district
capitals tended to provide more public goods (e.g., hospitals, kindergartens, secondary
schools) to the local population both before and after the Italian unification and were more
connected to the railway network. Finally, we carry out a long-run analysis and provide
evidence with respect to a battery of current outcomes concerning population growth,
agglomeration economies, human capital endowment, wealth, and economic performance.

Our paper is related to different streams of the literature. The first concerns the effects
of Napoleonic reforms. At the beginning of the nineteenth century, the French Revolutionary
armies introduced radical innovations—such as Code Civil, the commercial and criminal law
codes, and the abolition of guilds and feudalism—in numerous countries, such as Germany,
Italy, and Spain (Davis 2006). Only recently, a few studies have recognized the importance of
these past reforms on current economic, social, and cultural outcomes (Buggle 2016).

3 The administrative unit of the district was abolished by the Fascist regime with Royal Decree No. 1 of January
1927 in line with a more centralist political-administrative management of the state (Melis 2018). However, we
selected 1911 as the last year of analysis due to data availability constraints and to avoid our analysis being
influenced by effects related to the entry of the Kingdom of Italy into World War I in May 1915.



Napoleon’s armies also brought a new model of state administration, that was “imposed” on
certain European regions (Ongaro 2008; Dincecco and Federico 2022).* The reform of the
administrative systems, based on the “French model,” not only originated in the so-called
Napoleonic administrative tradition (Ongaro 2008; Peters 2008) but also affected the process
of state-building and economic development of certain European countries. To the best of our
knowledge, no study has analyzed the economic effects of the Napoleonic administrative
reform in a country other than France. Only Chambru, Henry, and Marx (2024) study these
effects in terms of state-building and economic development, referring to France immediately
after the 1789 Revolution.

The second stream of literature concerns the ‘“‘administrative unit proliferation”
hypothesis (Grossman and Lewis 2014) and the “administrative urbanization” theory (Liu,
Yin, and Ma 2012). Since the mid-1990s, both developing economies (e.g., Sub-Saharan
African countries) and more advanced countries (e.g., China, Brazil, Hungary, Indonesia, and
Vietnam) have significantly increased the number of sub-national administrative units and,
accordingly, the number of administrative centers. The main aim of these policies was not
only to increase the level and quality of public goods provision for citizens and firms
(Grossman, Pierskalla, and Dean 2017) but also to stimulate the overall economic growth at
the sub-national and country levels (Bai and Jia 2023).

Finally, our paper is related to the literature on the origins of the Italian regional
divide see, among others, Federico, Nuvolari, and Vasta (2019), Chilosi and Ciccarelli
(2022), and the literature therein. This literature mostly follows a dualistic approach and
contrasts the economic development of northern Italy with that of southern Italy. In short,
around the year 1000, the North increasingly fragmented into numerous dynamic city-states,
each with its own government, laws, and culture: an economic and political dynamism that
ultimately led to the Italian Renaissance and European leadership. Instead, beginning with the
Norman conquests of the eleventh century, the Italian South consolidated into a cohesive and
homogenous kingdom, apart from the capitals of Naples and Palermo (Galasso 2014). In
summary, the literature suggests how the North-South divide: had its roots in the Middle Ages;
was characterized by different urban systems, consisting of “a polycentric urban system in the
North and two parasitical urban centers (Naples and Palermo) in the South” (Accetturo and
Mocetti 2019, p. 206); did not change considerably for centuries; and, finally, changed
substantially only after the political unification of the country in 1861.° This narrative is
instructive but at the same time limited. First, the most recent literature suggests that the North-
South divide, while existing since at least the fifteenth century, evolved in the centuries before
the unification of the country. In particular, the southern economy experienced some structural
transformation and economic growth in the period 1400-1600. However, convergence with

4 The French administrative model was based on three principles (Stevens 2003): the homogenization and
standardization of the system on the basis of the revolutionary principles of equality and abolition of all local
privileges; the centralization of powers; and the development of a bureaucracy—that is, a body of officials and
civil servants in salaried posts.

5 In fact, partly because of the greater availability of data, the historical literature has so far focused mainly on
the post-unification (i.e., post-1861) factors that contributed to the widening of the North-South divide. Scholars
have attempted to identify the historical roots of the North-South divide in terms of social capital (Putnam,
Leonardi, and Nanetti 1993), distance to foreign markets (Cafagna 1989; Missiaia 2016), quality of institutions
(Di Martino, Felice, and Vasta 2020), literacy rates (Cappelli and Vasta 2020; A’Hearn and Ciccarelli 2021), and
the presence of criminal organizations (Lupo 2004; La Spina 2005).



north-central Italy stopped with the crisis of the seventeenth century (Epstein 1995, 2000;
Sakellariou 2012; Chilosi and Ciccarelli 2022, 2025). Second, the urban structure of the
continental South was more articulated than sometimes argued in the literature (Galasso 1982;
Aymard 1985; Giannetti 1985; Borghi and Masciandaro 2023). Furthermore, as we argue in
this paper, the Italian continental South experienced crucial reforms in the early nineteenth
century. These reforms reshaped considerably the existing urban hierarchy. We depart from
the dualistic approach and, to contribute filling a gap in the literature, consider growth
differentials within the Italian Mezzogiorno, with a focus on local developments induced by
the administrative reforms of the early nineteenth century, when, for the first time, “the
introduction of districts marked the appearance of the State in the countryside” (Spagnoletti
1990, p. 84, our translation).¢

Our contribution to the literature is threefold. First, by exploiting the 1806 Napoleonic
reform as a historical experiment, we show how an administrative reform “imposed from
outside” produced long-lasting effects in terms of population growth, industrial development,
and economic geography by reshaping the administrative hierarchy of a country at the spatial
level. The purpose of this reform was to establish the administrative system of these territories
in accordance with an “external model” based on the principles of the Napoleonic
administrative tradition (Peters 2008, 2021). The reform was not aimed at fostering
urbanization and economic development in the Italian Mezzogiorno; these aspects were a
byproduct of the reform. Its main goal was to implement a different “model” of state and
administration (Davis 2006)—that is, a different “view” on what a state, its administrative
institutions, and its bureaucracy should do and how they should be organized. In this sense,
our analysis may be of interest not only for historical reasons but also for the debate on the
long-term economic consequences of administrative reforms (Acemoglu et al. 2011) and,
more generally, of state-building processes (Dincecco 2015; Acemoglu and Robinson 2019).
Second, we show how the effects of the Napoleonic administrative system were further
accentuated in the aftermath of Italian unification after the approval of the so-called Lanza
Law in 1865, which assigned new and increased administrative functions to district capitals,
thereby intensifying an already existing duality between capital and non-capital cities. Finally,
we identify mechanisms related to the provision of public goods and accessibility of transport
networks to explain the divergence between capital and non-capital cities in terms of
development. In this respect, we contribute to a better understanding of how historical
institutional and administrative choices besides traditional factors identified in urban
economics, such as natural advantages (Rosenthal and Strange 2004) can shape the
development and evolution of the concentration of manufacturing and services activities and
the spatial agglomeration of households, workers, and firms (Smith and Kulka 2024).

¢ See Postigliola and Rota (2021) for a historical evaluation of the impact of the “Napoleonic decade” (1806
1815) on the North-South divide in terms of literacy, Bozzano, Cappelli, and Vasta (2024) for an analysis of the
different nature of the educational systems implemented in northern and southern Italy before unification, and
Barone et al. (2024) for an analysis of the effects of the Italian unification on the North-South divide in terms of
various indicators of development.



2. Historical Background

2.1. The Napoleonic Administrative Reform of 1806

The entry of the French Revolutionary army into Naples on 15 February 1806 marked
the beginning of a radically new vision of society (Palmarocchi 1914; Villani 1986) and the
design, in terms of organization and functioning, of a proper modern state (Davis 2006; La
Manna 2019). Indeed, Joseph Bonaparte, brother of Napoleon and King of Naples between
March 1806 and July 1808, undertook a profound process of institutional transformation in
the Kingdom of Naples—a state extending over the Italian Mezzogiorno, whose birth goes
back to the late thirteenth century (Davis 2006; Galasso 2007).”

The Franco-Napoleonic reforms of August 1806 marked the transition from a
sovereignty based on feudalism and its privileges (Palmarocchi 1914; Villani 1986) to one
based on the homogenization and standardization of administrative norms, practices, and
structures (Peters 2008) as well as the establishment of an administrative system structured on
different geographical layers (Spagnoletti 1990). Two laws played a crucial role in this
process: Law No. 130 of 2 August 1806, which abolished feudalism, and Law No. 132 of 8
August 1806, which introduced a new administrative system.® With the implementation of
these laws, the Italian Mezzogiorno became the scene of one of the most ambitious and radical
reform processes that occurred in early nineteenth-century Napoleonic Europe (Croce 1925;
Davis 2006; La Manna 2019).°

Before the 1806 Napoleonic administrative reform, the Kingdom of Naples was divided
into 12 “historical” provinces, a territorial division established centuries ago (Galasso 2007).
During the Bourbon rule that began with King Charles in 1734, the presence of the state in
these provinces was concentrated in the capital cities where the judicial courts were located
(Giustiniani 1797, Volume I).!° Except for the judicial function exercised in provincial
capitals, administrative powers at the local level were distributed among a plurality of actors,
such as feudal lords, religious orders, and aristocratic families (Spagnoletti 1990).

This picture radically changed in August 1806. Based on Law No. 132, the Kingdom of
Naples was divided into 13 provinces, each with its capital city. The new province of Naples

7 Napoleon took control of only continental South as the two islands of Sardinia and Sicily were protected by the
British fleet.

8 In addition to the aforementioned reforms, the Franco-Napoleonic authorities implemented several other
significant changes (Davis 2006). First, they enacted a financial reform which included the confiscation of
ecclesiastical assets (known as manomorta) and the liquidation of the public debt. This reform also established
the Council for the Liquidation of the Public Debt, tasked with selling all the state assets and creating the Great
Public Debt Book. Second, they introduced a penal reform extending the application of the Code Napoléon to
the Kingdom of Naples from 1 January 1809. Under Murat’s directive, the Code was translated and its provisions
adapted to suit the needs of the Kingdom of Naples. Lastly, in 1808, a reform of the civic administration of
Naples was completed, following the model of the French capital. It is worth noting that none of these reforms
specifically affected the administrative geography of the Kingdom of Naples or the functions of the district
capitals.

9 This was confirmed by Pietro Colletta, an officer and administrator of Murat’s bureaucracy, who stated how
“never has a society witnessed greater upheaval or greater transformation in so short a space of time than the
Kingdom of Naples at the beginning of the nineteenth century” (Colletta 1848, p. 214, translation in Davis 2006,
p. 161).

10 Provincial courts were called Udienze Provinciali and were presided over by a chief called Preside.



was established by detachment from the province of Terra di Lavoro; the province of Abruzzo
Ulteriore was split into the two provinces of Prima d’Abruzzo Ulteriore and Seconda
d’Abruzzo Ulteriore; while the province of Contado del Molise was united with the province
of Capitanata.!' With only these exceptions, the Napoleonic reform incorporated provinces
that largely coincided with those previously governed by the Bourbon dynasty, thereby
maintaining a significant degree of geographical homogeneity with the borders of the “old”
provinces inherited from the Ancient Regime (Spagnoletti 1990).'2

However, the radical innovation of the 1806 reform primarily concerned the division of
the 13 provinces into 40 districts, with each district having a designed municipality as its
capital city.!> The primary challenge for the Napoleonic authorities was delineating the
geographical boundaries of the districts and choosing their capitals. In line with the French
model (Peters 2008, 2021), the district was conceived as an intermediate geographical-
administrative unit between the province and the municipality, and the selection of district
capitals was guided by the “spatial centrality” of a municipality within a district. We will
discuss the criteria adopted by the French authorities in delineating districts and selecting
district capital in a subsequent section of the paper.'*

The administrative geography of the Kingdom of Naples underwent a few changes
during the Napoleonic period. First, Law No. 189 of 27 September 1806 provided that the
province of Contado del Molise would become formally independent from the province of
Capitanata and gain administrative autonomy. Even after Joseph Bonaparte was replaced by
Joachim Murat—brother-in-law of Napoleon and King of Naples between August 1808 and
May 1815—this process continued. In fact, Decree No. 922 of 4 May 1811 marked the
completion of the process of defining the 14 provinces of the Kingdom and provincial capitals;
it also provided for changes in the number of districts into which provinces were divided as
well as their capital cities. The upper panel of Table Al (Appendix A) summarizes the
evolution of provinces and provincial capitals in the pre-Napoleonic and Napoleonic periods,
while Table A2 (Appendix A) summarizes the evolution, within provinces, of districts and
district capitals in the Napoleonic period of 1806—1815. In this period, the number of districts
and district capitals increased from 40 to 49: certain municipalities became district capitals, as
certain districts were created ex novo through a process of territorial reorganization, while
other municipalities within existing districts simply underwent a change in status. '’

This process of reforming the administrative geography of the Kingdom of Naples was
accompanied by the assignment of supra-municipal administrative functions to provinces and
districts, thereby shaping the new administrative hierarchy of the state at the spatial level. Civil
and financial administration, including tax collection, as well as police and public security
functions were managed at the provincial level by the Intendant, equivalent to the French

' The province of Contado del Molise was formally independent of but administratively dependent on the
province of Capitanata in the pre-Napoleonic period.

12 Many of these provinces derive their origin from the Norman Giustizierati established by Frederick II in the
thirteenth century (Galasso 2007; Bonini 2009).

13 The municipalities of the Kingdom of Naples were historically called universitates. Feudal universitates were
governed by a feudal lord, while state-owned universitates were governed directly by the King (Galasso 2007).
!4 The Napoleonic authorities introduced another sub-national unit in the Kingdom of Naples known as the
governo. This unit generally included only few municipalities, often just one, and was assigned exclusively
judicial functions: according to Article 1 of Law No. 14 of 19 January 1807, the governo was the seat of a local
judge.

15 1t is worth clarifying that a provincial capital city was also the seat of its own district.



Prefect, who was directly appointed by the King.!® At the district level, the primary official
was the Sub-Intendant, also appointed directly by the King, with her seat located in the capital
city of the district. Similar to the French Law of 28 Pluvidse, year VIII, Law No. 132 of the
Kingdom of Naples established that the Sub-Intendant was ‘“charged with executing and
enforcing the orders she shall receive from the Intendant and giving her opinion on grievances
and petitions” (Title III, Article 2, our translation) originating from the municipalities of the
district. Despite the Sub-Intendant’s subordinate role and dependence on the decisions of the
Intendant overseeing the respective province, these officials brought for the first time in the
history of the Italian Mezzogiorno the presence of the state at the local level, notably into the
district capitals (Spagnoletti 1990). Indeed, in conjunction with the establishment of the Sub-
Intendancy, officials, civil servants, soldiers, and policemen were dispatched to the district
capitals to assist the activities of the Sub-Intendants. This marked a significant state presence
that had never been witnessed in the Kingdom of Naples before the Napoleonic administrative
reform (Davis 2006).

In this sense, the 1806 Napoleonic reform, by introducing a new administrative
hierarchy at the spatial level, reshaped completely the administrative system of the Kingdom
of Naples. In particular, the selection of certain cities as district capitals changed the prevailing
urban hierarchy in a substantial way. Being chosen as the district capital was a great
opportunity for a municipality. Therefore, the reform not only impacted the administrative
geography of the Kingdom of Naples but also played a pivotal role in shaping economic
geography within the Italian Mezzogiorno (Colletta 1848; Spagnoletti 1990; Davis 2006).

2.2. Administrative Reformism in the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies: 1816-1860

On 9 June 1815, the Congress of Vienna officially endorsed the reinstatement of the
Bourbons in the Kingdom of Naples. In December 1816, Ferdinand I ascended to the throne
as King of the Two Sicilies, a kingdom representing the union of the continental Mezzogiorno
and the Kingdom of Sicily.

The French administrative tradition was upheld during the Restoration period from 1816
to 1860. The only notable change was the expansion of the number of provinces of the
continental South to 15.!7 The decision of the Bourbons to retain the administrative geography
established during the so-called “Napoleonic decade” (1806—-1815) was affirmed by King
Ferdinand I through Law No. 570 of 12 December 1816. This law organized the Kingdom into
22 provinces, with the 15 in the continental Mezzogiorno further subdivided into 53 districts.'®
The first five columns in the bottom panel of Table A1 (Appendix A) summarize the evolution
of provinces and provincial capitals in the Bourbonic period of 1816—1860, while Table A3

16 According to Law No. 132, the functions assigned to the Intendant in civil administration encompassed all
those attributed to the Ministry of Internal Affairs by Decree No. 56 of 31 March 1806. These functions included
a broad spectrum of activities, such as: overseeing prisons, hospitals, and charitable institutions; maintaining
roads, bridges, and ports; regulating economic activities (agriculture, industry, and trade); managing education
(schools and universities); and gathering statistical data on economic activities and population. The Intendant
depended on the Ministry of Internal Affairs for the execution of these functions. Regarding police and public
security matters, Intendants had Gendarmerie and Provincial Guards at their command.

17 Royal Decree No. 360 of 1 May 1816—which was enforced on 1 January 1817—introduced only a few minor
changes to the Napoleonic Decree No. 922 of 4 May 1811. It mandated the division of the province of Calabria
Ulteriore into two provinces: Calabria Ulteriore | and Calabria Ulteriore I1.

18 The Napoleonic governo was simply renamed circondario by the Bourbons in the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies
and, as earlier, was assigned exclusively judicial functions.



(Appendix A) summarizes the evolution of districts and district capitals in the same period.
Even though the number of districts—and, thus, district capitals—remained unchanged during
the Bourbonic period after Law No. 570, a few municipalities experienced a change in status
within existing districts.

As established by the Napoleonic reform, each province was governed by an Intendant
directly appointed by the King. The Intendant was entrusted with a wide range of
administrative functions, namely: maintaining public security using the police, including the
Gendarmerie; promulgating and enforcing laws, decrees, regulations, and ministerial orders;
overseeing and supervising the activities of municipalities; and distributing the tax burden
among the municipalities under her jurisdiction (Spagnoletti 1997).

The role and the administrative functions assigned to the Sub-Intendant were also
confirmed by the Bourbons.!'® Each district was under the governance of a Sub-Intendant, who
was directly appointed by the King and was dependent on the Intendant ruling the respective
province. Despite the significant authority held by the Intendant, serving as the seat of the
Sub-Intendency—that is, as the district capital—conferred no doubt distinct advantages upon
a municipality. Supra-municipal administrative functions remained concentrated in the district
capitals, where civil servants, officials, soldiers, and policemen supporting the activities of the
Sub-Intendant resided and operated (Spagnoletti 1997).

2.3. Administrative Reformism in the Aftermath of Italian Unification

Italy—akin to other European countries like Germany—underwent a nation-building
process in the mid-nineteenth century (Candeloro 1968; Gunlicks 1984). The unification
process was accompanied by administrative reforms that laid the foundation of the public
administration system of the new Kingdom of Italy (Pavone 1964). This process took place in
two phases during the period 1859—-1865.

In the first phase, the “Municipal and Provincial Law” No. 3702 of 23 October 1859—
commonly referred to as the Rattazzi Law—was initially ratified and implemented in the
Kingdom of Sardinia. Subsequently, it was extended to the territories annexed by the Savoy
House between 1859 and 1861. This law integrated the administrative geography of the
Napoleonic tradition, which was founded on four distinct sub-national units: the province, the
district, the mandamento, and the municipality.?° While the provinces and provincial capitals
that existed in the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies were confirmed after unification, the number
of provinces in continental Mezzogiorno was augmented from 15 to 16 with the creation of
the new province of Benevento. This province encompassed territories that were formerly
enclaves of the Papal States.?! The last two columns in the bottom panel of Table Al
(Appendix A) list the provinces and provincial capitals in the Kingdom of Italy, while Table
A4 (Appendix A) lists the districts and district capitals. The number of districts—and, thus,

19 Article 43 of Law No. 570 of 12 December 1816 confirmed Article 2 of Title III of Law No. 132 of 8 August
1806.

20 The mandamento established by the Rattazzi Law was rather similar to the circondario of the Kingdom of the
Two Sicilies and, thus, the governo of the Napoleonic reform.

2! The province of Benevento was established on 25 October 1860 by the pro-dictator Giorgio Pallavicino, and
its establishing decree (Decreto Istitutivo della provincia di Benevento) was subsequently confirmed by Prince
Eugene of Savoy Carignano, the Lieutenant General of the King, on 17 February 1861. The city of Benevento
and its surrounding municipalities had been an enclave of the Papal States within the Kingdom of Naples and,
then, the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies since Charles I of Anjou granted the territory to Pope Clement I'V.
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district capitals—increased after unification due to the creation of the province of Benevento,
which was subdivided into the districts of Benevento, Cerreto Sannita, and San Bartolomeo
in Galdo, while no municipality experienced a status change within already existing districts.*?

The Rattazzi Law assigned specific administrative functions to provinces and
municipalities, yet it did not allocate any administrative functions to the district and the
mandamento.? In this regard, the Rattazzi Law standardized the administrative functions
attributed to provinces and municipalities across the newly formed Kingdom of Italy, despite
the absence of supra-municipal administrative functions assigned to the district and the
mandamento. During the period 18591865, the implementation of the Rattazzi Law exhibited
significant heterogeneity (Pavone 1964).2* In continental Mezzogiorno, this law had not yet
been enforced in 1861 as it faced staunch opposition from the local political elites.?
Furthermore, during the initial years of the unification process (1861-1871), a civil war
erupted in the Italian Mezzogiorno between the army of the Kingdom of Italy and factions
composed of Bourbon officers and brigands. This civil war resulted in not only thousands of
causalities but also a significant impediment to the process of administrative unification in the
former territories of the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies (Pinto 2019).

The second phase of this process occurred when the Italian Parliament approved Law
No. 2248 of 20 March 1865 concerning the administrative unification of the Kingdom of
Italy—commonly referred to as the Lanza Law. Indeed, the administrative unification of the
Kingdom of Italy was effectively achieved through this reform (Candeloro 1968).2°

In line with the Napoleonic administrative tradition (Peters 2008, 2021), the Lanza Law
assigned a variety of supra-municipal administrative functions to district capitals. These

22 Despite the fact Rattazzi Law adopted the administrative geography based on four distinct geographical levels
and did not bring substantial variations in the structure of the existing provinces and districts, it provided for the
reallocation of a few municipalities across districts and provinces, particularly due to the creation ex novo of the
province of Benevento and its districts.

2 Title 11 of the Rattazzi Law defined for each municipality its administrative and governing bodies (the Council
and the Mayor), their composition, the rules for their election, and the principles of municipal administration and
accounting. It also attributed certain political-administrative functions by assigning compulsory and discretionary
expenses to municipalities. Similarly, Title III of the law defined the governing and administrative bodies for
each province (the Council, the Provincial Deputation, and the Prefect), their composition, and the rules for their
election. It also assigned to provinces a few political-administrative functions, such as the management of
properties and assets—particularly, roads and infrastructures.

24 Full enforcement was achieved only in the Kingdom of Sardinia and, after the Peace of Villafranca on 11 July
1859, in the annexed territories of the Kingdom of Lombardy—Venetia. Partial enforcement took place in the
annexed territories of central Italy, even if with a few changes: after the plebiscites for the annexation to the
Kingdom of Italy, the Rattazzi Law was introduced in the Marches and in Umbria (both previously under the
Papal States), albeit with few articles concerning provinces suspended. This included Article 241, which
mandated that all provincial expenses had to be financed by the central government. A modified version of the
Rattazzi Law was implemented in Sicily in August 1860, where again certain articles related to provinces,
including Article 241, were excluded. The complete non-application of the Rattazzi Law occurred solely in the
territories of the Grand Duchy of Tuscany, which retained their administrative autonomy (i.e., the pre-unification
administrative setup) until 1865 (Pavone 1964). Figure Al (Appendix A) maps the Italian pre-unification states.
25 Cavour, the first Prime Minister of the Kingdom of Italy, advised Luigi Carlo Farini—who was sent to Naples
as Lieutenant with dictatorial powers—to “maintain as much of the prior administration as possible” (Pavone
1964, p. 74, our translation).

26 The Lanza Law comprised a package of six distinct laws addressing various aspects of governance: municipal
and provincial administration (Appendix A); public and internal security (Appendix B); public health (Appendix
C); the Council of State (Appendix D); administrative litigation (Appendix E); and public works (Appendix F).
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responsibilities encompassed areas such as public security, the issuance of permits, licenses,
and authorizations as well as the management of public health matters.?” The capital city of
the district served as the residence of the Sub-Prefect—corresponding to the role of the
Sub-Intendant of the Napoleonic and, subsequently, Bourbonic eras. The Sub-Prefect carried
out her duties and responsibilities with the assistance of a team comprising bureaucrats,
doctors, officials, and policemen, and operated under the supervision of the Prefect of the
respective province.

The presence of the Sub-Prefecture in the district capital city had two fundamental roles.
First, it functioned as a “center of powers” within the province, exercising specific functions
such as overseeing public security and justice, managing public health matters, and issuing
permits and licenses. Second, especially so in the pre-railway era, it served as a pivotal “node”
at the local level for receiving and transmitting information, managing administrative
procedures, and implementing political acts, regulations, and laws originating from the Prefect
and the central government. Moreover, district capitals played a central role in coordinating
various administrative activities at the local level, and establishing connections between
peripheral municipalities within the district boundaries and the authorities at the provincial
and central government levels.”®

In summary, the district capitals of the Italian Mezzogiorno underwent an evolution from
their establishment by the Napoleonic authorities in 1806 until the administrative reform
implemented by the Kingdom of Italy in 1865. This evolution primarily pertained to the
allocation of supra-municipal administrative functions, initially attributed to the Sub-Intendant
during the Napoleonic and Bourbonic periods, and subsequently to the Sub-Prefect in the
Kingdom of Italy. An in-depth analysis of the administrative laws indicates a notable increase
in the number of functions assigned, especially following the approval of the Lanza Law in
1865. We expect that this concentration of functions in district capitals had a positive impact
on their development, consequently influencing the economic geography of the Italian
Mezzogiorno.

3. The Selection of District Capitals in 1806

In this section, we first present the geography of the Kingdom of Naples at the time of
the Napoleonic reforms; second, we discuss the criteria adopted by the French authorities in
1806 to delineate districts and, especially, select their capital cities; finally, we also assess the
role that local lobbies, as well as pre-existing economic and infrastructural characteristics at
the municipality level, could have played in this process. We draw on both historical evidence
and quantitative analyses to support the identification strategy employed in our econometric
analysis.

27 According to Law No. 2626 of 6 December 1865 on the regulation of the judicial system in the Kingdom of
Italy, the capital city of a district could also serve as the seat of a court.

28 It is interesting to note that the district served not only as an administrative unit but also as a “space of sociality”
distinguished by a strong social, cultural, and political identity. Indeed, many districts boasted their own daily
and weekly newspapers, which played a significant role in fostering a sense of belonging to the district (Mori
2019).
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3.1. The Kingdom of Naples in 1806

Our study region includes the territories in continental southern Italy that were part of
the Kingdom of Naples (Figure 1).2° According to Giustiniani (1797-1805, Volumes 1-X),
there were 4,265 populated settlements in 1797, 46%—47% of which were identified as
universitates (Piccioni 2003; Da Molin and Carbone 2011; Salvemini 2014).

To study whether the municipalities selected as district capitals in 1806 gained a
population growth premium over those that were not assigned supra-municipal administrative
functions, we rely primarily on a new set of population data ranging from the seventeenth
century to 1911. We thus mapped the historical settlements of the Kingdom of Naples listed
by Giustiniani (1797-1805, Volumes [-X) in the municipalities recorded in the 1911 Italian
population census provided by the Italian National Institute of Statistics (Istituto Nazionale di
Statistica — ISTAT). In other words, we consider municipalities in their 1911 configuration as
the reference to reconstruct municipal observations starting from the pre-Napoleonic period.*
This procedure allowed us to identify 1,808 municipalities existing in 1911 and located within
the 1806 boundaries of the Kingdom of Naples. However, five municipalities were enclaves
of the Papal State in 1806, and another 35 municipalities existing in 1911 were established
after 1806 and we were unable to identify corresponding historical human settlements.
Therefore, we consider a starting sample of 1,768 municipalities (i.e., 97.79% of the
municipalities recorded in the 1911 census) that belonged to the Kingdom of Naples at the
time of the Napoleonic reforms and still existed as municipal administrative units in 1911.3!

3.2. The Creation of Districts

An early, though unsuccessful, attempt by French authorities to reform the
administrative geography of the Kingdom of Naples occurred during the Neapolitan
Revolution of 1799, which saw the occupation of vast areas of the Kingdom of Naples by
Napoleon’s troops and the proclamation of the Neapolitan Republic, which lasted from 23
January to 22 June 1799 (Rao 2021). Indeed, with the law of 9 February 1799 (21 Pluviose,
year VII), the Provisional Government of the Neapolitan Republic attempted to divide the
territory into 11 departments and 150 cantons.>? This subdivision, described as “inexecutable
and ridiculous” (Cuoco 1913, p. 142, our translation) and subject to “fierce criticism and sharp
judgments” (Spagnoletti 1997, p. 92, our translation), was a consequence of the French
authorities’ lack of knowledge about the geography of the territory.** Cuoco (1913, p. 142,

2 The Kingdom of Naples was established in 1282 by Charles I of Anjou following the War of the Sicilian
Vespers (1282-1302), which led to the division of the continental territories of the “old” Kingdom of Sicily and
the island of Sicily—henceforth known as the Kingdom of Sicily.

30 We base this reconstruction on the 1911 population census because it provides information at the hamlet level,
which allows us to trace towns, villages, and small populated settlements that existed in the pre-Napoleonic
period with respect to the reference municipalities, while also taking into account human settlements that were
integrated by the municipalities and became neighborhoods during the period under consideration.

31'See Table B1 (Appendix B).

32 This law was inspired by the French law of 26 February 1790, which established the departments in France
(Ozouf-Marignier 1984).

33 Indeed, Jean Bassal, the Minister of Finance, was the principal architect of this attempt to reform the
administrative geography of the Kingdom of Naples.
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our translation) refers to the French authorities as “a traveler who, from the top of a mountain,
draws by night the valleys below, which he has never seen, [and] cannot do a more inept
work.”** Finally, this attempted reform focused exclusively on delineating the geographical
boundaries of the departments and cantons, while omitting the specification of their capital
cities (Spagnoletti 1990).% The difficulties encountered in implementing this reform led to its
withdrawal with the approval of the law of 25 April 1799 (Spagnoletti 2002), thereby resulting
in a return to the 12 “historical” provinces of the Ancient Regime. The “abstract and rambling”
attempted departmentalization of 1799 was promptly abandoned as it failed to address the
elimination of feudalism (Bonini 2009).%¢ The weakness of local institutions in the Bourbon
era was directly correlated with the power wielded by the feudal lords in the provinces. Indeed,
the departmentalization of the Kingdom of Naples was intrinsically linked to the eradication
of feudalism, a decision enacted by the French authorities during the subsequent reform of
1806 (Spagnoletti 2002).

It was not until the implementation of the Napoleonic reforms of August 1806 that the
administrative geography and organization of the Kingdom of Naples proper of the Ancient
Regime were redrawn. As in the failed reform of 1799, the creation of the 40 districts was
regarded as a “very hasty” territorial engineering operation (Russo 2007, p. 118). During this
process, the French authorities “had to invent” districts and district capitals (Bonini 2009,
p- 293, our translation). In fact, they knew very little about the territory of the continental
Mezzogiorno, so much so that in February 1806 Napoleon sent his brother Joseph Bonaparte
“un mémoire sur Naples, qui est au moins une note géographique” (Ciccolella 2000, p. 114).
The primary, if not the only, information sources available to them were the geographical
dictionaries written by Galanti (1786-1794), Sacco (1795-1796), and Giustiniani
(1797-1805) and published in Naples in the previous years. These dictionaries reported in
detail a great deal of information on geography (mountains, forests, rivers, lakes),
infrastructures, and population (Ciccolella 2000). Based on the information provided by these
sources and with the assistance of some local geographers (Ciccolella 2000), the French
authorities designed and created ex novo 40 districts. It is not surprising that the French
authorities had significant “freedom of action” in delineating the districts, considering that this
geographical unit was completely new for this state (Spagnoletti 1990, p. 84, our translation).

3.3. The Selection of District Capitals

Having subdivided the Kingdom of Naples into 40 districts, a key feature of the 1806
Napoleonic reform concerned the criterion adopted for the selection of district capitals. This
criterion was not guided by the presence of pre-existing urban or administrative functions (D1
Ciommo 1987); rather, by the “spatial centrality” of a municipality within a district. Indeed,

34 Similarly, Colletta (1848, Volume III, p. 25, our translation) points out how, in the proposed new administrative
division of the Kingdom of Naples, “rivers, mountains, forests, and natural features were haphazardly placed
within departments and their cantons, and sometimes even within communities ... In short, there were so many
errors that people stuck with the old ways, and the only outcome of the law was the discredit of the legislators.”
35 French authorities did not identify cantons’ capital cities, except from the cantons of the Department of Pescara
as outlined in Article 2 of the law.

36 On the contrary, between 1796 and 1798, the French authorities undertook measures to transform the
administrative geography of the Cisalpine Republic, the Ligurian Republic, and the Roman Republic in the
northern and central areas of the Italian peninsula. These measures were aimed at eliminating all forms of
particularistic exercise of power (Spagnoletti 2002).
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the problem of the French authorities was to “invent the new capitals” (Spagnoletti 1990,
p. 95, our translation).?” In this sense, “the centrality of the site was thus the quality most
sought after and used by the Franco-Napoleonic authorities” (Spagnoletti 1990, p. 90, our
translation) for the identification of district capitals.’®

The limitations and weaknesses of the road network and related infrastructures in the
Kingdom of Naples (Ostuni 1987; Ciccolella 2000), as well as the presence of natural obstacles
such as rivers, streams, and mountains, justified this selection criterion (Spagnoletti 1997;
Sarno 2011), which was “rationalized” by the Napoleonic authorities with the idea that a
capital city should generate “the greatest convenience or least inconvenience to the population
... of the district” (Spagnoletti 1990, p. 96, our translation). In 1809, the Royal Prosecutor of
Monteleone the ancient name of Vibo Valentia forwarded a project for the territorial
revision of the province of Calabria Ulteriore to the Ministry of Justice, asserting that, in
1806, King Joseph’s government had designated district capitals based on “their central
locations and convenient access” (NSA, fs. 385, our translation). He also emphasized how, in
1806, it was “the public interest and not the displeasure of a municipality” that presided over
the administrative reform. Not surprisingly, a similar solution was adopted in France during
the French Revolution, where the creation of administrative units such as departments and
districts and the selection of their capital cities was based on the same principles, that is, “the
centralization of administrative functions and easy access of all citizens to the local
administration” (Chambru, Henry, and Marx 2024, p. 3584).

Our identification strategy leverages the exogeneity of the criterion used by the French
authorities for selecting district capitals: that is, spatial centrality. The centroid of a district,
which serves as the measure of the spatial centrality within a district, is independent of the
spatial distribution of population or economic activities within a district: it is solely determined
by the geographical shape of the district (Campante and Do 2014). In this sense, the centroid
of a district is an arbitrary location that should not affect any outcomes at the district level.
This is true at least once the geographical boundaries of each district are set. Therefore, we
should expect a positive correlation between the location of the centroid of a district and the
location of its capital city if the French authorities had in fact selected the 40 district capitals
based on their spatial centrality within districts. As shown in Figure 2, we detect a strong
positive correlation between the average distance (of municipalities, within a district) to the
centroid of the district and the average distance (of municipalities, within a district) to the
district capital that is, between the centrality of districts’ centroid and the spatial centrality
of district capitals.’ In other words, this evidence corroborates that Napoleonic authorities
primarily selected district capitals in 1806 based on their geographical centrality within
districts.

37 Before the Napoleonic reform, with the exception of provincial capitals exercising judicial functions, there
were no capital cities at the local level endowed with supra-municipal administrative functions. As highlighted
by Di Ciommo (1987, p. 365, our translation), “the municipalities of the Mezzogiorno, unlike those of central
and northern Italy, did not exercise any real form of government over the surrounding territory.”

38 According to mathematician and economist Giuseppe Donati, the requisites of a district capital include (Russo
2007): being a convenient distance from all the municipalities under its jurisdiction; being equipped with all the
amenities necessary for daily life; and being easily accessible from the provincial capital.

39 We corroborate this evidence by also controlling for districts’ land surface, average altitude, and average terrain
ruggedness in a regression framework see Table B2 (Appendix B).
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3.4. The Role of Local Lobbies

It could legitimately be argued, against our identification strategy, that the selection of
district capitals might not have been solely driven by the geographical centrality of a
municipality within a district. Rather, it may also have been influenced by a lobbying process
involving local elites, such as feudal lords or supporters of the French regime. We thus
undertake further analyses to investigate this possibility.

We begin our analysis by examining the historical evidence. The 1806 administrative
reform, implemented in a “climate of strong social aversion” (Villani 1978, p. 123, our
translation), was accompanied by two other fundamental reforms aimed at eliminating the
influence of feudal lords, namely the law abolishing feudalism and the law establishing the
land tax (Villani 1986). Law No. 130 of 2 August 1806 abolished feudalism in the Kingdom
of Naples without any compensation for feudal jurisdictions, tax privileges, or immunities
(Sarno 2011). Additionally, Law No. 134 of 8 August 1806 provided for the implementation
of a new fiscal system based on a progressive land tax (Davis 2006).*’ These reforms aimed
to “put an end to the particularism that had characterized, until the entire 18™ century, the
political and social dynamics of the provincial classes” (Spagnoletti 1990, p. 83, our
translation). As in France, the abolishment of feudalism served as “the juridical premise for
everything that followed” and it allowed the establishment of “the absolute sovereignty of the
state” (Davis 2006, p. 164). Consequently, these reforms allowed and led to the
implementation of the French system of local administration in the Kingdom of Naples.*! In
other words, the introduction of the new administrative system would not have been feasible
without the elimination of feudalism and its privileges.

This historical evidence suggests that feudal lords could play no role in influencing the
decisions taken by the Napoleonic authorities in selecting district capitals. We test this
empirically by relying on information on whether a municipality was under a feudal lord in
1797 drawn from Giustiniani (1797-1805, Volumes I-X). The econometric analysis
corroborates the historical evidence, as we do not find a statistically significant correlation
between a municipality’s feudal status in 1797 and the probability of being selected as district
capital in 1806 see column (1) of Table B3 (Appendix B).

Another potential local lobby could have been represented by the first-instance
supporters of the French regime, namely those who took part in the Neapolitan Revolution of
1799 (Rao 2021). These individuals could have claimed “rights” and, therefore, could have
influenced the choice of district capitals in 1806: indeed, French authorities and the senior
officials of the new government established in Naples may have been influenced by these local
elites through political or masonic connections (Davis 2006). We thus investigate the role
played by the “republican patriots” who participated in the Neapolitan Revolution under the
rationale that the selection of district capitals may have been influenced by the local elites
comprised of patriots born in municipalities that exhibited greater adherence to the “republican

40 In July 1806, Roederer explained to the Council of State that the “new proportional land tax would be the most
tangible symbol that all those who owned property are equal” (Davis 2006, p. 175).

41 Moreover, the law of 15 March 1807 abolished fideicommissum, and the law of 24 January 1807 provided that
the lands in the ownership of pious orders became subjected to the census, also proceeding to the suppression of
the Society of Jesus and other religious orders with the avocation of their respective properties to the state (Church
lands). Between 1806 and 1811, approximately 1,300 monasteries, convents, and religious orders were closed
and their lands were sold by auction (Villani 1964).
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values” of the Revolution, potentially serving as a form of recognition for their support to the
French army in 1799 (Rao and Pavone 2002). Thus, a significant presence of patriots born in
a municipality, motivated to promote their hometown and leverage their ties with French
authorities, could potentially explain the choice of that municipality as a district capital in
1806.4

We capture the potential role played by the “republican patriots” connected with the
French authorities (Rao and Pavone 2002; Davis 2006) by exploiting three different types of
data. First, we have digitalized the list of 119 members of the Neapolitan Republic who were
sentenced to death by the Bourbon tribunals between 1799 and 1800, including information
on their municipality of birth (Cuoco 1913, pp. 369-375). We consider the share of executed
patriots born in a municipality over the total number of executed patriots as a proxy for the
relative importance a municipality could have had during the Neapolitan Revolution in
supporting the French armies and, thus, to capture the potential recognition for its participation
in the Revolution. Second, we have digitalized the list of 875 patriots sentenced to exile by the
Suprema Giunta di Stato in 1800, including information on their municipality of birth. We
consider the number of exiled patriots born in a municipality weighted by the distance between
their municipality of birth and Naples under the rationale that, once back in the Kingdom of
Naples, such patriots could have potentially weighted in the selection of district capitals based
on their relative proximity to the French authorities and the new government headquartered in
the city of Naples.** As shown in columns (2) and (3) of Table B3 (Appendix B), we do not
find a statistically significant correlation between a municipality’s “patriotic” nature in 1799
and the probability of being selected as district capital in 1806. By contrast, as shown in
column (4), we find a negative and statistically significant association between a
municipality’s distance to its district’s centroid and the probability of being selected as district
capital in 1806. Moreover, the results on feudalism, patriotism, and spatial centrality are fully
corroborated when we include all the variables simultaneously in the regression model see
column (5).

Finally, we have digitalized information drawn from cartographic representations
provided by Rao and Pavone (2002) regarding 190 municipalities that, during the Neapolitan
Revolution of 1799, were temporarily “republican,” having been under French rule for periods
ranging from 15 days to six months. This information is available only for five provinces of
the Kingdom of Naples namely, Abruzzo Citeriore, Abruzzo Ulteriore, Calabria Citeriore,
Calabria Ulteriore, and Principato Citeriore , but allows us to identify also those
municipalities namely, 44 municipalities that proclaimed themselves “republican”
voluntarily, that is, before receiving orders from the central authority or the entry of French

42 The role that the “republican patriots” of 1799 may have had in these processes was significant, especially
considering that many of them were Freemasons, sharing common revolutionary ideals and principles such as
liberty, equality, and fraternity (Rao 2021). Indeed, patriots and Freemasons were two closely interconnected and
overlapping groups that may have influenced decisions related to the selection of district capitals (Davis 2006).
It is noteworthy that all the members of the local Patriotic Society founded in 1788 in Chieti were Freemasons
(Davis 2006, p. 171).

43 The list of patriots sentenced to exile is drawn from the paper-based source Filiazioni de’ rei di stato condannati
dalla Suprema Giunta di Stato, e da’ Visitatori Generali, in vita, e a tempo ad essere asportati da’ Reali Domin;j
printed in Naples at the Stamperia Reale in 1800.
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troops (Rao and Pavone 2002).** As shown in Table B4 (Appendix B), we find no evidence
that self-proclaimed municipalities were more likely to be selected as district capitals by the
French authorities in 1806 in recognition of the support shown during the Revolution. By
contrast, we still estimate a negative and statistically significant association between a
municipality’s distance to its district’s centroid and the probability of being selected as district
capital in 1806.

We conclude our analysis by discussing also the potential lobbying role that those who
directly engaged in the institutions of the new regime could have played by influencing the
decisions taken by the French authorities in 1806. Indeed, it is reasonable to speculate that
senior officials, such as State Councilors and Ministers, leveraged their position in the new
government to influence the choice of district capitals during the process of outlining
administrative reform: for example, pushing for their hometown to be chosen as the district
capital over another municipality. We assess qualitatively whether this is the case through
information collected from the various decrees promulgated by the French authorities between
February and July 1806 (i.e., between the conquest of the Kingdom of Naples and the approval
of Law No. 132 of 8 August 1806 identifying district capitals) regarding the composition of
the State Council (i.e., the main government body of the French-ruled Kingdom of Naples)
and the appointment of Ministers. We have identified 26 senior officials and manually
collected information on their birthplace: 15% of them were born in France; 8% were born in
the (pre-Napoleonic) territories of the Papal States and the Grand Duchy of Tuscany; and 77%
were born in the Kingdom of Naples, with 45% of these officials born in the city of
Naples that is, 35% of State Councilors and Ministers were born in Naples. Two main
insights emerge from this evidence. First, we corroborate historians’ narrative suggesting that
a pivotal role in the reform process may have been played by the so-called “Corsican
connection,” that is, the network of patronage, preferment, and recruitment linked to Minister
Antoine Christophe Saliceti.*> This network, which had a key role in identifying senior state
officials (Davis 2006), predominantly selected an elite of French origin, often with limited
familiarity with the geography of the Kingdom of Naples. It is not a case that Galanti’s (1786—
1794) Descrizione Geografica e Politica delle Sicilie was “visiblement le livre de chevet des
nouveau governants” (Rambaud 1911, p. 470). Second, we can reasonably rule out lobbying
pressures at the local level from within the government since most of its senior officials were
born outside the Kingdom of Naples or in the city of Naples. In this sense, there does not
appear to be a clear link between the birthplace of these senior officials and the municipalities
selected as district capitals in 1806. Therefore, this analysis also rules out the possibility that
senior officials exerted political influence to favor their hometown municipalities as district
capitals.

3.5. The Role of Economic and Infrastructural Characteristics

In the previous analysis, we ruled out the potential influence of local elites in the
selection of district capitals in 1806. However, it remains possible that the choice of certain
cities was influenced by pre-existing economic and infrastructural factors. Indeed, some cities

4 These municipalities were created “before the instructions issued by the provisional government and the
democratizing commissioners charged with carrying them out arrived from Naples, or the provisions of the feudal
lords, lay and ecclesiastical, who in many cases gave orders to their agents to proceed with the establishment of
the new local government bodies” (Rao and Pavone 2002, p. 66, our translation).

45 In 1806, Saliceti was appointed as the Minister of Police of the Kingdom of Naples and, after three months, he
assumed the role of the highest adviser to the Ministry of War.
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might have been selected because they were experiencing the early stages of a proto-
industrialization process or were better integrated into the Kingdom’s road network, that is,
the most important transport infrastructure of that time.

We test for the potential role played by these pre-existing conditions through two
exercises. As a first exercise, we estimate the probability that a municipality would be selected
as the district capital as a function of economic and infrastructural characteristics, namely,
population density in 1797, proto-industrialization in 1797, distance to the closest ancient
Roman road, and distance to the closest postal road in 1804. We use 1797 population figures
drawn from Giustiniani (1797-1805, Volumes [-X), which are available for 1,704 out of the
1,768 municipalities that belonged to the Kingdom of Naples at the time of the Napoleonic
reforms and still existed as municipal administrative units in 1911. We also rely on Giustiniani
(1797-1805, Volumes I-X) to identify the proto-industrial nature of a municipality in 1797,
and construct a dummy variable taking a value of one for municipalities that were
characterized by first-form of manufacturing activity in 1797, and a value of zero otherwise.
We capture the infrastructural dimension through two proxies: first, we rely on McCormick et
al. (2013) and consider the distance between a municipality and the closest ancient Roman
road; second, we have digitalized the network of postal roads existing in 1804 as depicted in
the map Carta delle stazioni militari in Italia realized by the Ministry of War of the
Napoleonic Republic of Italy, and consider the distance between a municipality and the closest
postal road. As shown in Table B5 (Appendix B), we do not find a statistically significant
correlation between economic and infrastructural characteristics and the probability of being
selected as district capital in 1806. By contrast, we find a negative and statistically significant
association between a municipality’s distance to its district’s centroid and the probability of
being selected as the district capital in 1806.

As a second exercise, we focus on the Strada Regia delle Calabrie as a case study. In
the second half of the eighteenth century, the road system in the Kingdom of Naples was in a
state of significant disrepair, both in terms of long-distance routes and local connections
between small towns, particularly in inland areas. In most cases, the road network consisted
of paths unsuitable for wheeled transport. Furthermore, the region’s challenging orography,
the minimal investments made in road maintenance over previous centuries, and the pervasive
phenomenon of brigandage—making any infrastructural projects in the Kingdom both
complex and costly—hindered the development of a modern road system in southern Italy.
Many geographical areas and towns in the Kingdom remained completely isolated, especially
during the winter months.

As a result, in 1778, King Ferdinand IV of Bourbon initiated the construction of the
Strada Regia delle Calabrie, that is, a 280-mile rolling road designed to connect Naples with
Reggio Calabria, the southernmost city in the Kingdom of Naples, via the provinces of
Basilicata, Calabria Citeriore, and Calabria Ulteriore (Esposito 2021).4¢ By 1791, the section
from Casalbuono to Lagonegro had been completed, including the construction of around fifty
bridges of varying sizes.*” This road, designed according to the most modern construction

6 In the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, the Strada Regia delle Calabrie was frequented by
distinguished travelers who left behind detailed descriptions of the landscapes they encountered during their
journeys. Notable examples include the British writer Henry Swinburne’s tour in 1777—1778 and the Neapolitan
economist, historian, and politician Giuseppe Maria Galanti’s 1792 journey, documented in his volume Giornale
di viaggio in Calabria.

47 Most of these bridges were made of wood to make the route passable in the shortest possible time.
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techniques of that time, and allowing the transit of wheeled vehicles such as carriages or
wagons for transporting goods, was certainly the most important infrastructure investment
made during the Bourbon rule. This followed centuries during which resources allocated to
the construction, improvement, or maintenance of the road system in southern Italy were very
limited.*3

This vital infrastructure, which crossed a large portion of the Kingdom of Naples from
north to south, may have influenced the selection of district capitals. Cities located closer to
the Strada Regia delle Calabrie likely benefited from better integration into the Kingdom’s
road network, resulting in greater accessibility. To investigate this, we empirically examine
whether proximity to this major transport infrastructure influenced the selection of district
capitals by Napoleonic authorities in 1806. We do this by comparing municipalities located
within one-day’s travel from the Strada Regia delle Calabrie to those situated between one-
and two-days’ travel away. We rely on digital cartographic data provided by Esposito (2021),
who reconstructed the itinerary of the postal road by geo-referencing the information
contained in the Atlante Geografico del Regno di Napoli produced between the late eighteenth
and early nineteenth centuries by the Paduan cartographer Giovanni Antonio Rizzi Zannoni.
We construct a dummy variable taking a value of one for municipalities located within one
travel day defined as the distance a horse was able to travel in one day, that is, 18.5185 km
(Esposito, 2021) from the closest point on the Strada Regia delle Calabrie, and a value of
zero for municipalities located between one and two travel days.

First, as shown in Table B6 (Appendix B), we do not find statistically significant
differences between these two types of municipalities with respect to geographical, economic,
and infrastructural characteristics. Second, as shown in Table B7 (Appendix B), we find no
evidence that a greater proximity to the Strada Regia delle Calabrie has influenced a
municipality’s probability of being selected as district capital in 1806. Third, we also
corroborate the previous findings as we find a negative and statistically significant association
between a municipality’s distance to its district’s centroid and the probability of being selected
as the district capital in 1806. In other words, we demonstrate that spatial centrality, rather
than road network accessibility, was the primary selection criterion adopted by Napoleonic
authorities in 1806.

Historical evidence supporting the primacy of spatial centrality over accessibility in the
selection of district capitals in 1806 is also evident in the numerous petitions submitted by
Intendants and Sub-Intendants to the central institutions of the Kingdom of Naples between
1807 and 1818.* The main objective of these petitions was to request a revision of the
administrative geography established in 1806, advocating for less reliance on “crude
geographical data” and instead considering the actual accessibility of district capitals
(Spagnoletti 1990, p. 86, our translation). Indeed, the arrival of Intendants and Sub-Intendants
in their designed provinces and districts facilitated the gathering of new information about the
geographical characteristics and internal road networks of the territories under their
governance (Spagnoletti 1990). For example, in January 1807 the Intendant of the province of
Terra di Lavoro proposed relocating the district capital from Sora to San Germano known

48 In these centuries, sea transport was preferred, despite the increased risks posed by pirates.

4 The primary objective of these petitions forwarded by Intendants and Sub-Intendants to the central institutions
of the Kingdom of Naples between 1807 and 1818 was to request a revision of the administrative geography
established in 1806 due to “the excessive approximation with which Joseph Bonaparte had planned the territorial
reorganization of the Kingdom” (Spagnoletti 1990, p. 94, our translation). We present and discuss these petitions
in Appendix B.
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today as Cassino  due to accessibility issues caused by poor road conditions leading to Sora:
indeed, couriers “had to traverse the extreme corner of the district before returning to Sora”
(NSA, fs. 375, our translation). As it is evident from this and other petitions submitted after
1806, the issue of accessibility grew in importance over the subsequent years. However, a
Draft Revision of the administrative geography of the Kingdom of Naples dated 18 April 1810,
prepared by the Ministry of the Interior, reiterated the importance of “spatial centrality,”
emphasizing that the district capital and the other municipalities of the district should be “as
close as possible” (NSA, fs. 374, our translation).

In conclusion, all the analyses carried out in this section consistently lead to the same
result: neither local elites nor economic and infrastructural conditions appear to have
influenced the selection of district capitals in 1806, based on the available historical narrative
and data. This finding confirms that district capitals were chosen for their spatial centrality
within districts, supporting the exogeneity of the selection criterion.

4. Empirical Framework

4.1. Population Data and Estimation Sample

We assess whether the municipalities selected as district capitals in 1806 by the
Napoleonic authorities gained an urban development premium—due to acquiring supra-
municipal administrative functions by law and, therefore, becoming “centers of power” at the
local level—by relying primarily on population data collected from a variety of sources. First,
we have digitalized population data for the pre-Napoleonic period drawing from Giustiniani
(1797-1805, Volumes I-X), who provides information on the number of households (the
so-called fuochi) for the years 1648 and 1669 and on the number of inhabitants for the year
1797.° Following the prevailing literature (e.g., Beloch 1959; Da Molin 1990; Fusco 2009,
2011; Sakellariou 2012), we have obtained population figures for the years 1648 and 1669 by
multiplying the number of households by the factor five. Second, we have digitalized
population figures provided by Marzolla (1832) for the year 1828, and drawn from the
Censimento degli Antichi Stati Sardi published in 1864 by the Italian Ministry of Agriculture,
Industry and Trade (Ministero dell’ Agricoltura, Industria € Commercio — MAIC) for the year
1859.5! Finally, we have collected population figures for the period 1861-1911 from the
population censuses—carried out every 10 years starting in 1861—provided by ISTAT.
Overall, we have been able to collect population data covering the pre-Napoleonic years 1648,

50 Giustiniani’s Dizionario Geografico-Ragionato del Regno di Napoli was published in 13 volumes between
1797 and 1816. The first 10 volumes provide information on individual populated settlements of continental
southern Italy in alphabetical order; for each place, Giustiniani traces its historical profile within a standardized
scheme, the legal-administrative status, and the main features of its territory, economy, and demography. The
last three volumes provide information on natural features (e.g., rivers, mountains, and volcanos) of the Kingdom
of Naples. Giustiniani’s dictionary represents a standard source to study the population dynamics of southern
Italy in the pre-unification period. Indeed, the population data reported in his dictionary have been included,
among others, in the long-term statistical reconstructions of the Italian population by Beloch (1994) and those of
the population of Italian cities and provinces for the period 1300—1800 by Malanima (1998); more recently, they
have been used by Lecce, Ogliari, and Orlando (2022) to study Italy’s state formation.

51 The Censimento degli Antichi Stati Sardi provides municipality-level data for each pre-unification state.

21



1669, and 1797; the Bourbonic years 1828 and 1859; and the post-Italian unification years
1861, 1871, 1881, 1901, and 1911.52

We have identified the estimation sample in order to compare municipalities selected as
district capitals in 1806 by the Napoleonic authorities (constituting our treatment group) with
municipalities without supra-municipal administrative functions (constituting our control
group). To this aim, we have considered the following criteria: first, we have excluded all
municipalities that have been provincial capitals from the sixteenth century until 1911 even
for a short period of time; second, we have excluded all municipalities that have been the seat
of governo during the Napoleonic period, and/or circondario under the Bourbons, and/or
mandamento in the Kingdom of Italy even for a short period of time; third, we have excluded
all municipalities that have been district capitals only for a period of time between 1806 and
1911.% Therefore, we have identified as treated units only those municipalities that were
selected as district capitals by Law No. 132 of 8 August 1806 and maintained their status
uninterruptedly until 1911; by contrast, we have identified as control units those municipalities
that have never been selected as capital cities at any geographical-administrative level and,
thus, have never been endowed with supra-municipal administrative functions by law over the
entire period considered. The rationale behind these criteria for selecting the estimation sample
is to compare only those municipalities that became district capitals as a result of the 1806
reform and maintained this status uninterruptedly during the period 1806—1911 with those that
never received supra-municipal administrative functions during the same period, provided that
both groups of municipalities were not capital cities and did not have supra-municipal
functions prior to the 1806 reform.>* Finally, we have excluded all municipalities for which
we have not been able to reconstruct population figures over the entire period 1648-1911.%

Considering the abovementioned criteria and population data availability, our estimation
sample includes 15 treated and 959 control municipalities, which are mapped in Figure 3.3

52 We do not have data available for the year 1891 because no census was carried out due to financial difficulties
of the Kingdom of Italy (Ciccarelli and Fenoaltea 2013).

33 We have identified the municipalities to be included in the estimation sample based on laws, decrees, and
atlases (Giustiniani 1797—-1805, Volumes I-X; Marzolla 1832; De Sanctis 1840) of the Napoleonic, Bourbonic,
and Kingdom of Italy periods. We have also excluded from the estimation sample the municipalities that
belonged to the Principality of Pontecorvo and the Principality of Benevento, two satellite states of the French
Empire established in 1806 and located within the Kingdom of Naples, as they were enclaves of the Papal States
before and after the Napoleonic occupation.

3 These criteria allow us to exploit the selection of district capitals in 1806 as an exogenous shock, while
eliminating any possible confounding effect arising from the fact that some municipalities: already had the status
of provincial capital before the 1806 reform and/or became provincial capitals between 1806 and 1911; received
(minimal) judicial functions between 1806 and 1911 by becoming capitals of governo, and/or circondario, and/or
mandamento; underwent changes in administrative status between 1806 and 1911.

35 Table C1 (Appendix C) summarizes the cleaning procedure we implemented starting from the sample of 1,768
municipalities identified in Table B1 (Appendix B). Table C2 (Appendix C) reports evidence on mean differences
between the municipalities included in the estimation sample and those excluded due to missing population data
with respect to some geographical characteristics.

6 Table C3 (Appendix C) lists the 15 treated municipalities that were selected as district capitals in 1806 by the
Napoleonic authorities, maintained their status unchanged until 1911, and for which population figures are
available for the entire period 1648—1911. It lists also two municipalities—that is, Sala (corresponding to the
modern Sala Consilina) and Castellammare (corresponding to the modern Castellammare di Stabia)—for which
we have not been able to reconstruct pre-1806 population figures due to data unavailability. However, these two
municipalities were eligible for inclusion in the estimation sample as they were selected as district capitals in
1806 and maintained their status unchanged until 1911.
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4.2. Empirical Modeling

We evaluate whether district capitals gained an urban development premium compared
with non-capital municipalities through the following difference-in-differences (DID)
specification:
Population,q,: = a + pDistrict Capitalygpe + Vm + 6¢ + {Distanceﬁldpt
+9dep X 5t + 19Xpt + Hd + Va + Smdpt (1)

where Population,qy,, denotes the population (in thousand inhabitants) of municipality m
located in district d within province p in year t; District Capitaly,qy,, denotes the treatment
dummy variable which takes a value of zero for the control municipalities over the entire
observation period 1648—1911 and for the treated municipalities in the pre-Napoleonic
observation years 1648, 1669, and 1797, while a value of one for the treated municipalities
over the observation period 1828—-1911; y,,, and §; capture municipality and year fixed effects
(FE), respectively; Distanceﬁld?mt denotes the yearly-specific distance between a municipality
and the own provincial capital city to control for proximity to the seat of the reference
Intendancy/Prefecture; X4, is a vector of geographical and historical municipality-level
controls interacted with year FEs (6;); X, is a vector of province-level controls; p, denotes
a time trend at the Bourbonic district level (defined as for districts in 1828); v; denotes a time
trend at the Kingdom of Italy district level; and &4y, is the error term.>’

The vector Xpgp of time-invariant municipality-level controls includes both
geographical and historical (pre-1806) variables that enter Equation (1) interacted with year
dummies. The set of geographical controls includes: a within-district centrality measure
defined as the average pairwise distance among the municipalities belonging to a district in
the year 1806 to control for a municipality’s geographical centrality within a district, being
“spatial centrality” the criterion adopted by the Napoleonic authorities to select district
capitals; a dummy variable for coastal municipalities; land surface; altitude; latitude; and an
index of terrain ruggedness.>® The set of historical controls includes: a dummy variable for
state-owned (i.e., non-feudal) municipalities in 1797 to control for heterogeneity related to
fiscal, commercial, and administrative prerogatives granted to such cities by the King (Borghi
and Masciandaro 2023); two dummy variables for municipalities that were the seat of a bishop
or an archbishop in 1797, respectively, to control for the presence of first forms of political
and institutional organization and coordination (Guiso, Sapienza, and Zingales 2016); a
dummy variable for princedom municipalities in 1797 to control for the strength of the
aristocracy (Guiso, Sapienza, and Zingales 2016); a dummy variable for municipalities hit by
the plague in 1658 to control for heterogeneity related to an exogenous shock that could have
affected city size (Fusco 2007); a dummy variable capturing whether a municipality recorded
a population of at least 5,000 inhabitants in the period 1300-1500 to control for the early

7 The variable capturing the distance between a municipality and the own provincial capital varies by observation
year because, as discussed previously and highlighted in Appendix A, some provinces experienced a reallocation
of their provincial capital also due to the creation of new provinces during the observation period, such that
each municipality’s reference provincial capital could have changed over time.

8 We have calculated the within-district centrality measure by considering all the municipalities belonging to a
district even if excluded from the estimation sample. In other words, we have calculated this variable considering
also those municipalities that have been provincial capitals, district capitals for a short period of time, seat of
governo, and/or circondario, and/or mandamento, and with unavailable population data.
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presence of a large city (Bosker, Buringh, and van Zanden 2013); a variable capturing the
distance between a municipality and the closest ancient Roman road to control for proximity
to ancient commercial routes that could have favored the growth of a city as a main trading,
political, and administrative center (Oto-Peralias and Romero-Avila 2017); and a variable
capturing municipalities’ exposure to earthquakes in the period 1005-1805 to control for
systematic environmental risks that could not only have caused exogenous variations in city
size but also increased the power and political strength of religious orders (Belloc, Drago, and
Galbiati 2016).>° The vector X pt Of province-level controls includes two time-varying
variables: the share of a province’s population to the total population of the Kingdom of Naples
to control for the relative size of provinces; and the density of the provincial railway network
to control for the development of transport and communication infrastructures.®

Although the inclusion of municipality FEs captures any time-invariant characteristic,
such as geographical and pre-treatment (historical) features, controlling for their potential
time-varying effects helps us relaxing potential biases related to unobserved heterogeneity and
omitted variables (Li, Lu, and Wang 2016; Bo 2020). Moreover, the inclusion of Bourbonic
and Kingdom of Italy district-specific time trends allows us controlling for development paths
that were specific to the district to which the municipalities belong and that could have
influenced their population dynamics. In addition, accounting for district-specific time trends
helps us reducing any potential correlation existing between omitted variables and the
expansion or rearrangement of borders that some of the districts included in the analysis have
experienced over the observation period (Campante and Do 2014).

4.3. ldentification Strategy

Despite Equation (1) includes a large number of FEs and controls, our estimates could
still be biased by unobservable factors that are not accounted for and that can be correlated
simultaneously with the timing and the outcome of the 1806 Napoleonic reform—for example,
a higher population growth potential characterizing district capitals compared with non-capital
cities before 1806. Indeed, the reliability of our estimates relies on a standard parallel trend
assumption, which requires the treated and control units experiencing the same pattern in the
outcome variable, conditional on observables, in the absence of the shocking event. In our
case, the identification assumption requires that municipalities in the treatment and control
groups would have experienced the same population dynamics if the Napoleonic authorities
had not instituted the districts and selected—and, thus, attributed supra-municipal functions
to—district capitals in 1806.

We test whether differential trends existed before the implementation of the 1806 reform
by relying on a more flexible specification of Equation (1) that accounts for a set of yearly
treatment effects (Angrist and Pischke 2008). This allows us to test for the direction of
causality by checking for anticipatory effects in the period before the implementation of the
Napoleonic reform. Moreover, such a flexible specification allows us to assess the time-

% The variable capturing exposure to earthquakes is computed as the number of earthquakes weighted by their
intensity—normalized in the interval [0, 1]—and scaled by the distance to the epicenter. As suggested by Belloc,
Drago, and Galbiati (2016, p. 1875), “earthquakes ... represented a shock to people’s religious beliefs and ...
enhanced the ability of political-religious leaders to restore social order after a crisis.”

% We provide a summary of these variables and report their definition, data source, descriptive statistics, and
correlation matrices in Appendix D.
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varying effect of the Napoleonic reform on urban development over the entire post-reform
period. We modify Equation (1) according to an event study approach as follows:

H L
Populationg,e = a + ) m,_yDistrict Capital,“,)lggt + Z 4 District Capital ,%;,t
h=1 =1
+Yim + 8¢ + +{Distance) ;. + 0Xmap X ¢ + 9Xpe + pig + vy

+£mdpt (2)

which includes a set of lead dummy variables (District C apital,“,’lazt) referring to the
available pre-1806 observation years h = 1648,1669,1797, with w denoting the
implementation year of the Napoleonic reform, and a set of lag dummy variables
(District C apital,“,’;&i,t) referring to each post-1806 available observation year [ starting from
1828. Therefore, we expect ,,_, = 0 for all h if the parallel trend assumption holds prior to
the implementation of the Napoleonic reform in 1806. We estimate Equation (2) by specifying
the lead dummy variable referring to the year 1797 as the reference category.

A second requirement of our identification strategy concerns the absence of spillover
effects between the treated and control municipalities. Indeed, Equation (1) allows us to assess
whether the Napoleonic reform has induced an urban development premium for district
capitals compared with non-capital municipalities under the assumption that the reform had
neutral effects on the latter type of municipality. However, such an urban development
premium could be the result of a mere reallocation effect if the reform simply acted as a
“pushing force” inducing a migration of people from neighboring non-capital cities towards
the district capital. In other words, evidence of spatial spillovers between a treated
municipality and the neighboring control municipalities would imply a reallocation effect
rather than an urban development effect of the Napoleonic reform (Bo 2020). We test whether
spatial spillovers are in place in two ways. First, we estimate Equation (1) by excluding either
the three neighboring control municipalities closest to a district capital, or the neighboring
municipalities located within distance ¢ from a district capital, with ¢ = 15, 25, 50 km, from
the estimation sample. Second, we modify Equation (1) as follows:

Populationq,: = a + pDistrict Capitalygy + pNeighbors,ape + Vm + ¢
+{Distance} ;,; + 0Xmap X 8¢ + 9Xpe + g + Vg + Emape 3)
where Neighborsp,q,: denotes a binary variable referring to either the three neighboring
control municipalities closest to a district capital, or those located within distance ¢ from a
district capital. This alternative specification also allows us assessing whether the 1806 reform
had indeed neutral effects on district capitals’ neighboring municipalities. The parameter p
captures the spillover effect, such that we expect no spatial spillovers to be in place if p = 0.

5. Empirical Results on Urban Development

5.1. Baseline Results and Identification

Table 1 reports the results of the estimation of Equation (1) with FEs, district time trends,
and control variables included in the empirical specification according to a stepwise procedure.
Looking at column (6), we estimate an average urban development premium of approximately
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2,000 inhabitants for district capitals compared with non-capital cities: this premium
corresponds to a 92.43% population increase, given a sample average population of
approximately 2,128 inhabitants.

Figure 4 reports the results of the estimation of Equation (2). On the one hand, the
coefficients referring to the pre-Napoleonic reform period are not statistically significant, and
the 1669 coefficient is virtually equal to zero.®' This result suggests that the parallel trend
assumption holds, such that we can construe the results reported in Table 1 consistently with
a causal interpretation. On the other hand, we find evidence of a post-Napoleonic reform
population dynamics that is coherent with the historical narrative previously presented. First,
Figure 4 highlights a higher urban development premium for district capitals compared with
non-capital cities after the approval of the Lanza Law by the Italian Parliament in 1865 with
respect to the Bourbonic period. Indeed, while the Bourbonic ruler did not make any
substantial change to the functions and powers assigned to the Sub-Intendant from the
Napoleonic regulations, the Lanza Law assigned more functions and powers to the Sub-
Prefect, thus increasing the relative importance of district capitals in the territorial
administrative hierarchy of the Kingdom of Italy. Second, it is worth noting how the
annexation of the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies to the Kingdom of Italy occurred in 1861
caused a slowdown in district capitals’ urban development dynamics. This is possibly due to
a climate of institutional uncertainty emerged during the unification process as well as the
increased phenomenon of brigandage and armed opposition from Bourbon officials that
occurred in the first decade after unification (Pinto 2019).%

We now present the results concerning our second identifying assumption—that is, the
existence of spillover effects between the treated and control municipalities. As shown in
Table 2, we do not find evidence of spillover effects and, in particular, the variables for
neighboring control municipalities show negligible estimated coefficients. Moreover, the
results confirm our main evidence of an average urban development premium of
approximately 2,000 inhabitants for district capitals compared with non-capital cities. In other
words, we find evidence that the 1806 Napoleonic reform had a growth effect for district

%1 Table E1 (Appendix E) reports the year-specific coefficients presented graphically in Figure 4.

2 We further investigate the dynamics highlighted in Figure 4 by assessing the urban development premium of
district capitals during the Bourbonic and the Kingdom of Italy periods separately. We consider two period-
specific treatment dummy variables: one referring to the Bourbonic period (observation years 1828 and 1859)
and the pre-Lanza Law Kingdom of Italy period (observation year 1861); the other one referring to the post-
Lanza Law Kingdom of Italy period (observation years 1871-1911). The results of this exercise are reported in
Table E2 (Appendix E): we find a relatively higher urban development premium for district capitals compared
with non-capital cities during the post-Lanza Law period with respect to the Bourbonic and pre-Lanza Law
period. In other words, the 1865 law that defined the administrative skeleton of the Kingdom of Italy, by
attributing more functions and powers to the Sub-Prefects, further accentuated an already existing duality
between district capitals and non-capital cities in the Italian Mezzogiorno that originated from the 1806
Napoleonic administrative reform.
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capitals, rather than a mere reallocation effect between the treated and the neighboring control
municipalities.®?

5.2. Robustness and Placebo Analyses

We corroborate our results through a series of robustness and placebo exercises, as well
as by providing more suggestive evidence to disentangle the population effects of being a
district capital city from those (potentially) related to the geographical centrality of district
capitals. We discuss in detail these exercises, and present the results, in Appendix E.%*

6. Evidence on Industrial Development

We now move from the analysis of urban development captured by population dynamics
over the period 1648—1911 to the analysis of industrial development in the late Bourbonic
period and in the Kingdom of Italy period.

We provide evidence on industrial development in the Bourbonic period by looking at
“industrial cities” in the 1850s. We use digitalized information drawn from Petrocchi (1955)
and Mangone (1976) and consider as “industrialized” those municipalities identified by both
authors as centers of production and manufacturing activity in the period 1850-1860.%° We
proxy for industrial development in the Kingdom of Italy period through employment in 1911
(relative to municipal population in 1911), with data on total, industrial, and services
employment digitalized from the Censimento degli Opifici e delle Imprese Industriali al 10
Giugno 1911 published by MAIC in 1913.%° We rely on a cross-sectional regression
framework, and estimate the following general-form equation:

Yinape = @ + BDistrict Capitalyape + ¥ Xmape + 6Xpe + $c + Emapc 4)

where Yp,4,. denotes the dependent variable for industrial development in municipality m
located in district d within province p and compartimento c—that is, a geographical macro-
region instituted in 1861 and used mostly in official publications of the newborn state (e.g.,
population census) for statistical purposes; thus, the dependent variable can be either the
dummy for “industrial city” in the period 1850—1860 or the number of (total, industrial,
services) employees per inhabitant in 1911. The variable District Capital,,q,. denotes the

% We complement the analysis presented in Table 2 by also relying on migration data referring to the post-
Napoleonic reform year 1814. We discuss this exercise in Appendix E, and present the results in Table E3. We
find evidence of an immigration rate premium for district capitals compared with non-capital cities, while we do
not find differences in terms of emigration rate between capital and non-capital municipalities; we also do not
find evidence of spillover effects. Overall, these evidences suggest that district capitals were attracting more new
residents than non-capital cities but, at the same time, neighboring non-capital cities were not experiencing an
out-migration process in favor of district capitals. This also corroborates our main results of an urban
development premium gained by district capitals compared to non-capital cities after the implementation of the
1806 administrative reform.

% In particular, we discuss the choice of studying urban development through population growth in Appendix E,
where we also present the results of a robustness exercise using population density as the dependent variable
(Table E4).

85 Petrocchi (1955) and Mangone (1976) describe the main production centers and industrial activities of the
Kingdom of Naples in the period 1850-1860.

% The Censimento degli Opifici e delle Imprese Industriali al 10 Giugno 1911 was the first industrial census
carried out by the Kingdom of Italy.
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treatment assignment, as before. The vector X4, consists of municipality-level control
variables and—depending on the output variable and, thus, period-specific data availability—
includes: population density and population growth with respect to the pre-Napoleonic reform
year 1797 to control for city size and growth dynamics; coastal feature; land surface; altitude;
terrain ruggedness; latitude; and distance to the own provincial capital city to control for
proximity to the seat of the Intendancy/Prefecture of reference. The vector X, consists of
province-level control variables and—depending on the output variable and, thus, period-
specific data availability—includes: the share of a province’s population to the total population
in the Kingdom of Naples’ territory to control for the relative size of a province; the density
of the railway network to control for the development of transportation and communication
infrastructures; and the rate of literate adult population to control for human capital
development. The term (. denotes a set of compartimento dummies defined for the year 1871
and included only in the regression models for industrial development in 1911.%7 Finally,
Emape 1s the error term.®®

We estimate Equation (4), depending on the nature of the dependent variable, via Probit,
Linear Probability Model (LPM), and OLS. The results, reported in Table 3, suggest an
industrial development premium of district capitals over non-capital cities both before and
after the Italian unification. Looking at the Bourbonic period, we estimate that district capitals
were approximately 24% more likely to be industrial cities than non-capital cities see
columns (3) and (4). This suggests that the 1806 Napoleonic reform induced a (long-lasting)
process of economic divergence between district capitals and non-capital cities, thus
facilitating heterogeneity in the industrial development path of the Italian Mezzogiorno. We
confirm this evidence when looking at the post-1865 Lanza Law period and proxying
industrial development with total, industrial, and services employment in 1911. As shown in
columns (5) to (7), we find that district capitals had approximately 30 employees per 1,000
inhabitants more than non-capital cities, and that this result is driven by industrial rather than
services employment.’

Overall, this analysis confirms the previous results on urban development: district
capitals, by becoming “centers of power” and seats of administrative functions at the local
level, experienced a higher development path—still observable about a century after the 1806
Napoleonic reform—relative to non-capital municipalities.”

7 Despite the compartimento was instituted in 1861, the original configuration had only one macro-region—
called Provincie Napoletane—for the territories of the former Kingdom of Naples. This unique compartimento
was divided into five regions—Abruzzi e Molise, Campania, Puglie, Basilicata, and Calabrie—only in 1871
(ISTAT 2018).

% We provide a summary of these variables and report their definition, data source, and descriptive statistics in
Appendix F.

% The sample mean values for total, industrial, and services employment per inhabitant are equal to 0.0198,
0.0196, and 0.0002, respectively.

70'We confirm the evidence presented in Table 3 when relying on an instrumental variable (IV) approach to deal
with potential selection and omitted variable biases as well as when clustering standard errors at the district
level—see Appendix G.
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7. Underlying Mechanisms

We now discuss and test empirically two potential mechanisms that may help explaining
the relationship between administrative hierarchy and development, namely public goods
provision and transport network accessibility.

The first mechanism explaining the development premium enjoyed by district capitals
concerns the provision of public goods (Campante and Do 2014; Becker, Heblich, and Sturm
2021; Chambru, Henry, and Marx 2024). District capitals experienced the arrival of civil
servants, officials, policemen, and soldiers and this may have reasonably induced an increase
in the demand for local public goods (e.g., schools, infrastructures) with positive externalities
benefitting the local population and translating into greater industrial development.

The second mechanism concerns transport network accessibility. As previously
highlighted, the geographical-administrative organization envisaged by the Napoleonic reform
was based on a multi-level transmission system of legal information, administrative
procedures, political acts, regulations, and laws in which district capitals acted as key “nodes”
of connection between the provincial capital of reference and the peripheral municipalities.
Therefore, it was essential for district capitals to be connected to the transport network. We
can reasonably hypothesize that greater accessibility has contributed to urban development in
general, and to the development of production activities in particular, thus facilitating the
industrialization process in district capitals.

We capture public goods provision during the Bourbonic period through two different
variables: first, the establishment of a hospital in the period 1832—-1845, with data drawn from
the Annali Civili del Regno delle Due Sicilie published in 1857 by the Ministry of the Interior
of the Kingdom of Naples; second, the presence of a secondary school in 1839, with data
drawn from Serristori (1839).”!

We capture public goods provision in the post-unification period through two main sets
of variables concerning kindergartens in 1869 and municipal expenses in 1884. The rationale
for this relies on the distinction between compulsory and discretionary expenses provided by
Title II of the 1859 Rattazzi Law that was later implemented in the annexed territories of the
Italian Mezzogiorno with the approval of the 1865 Lanza Law, which slightly increased the

"I As highlighted by Lupo, Gargano, and Marra (2014), the presence of a secondary school ~ which, quite often,
was an agricultural school was the expression of a municipality’s will. Municipal authorities were free to
establish a secondary school according to municipal needs; they also had to finance it, and include such expenses
in the municipal budget.
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number of municipal compulsory expenses (Articles 115 to 117).”> We consider discretionary

expenses as a proxy for a municipality’s attention to local community needs and, thus, for
public goods provision.

Interestingly, while primary education was made compulsory in the Kingdom of Italy
with Royal Decree No. 347 of 28 November 1861—that extended the Casati Law of 13
November 1859 to the annexed territories—and, therefore, was listed among municipalities’
compulsory expenses, public education at lower (e.g., kindergartens) and higher (e.g., industry
schools, commercial schools, classical and technical secondary education) levels was not
mandatory and, therefore, was listed among municipalities’ discretionary expenses. We thus
capture public goods provision by, first, relying on information on the presence of a
kindergarten in 1869 and the number of pupils enrolled (relative to municipal population in
1861), with data digitalized from the Statistica del Regno d’ltalia: Gli Asili Infantili nel 1869
published by the Italian Directorate General of Statistics in 1870.

Second, we test for public goods provision by relying on municipality-level balance
sheet data digitalized from the Bilanci Comunali per I’Anno 1884 published by MAIC in 1887.
This source provides information on total revenues, while more disaggregated information on
the expenditure side, namely compulsory and discretionary expenses aggregated with respect
to three main categories: public education; public infrastructures; and other expenses. We
construct different dependent variables based on balance sheet data: total (compulsory plus
discretionary) expenses per inhabitant; discretionary expenses per inhabitant; share of
discretionary expenses to total expenses; share of discretionary expenses to total expenses in
public education; and share of discretionary expenses to total expenses in public
infrastructures.”

Concerning the second mechanism, we proxy for transport network accessibility through
train station endowment in 1873. We have digitalized information on active train stations
existing in 1873 drawn from the third edition of the Dizionario dei Comuni del Regno d’Italia
published by the Italian Ministry of the Interior in 1874. We thus consider a binary dependent

2 As for Title II of the Rattazzi Law, compulsory expenses assigned to municipalities by law included the
payment of salaries to municipal employees; primary education; the maintenance of municipal roads and public
squares; the collection of municipal taxes; the preservation of municipal properties; and the management of
cemeteries. Discretionary expenses were grouped into a series of expenditure categories, namely: public
administration (the payment of an allowance to the mayor, the payment of subsidies to civil servants, their
widows and their orphans); local police and hygiene (public healthcare, public lighting, expenses for the
slaughterhouse and dog catching); public security and justice (payment and accommodation for firefighters);
public infrastructures (beautification of streets and squares, maintenance of gardens, construction of canals and
aqueducts, construction of harbors on lakes and rivers, construction of slaughterhouses, construction and
maintenance of markets); public education (kindergartens, evening and festive schools for adults, schools for
blind and deaf-mute people, industrial schools, commercial schools, vocational schools, elementary schools
beyond the number prescribed by law, expenditure on museums and libraries, expenditure on classical and
technical secondary education); worship; charity (orphanages, nursing homes, funeral transport and coffins for
the poor); and other miscellaneous expenses (the purchase of instruments for the town band, theatre
endowments).

73 Per capita variables are based on 1881 population census figures.
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variable taking a value of one whether a municipality was endowed with a train station in
1873, and a value of zero otherwise.”*

We test for public goods provision and transport network accessibility in a cross-
sectional regression framework similar to that of Equation (4) and rely on Probit, LPM, and
OLS estimation approaches.”

We start presenting the results concerning public goods provision. First, the LPM
estimates on the establishment of a hospital in the period 1832—1845 suggest, as shown in
column (2) in Table 4, that district capitals were approximately 26% more likely to be
endowed with a hospital than non-capital cities. Second, as shown in column (4), we find that
district capitals were approximately 28% more likely to be endowed with a secondary school
than non-capital cities. Third, the LPM results on kindergartens in 1869 suggest that district
capitals were approximately 55% more likely to provide the local population with a
kindergarten. Moreover, district capitals had approximately 3 pupils enrolled in kindergartens
per 1,000 inhabitants more than municipalities in the control group. Fourth, the results on 1884
municipal expenses suggest that district capitals tended to spend more in discretionary
expenses compared with non-capital cities. We do not find evidence of statistically significant
differences in total expenses per inhabitant, while we estimate a premium for district capitals
when considering discretionary expenses per inhabitant. This last result is confirmed when
proxying public goods provision through the share of discretionary expenses relative to total
expenses as well as when disentangling public education and public infrastructure expenses.

Columns (13) and (14) in Table 4 reports the results concerning transport network
accessibility. Looking at column (14), we estimate that district capitals, at a time when the
process of construction of the railway network was still underway, were approximately 20%
more likely to be endowed with a train station.”®

Overall, these results suggest that district capitals tended to provide more public goods
to the local population and enjoy greater connectivity compared with non-capital cities, thus
making them suitable for higher urban and industrial development.

8. Long-Run Analysis

We conclude our analysis by providing more suggestive evidence on the long-term
effect of the Napoleonic administrative reform on the development and economic geography
of the Italian Mezzogiorno. Specifically, we analyze whether there is still a gap between
(former) district capitals and non-capital municipalities approximately 90 years after the

7 In the second half of the nineteenth century, the railway network was the most important and efficient transport
infrastructure. In 1873, the construction of the national railway network was still in progress and started to
become widespread in the Italian Mezzogiorno only from the 1880s as a result of the approval of the Baccarini
Law in 1879, which established the opening of dozens of minor internal lines gradually filling the gaps in the
early skeleton of the national network. Indeed, the Italian railway network increased from about 2,500 km in
1861 to about 18,000 km in 1911. Figure H1 (Appendix H) maps the evolution of the railway network in Italy in
the period 1851-1911.

75 We consider the same sets of municipal and provincial controls as for Equation (4). We control also for the
provincial endowment of public primary schools in 1862 relative to the Kingdom of Naples’ territory in the
regression models for kindergartens in 1869. We control also for total expenses over total revenues in 1884 in
the regression models for municipalities’ expenses in 1884. We provide a summary of the variables considered
and report their definition, data source, and descriptive statistics in Appendix H.

76 We confirm the evidence presented in Table 4 when relying on an IV approach as well as when clustering
standard errors at the district level—see Appendix I.
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abolition of the administrative unit of the district, which occurred in 1927 under the Fascist
L TT
regime.
We estimate the following general-form cross-sectional equation:

Yr = a + BDistrict Capital,,, + v Xy + § + ey (5)

and consider a battery of current dependent variables (Y,,,) for municipality m located in
region I, namely: the yearly average growth of population in the period 1797-2011; population
density in 2011; agglomeration defined as employment per square km in 2011;
employment per inhabitants in 2011; the share of tertiary-educated population in 2011; the
share of illiterate population in 2011; income (in thousand Euros) per taxpayer in 2010; and
firms’ labor productivity defined as value added (in thousand Euros) per worker in 2015.7
The variable District Capital,,, denotes the treatment assignment. The vector X,,, of
municipality-level controls includes: coastal feature; land surface; altitude; terrain ruggedness;
latitude; and distance to the own regional capital city. We also control for population in 1797
when analyzing population growth in the period 1797-2011. The term {,- denotes a set of
region dummies.” Finally, &,,, denotes the error term. %

We estimate Equation (5) via OLS and present the results in Table 5: in the upper panel,
we report evidence on the whole estimation sample (i.e., 974 municipalities); in the bottom
panel, we report evidence based on a reduced sample which excludes four municipalities that
became provincial capital after 1911, namely Taranto (since 1923), Pescara (since 1927),
Isernia (since 1970), and Barletta (since 2009). The results suggest that former district capitals
still show a premium in terms of urban development as well as human capital endowment,
wealth, and economic performance compared with non-capital municipalities, even decades
after the abolition of the district administrative unit and, therefore, after losing their status.®!

These results suggest clearly that the Napoleonic reform represented a structural change
for the urban and economic geography of southern Italy. Indeed, the municipalities that were
selected as district capitals in 1806 embarked on an enduring development process that shows
long-term effects. In other words, the administrative reform process experienced by
continental southern Italy in the early nineteenth century contributed to a process of long-run

77 Recent studies (e.g., Shertzer, Twinam, and Walsh 2018; Dell and Olken 2020; Chambru, Henry, and Marx
2024; Smith and Kulka 2024) have shown how historical institutional changes and reforms have time-persistent
effects on urban and industrial development that may last for many years, even in the face of destructive shocks
(such as World War II in Europe).

8 Data on firms’ labor productivity are available for 965 out of 974 municipalities included in the estimation
sample.

7 Regions are defined according to the Nomenclature des Unités Territoriales Statistiques (NUTS) adopted by
the European Union. Regions, as new administrative units, were introduced in Italy in 1970, and over time they
have acquired increasing autonomy and government powers at the sub-national level.

80 We provide a summary of these variables and report their definition, data source, and descriptive statistics in
Appendix J.

81 We corroborate the results presented in Table 5 by also relying on an enlarged estimation sample including
those municipalities we excluded from the analysis exclusively due to missing population data, namely: the
municipalities of Sala (corresponding to the modern Sala Consilina) and Castellammare (corresponding to the
modern Castellammare di Stabia) that were eligible treated units as they were selected as district capitals in 1806
and maintained their status unchanged until 1911; and 248 municipalities the were eligible control units. This
exercise is presented in Appendix K.
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territorial divergence resulting in heterogeneous development paths within the Italian
Mezzogiorno.

9. Conclusions

We analyzed the 1806 Napoleonic administrative reform implemented in the Kingdom
of Naples as a historical experiment to study how exogenous changes in the territorial
administrative hierarchy of a country may have long-term consequences for urban and
industrial development. In this respect, we contribute to the literature studying the state
capacity building and its role in influencing development and economic geography by
analyzing the long-run consequences of a radical reform “imposed from outside” by the
Napoleonic authorities on the Kingdom of Naples in the first half of the nineteenth century
(Croce 1925; Davis 2006). Specifically, we studied how the Napoleonic administrative reform
shaped development in the Italian Mezzogiorno through a process of “districtualization” and
the selection of certain cities in the role of district capitals. Our results reveal that
municipalities that were selected as district capitals enjoyed higher and enduring urban and
industrial development compared with municipalities that did not experience a status change
in the country’s geographical-administrative hierarchy and did not become “centers of power”
at the local level. We also explained the relationship between territorial administrative
hierarchy and development through two main mechanisms: public goods provision and
transport network accessibility.

The evidence from the Napoleonic administrative reform process supports recent
contributions that focus on how political and administrative hierarchy can shape the process
of urban growth and local development (Bo 2020; Becker, Heblich, and Sturm 2021; Bai and
Jia 2023; Chambru, Henry, and Marx 2024). In other words, we identified in these radical
reforms a historical explanation for the processes of urbanization and local development that
occurred in southern Italy and a source of growth differentials within the Italian Mezzogiorno.
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FIGURE 1: THE KINGDOM OF NAPLES AND THE OTHER ITALIAN
PENINSULA’S STATES IN 1806

Notes: The map shows the Kingdom of Naples and the other states existing in 1806 within current Italian borders.
Sources: Authors’ elaboration on digitalized cartography provided by Centennia Historical Atlas Research Edition.
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FIGURE 2: DISTRICTS’ CENTROID AND SPATIAL CENTRALITY OF DISTRICT
CAPITALS

Notes: The plot shows the correlation between the average distance (of municipalities, within a district) to the centroid of the district and the

average distance (of municipalities, within a district) to the district capital for the 40 districts and district capitals established by the French
authorities with Law No. 132 of 8 August 1806.

Sources: Authors’ elaboration on digitalized cartography provided by ISTAT.
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FIGURE 3: MUNICIPALITIES INCLUDED IN THE ESTIMATION SAMPLE

Notes: The map shows the treated (cross) and control (circle) municipalities included in the estimation sample.
Sources: Authors’ elaboration on digitalized cartography provided by GEO-LARHRA and ISTAT.
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FIGURE 4: POPULATION EFFECTS OF DISTRICT CAPITAL CITY STATUS:
EVENT STUDY ANALYSIS

Notes: The dependent variable is population, defined in thousand inhabitants. The model includes FEs, time trends, and controls as for column
(6) in Table 1. The pre-1806 Napoleonic administrative reform year 1797 is set as the reference period. Confidence intervals for lead and lag
dummy variable coefficients are set at 90%. The red dashed lines refer to: the 1806 Napoleonic administrative reform; the 1816 restoration
of the Bourbons; the 1861 Italian unification; and the 1865 Lanza Law.



TABLE 1: POPULATION EFFECTS OF DISTRICT CAPITAL CITY STATUS

Dependent Variable Population
Period Covered 1648-1911
(M ) 3) “4) () (6)
District Capital 5.803%*** 4 681 **** 3.143%** 2.784%** 1.953%%* 1.967**
(1.468) (1.290) (1.017) (1.015) (0.987) (0.987)
Municipality FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Bourbonic District Time Trends No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Kingdom of Italy District Time Trends No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Municipality-Level Controls
Distance to Own Provincial Capital City No No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Geographical Controls X Year FE No No Yes No Yes Yes
Historical Controls X Year FE No No No Yes Yes Yes
Province Controls No No No No No Yes
No. of Observations 9,740 9,740 9,740 9,740 9,740 9,740
No. of Municipalities 974 974 974 974 974 974
No. of Treated Municipalities 15 15 15 15 15 15
No. of Control Municipalities 959 959 959 959 959 959
No. of Years 10 10 10 10 10 10
R? 0.83 0.85 0.88 0.88 0.89 0.89

Notes: *p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01; **** p < 0.001. The dependent variable is defined in thousand inhabitants. Standard errors (in parentheses)
are clustered at the municipality level.
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TABLE 3: INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT

Employment Per Inhabitant in 1911

Dependent Variable Industrial City in 1850-1860 Total Industrial Services
Estimation Method Probit Probit LPM LPM OLS OLS OLS
€)) 2 3) “) (5) (6) )
District Capital 1.617%%** 1.541%%%* 0.242%* 0.236%* 0.030%* 0.027** 0.002%*
(0.408) (0.418) (0.110) (0.111) (0.012) (0.012) (0.001)
Municipality-Level Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Province-Level Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
1871 Compartimento FE Yes Yes Yes
No. of Municipalities 974 974 974 974 974 974 974
No. of Treated Municipalities 15 15 15 15 15 15 15
No. of Control Municipalities 959 959 959 959 959 959 959
Pseudo-R? 0.16 0.17
R? 0.07 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.08

Notes: * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01; **** p < 0.001. Standard errors (in parentheses) are clustered at the municipality level. Municipality-level
controls in all specifications are coastal feature, land surface, altitude, terrain ruggedness, and latitude. Estimates on industrial development in 1850—1860: the
set of municipality-level controls includes population density in 1828, population growth in 1797-1828, distance to the own provincial capital city in 1828;
the set of province-level controls in columns (1) and (3) includes provincial-to-Kingdom of Naples population in 1828; the set of province-level controls in
columns (2) and (4) includes provincial-to-Kingdom of Naples population in 1828, provincial railway density in 1859. Estimates on employment per inhabitant
in 1911: the set of municipality-level controls includes population density in 1911, population growth in 1797-1911, distance to the own provincial capital city
in 1911; the set of province-level controls includes provincial-to-Kingdom of Naples population in 1911, provincial railway density in 1911, provincial literacy

rate in 1911.
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APPENDIX A—Evolution of provincial and district capital cities

This Appendix presents the evolution of provinces and provincial capitals from the pre-
Napoleonic period until the establishment of the Kingdom of Italy occurred in 1861 (Table
Al). It also presents the evolution of districts and district capitals in the Napoleonic period
(Table A2), Bourbonic period (Table A3), and post-Italian unification period (Table A4).
Finally, it maps the states of the Italian peninsula at the time of the Italian Unification process
occurred in the period 1859-1861 (Figure A1l).
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TABLE A2: EVOLUTION OF DISTRICT CAPITAL CITIES IN THE
NAPOLEONIC PERIOD (1806-1815)

Napoleonic Period (1806-1815)

Province

District Capital City

Law 132, 8 August 1806

Law 189, 27 September

Law 272, 8 December

Decree 922, 4 May 1811

1806 1806
Chieti Chieti Chieti Chieti
Abruzzo Citeriore Lanciano Lanciano Lanciano Lanciano
Vasto
Prima d’Abruzzo Ulteriore . Tergmo . Terqmo . Terqmo . Tergmo
Civita di Penne Civita di Penne Civita di Penne Civita di Penne
Aquila Aquila Aquila Aquila
R . Civita Ducale Civita Ducale Civita Ducale Civita Ducale
Seconda d’ Abruzzo Ulteriore
Sulmona Sulmona Sulmona Sulmona
Avezzano
Potenza Potenza Potenza Potenza
.- Matera Matera Matera Matera
Basilicata
Lagonegro Lagonegro Lagonegro Lagonegro
Melfi
Cosenza Cosenza Cosenza Cosenza
Rossano Rossano Rossano Rossano
Calabria Citeriore Castrovillari Castrovillari Castrovillari Castrovillari
Amantea Amantea Amantea
Paola
Monteleone Monteleone Monteleone Monteleone
Calabria Ulteriore Reggio Reggio Reggio Reggio
Gerace Gerace Gerace Gerace
Catanzaro Catanzaro Catanzaro Catanzaro
Foggia
Capitanata and Molise Manfredonia
Campobasso
Isernia
Foggia Foggia Foggia
Manfredonia Manfredonia
Capitanata Larino
San Severo
Bovino
Campobasso Campobasso Campobasso
Molise Isernia Isernia Isernia
Larino
Salerno Salerno Salerno Salerno
Bonati Bonati Bonati
Principato Citeriore Sala Sala Sala Sala
Campagna
Vallo
Avellino Avellino Avellino Avellino
Principato Ulteriore Ariano Ariano Ariano Ariano
Montefusco Montefusco Montefusco
Sant'Angelo de’ Lombardi
Lecce Lecce Lecce Lecce
Terra d’Otranto Taranto Taranto Taranto Taranto
Mesagne Mesagne Mesagne Mesagne
Santa Maria Maggiore Santa Maria Maggiore Santa Maria Maggiore
Capua
. Gacta Gacta Gacta Gacta
Terra di Lavoro
Sora Sora Sora Sora
Piedimonte d’Alife
Nola
Bari Bari Bari Bari
Terra di Bari Barletta Barletta Barletta Barletta
Altamura Altamura Altamura Altamura
Napoli Napoli Napoli Napoli
Napoli Pozzuoli Pozzuoli Pozzuoli Pozzuoli
Castellammare Castellammare Castellammare Castellammare
Casoria

Notes: Municipalities that were capital city at both district and province level are denoted in italics.

52



TABLE A3: EVOLUTION OF DISTRICT CAPITAL CITIES IN THE BOURBONIC

PERIOD (1816-1860)
Bourbonic Period (1816-1860)
Province District Capital City
Law 570, 12 December 1816 Marzolla (1832) for 1828 De Sanctis (1840) MAIC (1864) for 1859
Chieti Chieti Chieti Chieti
Abruzzo Citeriore Lanciano Lanciano Lanciano Lanciano
Vasto Vasto Vasto Vasto
Teramo Teramo Teramo Teramo
Prima d’Abruzzo Ulteriore Civita di Penne Civita di Penne Civita di Penne
Citta Sant’Angelo
Aquila Aquila Aquila Aquila
s . Civita Ducale Civita Ducale Civita Ducale Civita Ducale
Seconda d’ Abruzzo Ulteriore
Sulmona Sulmona Sulmona Sulmona
Avezzano Avezzano Avezzano Avezzano
Potenza Potenza Potenza Potenza
- Matera Matera Matera Matera
Basilicata
Lagonegro Lagonegro Lagonegro Lagonegro
Melfi Melfi Melfi Melfi
Cosenza Cosenza Cosenza Cosenza
Calabria Citeriore Rossa_no _ Rossa_no ) Rossapo ) Rossa_no _
Castrovillari Castrovillari Castrovillari Castrovillari
Paola Paola Paola Paola
Reggio Reggio Reggio Reggio
Calabria Ulteriore I Gerace Gerace Gerace Gerace
Palmi Palmi Palmi Palmi
Catanzaro Catanzaro Catanzaro Catanzaro
Calabria Ulteriore IT Mopteleone Mopteleone Mopteleone Mopteleone
Nicastro Nicastro Nicastro Nicastro
Cotrone Cotrone Cotrone Cotrone
Foggia Foggia Foggia Foggia
Capitanata San Severo San Severo San Severo San Severo
Bovino Bovino Bovino Bovino
Salerno Salerno Salerno Salerno
Principato Citeriore Sala Sala Sala Sala
Campagna Campagna Campagna Campagna
Vallo Vallo Vallo Vallo
Avellino Avellino Avellino Avellino
Principato Ulteriore Ariano Ariano Ariano Ariano
Sant'Angelo de” Lombardi Sant'Angelo de” Lombardi Sant'Angelo de” Lombardi Sant'Angelo de’ Lombardi
Lecce Lecce Lecce Lecce
Terra d’Otranto Ta.r an‘t 0. Ta.r an.t 0. Ta.r an.t 0. Ta.r anF 0.
Brindisi Brindisi Brindisi Brindisi
Gallipoli Gallipoli Gallipoli Gallipoli
Capua
Caserta Caserta Caserta
. Gaeta Gaeta Gaeta Gaeta
Terra di Lavoro
Sora Sora Sora Sora
Piedimonte d’Alife Piedimonte d’Alife Piedimonte d’Alife Piedimonte d’Alife
Nola Nola Nola Nola
Bari Bari Bari Bari
Terra di Bari Barletta Barletta Barletta Barletta
Altamura Altamura Altamura Altamura
Campobasso Campobasso Campobasso Campobasso
Molise Isernia Isernia Isernia Isernia
Larino Larino Larino Larino
Napoli Napoli Napoli Napoli
Napoli Pozzuoli Pozzuoli Pozzuoli Pozzuoli
Castellammare Castellammare Castellammare Castellammare
Casoria Casoria Casoria Casoria
Notes: Municipalities that were capital city at both district and province level are denoted in italics. MAIC stands for Ministero dell’ Agricoltura, Industria e

Commercio.
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TABLE A4: DISTRICT CAPITAL CITIES IN THE KINGDOM OF ITALY
(1861-1911)

Kingdom of Italy (1861-1911)

Province

District Capital City

MAIC (1865) for 1861

Abruzzo Citeriore

Chieti
Lanciano
Vasto

Prima d’Abruzzo Ulteriore

Teramo
Civita di Penne

Seconda d’Abruzzo Ulteriore

Aquila
Civita Ducale
Sulmona
Avezzano

Basilicata

Potenza
Matera
Lagonegro
Melfi

Calabria Citeriore

Cosenza
Rossano
Castrovillari
Paola

Calabria Ulteriore I

Reggio
Gerace
Palmi

Calabria Ulteriore I1

Catanzaro
Monteleone
Nicastro
Cotrone

Capitanata

Foggia
San Severo
Bovino

Principato Citeriore

Salerno
Sala
Campagna
Vallo

Principato Ulteriore

Avellino
Ariano
Sant'Angelo de” Lombardi

Terra d’Otranto

Lecce
Taranto
Brindisi
Gallipoli

Terra del Lavoro

Caserta
Gaeta
Sora
Piedimonte d’Alife
Nola

Terra di Bari

Bari
Barletta
Altamura

Molise

Campobasso
Isernia
Larino

Napoli

Napoli
Pozzuoli
Castellammare
Casoria

Benevento

Benevento
Cerreto Sannita
San Bartolomeo in Galdo

Notes: Municipalities that were capital city at both district and province level are
denoted in italics. MAIC stands for Ministero dell’Agricoltura, Industria e

Commercio.



FIGURE Al: THE ITALIAN PRE-UNIFICATION STATES IN 1859-1861

Notes: The map shows the states of the Italian peninsula at the time of the Italian Unification process. Authors’ elaboration on Shepherd
(1926, p. 161) and digitalized cartography provided by GEO-LARHRA.
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APPENDIX B—The selection of district capital cities

In this Appendix, we present additional material concerning the identification of the
municipalities existing in the Kingdom of Naples in 1806, the exogeneity of the criterion
adopted by the Napoleonic authorities in 1806 to select district capitals, and the petitions
forwarded by Intendants and Sub-Intendants to the central authorities of the Kingdom of
Naples in the years following the 1806 Napoleonic reform to request a reassessment of the
administrative geography of the Kingdom.

Municipalities in the Kingdom of Naples in 1806
Table Bl provides a summary of the procedure we followed to identify the population of
municipalities existing in the Kingdom of Naples in 1806.

Exogeneity of the Selection of District Capitals

Table B2 presents the Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) results on the correlation between the
average distance (of municipalities, within a district) to the centroid of the district and the
average distance (of municipalities, within a district) to the district capital obtained by also
controlling for districts’ land surface, average altitude, and average terrain ruggedness.

Table B3 reports the Probit results on the role of local lobbies namely, feudalism in
1797 and the “republican patriots” who participated in the Neapolitan Revolution of
1799 and municipalities’ distance to the own district’s centroid in influencing the likelihood
that a municipality was selected as district capital by the Napoleonic authority in 1806.

Table B4 reports the Probit results on the correlation between the self-proclaimed
“republican” nature of a municipality during the Neapolitan Revolution of 1799 and the
likelihood that a municipality was selected as district capital by the Napoleonic authority in
1806.

Table B5 reports the Probit results on the role of economic and infrastructural
characteristics proxied by population density in 1797, proto-industrialization in 1797,
distance to the closest ancient Roman road, and distance to the closest postal road in
1804 and municipalities’ distance to the own district’s centroid in influencing the likelihood
that a municipality was selected as district capital by Napoleonic authorities in 1806.

Tables B6 and B7 report the results concerning the exercise on the Strada Regia delle
Calabrie. Table B6 reports the OLS and Linear Probability Model (LPM) estimates of the
mean-difference in geographical, economic, and infrastructural characteristics between the
municipalities located within one travel day from the Strada Regia delle Calabrie and those
located between one and two travel days from it. Table B7 reports the Probit results on the
probability that a municipality was selected as district capital by Napoleonic authorities in
1806.

Petitions and Revision of the Administrative Geography After the 1806 Reform

Numerous petitions were submitted initially between 1807 and 1811, and then, with greater
intensity, between 1815 and 1818 with the onset of the Bourbon Restoration by Intendants
and Sub-Intendants to the central institutions of the Kingdom of Naples to request a revision
of the administrative geography established by the Napoleonic authorities with Law No. 132
of 8 August 1806. This reassessment stemmed from “the excessive approximation with which
Joseph Bonaparte had planned the territorial reorganization of the Kingdom™ (Spagnoletti
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1990, p. 94, our translation). The objective was to reduce reliance on “crude geographical
data” and, instead, consider the actual accessibility of district capitals (Spagnoletti 1990, p.
86, our translation). In other words, these initiatives, undertaken by the French authorities,
aimed at conducting a more precise operation by leveraging additional information
unavailable in 1806. As noted by officials of the Ministry of the Interior in a document dated
1810, this initiative was partly motivated by the recognition that “the maps of the Kingdom
are not always reliable” (NSA, fs. 374, our translation).®? Consequently, the arrival of
Intendants and Sub-Intendants in their designed provinces and districts facilitated this effort
(Spagnoletti 1990). Their presence enabled the gathering of new information regarding the
geographical characteristics and internal communication systems of the territories under their
governance. Hence, their role in this process proved to be crucial.

Indeed, the revision process of the administrative geography of the Kingdom of Naples
sparked significant competition among municipalities vying for the coveted status of district
capital. To gain deeper insights into this process, we assembled a comprehensive collection of
petitions obtained from the NSA primarily submitted by Intendants and Sub-Intendants to
the Ministry of the Interior of the Kingdom of Naples. Some examples can be useful to
understand the motivations behind them. The first petition was sent in January 1807 by the
Intendant of the province of Terra di Lavoro, who proposed relocating the district capital from
Sora to San Germano known today as Cassino due to accessibility issues caused by poor
road conditions leading to Sora: indeed, couriers “had to traverse the extreme corner of the
district before returning to Sora” (NSA, fs. 375, our translation). In the same period, the
municipality of Agnone in the province of Abruzzo Citeriore petitioned, competing with the
municipalities of Atessa and Vasto, to be designated as the district capital instead of Lanciano.
Despite Agnone’s strong political merit, evidenced by its citizens’ persecution under past
governance (including death sentences, imprisonments, and exile), the request was denied.
The rejection cited challenges such as “difficult communications, snow, high mountains,
rivers, and lack of roads” (NSA, fs. 385, our translation). This example illustrates how political
merit seemed to offer little advantage, even after the implementation of the 1806 reform. In
February 1807, the Intendant of the province of Calabria Ulteriore forwarded a topographical
map of the province to the central authorities, proposing to replace Amantea with Paola as the
district capital. The inhabitants of Amantea advocated for their city, emphasizing the
importance of its centrality (NSA, fs. 386).%* An intriguing dispute unfolded between Civita
di Penne known today as Penne and Atri in the province of Prima d’Abruzzo Ulteriore.
The inhabitants of Atri contested the suitability of Civita di Penne as the district capital, citing
it as a “hotbed of seditious, factious spirits, ready for crime” (NSA, fs. 376, our translation).
However, it is noteworthy that Atri itself was situated at the far end of the district, raising
questions about the practicality of its claim. The decision to relocate the district (and Terra di
Lavoro’s province) capital from Santa Maria Maggiore to Capua in 1808 was similarly based
on a thorough assessment of its location, particularly the state of the road network and
accessibility.’* A memorandum from the municipality of Vasto dated 1808, aimed at obtaining
a Sub-Intendancy in one of the districts of the province of Abruzzo Citeriore, underscored that
the primary objective of establishing Intendancies and Sub-Intendancies in the provinces of
the Kingdom was to facilitate prompt access to administrative functions for all citizens in times

82 NSA stands for Naples State Archives.
83 Amantea would eventually be replaced by Paola as district capital with Decree No. 922 of 4 May 1811.
8 The relocation occurred based on Law No. 182 of 26 September 1808.
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of need, mitigating the inconvenience of resorting to distant or inaccessible locations. This
perspective sheds light on the underlying principles guiding the 1806 reform (NSA, fs. 378).
In 1811, the Intendant of Principato Citeriore petitioned the Ministry of the Interior to relocate
the district capital from Vallo to Novi, citing the availability of more suitable buildings and
healthier air in Novi compared to Vallo (NSA, fs. 383). In an 1811 denied request to replace
Melfi with Rionero as district capital in the province of Basilicata, it was argued that Melfi’s
“central location, larger population, and the advantage of being crossed by the rolling road”
made it a more suitable choice (NSA, fs. 40, our translation). In 1813, the Ministry of the
Interior deliberated on the possibility of transferring the district capital from Mesagne to
Brindisi in the province of Terra d’Otranto. Although Mesagne was deemed more central and
thus initially favored, experience over seven years and further reflection demonstrated that
centrality alone did not suffice to establish a district capital: the singular advantage of
centrality was nullified as inhabitants were accustomed to frequenting Brindisi, attracted by
its trade relations and amenities (NSA, fs. 381).%° In October 1815, the Provincial Council of
Principato Citeriore proposed that the new capital of one of the four districts of this province
should be Eboli; the citizens of Campagna protested strongly, indicating that Eboli had a worse
climate and insalubrious waters, and Campagna remained the district capital. In 1815 and later
in 1818, Venafro asked to replace Piedimonte d’Alife known today as Piedimonte
Matese as the district capital in the province of Terra di Lavoro. The request was rejected
due to Venafro’s position as the last municipality in the district, making it difficult to access
other municipalities, administrative employees, and citizens (NSA, fs. 373). Additionally,
Piedimonte d’Alife offered more resources for the authorities and administrative personnel,
and hosted manufacturing activities necessitating the presence of a government agent. %

Based on our in-depth analysis of the petitions, we can identify four key factors driving
these requests: first, the necessity to improve the location of district capitals due to the region’s
rugged terrain and inadequate internal communications; second, the prevalence of brigandage,
particularly in mountainous areas, necessitating state intervention; third, the presence of
specific environmental and health-related amenities in the municipalities; and, finally, the
recognition of economic advantages associated with attaining district capital status.®” Indeed,
the concentration of officials, civil servants, soldiers, and policemen in district capitals could
enhance public safety and security, thereby facilitating the process of industrialization in these
cities.

Nevertheless, despite these motivations of economic or public order nature, “centrality
was almost always claimed as a sovereign criterion” (Spagnoletti 1990, p. 92, our translation).
It is noteworthy that a Draft Revision of the administrative geography of the Kingdom of
Naples dated 18 April 1810, prepared by the Ministry of the Interior, reiterated the importance
of “centrality,” emphasizing that the district capital and the other municipalities of the district
should be ““as close as possible” (NSA, fs. 374, our translation).

8 Indeed, Brindisi became district capital in 1814, thus replacing Mesagne.

% 1t is worth noting that, as already shown in Table B5 (Appendix B), we do not find a statistically significant
correlation between the proto-industrial nature of a municipality in 1797 and its probability of being selected as
district capital in 1806.

87 Brigandage was a widespread phenomenon in many of these cities (Spagnoletti 1990).
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TABLE B1: HISTORICAL SETTLEMENTS MAPPED IN 1911 POPULATION
CENSUS MUNICIPALITIES

S Municipalities
Municipality Type No. %
Territories of the Kingdom of Naples as for the 1911 Italian population census 1,808 100.00
Enclave of the Papal States in 1806 5 0.28
Established after 1806 and not identifiable 35 1.94
Identified mapped municipalities 1,768 97.79

Notes: Percentage values are defined with respect to the population of 1,808 municipalities recorded in the 1911 Population
Census.
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TABLE B2: CORRELATION BETWEEN DISTRICTS’ CENTROID AND SPATIAL
CENTRALITY OF DISTRICT CAPITALS

Dependent Variable Average Distance to District Capital City (km)
Estimation Method OLS
€)) @)
Average Distance to District’s Centroid (km) 0.990 0.796
(0.182)%% (0.232)%x
[0.154] [0.230]%**
{0.136} **** {0.201 } ***
Geographical Controls No Yes
No. of Districts 40 40
R? 0.44 0.47

Notes: * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01; **** p < 0.001. Standard errors: homoscedastic in parentheses;
robust in brackets; clustered at the 1806 province level in braces. The set of geographical controls includes districts’
land surface, average altitude, and average terrain ruggedness.
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TABLE B3: THE ROLE OF LOCAL LOBBIES: FEUDALISM AND PATRIOTS

Dependent Variable District Capital City Status in 1806
Estimation Method Probit
@ (@) 3) “ (©)
Coefficients
Feudal Municipality in 1797 -0.132 -0.100
(0.214) (0.217)
Share of Executed Republicans in 1799-1800 .. 0.228 . . 0.187
(0.171) (0.175)
Weighted Number of Exiled Republicans in 1800 .. .. 4.649 . 4.065
(2.899) (3.009)
Distance to District’s Centroid (km) -0.027%%* -0.027%%**
(0.009) (0.009)
Marginal Effects
Feudal Municipality in 1797 -0.005 -0.004
(0.008) (0.008)
Share of Executed Republicans in 1799-1800 0.008 0.007
(0.007) (0.006)
Weighted Number of Exiled Republicans in 1800 0.173 0.146
(0.112) (0.112)
Distance to District’s Centroid (km) -0.001*** -0.001%%*%*
(0.000) (0.000)
Municipality-Level Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Province FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
No. of Municipalities 1,768 1,768 1,768 1,768 1,768
Pseudo-R? 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.32 0.33

Notes: * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01; **** p < 0.001. Standard errors (in parentheses) are clustered at the municipality level. The set
of municipality-level controls includes coastal dummy, land surface, altitude, terrain ruggedness, latitude, province capital dummy in 1805. The
dependent variable is a dummy capturing whether a municipality was selected as district capital by the Napoleonic authorities in 1806.
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TABLE B4: THE ROLE OF LOCAL LOBBIES: REPUBLICAN MUNICIPALITIES

Dependent Variable District Capital City Status in 1806
Estimation Method Probit
@) () 3)
Coefficients
Self-Proclaimed Republican Municipality in 1799 0.426 0.483
(0.308) (0.325)
Distance to District’s Centroid (km) -0.066%*** -0.068%***
(0.018) (0.019)
Marginal Effects
Self-Proclaimed Republican Municipality in 1799 0.053 0.053
(0.039) (0.036)
Distance to District’s Centroid (km) -0.007%*** -0.007****
(0.002) (0.002)
Municipality-Level Controls Yes Yes Yes
No. of Municipalities 190 190 190
Pseudo-R? 0.15 0.24 0.26

Notes: * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01; **** p < 0.001. Standard errors (in parentheses) are clustered at the municipality level.
The set of municipality-level controls includes coastal dummy, land surface, altitude, terrain ruggedness. The dependent variable is a
dummy capturing whether a municipality was selected as district capital by the Napoleonic authorities in 1806.
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TABLE B7: THE CASE OF THE STRADA REGIA DELLE CALABRIE: SELECTION
OF DISTRICT CAPITALS

Dependent Variable District Capital City Status in 1806
Estimation Method Probit
€)) 2 3) “)
Coefficients
Municipality Within One Travel Day 0.200 0.242 0.162 0.279
(0.209) (0.248) (0.264) (0.296)
Proto-Industrial Municipality in 1797 0.110 0.069
(0.372) (0.367)
Population Density in 1797 0.000 0.000
(0.000) (0.000)
Distance to the Closest Ancient Roman Road (km) -0.006 -0.002
(0.024) (0.023)
Distance to District’s Centroid (km) -0.035%** -0.043%%*
(0.014) (0.013)
Marginal Effects
Municipality Within One Travel Day 0.011 0.011 0.007 0.012
(0.012) (0.011) (0.012) (0.013)
Proto-Industrial Municipality in 1797 0.005 0.003
(0.016) (0.016)
Population Density in 1797 0.000 0.000
(0.000) (0.000)
Distance to the Closest Ancient Roman Road (km) -0.000 -0.000
(0.001) (0.001)
Distance to District’s Centroid (km) -0.002** -0.002%*%*
(0.001) (0.001)
Municipality-Level Controls No Yes Yes Yes
Province FE No No No Yes
No. of Municipalities 725 725 687 687
No. of Municipalities Within One Travel Day 386 386 364 364
No. of Municipalities Between One and Two Travel Days 339 339 323 323
Pseudo-R? 0.01 0.22 0.27 0.29

Notes: * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01; **** p < 0.001. Standard errors (in parentheses) are clustered at the municipality level.
The set of municipality-level controls includes coastal dummy, land surface, altitude, terrain ruggedness, latitude. The dependent variable
is a dummy capturing whether a municipality was selected as district capital by the Napoleonic authorities in 1806. One day of travel
corresponds to a distance of 18.5185 km, that is, the distance a horse was able to travel in one day.
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APPENDIX C—Estimation sample

This Appendix summarizes the cleaning procedure we implemented to identify the estimation
sample (Table C1). It also reports evidence on mean differences between the municipalities
included in the estimation sample and those excluded due to missing population data with
respect to some geographical characteristics (Table C2). Finally, it presents the list of
municipalities selected as district capitals by the Napoleonic authorities according to Law No.
132 of 8 August 1806, and that maintained their status unchanged until 1911 (Table C3).
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TABLE C1: CLEANING PROCEDURE FROM IDENTIFIED MAPPED
MUNICIPALITIES TO THE ESTIMATION SAMPLE

L Municipalities
Municipality Type No. %
Identified mapped municipalities 1,768 100.00
Province capital in the period 1500-1911 20 1.13
Capital governo and/or circondario and/or mandamento in the period 1806-1911 498 28.17
District capital in the period 1806-1911 43 2.43
Status maintained uninterruptedly between 1806 and 1911 17 0.96
Population data available from pre-Napoleonic period to 1911 15 0.85
Missing pre-1806 population data 2 0.11
Status maintained only for a period of time between 1806 and 1911 26 1.47
Population data available from pre-Napoleonic period to 1911 23 1.30
Missing pre-1806 population data 3 0.17
Never endowed with supra-municipal administrative functions by law 1,207 68.27
Population data available from pre-Napoleonic period to 1911 959 54.24
Missing pre-1806 population data 242 13.69
Missing pre-1806 and 1828 population data 6 0.34

Notes: Percentage values are defined with respect to the starting sample of 1,768 identified mapped municipalities.
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TABLE C2: MEAN DIFFERENCES BETWEEN SAMPLE VS

. MISSING-VALUE

MUNICIPALITIES
Estimation Method OLS
Distance to Terrain Coastal
Dependent Variable District’s Land Surface Altitude Ruggedness L.
. Municipality
Centroid Index
@ (©) 3) *) ()
Missing Value 2.752 -11.731 -76.640 8.182 0.012
(2.160) (1.355)%*** (19.332)%*%*%* (9.919) (0.023)
[2.315] [1.909]**%** [33.991]** [15.115] [0.033]
{2.407} {2.388} **** {40.072} {15.199} {0.037}
«1.792» «2.343y¥H%* «50.464» «16.508» «0.026»
No. of Municipalities 1,224 1,224 1,224 1,224 1,224
No. of Sample Municipalities 974 974 974 974 974
No. of Missing-Value Municipalities 250 250 250 250 250
R? 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.00 0.00

Notes: * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01; **** p < 0.001. Standard errors: clustered at the municipality-level in parentheses; clustered at the 1806
district level in brackets; clustered at the 1806 province level in braces; corrected for spatial dependence a la Conley (1999) with 100 km cut-of value angle

brackets.
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APPENDIX D—Population analysis: data and descriptive statistics

This Appendix presents the data source and the definition of the variables used in the
population analysis (Table D1); the descriptive statistics of the time-varying dependent and
control variables (Table D2); the correlation matrix of the time-varying control variables
(Table D3); the descriptive statistics of the time-invariant municipality-level control variables
(Table D4); and the correlation matrix of the time-invariant municipality-level control
variables (Table D5).
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TABLE D2: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF TIME-VARYING DEPENDENT AND

CONTROL VARIABLES
Variable Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max.
Municipal Population 2.13 2.24 0.01 65.24
Municipality’s Distance to the Own Provincial Capital City 39.87 22.88 1.97 126.56
Provincial-to-Kingdom of Naples Population 0.07 0.03 0.03 0.15
Provincial Railway Density 0.03 0.07 0.00 1.00

Notes: Descriptive statistics are based on 9,740 municipality-year observations.
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TABLE D3: CORRELATION MATRIX OF TIME-VARYING CONTROL

VARIABLES
Variable [1] [2] [3]
Municipality’s Distance to the Own Provincial Capital City ~ [1] 1
Provincial-to-Kingdom of Naples Population [2] 0.13 1
Provincial Railway Density [3] -0.10 0.00 1

Notes: Correlation coefficients are based on 9,740 municipality-year observations.
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TABLE D4: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF TIME-INVARIANT
MUNICIPALITY-LEVEL CONTROL VARIABLES

Variable Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max.
District Capital 0.02 0.12 0 1
Coastal Nature 0.11 0.31 0 1
Land Surface 32.29 28.78 0.12 431.38
Altitude 455.74 284.76 2.00 1,433.00
Terrain Ruggedness Index 230.45 137.03 1.90 698.74
Latitude 40.87 1.10 37.96 42.86
Within-District Centrality in 1806 27.61 8.94 8.60 103.61
State-Owned Status in 1979 0.02 0.12 0 1
Seat of a Bishop in 1797 0.02 0.16 0 1
Seat of an Archbishop in 1797 0.00 0.06 0 1
Princedom in 1797 0.04 0.20 0 1
Population Above 5,000 in 1300-1500 0.01 0.11 0 1
Spread of the Plague in 1658 0.39 0.49 0 1
Distance to the Closest Ancient Roman Road 11.34 7.69 0.17 42.52
Exposure to Earthquakes in 1005-1805 1.76 0.50 0.78 4.08

Notes: Descriptive statistics are based on 974 municipality-level observations.

74



*SUOT}BAISQO [QAJ[-ANTRdIOTUN §,/ 6 UO PIseq Ik SJUIIOTFI0D UOTIR[AII0)) :SOJON

I 6I°0- T€0 €00- 000
I LT°0- 200- 000
I 00  T00
I 00
I

¥0°0-
10°0-
0°0-

70
10°0-

L00  ¥0°0
90°0- ¥0°0-
000  LOO
€0 6v0
000  €0°0-
100~ S0

I 9¢°0

0°0-
0°0-
0°0-
10°0-
00
10°0-
L00
10°0-

S0
¥0°0
€ro
000
90°0-
10°0-
10°0
€00
cro-
I

LTO
60°0
€C0
¥0°0-
0°0-
S0°0-
00°0
10°0-
cro
7o

1T0
1T0
cro
S0°0-
10°0
S0°0-
¥0°0-
60°0-
S0°0
1T0
o
I

LT°0-
7o
y1°0-
ceo
90°0
cco
cro
LTO
0T0
€0°0-
¥0°0
€ro

§C0-
10°0-
Sro-
910
€0°0
80°0
60°0
1°0
v1°0
9C°0-
0ro-
1€0-
10
I

€00
90°0-
000
¥9°0
00
8¢°0
70
90
00°0
000
€0°0-
S0°0-
0v°0
600

[s1]
[+1]

S081—S001 ur soyenbyyreq o3 arnsodxyg
PEOY UBWOY JUSIOUY ISISO[) S} 03 9OUBISI(T
8691 ur engeld oy jo peardsg

00ST—00€1 Ut 000°S 2A0qy uonendod

L6L1 Ul WopaouLlg

L6L1 ut doysiquory Ue jo eds
L6L1 ut doysig e jo yeog

6L61 UI STIBIS POuM(-d1elS

9081 ut AN[enua) JPLSIQ-UIIm

opmne]

XOpUu] S$Soupagsmy urers],

opmny
aoeIng pue|
aInjeN [eiseo)
rende) owsiq

sl [yl ler]l  Tler]l  [rrl

[o1]

[6] 8]

[L]

[9]

[s]

[+]

[¢]

[Z]

I
[1]

J[qeLEA

STATAVIEVA TOHLNOD TIATT-ALITTVAIDINNIN LNVIAVANI-FNITL 40 XId1LVIN NOILV13Hd00 -6d 31gv.L

75



APPENDIX E—Population analysis: identification, robustness, and placebo tests

This Appendix reports the results of the identification, robustness, and placebo exercises
presented in the main text.

Baseline and Identification

Table E1 reports the estimated coefficients of the event study analysis aimed at assessing the
potential existence of anticipatory effects—see Figure 4 in the main text. Table E2 reports the
results of the estimation of Equation (1) in the main text by assessing the urban development
premium of district capitals during the Bourbonic and the Kingdom of Italy periods separately.

Suggestive Evidence on Migration
We complement the analysis presented in Table 2 in the main text by examining the role of
migration as a potential factor influencing the population dynamics of district capitals.

As previously discussed, the selection of a city as a district capital led to the arrival of
officials, civil servants, soldiers, and policemen along with their families. We assess the impact
of these migration flows to determine whether an immigration rate premium can be detected
for district capitals compared with non-capital cities in the period following the
implementation of the 1806 Napoleonic reform. Naturally, conducting such an empirical test
requires access to statistical data on migration flows at the municipality level. It is noteworthy
that, during the “French Decade,” the Napoleonic authorities conducted numerous statistical
surveys to gather demographic information at the municipality, district, and province levels as
well as insights into various aspects of the economic and social life of the Kingdom of
Naples.*®

Despite the numerous surveys conducted during this period, scholarly attention has
primarily focused on the so-called Statistica Murattiana, that is, a comprehensive statistical
survey of the physical, demographic, and economic resources of the Kingdom of Naples
initiated in 1811 during the reign of Joachim Murat and conceived and supervised by Luca de
Samuele Cagnazzi (Martuscelli 1979). The Statistica Murattiana, inspired by similar surveys
undertaken in France during the Consulate period (1799-1804) and extended to the territories
under Napoleonic rule in Italy (Martuscelli 1979), was structured around a questionnaire
comprising five sections, each addressing a distinct theme, namely: the physical condition of
the Kingdom; population movements; subsistence and welfare of the population; fishing and
rural economy; and manufacturing.

The Statistica Murattiana has been judged by some scholars as “one of the most
remarkable sources for the economic and social history of southern Italy” (Pedio 1964, p. 235,
our translation) and as a “survey of the greatest importance” (Ricchioni 1942, p. 50, our
translation). This high regard stems from the fact that the responses were not provided by

8 Some examples can help us better understand the impressive efforts of the Napoleonic authorities in this
regard. For instance, the Decree of 29 October 1808 marked the introduction of the first regulations governing
the civil status service (Ciccolella 2000). In November 1808, the Minister of the Interior tasked the Intendants
with analyzing the fairs held in their provinces, gathering information on their timing, duration, and the goods
traded. Similarly, in July 1808, the Minister requested a survey of weights and measures in the municipalities of
each district, aiming to establish a uniform system. Additionally, surveys were conducted on manufacturing,
trade, and the condition of forests and woodlands. In 1810, a survey was conducted on uncultivated lands, lakes,
ponds, and swamps. Furthermore, French authorities continuously monitored market prices in the principal
markets of the Kingdom’s provinces (Palomba 1984).
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“high peripheral officials” (Palomba 1984, p. 422, our translation), but by “genuine sources
stripped of political concerns” (Ricchioni 1942, p. 50, our translation). However, these
favorable evaluations of the Statistica Murattiana have been significantly re-evaluated over
time, particularly concerning the statistical reliability of the survey (Cassese 1955; Palomba
1984). Several examples highlight the reasons for the low quality of the data. In February
1810, the Intendant of Calabria Citeriore reported to the Ministry of the Interior that
population statistics would not be compiled “with that exactitude, which is required, since the
mayors, administrators, and inhabitants all are averse to these travails” (NSA, fs. 2285, our
translation). Nevertheless, he provided the Ministry with an ‘“approximate” population
estimate, based on data from 1807, which was undoubtedly inaccurate ““as a result of the Civil
War of the Calabrie” (NSA, fs. 2288, our translation).

The challenges encountered during the statistical survey were attributed not only to the
poor condition of the road network, impeding communication between the center and the
periphery of the Kingdom, but also to deficiencies within the local bureaucracy, including
understaffing and low educational qualification among municipal employees (Ciccolella
2000). In highlighting the low skill level of bureaucrats, it is noteworthy that in 1815 the
Intendant of Basilicata informed the Minister of the Interior that municipal clerks compiled
population statistics by simply adding the “yearly excess of births over deaths to previous
totals, disregarding the impact of emigrations, historical events, and conscriptions on
population changes” (NSA, fs. 2285, our translation). It is thus not surprising that, despite the
abundance of information of the Statistica Murattiana, historians and demographers have
questioned the reliability of these data (Palomba 1984; Ciccolella 2000).

Despite the data quality issues, we have decided to utilize this statistical source.
Nevertheless, we have implemented data cleaning procedures to improve its quality. For this
reason, we have first digitalized demographic data sourced from Martuscelli (1979), who
compiles population figures from the Statistica Murattiana. This source includes data on
adults and pupils (categorized by gender), marital status, occupation, births and deaths, new
residents, and emigrants spanning the period 1812-1815. However, comprehensive
information covering all the provinces of the Kingdom of Naples is only available for the year
1814. For this reason, we rely on migration data referring to the post-Napoleonic reform year
1814. Second, we have cleaned the digitalized dataset to narrow the sample to only those
municipalities reporting reliable data. In particular, we have excluded municipalities reporting
missing values, an adult population greater than or equal to total municipal population, data
for individual categories (or their sum) greater than or equal to total municipal population, and
a population growth rate in the periods 1797-1814 and 1814—1828 exceeding a threshold of
+40%. The cleaning procedure left us with a sample of 478 municipalities, of which 11 district
capitals.

We have constructed two variables capturing migration in 1814, namely: an immigration
rate defined as the number of new residents in a municipality per 1,000 inhabitants; and an
emigration rate defined as the number of emigrants per 1,000 inhabitants. We have then tested
for differences in migration patterns between district capitals and non-capital cities by relying
on an OLS estimation approach, also controlling for municipality- and province-level controls.

Even though the results of this exercise which are reported in Table E3  should be
regarded as purely suggestive and taken sparingly, they still provide us with some interesting
insights. First, we find evidence of an immigration rate premium for district capitals compared
with non-capital cities; second, we do not find differences in terms of emigration rate between
capital and non-capital municipalities; finally, we do not find evidence of spillover effects.
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Overall, these evidences suggest that district capitals were attracting more new residents than
non-capital cities but, at the same time, neighboring non-capital cities were not experiencing
an out-migration process in favor of district capitals. This also corroborates our main results
of an urban development premium gained by district capitals compared with non-capital cities
after the implementation of the 1806 administrative reform.

The Italian Mezzogiorno as a Malthusian economy

In this paper, we hypothesize that district capitals experienced a population growth premium.
Specifically, following the 1806 administrative reform, district capitals underwent more rapid
urban development. In a Malthusian economy, characterized by a strong relationship between
population growth and economic resources, population increases tend to outpace available
resources, leading to stagnation in income per capita. Indeed, any short-term advancements in
technology or agricultural productivity typically result in population growth rather than a
sustained rise in living standards. Consequently, in a Malthusian economy, population growth
does not translate into increased income per capita (Ashraf and Galor 2011). On the contrary,
a post-Malthusian economy emerges when advances in technology and improved resource
management “break” the link between population growth and resource scarcity. During this
phase, productivity improvements lead to higher income per capita, even as the population
continues to grow (Ashraf and Galor 2011). Thus, a post-Malthusian economy is characterized
by a sustained increase in income per capita over time.%’

The Malthusian model generally applies to pre-industrial societies, where most of the
population is employed in agriculture and technological progress is slow. There is little doubt
that southern Italy, in the early nineteenth century, was a Malthusian economy, that is,
predominantly agricultural, with very low literacy rates, and still far from experiencing the
demographic transition (Livi Bacci 1977). As highlighted by economic historians, sustained
industrial development in this geographical area only began in the early twentieth century
(Ciccarelli and Fenoaltea 2014). Indeed, in almost all the provinces of the Kingdom of Naples,
a very high percentage of the population was employed in agriculture. This figure did not
change significantly either during Napoleonic rule or the Bourbon Restoration period. In 1800,
the agricultural employment rate ranged from 75% to 90% across all provinces of the Kingdom
of Naples, with the exception of the city of Naples, and it remained constantly high during the
period 1800-1861. For instance, the rate declined slightly from 91% to 87% in the province
of Abruzzo Citeriore, while it decreased marginally from 92% to 91% in the province of
Molise (Chilosi and Ciccarelli 2021). In some provinces, such as Terra di Lavoro, this rate
even increased. As noted earlier, the sole exception was the city of Naples, where employment
was primarily concentrated in tertiary activities supporting the “Administrative Monarchy”
(Spagnoletti 1997, p. 123, our translation). The share of those employed in these activities,
although decreasing over the period under analysis, still represented 42% of total employment
in 1861. In 1845, Naples alone had 8,337 civil servants (Spagnoletti 1997). Another source of
tertiary employment in Naples was linked to the demand for domestic and service personnel
by the nobility and bourgeoisie including domestic servants, porters, carters, and
lackeys who predominantly resided in the capital (Davis 2006). Indeed, with a population of
410,000 inhabitants, Naples was “the place where the bureaucratic apparatus and almost all

% The wheels of changes allowing the transition out of the Malthusian world into modern economic growth,
that is, technological progress, human capital, and the decline in population growth, are described in Galor
(2022).
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state expenditure was concentrated and where the most splendid Italian court and the upper
strata of the aristocracy and bourgeoisie of the provinces where housed” (Spagnoletti 1997,
p. 169, our translation). It is therefore not surprising that Nitti (1903), in his work entitled
Napoli e la Questione Meridionale, noted that Naples had long been the largest Italian “city
of consumption.” Ultimately, it was a city lacking any significant productive or manufacturing
vocation.

The Malthusian character of the Kingdom of Naples’ economy is often attributed to
centuries of foreign misrule and the subsequent exploitation of economic and social resources
(Davis 2006), which transformed the Italian Mezzogiorno into a “paradise inhabited by devils”
(Croce 2006), rendering it incapable of embracing the innovative dynamics of the modern age.
In short, it was a profoundly backward region, as suggested by Antonio Gramsci in his
Quaderni del Carcere (Davis 2006), and unable to break free from its Malthusian trajectory.”’

However, even in a Malthusian economy, technological progress is not in principle
absent; rather it results in a long-run increase in population and, given land, population density
(Galor 2022). Therefore, we have tested the robustness of the baseline and event study
analyses see column (6) in Table 1 and Figure 4 in the main text by considering population
density (i.e., population per square km) as the dependent variable instead of population in
line with, for example, Acemoglu, Johnson, and Robinson (2002). As shown in column (1) in
Table E4, the baseline result on the district capital city treatment effect obtained by estimating
Equation (1) in the main text is not statistically significant. However, the results obtained by
estimating Equation (2) in the main text that is, the event study analysis
specification highlight not only the absence of anticipatory effects but also a positive and
statistically significant coefficient of the treatment dummy variable for district capital city relative
to the post-reform year 1828. To explore further these results, we have thus investigated the
distribution of the population density variable and found that the negligible average effect is
driven by a severe outlying municipality, that is, the municipality of Atrani, which is indeed the
smallest municipality in southern and in entire Italy in terms of land surface (i.e., 0.12 square
km). This clearly emerges in Figure E1, which reports a boxplot analysis on the variable for
population density: indeed, the municipality of Atrani emerges as an outlier in terms of population
density with respect to all the observation years from 1648 to 1911. Based on this evidence, we
have estimated Equations (1) and (2) in the main text by using population density as the dependent
variable and excluding the municipality of Atrani from the estimation sample. The results of this
exercise are reported in columns (3) and (4) in Table E4, respectively: first, we find that district
capital cities experienced, on average, a population density premium compared to non-capital
cities of approximately 46 inhabitants per square km; second, we do not find evidence of
anticipatory effects. We have finally tested the validity of this analysis by estimating Equations
(1) and (2) in the main text using population (in thousand inhabitants) as the dependent variable
and excluding the municipality of Atrani from the estimation sample. The results of this exercise,
which are reported in columns (5) and (6) in Table E4, fully corroborate the main evidence
reported in column (6) in Table 1 and Figure 4 in the main text, respectively: indeed, we estimate
an urban development premium of approximately 2,000 inhabitants for district capitals compared
with non-capital cities, and we do not find evidence of anticipatory effects.

% For more recent interpretations of this vision of the economy and society of the Italian Mezzogiorno as a
Malthusian world, we can refer to literary works such as Carlo Levi’s Cristo si € fermato a Eboli and Giuseppe
Tomasi di Lampedusa’s Il Gattopardo.
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Robustness Analysis
Tables ES to E19 and Figure E2 report the results of a series of robustness exercises aimed at
assessing the main findings presented in Table 1 in the main text.

First, we consider a “canonical” two-period difference-in-differences setting and narrow
the observation period to only the pre-reform year 1797 and the post-reform year 1828. The
results of this exercise are reported Table ES.

Second, we test for inference by clustering standard errors at various district and
province levels. We consider the districts defined as for the 1806 Napoleonic reform, the
Bourbonic period (year 1828), and the Kingdom of Italy period (1861-1911); we consider the
provinces defined as for the pre-Napoleonic period, the 1806 Napoleonic reform, the
Napoleonic period of 1807—1815 and Bourbonic year 1816 (during which provinces had the
same structure), the Bourbonic period of 1817—1860, and the Kingdom of Italy period (1861—
1911). This exercise also allows us to further control for the marginal changes in district
boundaries occurred over the observation period. Tables E6 and E7 report the distribution of
municipalities with respect to the various district and province levels considered in this
exercise, while Table E8 reports the estimation results.

Third, we correct standard errors for spatial dependence of unknown form a la Conley
(1999). We consider distance cut-off values of 50, 100, 150, and 200 km beyond which we
assume spatial correlation to be zero, and allow a Bartlett distance linear decay in the
correlation structure. The results of this exercise are reported in Table E9.

Fourth, we rely on a kernel matching approach to deal with potential selection biases
related to the fact that, net of the criteria we adopted for identifying the estimation
sample that is, the exclusion of municipalities that either were provincial capital before the
1806 reform or became provincial capitals between 1806 and 1911, became capitals of
governo, and/or circondario, and/or mandamento, or underwent changes in administrative
status between 1806 and 1911 , we had to drop some municipalities due to missing
population data. Given the relatively small size of the treatment group (i.e., 15 municipalities),
we expect kernel matching to exploit our data best as it uses all units in the control group to
construct a match for each treated unit conditional on the treated and control units lying on the
common support. We match district capitals with non-capital cities in a cross-sectional setting
with respect to both the 1806 within-district centrality measure and the pre-1806 historical
variables entering Equation (1) in the main text (i.e., state-owned municipality in 1797, bishop
seat in 1797, archbishop seat in 1797, princedom in 1797, spread of the plague in 1658, “large
city” in the period 1300—-1500, distance to the closest ancient Roman road, and exposure to
earthquakes in the period 1005—1805) and consider optimal, half-optimal, and double-optimal
bandwidths. Table E10 reports the balance test on the matching procedures, while Table E11
reports the estimation results.

Fifth, we replicate the baseline model—see column (6) in Table 1 in the main text—by
considering a walking time-based measure of within-district centrality in 1806 defined as the
average pairwise duration of travel (expressed in hours) among the municipalities within a
district. The results of this exercise are reported in column (1) in Table E12. Sixth, we control
for municipalities’ distance to the own district’s centroid in 1806 rather than for within-district
centrality in 1806. The results of this exercise are reported in column (2) in Table E12.
Seventh, we restrict the control group to only those municipalities with a 1797 population level
equal to or greater than the minimum 1797 population level in the treatment group in order to
compare district capitals and non-capital cities that, at the time of the Napoleonic reform, were
of similar size. The results of this exercise are reported in column (3) in Table E12. Eighth,
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we exclude the district capitals of Barletta and Pozzuoli from the treatment group as no control
municipality belonging to these two districts is included in our estimation sample. The results
of this exercise are reported in column (4) in Table E12.

Nineth, we estimate Equations (1) and (2) in the main text by also adding the observation
year 1814, related to the Napoleonic period, although on the restricted estimation sample for
which 1814 population data are reliable. We also estimate Equations (1) and (2) on this
reduced sample but omitting the observation year 1814. The results of these exercises are
reported in Tables E13 and E14.

Tenth, we test for potential biases related to the phenomenon of “agro-towns.” Although
urbanization has been traditionally used as an indicator of development (Bairoch 1988),
southern Italy can be a subtle case for economic historians due to the presence of “agro-
towns,” that is, large rural agglomerations of peasants that could number thousands of
inhabitants but were not proper “modern cities” even when they combined food production
with some (proto-)industrial activity (Blok 1969; Malanima 2005; Curtis 2013, 2015; Chilosi
and Ciccarelli 2022).°! Despite “agro-towns” were a widespread phenomenon in the Italian
Mezzogiorno, they were mostly concentrated in western Sicily and the northern Apulian planes
(Piccioni 2003; Malanima 2005; Curtis 2013). We test the robustness of our results to potential
biases related to the presence of “agro-towns” by relying on two main data sources to identify
those municipalities that were most likely peasants’ agglomerations. First, we identify
municipalities specialized exclusively in agricultural production from Giustiniani (1797—
1805, Vol. I-X). Second, we rely on Curtis (2013, p. 378), who identifies six areas where
“agro-towns” were most prevalent in continental Mezzogiorno, namely: Basilicata; the coastal
plains of Latium; the Crotonese area of Calabria; the northern plains of Apulia (the so-called
Tavoliere); the Apulian area of Salento; and the plains around Naples. We thus estimate
Equation (1) in the main text on three alternative sub-samples of municipalities: first, we
exclude only municipalities specialized exclusively in agricultural production; second, we
exclude only those agricultural municipalities located in the (modern) Apulia region; third, we
exclude agricultural municipalities located in the territories identified by Curtis (2013, p. 378).
The results of these exercises are reported in Table E15.

Eleventh, we estimate Equation (1) in the main text by also controlling for market
potential effects. Following Harris (1954) and Hanson (2005), we construct a time-varying
market potential variable as follows:

J
Market Potential,,; = Z(Populationjt X e_dmf) (ED)
j=1

1 Malanima (2005) shows that, using demographic data from post-unification censuses and a conventional
threshold of 5,000 residents in urban centers, southern Italy would emerge as one of the most urbanized areas in
the world. However, southern Italy was characterized by the presence of these peasants’ agglomerations. As
noted by Malanima (2005, p. 98), “In the pre-modern world, agrarian families, although almost invariably present
in both small and large towns, were usually only a minority. This was the case in the medieval cities of central
and northern Italy, but not in the South, where the majority of the inhabitants of both large and small centres
were often peasants. This was especially true of Sicily, where sparse settlement did not exist at all, and the
population lived in large urban villages.” See also Chilosi and Ciccarelli (2022) on this issue and the use of
alternative cut-off values in defining urbanization rates.
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where Population; denotes the population of municipality j, with j # m, in observation year
t, and d,,; denotes the distance between municipalities m and j. We also construct a time-

invariant market potential variable by setting the pre-Napoleonic observation year 1797 as the
reference point:

J

Market Potential,,1797 = Z(Populationj1797 X e_dmf) (E2)
j=1

that enters Equation (1) in the main text interacted with year fixed effects. The results of this
exercise are reported in Table E16.

Twelfth, we enlarge the treatment group and consider also those municipalities that have
been district capitals only for a period of time between August 1806 and 191 1—provided that
they have never been provincial capitals—and which, therefore, we excluded from the
estimation sample (see Table E17 for the list of municipalities). Table E18 reports the results
of a series of robustness tests performed on the enlarged estimation sample that includes also
23 (out of the 26) additional district capitals for which we have been able to collect population
figures over the entire observation period. Column (1) reports the results obtained by
estimating Equation (1) in the main text on the enlarged estimation sample, and suggests an
urban development premium of approximately 2,300 inhabitants for district capitals compared
with non-capital cities. In column (2), we disentangle the district capital status’ population
effects between the municipalities that have been capital cities over the entire period of August
1806—1911 and those that have been capital cities only for a period of time between August
1806 and 1911. In column (3), we report the results obtained by estimating a modified version
of Equation (1) in the main text where the district capital dummy variable is replaced by a
continuous variable capturing the (cumulated) number of years a municipality has been a
district capital. The results of these exercises suggest a relatively higher premium for
municipalities that have been district capitals for a longer period of time: in other words, a
longer exposure to the district capital city status has led to a higher urban development
premium.

Thirteenth, we rely on the bias-corrected Synthetic Control Method proposed by Abadie
and L’Hour (2021). We allow for the selection of synthetic control municipalities among all
the non-capital cities based on the following municipality-level predictors: population in 1648,
1669, and 1797; baseline geographical controls (distance to the own provincial capital, within-
district centrality in 1806, coastal dummy, land surface, altitude, latitude, and terrain
ruggedness); and baseline historical (pre-1806) controls (1797 state-owned municipality
dummy, 1797 bishop seat dummy, 1797 archbishop seat dummy, 1797 princedom
municipality dummy, 1658 plague dummy, “large cities” dummy in the period 1300-1500,
distance to the closest ancient Roman road, and exposure to earthquakes in the period 1005—
1805). Figure E2 plots the estimated bias-corrected gap in population (defined in thousand
inhabitants) between district capitals and synthetic control municipalities: the graphical
evidence fully corroborates our main analysis.

As a final robustness exercise, we test for the different geographical units introduced by
the 1806 Napoleonic administrative reform in the Kingdom of Naples namely, the governo,
the district, and the province. We consider the 1,768 municipalities that belonged to the
Kingdom of Naples at the time of the Napoleonic reforms and still existed as municipal
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administrative units in 1911. Specifically, we rely on a cross-sectional setting and regress
population in 1828, population density in 1828, and the log-yearly average growth rate of
population in the period 1797-1828 on a categorical variable which takes a value of zero for
non-capital cities thus representing our reference category , a value of one for the
municipalities that were seat of governo in 1828, a value of two for the municipalities that
were district capitals in 1828, and a value of three for the municipalities that were provincial
capitals in 1828. In particular, we have been able to retrieve 1797 population figures for 1,704
municipalities and 1828 population figures for 1,762 municipalities, while information on both
years is available for 1,699 municipalities only. We enrich the empirical model by including
a dummy variable capturing whether a municipality was a provincial capital before the 1806
Napoleonic administrative reform, as well as municipality-level controls and either district or
province fixed effects. The results of this exercise are reported in Table E19, and suggest three
interesting insights. First, we find that capital cities recorded an urban development premium
compared with non-capital cities, and this is especially the case for district capitals. Second,
we find evidence that such premium was increasing in magnitude in the relative importance
of capital cities. Finally, we do not find evidence of a persistent advantage for those
municipalities that were provincial capitals already before 1806.

Placebo Analysis

We conduct two placebo exercises. As a first exercise, we assess the magnitude of the district
capital treatment effect by estimating Equation (1) in the main text on 1,000 randomly drawn
placebo treated units. Figure E3 plots the cumulative distribution of the estimated placebo
coefficients, while Table E20 summarizes the results of the inference exercise on the 1,000
randomly drawn placebo treated units. We find that the “true” estimated effect associated with
the district capital status is larger than 100% of the placebo effects. Moreover, among all the
1,000 estimated placebo regressions, we find 0% results to be statistically significant at 0.1%
level, 1% results at 1%, 4.7% results at 5% level, and 5.3% results at 10% level. Overall, only
11% of the placebo treatment effects show some level of statistical significance.

As a second exercise, we consider the control municipalities closest to the centroid of
their district in 1806 as placebo treated units and estimate three alternative specifications of
Equation (1) in the main text see Table E21. First, we augment Equation (1) by including a
dummy variable for the placebo district capitals: as shown in column (1), we estimate an
average urban development premium of approximately 2,000 inhabitants for district capitals
compared with non-capital cities, while we do not find evidence of an urban development
premium for placebo district capitals. Second, we compare the placebo district capitals with
the “true” control municipalities that is, we exclude the “true” district capitals from the
estimation sample: as shown in column (2), we corroborate the absence of an urban
development premium for placebo district capitals compared with the “true” non-capital cities.
Third, we exclude the “true” control municipalities from the estimation sample and compare
district capitals with placebo district capitals: as shown in column (3), we estimate an even
higher average urban development premium for district capitals. Besides corroborating our
main findings, these results also suggest that the municipalities selected as district capitals by
the Napoleonic authorities in 1806 gained an urban development premium due to acquiring
supra-municipal administrative functions and becoming “centers of power” and not because
of a mere geographical effect related to their spatial centrality within districts.
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Institutions versus Geography

We now provide more suggestive evidence to disentangle the population effects of being a
district capital city from those (potentially) related to the geographical centrality of district
capitals—that is, the selection criterion adopted by the Napoleonic authorities to identify
district capitals in 1806. Indeed, it could be that higher geographical centrality has induced an
urban development premium per se because of ease of movement and, thus, higher
attractiveness for the surrounding population.

We estimate two series of cross-sectional population level equations via OLS for the
years 1828—1911, and proxy for geographical centrality through two alternative variables:
first, the measure of within-district centrality in 1806 defined as the average pairwise distance
among municipalities within a district; second, the distance between a municipality and the
centroid of its district in 1806. As shown in Table F22, we estimate a positive and statistically
significant association between city size and the district capital city variable; by contrast, we
find city size to be in a negligible association with both geographical centrality measures. This
evidence further corroborates our results: district capitals gained an urban development
premium by becoming “centers of power” and the seats of supra-municipal administrative
functions.



TABLE E1: POPULATION EFFECTS OF DISTRICT CAPITAL CITY STATUS:

EVENT STUDY ANALYSIS
Dependent Variable Population
Period Covered 1648-1911
€))
District Capital — Year 1648 0.720
(0.843)
District Capital — Year 1669 -0.031
(0.694)
District Capital — Year 1797 Ref.
District Capital — Year 1828 0.830%***
(0.288)
District Capital — Year 1859 1.819%***
(0.550)
District Capital — Year 1861 1.659**
(0.681)
District Capital — Year 1871 1.924%**
(0.746)
District Capital — Year 1881 2.533%*%*
(0.975)
District Capital — Year 1901 3.188**
(1.294)
District Capital — Year 1911 3.812%*
(1.522)
Municipality FE Yes
Year FE Yes
Bourbonic District Time Trends Yes
Kingdom of Italy District Time Trends Yes
Municipality-Level Controls
Distance to Own Provincial Capital City Yes
Geographical Controls X Year FE Yes
Historical Controls X Year FE Yes
Province Controls Yes
No. of Observations 9,740
No. of Municipalities 974
No. of Treated Municipalities 15
No. of Control Municipalities 959
No. of Years 10
R2 0.89

Notes: * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01; **** p < 0.001. The dependent variable is
defined in thousand inhabitants. Standard errors (in parentheses) are clustered at the
municipality level.
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TABLE E2: POPULATION EFFECTS OF DISTRICT CAPITAL CITY STATUS:
ASSESSING PERIOD-SPECIFIC EFFECTS

Dependent Variable Population
Period Covered 1648-1911
€))
District Capital
Bourbonic and Pre-Lanza Law Period 1.198*
0.717)
Kingdom of Italy in the Post-Lanza Law Period 2.623%*
(1.2549)
Municipality FE Yes
Year FE Yes
Bourbonic District Time Trends Yes
Kingdom of Italy District Time Trends Yes
Municipality-Level Controls
Distance to Own Provincial Capital City Yes
Geographical Controls X Year FE Yes
Historical Controls X Year FE Yes
Province Controls Yes
No. of Observations 9,740
No. of Municipalities 974
No. of Treated Municipalities 15
No. of Control Municipalities 959
No. of Years 10
R? 0.89

Notes: * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01; **** p < 0.001. The dependent variable is
defined in thousand inhabitants. Standard errors (in parentheses) are clustered at the
municipality level. The Bourbonic period refers to observation years 1828, 1859, and 1861.
The Kingdom of Italy (post-Lanza period) refers to observation years 1871, 1881, 1901, and
1911.
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TABLE E3: SUGGESTIVE EVIDENCE ON MIGRATION IN 1814

Dependent Variable Immigration Rate Emigration Rate
Estimation Method OLS
Excluding Three Nearest Neighbors No No No Yes No No No Yes
Q)] @ (€)] 4) ®) (6) () ®)
District Capital 3.820 4.050 3912 -0.518 .. -0.207 0.374
(2.020)* (2.043)**  (2.062)* (2.096) (2.082) (2.195)
[2.180]* [2.193]* [2.272]* [2.274] [2.271] [2.358]
{2.050}* {2.055}**  {2.111}* {2.294} {2.303} {2.365}
Three Nearest Neighbors .. 1.300 1.422 e 1.928 1.922 ..
(1.281) (1.279) (1.687) (1.686)
[0.884] [0.886] [1.798] [1.812]
{0.931} {0.933} {1.621} {1.632}
Municipality-Level Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Province-Level Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
No. of Municipalities 478 478 478 445 478 478 478 445
No. of Treated Municipalities 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11
No. of Control Municipalities 467 467 467 434 467 467 467 434
R? 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.07 0.08 0.08 0.07

Notes: * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01; **** p < 0.001. Standard errors: clustered at the municipality level in parentheses; clustered at the 1814 district
level in brackets; corrected for spatial dependence (50 km distance cut-off) in braces. The set of municipality-level controls includes population in 1814, population
growth in 1797-1814, coastal dummy, land surface, altitude, terrain ruggedness, latitude, distance to the own provincial capital city in 1814. The set of province-
level controls includes provincial-to-Kingdom of Naples population in 1814.
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TABLE E4: POPULATION DENSITY EFFECTS OF DISTRICT CAPITAL CITY

STATUS
Dependent Variable Population Density Population
Estimation Sample Whole Sample Dropping the Municipality of Atrani
Test Baseline Event Study Baseline Event Study Baseline Event Study
€)) €] 3 () 6) )
District Capital 120.359 . 46.407* .. 1.980%** .
(124.848) (24.188) (0.987)
District Capital — Year 1648 . -63.162 . -10.462 . 0.699
(132.525) (26.250) (0.842)
District Capital — Year 1669 -62.055 -0.592 -0.035
(99.222) (23.482) (0.692)
District Capital — Year 1797 Ref. Ref. Ref.
District Capital — Year 1828 51.925* 23.997##** 0.835%***
(30.694) (7.141) (0.290)
District Capital — Year 1859 35.245 39.859** .83 [Hk**
(101.490) (16.446) (0.550)
District Capital — Year 1861 53.395 38.100** 1.670**
(68.653) (15.955) (0.680)
District Capital — Year 1871 54.560 41.420%* 1.941%**
(82.398) (21.011) (0.745)
District Capital — Year 1881 63.886 45.049%** 2.547***
(87.817) (19.856) (0.975)
District Capital — Year 1901 132.150 50.149%* 3.181%*
(84.675) (22.909) (1.293)
District Capital — Year 1911 202.862 69.140%*** 3.794**
(157.587) (22.458) (1.520)
No. of Observations 9,740 9,740 9,730 9,730 9,730 9,730
No. of Municipalities 974 974 973 973 973 973
No. of Treated Municipalities 15 15 15 15 15 15
No. of Control Municipalities 959 959 958 958 958 958
No. of Years 10 10 10 10 10 10
R? 0.92 0.92 0.90 0.90 0.89 0.90

Notes: * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01; **** p < 0.001. The dependent variable for population is defined in thousand inhabitants. Standard
errors (in parentheses) are clustered at the municipality level. The estimation period is 1648—1911. All specifications include municipality FE, year
FE, Bourbonic district time trends, Kingdom of Italy district time trends, municipality-level controls, and province controls.
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FIGURE E1: DETECTING OUTLYING OBSERVATIONS IN POPULATION
DENSITY DISTRIBUTION (1648-1911)

Notes: The boxplot refers to the variable for population density (defined as population per square km). The distribution of the variable covers
7,940 municipality-year observations. Red labels identify the extreme outlying values referring to the municipality of Atrani, which reports
outlying population density values in all the observation years.

89



TABLE E5: POPULATION EFFECTS OF DISTRICT CAPITAL CITY STATUS:
TWO-PERIOD ANALYSIS

Dependent Variable Population
Observation Years 1797 and 1828
Q)
District Capital 0.953
(0.309)***
[0.348]***
{0.273}***
Municipality FE Yes
Year FE Yes
Municipality-Level Controls
Distance to Own Provincial Capital City Yes
Geographical Controls X Year FE Yes
Historical Controls X Year FE Yes
Province-Level Controls Yes
No. of Observations 1,948
No. of Municipalities 974
No. of Treated Municipalities 15
No. of Control Municipalities 959
No. of Years 2
R? 0.17

Notes: * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01; **** p < 0.001. The dependent variable
is defined in thousand inhabitants. Standard errors clustered: at the municipality level in
parentheses; at the Bourbonic district level in brackets; at the Bourbonic province level in
braces.
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TABLE E6: NUMBER OF MUNICIPALITIES BY DISTRICT AS FOR THE
INFERENCE ROBUSTNESS TEST

District Napoleonic District (1806) Bourbonic District (1828) Kingdom of Italy District (1861)
No. % No. % No. %
Altamura 4 0.41 4 0.41 4 0.41
Amantea 16 1.64
Aquila 33 3.39 28 2.87 28 2.87
Ariano 18 1.85 19 1.95 15 1.54
Avellino 28 2.87 35 3.59 30 3.08
Avezzano . .. 27 2.77 27 2.77
Bari 9 0.92 9 0.92 9 0.92
Barletta 2 0.21 1 0.10 1 0.10
Benevento 17 1.75
Bonati 44 4.52
Bovino 9 0.92 5 0.51
Brindisi 7 0.72 7 0.72
Campagna . .. 26 2.67 24 2.46
Campobasso 23 2.36 41 4.21 31 3.18
Caserta 30 3.08 30 3.08
Casoria 6 0.62 6 0.62
Castellammare .. . 2 0.21 2 0.21
Castrovillari 25 2.57 27 2.77 27 2.77
Catanzaro 30 3.08 25 2.57 25 2.57
Cerreto 13 1.33
Chieti 37 3.80 28 2.87 28 2.87
Civita Ducale 16 1.64 6 0.62 6 0.62
Cosenza 30 3.08 29 2.98 29 2.98
Cotrone 17 1.75 17 1.75
Foggia 15 1.54 4 0.41 4 0.41
Gaeta 25 2.57 21 2.16 20 2.05
Gallipoli 30 3.08 30 3.08
Gerace 18 1.85 12 1.23 12 1.23
Isernia 50 5.13 30 3.08 37 3.80
Lagonegro 28 2.87 25 2.57 24 2.46
Lanciano 47 4.83 27 2.77 27 2.77
Larino 17 1.75 24 2.46 24 2.46
Lecce 53 5.44 27 2.77 27 2.77
Manfredonia 4 0.41
Matera 20 2.05 14 1.44 14 1.44
Melfi 10 1.03 10 1.03
Mesagne 11 1.13
Montefusco 42 431
Monteleone 20 2.05 14 1.44 14 1.44
Napoli 5 0.51 2 0.21 2 0.21
Nicastro .. . 9 0.92 9 0.92
Nola 11 1.13 8 0.82
Palmi 11 1.13 11 1.13
Paola 15 1.54 15 1.54
Civita di Penne 29 2.98 25 2.57 25 2.57
Piedimonte d’Alife 28 2.87 15 1.54
Potenza 24 2.46 23 2.36 25 2.57
Pozzuoli 1 0.10 1 0.10 1 0.10
Reggio 14 1.44 5 0.51 5 0.51
Rossano 18 1.85 9 0.92 9 0.92
Sala Consilina 26 2.67 17 1.75 16 1.64
Salerno 34 3.49 19 1.95 19 1.95
San Bartolomeo in Galdo 10 1.03
San Severo 10 1.03 10 1.03
Santa Maria di Capua 60 6.16
Sant'Angelo de’ Lombardi 27 2.77 23 2.36
Solmona 31 3.18 19 1.95 19 1.95
Sora 34 3.49 26 2.67 25 2.57
Taranto 13 1.33 13 1.33 13 1.33
Teramo 20 2.05 24 2.46 24 2.46
Vallo 37 3.80 37 3.80
Vasto 29 2.98 29 2.98
Total 974 100.00 974 100.00 974 100.00

Notes: The 1806 distribution of municipalities is defined as for Law No. 14 of 19 January 1807. The 1828 distribution of municipalities is defined
as for Marzolla (1832). The 1861 distribution of municipalities is defined as for MAIC (1865). MAIC stands for Ministero dell’Agricoltura,
Industria e Commercio
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TABLE E7: NUMBER OF MUNICIPALITIES BY PROVINCE AS FOR THE

INFERENCE ROBUSTNESS TEST

Pre-Napoleonic Period (1797)

Napoleonic Period

1806 1807-1815
Province No. % Province No. % Province No. %
Abruzzo Citeriore 84 8.62 Abruzzo Citeriore 84 8.62 Abruzzo Citeriore 84 8.62
Abruzzo Ulteriore 129 13.24 Prima d’Abruzzo Ulteriore 49 5.03 Prima d’Abruzzo Ulteriore 49 5.03
0.00 Seconda d’ Abruzzo Ulteriore 80 8.21 Seconda d’ Abruzzo Ulteriore 80 8.21
Basilicata 72 7.39 Basilicata 72 7.39 Basilicata 72 7.39
Calabria Citeriore 80 8.21 Calabria Citeriore 89 9.14 Calabria Citeriore 80 8.21
Calabria Ulteriore 93 9.55 Calabria Ulteriore 82 8.42 Calabria Ulteriore 93 9.55
0.00 0.00 0.00
Principato Citeriore 99 10.16 Principato Citeriore 104 10.68 Principato Citeriore 99 10.16
Principato Ulteriore 81 8.32 Principato Ulteriore 88 9.03 Principato Ulteriore 81 8.32
0.00 0.00 0.00
Capitanata 118 12.11 Capitanata 36 3.70 Capitanata 23 2.36
0.00 Molise 73 7.49 Molise 95 9.75
Terra di Lavoro 127 13.04 Terra di Lavoro 119 12.22 Terra di Lavoro 116 11.91
0.00 Napoli 6 0.62 Napoli 11 1.13
Terra d’Otranto 77 791 Terra d’Otranto 77 791 Terra d’Otranto 77 7.91
Terra di Bari 14 1.44 Terra di Bari 15 1.54 Terra di Bari 14 1.44
Total 974 100.00 Total 974 100.00 Total 974 100.00
Bourbonic Period Kingdom of Italy
1816 18171860 1861
Province No. % Province No. % Province No. %
Abruzzo Citeriore 84 8.62 Abruzzo Citeriore 84 8.62 Abruzzo Citeriore 84 8.62
Prima d’Abruzzo Ulteriore 49 5.03 Prima d’Abruzzo Ulteriore 49 5.03 Prima d’Abruzzo Ulteriore 49 5.03
Seconda d’ Abruzzo Ulteriore 80 8.21 Seconda d’ Abruzzo Ulteriore 80 8.21 Seconda d’ Abruzzo Ulteriore 80 8.21
Basilicata 72 7.39 Basilicata 72 7.39 Basilicata 73 7.49
Calabria Citeriore 80 8.21 Calabria Citeriore 80 8.21 Calabria Citeriore 80 8.21
Calabria Ulteriore 93 9.55 Calabria Ulteriore I 28 2.87 Calabria Ulteriore I 28 2.87
0.00 Calabria Ulteriore I1 65 6.67 Calabria Ulteriore 11 65 6.67
Principato Citeriore 99 10.16 Principato Citeriore 99 10.16 Principato Citeriore 96 9.86
Principato Ulteriore 81 8.32 Principato Ulteriore 81 8.32 Principato Ulteriore 68 6.98
0.00 0.00 Benevento 40 4.11
Capitanata 23 2.36 Capitanata 23 2.36 Capitanata 19 1.95
Molise 95 9.75 Molise 95 9.75 Molise 92 9.45
Terra di Lavoro 116 11.91 Terra di Lavoro 116 11.91 Terra di Lavoro 98 10.06
Napoli 11 1.13 Napoli 11 1.13 Napoli 11 1.13
Terra d’Otranto 77 791 Terra d’Otranto 77 791 Terra d’Otranto 77 791
Terra di Bari 14 1.44 Terra di Bari 14 1.44 Terra di Bari 14 1.44
Total 974 100.00 Total 974 100.00 Total 974 100.00

Notes: The 1797 distribution of municipalities is defined as for Giustiniani (1797-1805). The 1806 distribution of municipalities is defined as for Law No. 14 of
19 January 1807. The 1807—1815 distribution of municipalities is defined as for Decree No. 922 of 4 May 1811. The 1816 distribution of municipalities is defined
as for Law No. 570 of 12 December 1816. The 1817-1860 distribution of municipalities is defined as for Marzolla (1832). The 1861 distribution of municipalities
is defined as for MAIC (1865). MAIC stands for Ministero dell’ Agricoltura, Industria e Commercio.
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TABLE E9: POPULATION EFFECTS OF DISTRICT CAPITAL CITY STATUS:

INFERENCE VIA SPATIAL STANDARD ERRORS

Dependent Variable Population
Period Covered 1648-1911
Distance Cut-Off (Spatial Correlation) 50 km 100 km 150 km 200 km
0] 2 3) 4)
District Capital 1.967%*** 1.967**** 1.967**** 1.967%***
(0.503) (0.497) (0.434) (0.416)
Municipality FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Bourbonic District Time Trends Yes Yes Yes Yes
Kingdom of Italy District Time Trends Yes Yes Yes Yes
Municipality-Level Controls
Distance to Own Provincial Capital City Yes Yes Yes Yes
Geographical Controls X Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Historical Controls X Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Province Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes
No. of Observations 9,740 9,740 9,740 9,740
No. of Municipalities 974 974 974 974
No. of Treated Municipalities 15 15 15 15
No. of Control Municipalities 959 959 959 959
No. of Years 10 10 10 10
R? 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89

Notes: * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01; **** p < 0.001. The dependent variable is defined in thousand inhabitants.

Conley (1999) standard errors are reported in parentheses.
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TABLE E10: BALANCE TEST ON THE VARIABLES USED IN THE KERNEL

MATCHING
Difference in Mean Value (Treatment Group — Control Group) [p-value]
Sample
Matching Variable Matched Sample
Un-Matched Half-Optimal Optimal Double-Optimal
Bandwidth Bandwidth Bandwidth
Within-District Centrality in 1806 0.107 [0.964] -2.617  [0.501] 1.109 [0.748] 0.627 [0.846]
State-Owned Municipality in 1797 0.458 [0.000] -0.126 ~ [0.552] -0.216  [0.295] -0.113  [0.588]
Seat of a Bishop in 1797 0.517 [0.000] -0.007 [0.979] -0.060  [0.810] 0.082 [0.731]
Seat of an Archbishop in 1797 0.199 [0.000] 0.000 [1.000] 0.000 [1.000] -0.057  [0.723]
Princedom in 1797 0.025 [0.633] 0.114 [0.397] 0.102 [0.395] 0.088 [0.422]
Spread of the Plague in 1658 0.013 [0.918] -0.156 [0.473] -0.303 [0.162] -0.209  [0.336]
Population Above 5,000 in 1300-1500 0.596 [0.000] 0.007 [0.978] 0.068 [0.785] 0.073 [0.751]
Distance to the Closest Ancient Roman Road ~ -3.557  [0.075] -1.225  [0.700] -1.196  [0.681] -1.533  [0.580]
Exposure to Earthquakes in 10051805 0.121 [0.354] 0.053 [0.852] -0.010  [0.968] 0.198 [0.553]
No. Municipalities 974 958 968 969
No. Treated Municipalities 15 8 9 10
No. Control Municipalities 959 950 959 959
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TABLE E11 POPULATION EFFECTS OF DISTRICT CAPITAL CITY STATUS:

ANALYSIS ON MATCHED SAMPLES

Dependent Variable

Population

Period Covered

Bandwidth in Kernel Matching Half-Optimal Double-Optimal
Q) 2 3) “4) &) (6)
District Capital 4.092%*** 3.786%*** 3.793 %% 3.402%*x* 2.908**** 3.1
(0.885) (0.398) (0.769) (0.318) (0.683) (0.317)
Municipality FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Bourbonic District Time Trends Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Kingdom of Italy District Time Trends Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Municipality-Level Controls
Distance to Own Provincial Capital City Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Geographical Controls X Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
(of which) Within-District Centrality in 1806 No Yes No Yes No Yes
Historical Controls X Year FE No Yes No Yes No Yes
Province Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
No. of Observations 9,580 9,580 9,680 9,680 9,690 9,690
No. of Municipalities 958 958 968 968 969 969
No. of Treated Municipalities 8 8 9 9 10 10
No. of Control Municipalities 950 950 959 959 959 959
No. of Years 10 10 10 10 10 10
R? 0.98 0.99 0.98 0.99 0.97 0.99

Notes: * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01; **** p < 0.001. The dependent variable is defined in thousand inhabitants. Standard errors (in parentheses)

are clustered at the municipality level.
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TABLE E12: POPULATION EFFECTS OF DISTRICT CAPITAL CITY STATUS:
FURTHER ROBUSTNESS ANALYSES

Dependent Variable Population
Period Covered 1648-1911
Control
Walking Time- Distance to Municipalities with Excluding Barletta
based Within- e . 1797 Population > and Pozzuoli from
Robustness Test S . District’s Centroid -
District Centrality . Minimum 1797 the Treatment
. in 1806 .
in 1806 Population in Group
Treatment Group
(€)) (2) (3) “4)
District Capital 1.966** 1.975%* 2.501* 2.004%*
(0.987) (0.987) (1.448) (1.017)
Municipality FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Bourbonic District Time Trends Yes Yes Yes Yes
Kingdom of Italy District Time Trends Yes Yes Yes Yes
Municipality-Level Controls
Distance to Own Provincial Capital City Yes Yes Yes Yes
Geographical Controls X Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Historical Controls X Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Province Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes
No. of Observations 9,740 9,740 1,270 9,720
No. of Municipalities 974 974 127 972
No. of Treated Municipalities 15 15 15 13
No. of Control Municipalities 959 959 112 959
No. of Years 10 10 10 10
R? 0.89 0.89 0.93 0.88

Notes: * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01; **** p < 0.001. The dependent variable is defined in thousand inhabitants. Standard errors (in parentheses) are
clustered at the municipality level.
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TABLE E13: POPULATION EFFECTS OF DISTRICT CAPITAL CITY STATUS:
ANALYSIS ON 1814 SAMPLE

Dependent Variable Population
Period Covered 1648-1911
Observation Year 1814 Included Excluded
) @
District Capital 2.149%** 2.704%**
(1.070) (1.200)
Municipality FE Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes
French District Time Trend Yes No
Bourbonic District Time Trends Yes Yes
Kingdom of Italy District Time Trends Yes Yes
Municipality-Level Controls
Distance to Own Provincial Capital City Yes Yes
Geographical Controls X Year FE Yes Yes
Historical Controls X Year FE Yes Yes
Province-Level Controls Yes Yes
No. of Observations 5,258 4,780
No. of Municipalities 478 478
No. of Treated Municipalities 11 11
No. of Control Municipalities 467 467
No. of Years 11 10
R? 0.92 0.92

Notes: * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01; **** p < 0.001. The dependent variable is defined in
thousand inhabitants. Standard errors (in parentheses) are clustered at the municipality level.
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TABLE E14: POPULATION EFFECTS OF DISTRICT CAPITAL CITY STATUS:

EVENT STUDY ANALYSIS ON 1814 SAMPLE

Dependent Variable Population
Period Covered 1648-1911
Observation Year 1814 Included Excluded
Q) 2
District Capital — Year 1648 0.920 0.769
(0.931) (0.909)
District Capital — Year 1669 -0.239 -0.362
(0.812) (0.797)
District Capital — Year 1797 Ref. Ref.
District Capital — Year 1814 0.387**
(0.197)
District Capital — Year 1828 1.184% 4% 1.193 4%
(0.220) (0.225)
District Capital — Year 1859 2.353 %A% 2.39Q%*H*
(0.637) (0.639)
District Capital — Year 1861 2.245%** 2.204%**
(0.814) (0.815)
District Capital — Year 1871 2.229%** 2.286%***
(0.824) (0.827)
District Capital — Year 1881 3.072%** 3.142%**
(1.144) (1.148)
District Capital — Year 1901 4.345%* 4.439%+*
(1.697) (1.698)
District Capital — Year 1911 5.063** 5.168**
(2.032) (2.031)
Municipality FE Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes
French District Time Trend Yes No
Bourbonic District Time Trends Yes Yes
Kingdom of Italy District Time Trends Yes Yes
Municipality-Level Controls
Distance to Own Provincial Capital City Yes Yes
Geographical Controls X Year FE Yes Yes
Historical Controls X Year FE Yes Yes
Province-Level Controls Yes Yes
No. of Observations 5,258 4,780
No. of Municipalities 478 478
No. of Treated Municipalities 11 11
No. of Control Municipalities 467 467
No. of Years 11 10
R? 0.92 0.92

Notes: * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01; **** p < 0.001. The dependent variable is defined in
thousand inhabitants. Standard errors (in parentheses) are clustered at the municipality level.
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TABLE E15: POPULATION EFFECTS OF DISTRICT CAPITAL CITY STATUS:
EXCLUDING “AGRO-TOWNS”

Dependent Variable Population
Period Covered 1648-1911
Excluded Agricultural Municipalities Kingdom of Naples Apulia Region Curtis (2013)
() 2 3)
District Capital 2.028** 2.006** 1.968**
(0.982) (0.982) (0.982)
Municipality FE Yes Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes
Bourbonic District Time Trends Yes Yes Yes
Kingdom of Italy District Time Trends Yes Yes Yes
Municipality-Level Controls
Distance to Own Provincial Capital City Yes Yes Yes
Geographical Controls X Year FE Yes Yes Yes
Historical Controls X Year FE Yes Yes Yes
Province-Level Controls Yes Yes Yes
No. of Observations 7,580 9,110 8,880
No. of Municipalities 758 911 888
No. of Treated Municipalities 14 15 15
No. of Control Municipalities 744 896 873
No. of Years 10 10 10
R? 0.89 0.90 0.90

Notes: * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01; **** p < 0.001. The dependent variable is defined in thousand inhabitants. Standard
errors (in parentheses) are clustered at the municipality level. Municipalities specialized in agriculture are identified based on
Giustiniani (1797-1805, Vol. I-X). Curtis (2013, p. 378) identifies six areas where “agro-towns” were most prevalent in the continental
Mezzogiorno, namely: Basilicata, the coastal plains of Latium, the Crotonese area of Calabria, the northern plains of Apulia (the so-
called Tavoliere), the Apulian area of Salento, and the plains around Naples.
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TABLE E16: POPULATION EFFECTS OF DISTRICT CAPITAL CITY STATUS:
CONTROLLING FOR MARKET POTENTIAL

Dependent Variable Population
Period Covered 1648-1911
Market Potential Time-Varying Time Invariant (1797)
(M 2
District Capital 1.968** 1.973**
(0.987) (0.986)
Municipality FE Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes
Bourbonic District Time Trends Yes Yes
Kingdom of Italy District Time Trends Yes Yes
Municipality-Level Controls
Distance to Own Provincial Capital City Yes Yes
Geographical Controls X Year FE Yes Yes
Historical Controls X Year FE Yes Yes
Province-Level Controls Yes Yes
No. of Observations 9,740 9,740
No. of Municipalities 974 974
No. of Treated Municipalities 15 15
No. of Control Municipalities 959 959
No. of Years 10 10
R? 0.89 0.89

Notes: * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01; **** p < 0.001. The dependent variable is defined in thousand
inhabitants. Standard errors (in parentheses) are clustered at the municipality level. The time-invariant market
potential variable is defined using 1797 population figures, and enters the regression model interacted with year FE.
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TABLE E17: MUNICIPALITIES THAT HAVE BEEN DISTRICT CAPITAL ONLY
FOR A PERIOD OF TIME

Included in the Enlarged Sample or

Municipality Eligible but Excluded from the Enlarged Sample Period as District Capital
Amantea Included August 1806—April 1811
Avezzano Included May 1811-1911
Bovino Included May 1811-1911
Brindisi Included December 1816-1911
Campagna Included May 1811-1911
Casoria Excluded—M issing pre-1806 population data May 1811-1911
Cerreto Sannita Included February 1861-1911
Citta Sant’ Angelo Included 1837-1848
Cotrone Included December 1816-1911
Gallipoli Included December 1816-1911
Nicastro Included December 1816-1911
Larino Included December 1816-1911
Manfredonia Included August 1806—April 1811
Melfi Included May 1811-1911
Mesagne Included August 1806-November 1816
Nola Included May 1811-1911
Palmi Included December 1816-1911
Paola Included May 1811-1911
Civita di Penne Included August 18061837, 1848—1911
Piedimonte d’Alife Included May 1811-1911
San Bartolomeo in Galdo Excluded—M issing pre-1806 population data February 1861-1911
San Severo Included May 1811-1911
Sant’ Angelo de” Lombardi Included May 1811-1911
Vallo Included May 1811-1911
Vasto Excluded—M issing pre-1806 population data May 1811-1911
Bonati Included August 1806—April 1811
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TABLE E18: POPULATION EFFECTS OF DISTRICT CAPITAL CITY STATUS:
ENLARGED TREATMENT GROUP

Dependent Variable Population
Period Covered 1648-1911
€)) @) 3)
District Capital — Enlarged Treatment Group 2. 372 %HA*
(0.514)
District Capital — Original Estimation Sample 3.122%*%*
(1.073)
District Capital — Additional Treated Units 2.062%***
(0.581)
No. of Years as District Capital 0.046%****
(0.011)
Municipality FE Yes Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes
Bourbonic District Time Trends Yes Yes Yes
Kingdom of Italy District Time Trends Yes Yes Yes
Municipality-Level Controls
Distance to Own Provincial Capital City Yes Yes Yes
Geographical Controls X Year FE Yes Yes Yes
Historical Controls X Year FE Yes Yes Yes
Province Controls Yes Yes Yes
No. of Observations 9,970 9,970 9,970
No. of Municipalities 997 997 997
No. of Treated Municipalities 38 38 38
No. of Control Municipalities 959 959 959
No. of Years 10 10 10
R? 0.90 0.90 0.90

Notes: * p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01; **** p < 0.001. The dependent variable is defined in thousand inhabitants.
Standard errors (in parentheses) are clustered at the municipality level.
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FIGURE E2: POPULATION EFFECTS OF DISTRICT CAPITAL CITY STATUS:
SYNTHETIC CONTROL METHOD

Notes: The plot reports the bias-corrected gap in population (defined in thousand inhabitants) between district capitals and synthetic control
municipalities estimated using the approach proposed by Abadie and L’Hour (2021), and implemented using Wiltshire’s (2022) “allsynth”
Stata code. Synthetic control municipalities are chosen among all the non-capital cities based on the following municipality-level predictor
variables: population in 1648, 1669, and 1797; baseline geographical controls (distance to the own provincial capital, coastal dummy, land
surface, altitude, latitude, terrain ruggedness, within-district centrality in 1806); and baseline historical (pre-1806) controls (1797 state-owned
municipality dummy, 1797 bishop seat dummy, 1797 archbishop seat dummy, 1797 princedom municipality dummy, 1658 plague dummy,
“large cities” dummy in the period 1300-1500, distance to the closest ancient Roman road, exposure to earthquakes in the period 1005—
1805). The red dashed line refers to the 1806 Napoleonic administrative reform.
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TABLE E19: DIFFERENT GEOGRAPHICAL UNITS: A CORRELATION

ANALYSIS
. log[Yearly Average
Dependent Variable Pop ulat101n8gléhousands, Population Density (1828) Population Growth
) (1797-1828)]
Estimation Method OLS
) 2 3) 4) ®) Q)
Municipality Without Administrative Functions Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Head of Governo 1.652%%** 1.709%*** 22.647 29.433 0.020%***  (.020%***
(0.284) (0.261) (20.457) (18.114) (0.001) (0.001)
Head of District 4.349%FF% 4 ]Q5kFF* 61.950%* 48.445%* 0.032%**%  (,034%***
(0.975) (1.201) (24.525) (27.325) (0.003) (0.003)
Head of Province 23.484%* 24.572 198.077* 161.945 0.044%F%% (0, 047%***
(13.100) (14952)  (101.982)  (110.128) (0.006) (0.007)
Head of Province Before 1806 7.946 8.585 93.922 90.825 0.002 0.001
(7.550) (8.615) (63.049) (65.842) (0.005) (0.005)
Municipality-Level Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
District FE Yes No Yes No Yes No
Province FE No Yes No Yes No Yes
No. of Municipalities 1,762 1,762 1,762 1,762 1,699 1,699
R? 0.29 0.23 0.14 0.12 0.60 0.56

Notes: * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01; **** p < 0.001. Standard errors (in parentheses) are clustered at the municipality level. The set of municipality-
level controls includes coastal dummy, land surface, altitude, terrain ruggedness, latitude, distance to closest ancient Roman road, state-owned municipality
status in 1797, seat of bishop status in 1797, seat of archbishop status in 1797, and distance to the own provincial capital in 1828. Log-population in 1797 is
included as a control in columns (5) and (6).

105



FIGURE E3: CUMULATIVE DISTRIBUTION OF 1,000 RANDOMLY DRAWN
PLACEBO TREATMENT COEFFICIENTS

Notes: The plot reports the cumulative distribution of coefficients obtained by estimating Equation (1)—see column (6) in Table 1 in the
main text—with 1,000 randomly drawn placebo treated units. The y-axis indicates the point in the distribution, while the X-axis indicates the
value of the placebo coefficients.
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TABLE E20: INFERENCE ON 1,000 RANDOMLY DRAWN PLACEBO TREATED
UNITS

Regressions with Significant Placebo Treatment Effect

Significance Level

No. %
10% 53 5.30
5% 47 4.70
1% 10 1.00
0.1% 0 0.00

Notes: Percentage values are defined with respect to 1,000 estimations of Equation (1)—see column (6)
in Table 1 in the main text.
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TABLE E21: POPULATION EFFECTS OF DISTRICT CAPITAL CITY STATUS:
PLACEBO TREATED UNITS IDENTIFIED BASED ON PROXIMITY TO
DISTRICT’S CENTROID IN 1806

Dependent Variable Population
Period Covered 1648-1911
o Excluding District ~ District vs. Placebo
Estimation Sample Whole Sample Capitals District Capitals
) 2 3)
District Capital 1.974%* 5.062%***
(0.987) (1.597)
Placebo District Capital 0.329 0.323 Ref.
(0.206) (0.202)
Municipality FE Yes Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes
Bourbonic District Time Trends Yes Yes Yes
Kingdom of Italy District Time Trends Yes Yes Yes
Municipality-Level Controls
Distance to Own Provincial Capital City Yes Yes Yes
Geographical Controls X Year FE Yes Yes Yes
Historical Controls X Year FE Yes Yes Yes
Province-Level Controls Yes Yes Yes
No. of Observations 9,740 9,590 360
No. of Municipalities 974 959 36
No. of Treated Municipalities 15 15
No. of Placebo Treated Municipalities 21 21 .
No. of Control Municipalities 938 938 21
No. of Years 10 10 10
R? 0.89 0.83 0.98

Notes: * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01; **** p < 0.001. The dependent variable is defined in thousand inhabitants. Standard
errors (in parentheses) are clustered at the municipality level. Placebo district capitals are those control municipalities that are closest
to their own 1806 district’s centroid, and identified based on the whole population of municipalities existing in 1806.

108



TABLE E22: INSTITUTIONS VERSUS GEOGRAPHY: A CORRELATION

ANALYSIS
Dependent Variable Population
Observation Year 1828 1859 1861 1871 1881 1901 1911
Geographical Centrality Measure Within-District Centrality in 1806
@ (@) 3 “4) (5 © )
District Capital 6.668 8.328 8.588 8.896 9.745 11.309 12.401

(LOGAYS %% (1367)%%%%  (1.504)%%xx  (1.604)%**%  (1.762)%*** (2.540)%**%  (2.888)k***
[LOSI***%  [1.368]*#%% [1.509]%*** [[.593]k*k% [1.776]%*** [2.5TA]x*%%  [2.930]***

Within-District Centrality in 1806 -0.000 -0.008 -0.009 -0.006 -0.010 -0.016 -0.019
(0.004) (0.005) (0.005)* (0.005) (0.006) (0.010) (0.012)
[0.005] [0.006] [0.006] [0.006] [0.006] [0.010] [0.012]
R? 0.54 0.57 0.61 0.60 0.62 0.58 0.56
Geographical Centrality Measure Distance to District’s Centroid in 1806
(®) ® 10) an a2) a3) (14)
District Capital 6.673 8.374 8.628 8.915 9.777 11.350 12.451

(1.064)F*%%  (1.373yk%xx (1 5]3)k#%% (] 603)k*%% (1771 **%  (2.567)k44%  (2.9]9)*#**
[1.080]**%%  [1.378]**#*% [1.521]%#%% [1.593]**kk  [].786]%**% [2.509]%***  [2.959 %k

Distance to District’s Centroid in 1806 0.001 -0.000 -0.001 -0.002 -0.003 -0.007 -0.007
(0.003) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.006) (0.007)
[0.004] [0.004] [0.004] [0.005] [0.005] [0.007] [0.008]

R? 0.54 0.56 0.61 0.60 0.62 0.58 0.56

Municipality-Level Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Province-Level Controls
Provincial-to-Kingdom of Naples

. Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Population
Provincial Railway Density No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Provincial Literacy Rate No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
No. of Municipalities 974 974 974 974 974 974 974
No. of Treated Municipalities 15 15 15 15 15 15 15
No. of Control Municipalities 959 959 959 959 959 959 959

Notes: * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01; **** p < 0.001. The dependent variable is defined in thousand inhabitants. Standard errors clustered at the municipality
level are reported in parentheses. Standard errors clustered at the district level (Bourbonic district for the observation years 1828 and 1859, while Kingdom of Italy
district for the observation years 1861-1911) are reported in brackets. The set of municipality-level controls includes: coastal dummy; land surface; altitude; terrain
ruggedness; latitude; year-specific distance to the own provincial capital city.
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APPENDIX F—Industrial development analysis: data and descriptive statistics

In this Appendix, we summarize the variables (definition and data source) used in the

industrial development analysis presented in the main text (Table F1) and report some
descriptive statistics (Table F2).
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TABLE F2: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF THE DEPENDENT AND CONTROL

VARIABLES
Variable Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max.
Municipality-Level
Industrial City in 18501860 0.02 0.12 0 1
Total Employment per Inhabitant in 1911 0.02 0.03 0.00 0.42
Industrial Employment per Inhabitant in 1911 0.02 0.03 0.00 0.42
Services Employment per Inhabitant in 1911 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02
District Capital 0.02 0.12 0 1
Population Density in 1828 116.05 540.73 4.87 16,583.75
Population Density in 1911 148.02 405.89 12.75 11,708.13
Population Growth in 1797-1828 0.35 1.13 -0.88 21.50
Population Growth in 1797-1911 1.02 2.06 -0.88 36.10
Coastal Municipality 0.11 0.31 0 1
Land Surface 32.29 28.78 0.12 431.38
Altitude 455.74 284.76 2.00 1,433.00
Terrain Ruggedness Index 230.45 137.03 1.90 698.74
Latitude 40.87 1.10 37.96 42.86
Distance to the Own Provincial Capital City in 1828 37.99 21.71 3.63 121.73
Distance to the Own Provincial Capital City in 1911 37.57 21.79 3.63 121.73
Province-Level

Provincial-to-Kingdom of Naples Population in 1828 0.07 0.03 0.03 0.15
Provincial-to-Kingdom of Naples Population in 1911 0.06 0.02 0.03 0.15
Provincial Railway Density in 1859 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.20
Provincial Railway Density in 1911 0.12 0.11 0.06 1.00
Provincial Literacy Rate in 1911 0.45 0.07 0.36 0.65

Notes: Descriptive statistics are based on 974 municipality-level observations.
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APPENDIX G—Industrial development analysis: robustness tests

In this Appendix, we present a series of exercises aimed at testing the robustness of the results
reported in Table 3 in the main text.

First, we replicate the analysis on industrial development by relying on an instrumental
variable (IV) approach to deal with potential biases arising from omitted variables and
selection related to the fact that, net of the criteria we adopted for identifying the estimation
sample, we had to drop some municipalities due to missing population data. We thus
instrument the variable for district capital city with the variable for within-district centrality
in 1806 plus a series of historical (pre-1806) variables, namely: the dummy variable for state-
owned municipalities in 1797; the dummy variables for bishop and archbishop seat in 1797;
the dummy variable for princedom municipalities in 1797; a dummy variable capturing
whether a municipality recorded a population of at least 5,000 inhabitants in 1797; and the
variable capturing municipalities’ exposure to earthquakes in the period 1005-1805 see
Table G1 for a summary of the IVs (definition and data source). The results of this exercise
are reported in Table G2. Specifically, we report the results of the IV-LPM estimation of
Equation (4) in the main text for industrial development in the Bourbonic period where the
dependent variable is the dummy for “industrial city” in 1850—-1860 in columns (1) and (2);
we report the results of the IV estimates for the Kingdom of Italy period where the dependent
variable is the number of (total, industrial, services) employees per inhabitant in 1911 in
columns (3) to (5). The first-stage F statistic on the excluded IVs is higher than the
conservative cut-off value of 10 and the p-value of the Hansen J statistic testing the over-
identifying restrictions is negligible in all the estimated specifications. Looking at the
Bourbonic period, we estimate that district capitals were approximately 31% more likely to be
industrial cities than non-capital cities. Looking at the Kingdom of Italy period, we estimate
that district capitals had approximately 0.06 employees per inhabitant more than non-capital
cities, and that as for the OLS analysis this result is driven by industrial rather than services
employment.

Second, we replicate the analysis presented in Table 3 in the main text as well as the IV
analysis presented in Table G2 by clustering standard errors at the district level. The results
for industrial development in the period 1850—1860 are reported in Table G3, while those
concerning industrial development in the year 1911 are reported in Table G4.
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TABLE G2: INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT: IV ESTIMATES

Employment Per Inhabitant in 1911

Dependent Variable Industrial City in 1850-1860 Total Tndustrial Services
Estimation Method IV-LPM IV-LPM v v v
@ () 3) “) (©)
District Capital 0.321%* 0.311%* 0.0617%** 0.057%* 0.004%**
(0.138) (0.140) (0.023) (0.023) (0.001)
Municipality-Level Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Province-Level Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
1871 Compartimento FE Yes Yes Yes
No. of Municipalities 974 974 974 974 974
No. of Treated Municipalities 15 15 15 15 15
No. of Control Municipalities 959 959 959 959 959
R? 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.06
First-Stage F Statistic on Excluded IVs 12.98 12.93 13.57 13.57 13.57
Hansen J Statistic [p-value] 0.124 0.125 0.827 0.805 0.293

Notes: * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01; **** p < 0.001. Standard errors (in parentheses) are clustered at the municipality level. Municipality-level
controls in all specifications are coastal feature, land surface, altitude, terrain ruggedness, and latitude. Estimates on industrial development in 1850—-1860:
the set of municipality-level controls includes population density in 1828, population growth in 1797-1828, distance to the own provincial capital city in
1828; the set of province-level controls in column (1) includes provincial-to-Kingdom of Naples population in 1828; the set of province-level controls in
column (2) includes provincial-to-Kingdom of Naples population in 1828, provincial railway density in 1859. Estimates on employment per inhabitant in
1911: the set of municipality-level controls includes population density in 1911, population growth in 1797-1911, distance to the own provincial capital city
in 1911; the set of province-level controls includes provincial-to-Kingdom of Naples population in 1911, provincial railway density in 1911, provincial
literacy rate in 1911. The set of excluded IVs includes within-district centrality in 1806; 1797 state-owned dummy; 1797 bishop dummy; 1797 archbishop
dummy; 1797 princedom dummy; population above 5,000 inhabitants in 1797; exposure to earthquakes in 1005-1805.
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TABLE G3: INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT IN 1850-1860: STANDARD ERRORS
CLUSTERED AT THE DISTRICT LEVEL

Dependent Variable Industrial City
Estimation Method Probit LPM IV-LPM
€)) (©) 3) ) (5) ()

District Capital 1.617***% ] 541 %*** 0.242%* 0.236** 0.321** 0.311**

(0.336) (0.348) (0.109) (0.110) (0.138) (0.140)
Municipality-Level Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Province-Level Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
No. of Municipalities 974 974 974 974 974 974
No. of Treated Municipalities 15 15 15 15 15 15
No. of Control Municipalities 959 959 959 959 959 959
Pseudo-R? 0.16 0.17
R? 0.07 0.08 0.07 0.07
First-Stage F Statistic on Excluded IVs 12.35 11.98
Hansen J Statistic (p-value) 0.277 0.251

Notes: * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01; **** p < 0.001. Standard errors (in parentheses) are clustered at the Bourbonic 1828 district
level. The set of municipality-level controls includes: population density in 1828; population growth in 1797-1828; coastal dummy; land
surface; altitude; terrain ruggedness; latitude; distance to the own provincial capital city in 1828. The set of province-level controls in columns
(1), (3), and (5) includes: provincial-to-Kingdom of Naples population in 1828. The set of province-level controls in columns (2), (4), and (6)
includes: provincial-to-Kingdom of Naples population in 1828; provincial railway density in 1859. The set of excluded IVs includes: within-
district centrality in 1806; 1797 state-owned dummy; 1797 bishop dummy; 1797 archbishop dummy; 1797 princedom dummy; population
above 5,000 inhabitants in 1797; exposure to earthquakes in 1005-1805.
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TABLE G4: EMPLOYMENT IN 1911: STANDARD ERRORS CLUSTERED AT
THE DISTRICT LEVEL

Employment Per Inhabitant

Dependent Variable Total Employment Industrial Employment Services Employment
Estimation Method OLS v OLS v OLS v
) 2 3) “) (5 ()
District Capital 0.030** 0.061*** 0.027%* 0.057%** 0.002** 0.004%**
(0.012) (0.022) (0.013) (0.022) (0.001) (0.001)
Municipality-Level Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Province-Level Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
1871 Compartimento FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
No. of Municipalities 974 974 974 974 974 974
No. of Treated Municipalities 15 15 15 15 15 15
No. of Control Municipalities 959 959 959 959 959 959
R? 0.07 0.06 0.07 0.06 0.08 0.06
First-Stage F Statistic on Excluded IVs 14.32 14.32 14.32
Hansen J Statistic (p-value) 0.706 0.678 0.114

Notes: * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01; **** p < 0.001. Standard errors (in parentheses) are clustered at the Kingdom of Italy district
level. The set of municipality-level controls includes: population density in 1911; population growth in 1797—-1911; coastal dummy; land surface;
altitude; terrain ruggedness; latitude; distance to the own provincial capital city in 1911. The set of province-level controls includes: provincial-
to-Kingdom of Naples population in 1911; provincial railway density in 1911; provincial literacy rate in 1911. The set of excluded IVs includes:
within-district centrality in 1806; 1797 state-owned dummy; 1797 bishop dummy; 1797 archbishop dummy; 1797 princedom dummy; population
above 5,000 inhabitants in 1797; exposure to earthquakes in 1005-1805.
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APPENDIX H—Mechanism analysis: data and descriptive statistics

In this Appendix, we provide graphical information on the evolution of the railway network
in Italian territory in the period 1851-1911 (Figure H1). We also summarize the variables
(definition and data source) used in the mechanism analysis presented in the main text (Table
H1), and report some descriptive statistics (Table H2).
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FIGURE H1: EVOLUTION OF THE RAILWAY NETWORK IN THE ITALIAN
TERRITORY (1851-1911)

Notes: The maps are taken from Basile, Ciccarelli, and Groote (2022).
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TABLE H2: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF THE DEPENDENT AND CONTROL

VARIABLES
Variable Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max.
Municipality-Level
Hospital Established in 1832—1845 0.01 0.07 0 1
Presence of Secondary Schools in 1839 0.01 0.10 0 1
Presence of Kindergartens in 1869 0.02 0.15 0 1
Pupils per Inhabitants in 1869 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03
Total Expenses per Inhabitant in 1884 9.67 6.99 2.09 85.20
Discretionary Expenses per Inhabitant in 1884 0.98 2.00 0.00 30.99
Share of Discretionary Expenses in 1884 0.09 0.11 0.00 0.77
Share of Discretionary Expenses in Public Education in 1884 0.04 0.08 0.00 0.73
Share of Discretionary Expenses in Public Infrastructures in 1884 0.12 0.24 0.00 1.00
Presence of a Train Station in 1873 0.05 0.21 0 1
District Capital 0.02 0.12 0 1
Population Density in 1828 116.05 540.73 4.87 16,583.75
Population Density in 1861 130.12 692.85 6.69 21,384.74
Population Density in 1871 136.27 723.40 6.45 22,338.31
Population Density in 1881 141.87 738.27 7.59 22,769.49
Population Growth in 1797-1828 0.35 1.13 -0.88 21.50
Population Growth in 1797-1861 0.57 1.47 -0.86 24.63
Population Growth in 1797-1871 0.66 1.57 -0.86 27.92
Population Growth in 1797-1881 0.75 1.67 -0.86 29.46
Coastal Municipality 0.11 0.31 0 1
Land Surface 32.29 28.78 0.12 431.38
Altitude 455.74 284.76 2.00 1,433.00
Terrain Ruggedness Index 230.45 137.03 1.90 698.74
Latitude 40.87 1.10 37.96 42.86
Distance to the Own Provincial Capital City in 1828 37.99 21.71 3.63 121.73
Distance to the Own Provincial Capital City in 1861 37.57 21.79 3.63 121.73
Distance to the Own Provincial Capital City in 1871 37.57 21.79 3.63 121.73
Distance to the Own Provincial Capital City in 1881 37.57 21.79 3.63 121.73
Expenses to Revenues in 1884 1.25 0.53 0.50 7.96
Province-Level

Provincial-to-Kingdom of Naples Population in 1828 0.07 0.03 0.03 0.15
Provincial-to-Kingdom of Naples Population in 1861 0.06 0.02 0.03 0.13
Provincial-to-Kingdom of Naples Population in 1871 0.06 0.02 0.03 0.13
Provincial-to-Kingdom of Naples Population in 1881 0.06 0.02 0.03 0.13
Provincial Railway Density in 1861 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.22
Provincial Railway Density in 1871 0.04 0.05 0.00 0.31
Provincial Railway Density in 1881 0.06 0.04 0.01 0.31
Provincial Literacy Rate in 1861 0.18 0.03 0.14 0.32
Provincial Literacy Rate in 1871 0.20 0.03 0.16 0.36
Provincial Literacy Rate in 1881 0.25 0.04 0.20 0.42
Provincial-to-Kingdom of Naples Public Primary Schools in 1862 0.07 0.03 0.03 0.12

Notes: Descriptive statistics are based on 974 municipality-level observations.
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APPENDIX I—Mechanism analysis: robustness tests

In this Appendix, we present a series of exercises aimed at testing the robustness of the results
reported in Table 4 in the main text.

First, we replicate the analysis on public goods provision and transport network
accessibility by relying on an IV approach and, specifically, by instrumenting the variable for
district capital city with the same set of excluded IVs we considered in the analysis on
industrial development see Table I1 for a summary of the IVs (definition and data source).
We rely on an IV-LPM estimation approach to deal with binary dependent variables and on
an IV approach to deal with continuous and fractional dependent variables. The results of this
exercise are reported in Table 12, and fully corroborate those reported in Table 4 in the main
text.

Second, we replicate the analysis presented in Table 4 in the main text as well as the IV
analysis presented in Table 12 by clustering standard errors at the district level. The results
concerning the establishment of a hospital in the period 1832—1845 are reported in Table 13;
the results concerning the presence of a secondary school in 1839 are reported in Table 14; the
results concerning kindergartens in 1869 are reported in Table I5; the results concerning
municipal expenses in 1884 are reported in Table 16; and the results concerning the presence
of an active train station in 1873 are reported in Table 17.
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TABLE 13: HOSPITALS ESTABLISHED IN 1832-1845: STANDARD ERRORS
CLUSTERED AT THE DISTRICT LEVEL

Dependent Variable Hospitals
Estimation Method Probit LPM IV-LPM
€)) @) 3)
District Capital 3.202%*** 0.263** 0.348**
(0.733) (0.116) (0.147)
Municipality-Level Controls Yes Yes Yes
Province-Level Controls Yes Yes Yes
No. of Municipalities 974 974 974
No. of Treated Municipalities 15 15 15
No. of Control Municipalities 959 959 959
Pseudo-R? 0.55
R? 0.21 0.19
First-Stage F Statistic on Excluded IVs 12.35
Hansen J Statistic (p-value) 0.797

Notes: * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01; **** p < 0.001. Standard errors (in parentheses) are clustered at
the Bourbonic district level. The set of municipality-level controls includes: population density in 1828;
population growth in 1797-1828; coastal dummy; land surface; altitude; terrain ruggedness; latitude; distance to
the own provincial capital city in 1828. The set of province-level controls includes: provincial-to-Kingdom of
Naples population in 1828. The set of excluded IVs includes: within-district centrality in 1806; 1797 state-owned
dummy; 1797 bishop dummy; 1797 archbishop dummy; 1797 princedom dummy; population above 5,000
inhabitants in 1797; exposure to earthquakes in 1005-1805.
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TABLE 14: SECONDARY SCHOOLS IN 1839: STANDARD ERRORS CLUSTERED
AT THE DISTRICT LEVEL

Dependent Variable Secondary Schools
Estimation Method Probit LPM IV-LPM
€)) @) 3)
District Capital 1.957%*** 0.284%%* 0.303%*
(0.565) (0.117) (0.141)
Municipality-Level Controls Yes Yes Yes
Province-Level Controls Yes Yes Yes
No. of Municipalities 974 974 974
No. of Treated Municipalities 15 15 15
No. of Control Municipalities 959 959 959
Pseudo-R? 0.46 . .
R? 0.21 0.21
First-Stage F Statistic on Excluded IVs 12.35
Hansen J Statistic (p-value) 0.443

Notes: * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01; **** p < 0.001. Standard errors (in parentheses) are clustered at
the Bourbonic district level. The set of municipality-level controls includes: population density in 1828;
population growth in 1797-1828; coastal dummy; land surface; altitude; terrain ruggedness; latitude; distance to
the own provincial capital city in 1828. The set of province-level controls includes: provincial-to-Kingdom of
Naples population in 1828. The set of excluded IVs includes: within-district centrality in 1806; 1797 state-owned
dummy; 1797 bishop dummy; 1797 archbishop dummy; 1797 princedom dummy; population above 5,000
inhabitants in 1797; exposure to earthquakes in 1005-1805.
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TABLE 15: KINDERGARTENS IN 1869: STANDARD ERRORS CLUSTERED AT
THE DISTRICT LEVEL

. Kindergartens
Dependent Variable Presence Pupils Per Inhabitant
Estimation Method Probit LPM IV-LPM OLS v
Q) 2 3) “4) )
District Capital 1.895%*x*3* 0.447%%*% 0.552%*** 0.003%* 0.003*
(0.423) (0.124) (0.151) (0.001) (0.001)
Municipality-Level Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Province-Level Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
No. of Municipalities 974 974 974 974 974
No. of Treated Municipalities 15 15 15 15 15
No. of Control Municipalities 959 959 959 959 959
Pseudo-R? 0.36
R? 0.23 0.22 0.08 0.08
First-Stage F Statistic on Excluded IVs 12.15 12.15
Hansen J Statistic (p-value) 0.402 0.153

Notes: * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01; **** p < 0.001. The dependent variable capturing the number of pupils per
inhabitant is based on 1861 population figures. Standard errors (in parentheses) are clustered at the Kingdom of Italy district level.
The set of municipality-level controls includes: population density in 1861; population growth in 1797-1861; coastal dummy; land
surface; altitude; terrain ruggedness; latitude; distance to the own provincial capital city in 1861. The set of province-level controls
includes: provincial-to-Kingdom of Naples population in 1861; provincial railway density in 1861; provincial literacy rate in 1861;
provincial-to-Kingdom of Naples public primary schools in 1862. The set of excluded IVs includes: within-district centrality in
1806; 1797 state-owned dummy; 1797 bishop dummy; 1797 archbishop dummy; 1797 princedom dummy; population above 5,000
inhabitants in 1797; exposure to earthquakes in 1005-1805.

127



"S081—S001 Ut saenbipres 0y aansodxa /6. ] ul
syuejiqequr )00‘s 2aoqe uonerndod ‘Aurump wopaouid /67 1 ‘Awwunp doysiquore /6.1 ‘Auunp doysiq /6/] ‘AWunp paumo-aJels /L[ <908 Ul AJ[eIIUS JOLISIP-UIY}IM :SOPN[OUT SAT POPN[IXd JO 108 YT "[8Y[ Ul
9el Aoe1oyy| [erouiroxd (188 ur Ajisuop Aemjrer [erouraold <gg 1 ur uonemndod sojdeN Jo wop3ury]-03-[eIoUIA0Id :SOPN[OUT S[ONUOD [9AJ[-09UTA0Id JO 108 SY “$8Q] Ul SONUSAJI 01 Sasuadxd 8103 (188 ul Ao [ejided
[eroutAold umo oY) 03 99UBISIP OPMIIIR] (SSAUPAFINI UTRLID) OPMe 90RJINS PUR] AWIUND [€ISL0D 188116/ 1 Ul Yimoid uonerndod (188 ur Aysuap uonerndod :sopnjour sjonuod [9A3[-A)ifediorunur Jo 13s Y[, [oAJ]
191ISIP A7) JO Wop3ury] oY) Je paIdlsnyo are (sesoypuared ur) siond prepues ‘sam3yy uonemndod (88 U0 paseq a1e sa[qeLreA Judpuadop Juenqequl 10d ‘T00°0 > d sxsx -T0°0 > @ 444 G070 > d 44 T°0 > d 4 :SOION

128

861°0 8650 LL60 £99°0 ¥8%°0 (anjea-d) onsyelg [ uasueq
v6° €1 v6° €1 v6°€1 v6°€1 v6°€l SAI POPN]OXH Uo dnsnels J 93e1S-1s1g
4K Zro0 6€°0 0v'0 61°0 61°0 ST0 ST0 970 90 A
656 656 656 656 656 656 656 656 656 656 sanredrorunyyl [onuo) Jo "ON
SI Sl SI SI ST S1 ST ST S1 ST sonITedIoTunAl pajedI], Jo "oN
vL6 vL6 vL6 vL6 vL6 vL6 vL6 vL6 vL6 vL6 sanrredroruniy Jo "oN
SOA SOA SOA SOA SOA SOA SOA SOA SOA SOA A4 oauswiedwo) 1481
SOX SOX SOX SOX SOA SOA SOA SOA SOA SOA S[ONUO)) [OAIT-AIUIAOL]
SOX SOX SOX SOX SOA SOA SOA SOA SOA SOA s[onuo)) (A T-Anedrorunyy
(960°0) (6L0°0) (190°0) (£90°0) (Fv0°0) (L£00) (zezD) (6€L°0) (L0SD) (S1v'1)
*x61C7°0 *%161°0 sxxxLLE0 %%xx80€°0 wxxx1L1°0 %%xx551°0 *%198°C #xx16C°C 8901 6670 rende) 101081(Q
(o1 (6) (8) (L) 9) ($) (¥) (¢) (2) ()
Al ST0 Al ST0 Al ST0 Al ST10 Al ST10 POYISIN UOBBWNSH
mo(ﬁao:bmmbmﬁ vonvonpy d sasuadxyg juejiqeyquy 10Jg juejIqeyuy d
o:n_ﬁm EM SAsSud xm oﬂn—zm Q_ SASU xm Hoﬁm m@mﬁwﬂxm _NHOP oﬁﬂﬁﬁw\/ aﬁo@ﬁ_o OQ

K1euornje1osi(q areyS

K1euonjo1osi(q aIeys

Areuonaiosi( areys

sosuadxy Areuonarosig

13A3T LO1d1S1d FHL 1V d3d31SNTTO SHOHddd d4VANVLS #88T NI S3SN3IdX3 TTVAIDINNIN 91 319V .L



TABLE I7: TRAIN STATIONS IN 1873: STANDARD ERRORS CLUSTERED AT
THE DISTRICT LEVEL

Dependent Variable Train Stations
Estimation Method Probit LPM IV-LPM
€)) @) 3)
District Capital 1.252%%* 0.204* 0.312%*
(0.516) (0.120) (0.157)
Municipality-Level Controls Yes Yes Yes
Province-Level Controls Yes Yes Yes
1871 Compartimento FE Yes Yes Yes
No. of Municipalities 974 974 974
No. of Treated Municipalities 15 15 15
No. of Control Municipalities 959 959 959
Pseudo-R? 0.29 . .
R? 0.15 0.14
First-Stage F Statistic on Excluded IVs 13.95
Hansen J Statistic (p-value) 0.734

Notes: * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01; **** p < 0.001. Standard errors (in parentheses) are clustered at
the Kingdom of Italy district level. The set of municipality-level controls includes: population density in 1871;
population growth in 1797-1871; coastal dummy; land surface; altitude; terrain ruggedness; latitude; distance to
the own provincial capital city in 1871. The set of province-level controls includes: provincial-to-Kingdom of
Naples population in 1871; provincial railway density in 1871; provincial literacy rate in 1871. The set of
excluded IVs includes: within-district centrality in 1806; 1797 state-owned dummy; 1797 bishop dummy; 1797
archbishop dummy; 1797 princedom dummy; population above 5,000 inhabitants in 1797; exposure to
earthquakes in 1005-1805.
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APPENDIX J—Long-run analysis: data and descriptive statistics

In this Appendix, we summarize the variables (definition and data source) used in the long-
run analysis presented in the main text (Table J1), and report some descriptive statistics (Table
12).
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APPENDIX K—Long-run analysis: test on enlarged estimation sample

In this Appendix, we present additional long-run evidence based on an enlarged estimation
sample including also those municipalities we excluded from the analysis exclusively due to
missing population data, namely: the municipalities of Sala (corresponding to the modern Sala
Consilina) and Castellammare (corresponding to the modern Castellammare di Stabia), that
were eligible treated units as they were selected as district capitals in 1806 and maintained
their status unchanged until 1911; and 248 municipalities the were eligible control units.

We summarize the variables (definition and data source) used in this exercise in Table
K1, and report some descriptive statistics in Table K2. We present the empirical results
obtained by estimating Equation (5) in the main text via OLS on the enlarged estimation
sample in Table K3.

133



"Kouady juowruoriauy ueadoiny Ioj spuejs Y "9oueul,] pue AWouoo Jo ANSIUT|A Uer[e)] 10J spuels JHJA "BoNSIelS Ip Ouel[e)] S[euoIZeN
0)MUS] 10§ SPUEIS [V LSI UONNOSAI unyf [-Aq-Uny | Yim 0£OdOLD WOy paALIdP (INHA) [PPOIA UONBAD [&)SIQ [BGO[D S, VHH U0 uoneioqeld () ((s981 +981) DIVIA “(0r81) snoues o “(T€81) BIIOZIBI *9[§ 1 10quid00( [ JO
0LS "ON MBT ‘T18] KB # JO TT6 "ON 90109(T ‘9081 I0qUId0d(J § JO LT "ON MET ‘9087 1sndny g Jo 7€ "ON MeT (§) sjunodoe onuouodd [euojrs], (¢) “AydeiSoues [epSip uo uoneioqeld () ‘snsus)) uonendog uerelf (1) :so10N

@ LVLSI (uny) £310 1e3dEd VOIS Z-S LN UMO S} JO PIOJUD AU} PUB PIONUD Ajijediounuu 9y} Uom)aq 0UE)SIq A1) 1ende) uo13oy g-SLNN 03 2ouelsiq

@ LVLSI (s92130p) oprune] opryne]

(© Vad Xopu] ssoupa33ny urera], Xopu] ssoupa33ny urels],

@ LVISI (ury) opmynyy opmnry

@ LVLSI sonredorunw [eIse0d 10 Awwun(g Anediouny [eiseo)

@ LVLSI (zury) doegns pue| doejINg pue]

(¥981) DIVIN 6581 ur uonendog 6581 ur uonendod

() SPOINOS SNOLIBA soniediorunwu £319 [eydes jousip 1oy Awwung rende) 1o1s1q

(©) LVLSI G10T ur 1o31om 1od (soing puesnoy) ur) pappe anjea  SWLIL{ G10T ut A1Anonpoid 1oqe|

AN 0107 ut 1okedxe) Jod (soinyg puesnoy) ur) Swoou| 0107 ut JoAedxe] 104 swoouy

) LVLSI 1102 wt Arediorunw e ur uonerndod [e30) 0) uonendod oeIdI[I JO AIBYS 1102 ur uonendod 2JeINI[] JO IeYS

1) LVLSI 110z ut Arediorunw e ur uonendod (8303 03 uoreonpa A1en1d) Yym uonendod jo areys 110z ut uonejndod pajeonpg-A1enid], Jo aIeys

1) LVLSI 110z ut 3ueyqequr 1od juowkorduryg 1107 ut yuenqequ] 194 yuswkordwrg

@) LVLSI Zuny 1od 110g ur yuowkorduryg 10T Ul UoneRwWo[ssy

@ LVISI Ay 1od 110g ur uonendod 110 wt A1sudq uonendod

) LVLSI {(+981) DIVIN 110T Pue 6681 uoamiaq yamois uoneindod oFeroae A[1ed x 1107-6S81 Ul yymoin) uonendod a8e10Ay A1ed x
20In0Sg uoniuyaq JlqeLe A

NOILINIF3d F1aVIIGVA ANV 304dN0S VLVA :TH 3719V.L

134



112T°1 SIT1 saniedouny Jo ‘oN
06°061 89y 8¢°0¥ §5°99 06°061 89y (4204 €599 A [ende) uoray Z-SLAN 01 duesiq
98'CY 96°LE 811 L0y 98°¢Cy 96°LE 811 L0y opmne|
vL'869 00°0 8ELET 90°1€C ¥L'869 000 ILET 95°0€¢ XopuJ $SUPIFTNY ULl
00°€EH1 00°T (4414 wo'LEY 00°€€H'1 00°T §5'T8C 98°9¢Y opmny
00°T 00°0 €0 7o 00°T 000 (430 7o Anpediotunix [eiseo)
8¢ 1Y <o S19c 69°6¢ 8¢ ey cro 0r'Lt 00°0¢ dorjIng pue]
00°1 00°0 7o 10°0 00°1 000 cro 10°0 [ende) wLosIq
91291 0s'v 9¢Cl 79°S¢ 91291 0s'y 3 X1! §9'6¢ S10T ut A1AnonpoId Ioqe |
“XeIN UIA ‘A 'PIS UBdIN XEIA UIA ‘A 'PIS UBdIN
[161 19YV smel§ aAnensupy
papei3dn yim sonrredroruniy Surpnoxyg ddures ajoqm odwreg uonjewnsy
eje ANAnONpold Ioqe] Sulssiy s sanijedioruny Jurpnpoxyg
0Tl 244l saniedouny Jo ‘oN
06°061 89y €eor €599 067061 89y LTOY 16799 AnD [ende) uorsay Z-SLAN 01 duesiq
98°Cy 96°LE 811 Loy 98°¢Cy 96°LE 811 Loy opmne|
vL'869 00°0 LTLET 99'1¢€¢ YL'869 000 9¢°LET 9I'1€c XopuJ $SUPIFTNY ULl
00°€EH1 00°T €7°€8C 0s oy 00" €€t 00°T 96°€8¢ 144334 opmny
00°T 00°0 €0 7o 00°T 000 ¢e0 7o Anpediotunix [eiseo)
8¢ 1Y <o 01°9¢ 85°6¢ 8¢ ey cro SO'LT 06°6¢ doejIng pue]
00°€¥8°ST 00v6l1 95'808°1 YT 60¥'T  00°6LE9T 00'v61 TI'810°C 8€°0SYC 6581 ur uonendog
00°1 00°0 7o 10°0 00°1 000 cro 10°0 [ende) wLosIq
81°0¢ €9°L v6'l 81°Cl 81°0¢ €9°L 96°1 0T°cl 010 ut 10Aedxe], Io4 owodu|
ST°0 00°0 200 €0°0 S1'0 000 200 €0°0 110¢ ut uonendod dye1en[] Jo dIeys
LT0 00 €00 0r°0 LT0 200 €00 0r°0 110¢ ut uonendo  payeonpg-AIenia], jo dleys
10°¢ 00 110 €10 10°¢C 200 110 €10 110T Ut jueyqeyuy 194 yuswkorduryg
ST'S08°1 ¥T0 S6°CIT orec ST'808°1 1Z4\ €LITT 61°0% 110T ut uonesowo|33y
LS'880°T1 6C°¢ €8'618 SY'6LT LS 88011 6C°¢ 96°€C8 SL'T8C 110z ut Ayisua( uonendog
Se0 10°0- ¢0°0 00°0 Se0 10°0- 200 00°0 1102-6581 Ut yimo1n uone[ndod o8e10ay K[1es X
XN UIA ‘Ad PIS eI\ XeN UIA ‘Ad PIS eI\
[16] 1YV STIEIS SARENSIUIIPY ordwreg ojoym ordwreg uonewnsg

popeiddn ynm sonijedioluniy Surpnjoxyg

SIATAVIEVA TOHLNOD ANV LNIAN3Id3d IHL 40 SOILSILVLS IAILLIFOS3AA -¢H 319VL

135



(6007 woiy rendeds reroursoxd) ensjreg pue ‘(0L61 wioy [ended [euraoid) ejuiss| ‘(Lz61 woy [ended [eouraoid) eredsad ‘(€761 woiy rended [eoursoxd) ojuele] d1e 6] 9. sniels
dAnensmuiwpe oy} papeiddn jey) sonijediorunwu 9y ], *SOINF PUBSNOY) Ul PAULJIP A1 PApPe dN[eA  SwiIlj pue dwodul [euosiad 10y saingi -9akojdwd 1od poppe anjea se paurjap s1 Ayianonpoid 1oqe] swi ‘6681 ut uonendod 10 osfe sjonuod
(6) pue (1) suwnjod ur pajrodar suoneoyroads oy T A310 [eydes s, uorsar Z-S TN UMO dY) 0} 90URISIP ‘OPMINE| ‘SSaUPaSINI UTEIId) ‘Opm[e 9oejans pue| ‘Aurunp [ejseod sopnjoul S[o1u0d [9As]-Aedioruntu Jo 30s oY, *sq,] UoISar Z-SINN
pue S[o1U0d [9Ad[-AN[edIorunur opnjour suonedayIoads [[y syowo[[ng ur JJo-no adueisIp un| 007 Ym souopuadop [eneds 10 PajoarIod ‘sjodoeiq [Sue UI JJO-1no 9oueISIp W (0] Yim oduspuadop [eneds 10J pajoaliod $90eIq Ul JJO-Ind
Qoue)sIp Wiy ()G YIm doudpuadop [eneds 10] pajoalIod S3oxorIq Ul [9A9] douIA0Id G1(Z o Je pa1aisn(d <sasaypuared ur [9A9] Ayjediorunua Yy 38 PaIoSN[O :SI0LID PIepue)S ‘T00'0 > d suss 100 > A ssx G0°0 > @ 55 T°0 > d 4 :SION

80°0 870 LE0 11°0 01°0 LT0 8T°0 €0 A
L6T°T 907°1 90T°1 90Z°1 907°1 907°1 907°1 90T°1 sanIeduUn [01U0) JO "ON
1 1 vl vl 4 vl 1 vl sanrredoIuniy pajeal] Jo 'oN
1121 0Tl 0TT1 0TT'1 0TT1 0Tl 0Tl 0TC1 sonredounA Jo "ON
X x5 CSTE 0P #<L00°0” ##:5€600°0» #5810 0» waxlPP LY ##:4€6£°600” ##x£€€00°0»
#+{TLSE) w4x2(CTH0) #%(900°0) #4%2(070°0) #424(120°0) #4:(69L°TH) ++{0€0°€YT) #42%(€00°0)
#1085°¢} wxx 9P 0} ##%1500°0} ##x1010°0} w2 1120°0} s LEPYLES #2:1€CST1TH ##x1700°0}
%5 6€S°€] s €T 0] %x[L0070] s [ 1107°0] s 12070] #x106L°TY] #x765°8C7] 5[ 700°0]
+%(805°€) wxxx(Y97°0) s255(£00°0) wxxx(110°0) ##%x(020°0) wsxx(179°€E) ##%(08€°S61) +#x(£00°0)
9L9°L 4343 ¥10°0- 090°0 780°0 TS9911 66'S19 110°0 [ende) 1sIq
1) (S1) (r1) (€1) (1) (1) (o1 (6)
1161 1YV smels aanensuiupy papeiddn yym sanijediorunjy Suipnoxg ordueg
80°0 620 LEO 11°0 01°0 LT0 870 0€°0 A
861°1 LOTT LOT'T LOTT LOTT LOT1 LOTT LOT'T saniedouny [00U0)) JO ON
L1 L1 L1 L1 L1 L1 L1 L1 sonifedoIuniy pajeai] Jo 'oN
SIT'T YTl YTl YTl YTl YTl YTl YTl soniedoUNA JO "ON
#4x€06SD #424€TSEOP #+4L00°0» +#x+4800°0» #4449 T0°0» wxs<HSY T ##:€TSO VST #2x£€€00°0»
#+(STTE) #4x2(20S°0) +%(900°0) #254(110°0) #442(810°0) w2:{176°LE) #4+(676°S1T) ##5%(€£00°0)
#x1981°€} s LL1S 0} #5x£1500°0} x:1010°0} sk 161070} s 1 1SOEES wxx 91T L8T} x1700°0}
##[S81°¢€] *#%x[675°0] #x[900°0] *#%x[C10°0] ##%x[610°0] *#x[17S°LE] #%%(600902] *#x[700°0]
+#(260°€) #22x(L1S°0) #4+:(£00°0) +4x(110°0) #4+x(810°0) w24x(8LE°67) #24x(108°0LT) ##+(£00°0)
8189 819°¢ ¥10°0- €90°0 180°0 1€0°€LT TS0'6LS 110°0 [ende) Lsiq
(8) (L) (9) ($) (y) (©) () (1
ordweg ajoym ordureg
(s100) (0100) 10kedxe),  (1107) woneindog (1100 UOHEINGOd () 7y sy quaguy (1100) (1100) (110 6s81)
AyAnonpold 10qe] 194 dwodu| QIRIANI[[] dIeYS bayeonpy 194 yuowkojdwyg uonerowo[33y Aysuo uonendog pmon vopendog dlqeLieA Juopuadeq
o : -Arenio] o1eys : : : oFeroAy AJ1e9 &
ST10 POYISIA UoRWISH

A1dINVS NOILVINILST A39dVINT NO SISATTVNY NNI-ONOT €4 3719V.L

136



Appendix references

Abadie, A. and L’Hour, J. (2021), “A Penalized Synthetic Control Estimator for Disaggregated Data”,
Journal of the American Statistical Association, vol. 116, no. 536, pp. 1817-1834.

Acemoglu, D., Johnson, S. and Robinson, J. A. (2002), “Reversal of Fortune. Geography and
Institutions in the Making of the Modern World Income Distribution”, Quarterly Journal of
Economics, vol. 117, no. 4, pp. 1231-1294.

Ashraf, Q. and Galor, O. (2011), “Dynamics and Stagnation in the Malthusian Epoch”, American
Economic Review, vol. 101, no. 5, pp. 2003-2041.

Bairoch, P. (1988), Cities and Economic Development, University of Chicago Press, Chicago.

Basile, R., Ciccarelli, C. and Groote, P. (2022), “The Legacy of Literacy. Evidence from Italian
Regions”, Regional Studies, vol. 56, no. 5, pp. 794-807.

Blok, A. (1969), “South Italian Agro-Towns”, Comparative Studies in Society and History, vol. 11,
no. 2, pp. 121-135.

Cassese, L. (1955), La Statistica del Regno di Napoli del 1811. Relazioni sulla Provincia di Salerno,
Spadafora, Salerno.

(2022), “Evolving Gaps. Occupational Structure in Southern and Northern Italy, 1400—
18617, Economic History Review, vol. 75, no. 4, pp. 1349-1378.

Ciccarelli, C. and Fenoaltea, S. (2014), “La Produzione Industriale delle Regioni d’Italia, 1861-1913.
Una Ricostruzione Quantitativa. Le Industrie Estrattivo-Manifatturiere”, Banca d’Italia, Roma.

Ciccarelli, C. and Groote, P. (2017), “Railway Endowment in Italy’s Provinces”, Rivista di Storia
Economica, vol. 1, pp. 45-88.

Ciccarelli, C. and Weisdorf, J. (2019), “Pioneering Into the Past. Regional Literacy Developments in
Italy Before Italy”, European Review of Economic History, vol. 23, no. 3, pp. 329-364.

Ciccolella, D. (2000), “Conoscere per Amministrare. L’Introduzione delle Indagini Statistiche nel
Regno di Napoli”, Rivista Italiana di Studi Napoleonici, vol. 2, pp. 113-128.

Chilosi, D. and Ciccarelli, C. (2021), “Southern and Northern Italy in the Great Divergence. New
Perspectives from the Occupational Structure”, Economic History Working Paper, no. 47, Bank
of Italy, Roma.

Conley, T. G. (1999), “GMM Estimation with Cross Sectional Dependence”, Journal of Econometrics,
vol. 92, no. 1, pp. 1-45.

Croce, B. (2006), Un Paradiso Abitato da Diavoli, Adelphi Edizioni, Milano.

Curtis, D. R. (2013), “Is There an ‘Agro-Town’ Model for Southern Italy? Exploring the Diverse Roots
and Development of the Agro-Town Structure Through a Comparative Case Study in Apulia”,
Continuity and Change, vol. 28, no. 3, pp. 377-419.

(2015), “An Agro-Town Bias? Re-examining the Micro-Demographic Model for Southern
Italy in the Eighteenth Century”, Journal of Social History, vol. 48, no. 3, pp. 685-713.

Davis, J. A. (2006), Naples and Napoleon: Southern Italy and the European Revolutions, 1780-1860,
Oxford University Press, Oxford.

De Sanctis, G. (1840), Dizionario Statistico de’ Paesi del Regno delle Due Sicilie, Stamperia del
Fibreno, Napoli.

Direzione Generale della Statistica (1865), Statistica del Regno d’ltalia. Istruzione Primaria.
Istruzione Elementare Pubblica per Comuni, Anno Scolastico 1863-63, Tipografia di Antonio
ed Angelo Cappelli, Modena.

(1870), Statistica del Regno d’Italia. Gli Asili Infantili nel 1869, Tipografia Tofani,
Firenze.

(1874), Dizionario dei Comuni del Regno d’ltalia, Eredi Botta, Tipografia della Camera
dei Deputati, Roma.

Fusco, 1. (2007), Peste, Demografia e Fiscalita nel Regno di Napoli del XVII secolo, FrancoAngeli,
Milano.

Galor, O. (2022), The Journey of Humanity: The Origins of Wealth and Inequality, Dutton, New York.

137



Giustiniani, L. (1797-1805), Dizionario Geografico-Ragionato del Regno di Napoli, voll. -X,
Vincenzo Manfredi Editore, Napoli.
Hanson, G. H. (2005), “Market Potential, Increasing Returns and Geographic Concentration”, Journal
of International Economics, vol. 67, no. 1, pp. 1-24.
Harris, C. D. (1954), “The Market as a Factor in the Localization of Industry in the United States”,
Annals of the Association of American Geographers, vol. 44, no. 4, pp. 315-3438.
Livi Bacci, M. (1977), A History of Italian Fertility During the Last Two Centuries, Princeton
University Press, Princeton.
Malanima, P. (1998), “Italian Cities 1300-1800. A Quantitative Approach”, Rivista di Storia
Economica, vol. 2, pp. 91-126.
(2005), “Urbanisation and the Italian Economy During the Last Millennium”, European
Review of Economic History, vol. 9, no. 1, pp. 97-122.
Mangone, A. (1976), L’Industria del Regno di Napoli, 1859-1860, F. Fiorentino, Napoli.
Martuscelli, S. (1979), La Popolazione del Mezzogiorno nella Statistica di Re Murat, Guida, Napoli.
Marzolla, B. (1832), Atlante Corografico, Storico e Statistico del Regno delle Due Sicilie, Reale
Litografia, Napoli.
McCormick, M., Huang, G., Zambotti, G. and Lavash, G. (2013), “Roman Road Network (Version
2008)”, DARMC Scholarly Data Series, Data Contribution Series 5.
Ministero dell’agricoltura, dell’industria e del commercio, (1864), Censimento degli Antichi Stati
Sardi, vol. I, no. 2, Stamperia Reale, Torino.
(1865), Popolazione. Censimento Generale (31 dicembre 1861), Tipografia Letteria e gli
Ingegneri, Firenze.
(1874), Popolazione. Censimento Generale (31 dicembre 1871), Stamperia Reale, Roma.
(1882), Censimento della Popolazione del Regno d’ltalia (31 dicembre 1881), Tipografia
Fratelli Centenari, Roma.
(1887), Bilanci Comunali per I’Anno 1884, Tipografia Stabile dell’Opinione, Roma.
(1901), Censimento della Popolazione del Regno al 10 febbraio 1901, Stamperia Reale,
Roma.
(1912), Censimento della Popolazione del Regno al 10 giugno 1911, Tipografia delle
Mantellate, Roma.
(1913), Censimento degli Opifici e delle Imprese Industriali al 10 giugno 1911, Tipografia
Nazionale G. Bertero, Roma.
Nitti, F. S. (1903), Napoli e la Questione Meridionale, L. Pierro Editore, Napoli.
Palomba, M. (1984), “Le Inchieste del Decennio Francese. Il Rilevamento dei Dati”, Archivio Storico
per le Province Napoletane, vol. 8, pp. 421-443.
Pedio, T. (1964), La Statistica Murattiana del Regno di Napoli, La Nuova Libreria di Vito Riviello,
Potenza.
Petrocchi, M. (1955), Le Industrie del Regno di Napoli dal 1850 al 1860, R. Pironti e Figli, Napoli.
Piccioni, L. (2003), “Insediamenti e Status Urbano nel Dizionario Geografico Ragionato del Regno di
Napoli di Lorenzo Giustiniani (1797-1816)”, Societa e Storia, vol. 99, pp. 45-58.
Real Ministero dell’Interno (1857), Annali Civili del Regno delle Due Sicilie, Volume LIX,
Stabilimento Tipografico del Real Ministero dell’Interno, Napoli.
Ricchioni, V. (1942), La “Statistica” del Reame di Napoli del 1811. Relazioni sulla Puglia, Vecchi &
C., Trani.
Rovida, A., Locati, M., Camassi, R., Lolli, B. and Gasperini, P. (2020), “The Italian Earthquake
Catalogue CPTI15”, Bulletin of Earthquake Engineering, vol. 18, no. 7, pp. 2953-2984.
Serristori, L. (1839), Statistica d’Italia, Stamperia Granducale, Firenze.
Shepherd, W. R. (1926), Historical Atlas. The Unification of Italy, 1815-1870, Henry Holt and
Company, New York.
Spagnoletti, A. (1997), Storia del Regno delle Due Sicilie, Il Mulino, 1997.

138



Wiltshire, J. C. (2022), “Allsynth: (Stacked) Synthetic Control Bias-Correction Utilities for Stata”,
Working paper, https://ideas.repec.org/p/boc/scon21/15.html.

139


https://ideas.repec.org/p/boc/scon21/15.html

Normative references

Kingdom of Naples, Law No. 132 of 8 August 1806: Legge sulla divisione ed amministrazione
delle provincie del regno.

Kingdom of Naples, Law No. 189 of 27 September 1806: Legge con cui la provincia di Molise
e separata da quella di Capitanata, ed eretta in provincia a parte; stabilendosi
I’intendente in Campobasso, ed un sottintendente in Isernia.

Kingdom of Naples, Law No. 272 of 8 December 1806: Legge che determina i distretti del
regno.

Kingdom of Naples, Law No. 14 of 19 January 1807: Legge per la circoscrizione dei governi
del Regno.

Kingdom of Naples, Decree No. 922 of 4 May 1811: Per la nuova circoscrizione delle
quattordici provincie del regno di Napoli.

Kingdom of the Two Sicilies, Royal Decree No. 360 of 1 May 1816: Legge riguardante la
circoscrizione amministrativa delle Provincie dei Reali Domini di qua del Faro.

Kingdom of the Two Sicilies, Law No. 570 of 12 December 1816: Legge sull’amministrazione
civile.

Kingdom of the Two Sicilies, Decree No. 1416 of 15 December 1818: Decreto per trasferirsi

da Capua a Caserta I’Intendenza ed altre amministrazioni di Terra di Lavoro.

140



10

11

12

13

14

15
16

17

18
19

20

21
22

23
24

25

PREVIOUSLY PUBLISHED “QUADERNI” (*)

Luigi Einaudi: Teoria economica e legislazione sociale nel testo delle Lezioni, by Alberto Baffigi
(September 2009).

European Acquisitions in the United States: Re-examining Olivetti-Underwood Fifty Years Later,
by Federico Barbiellini Amidei, Andrea Goldstein and Marcella Spadoni (March 2010).

La politica dei poli di sviluppo nel Mezzogiorno. Elementi per una prospettiva storica, by Elio Cerrito
(June 2010).

Through the Magnifying Glass: Provincial Aspects of Industrial Grouth in Post-Unification Italy,
by Carlo Ciccarelli and Stefano Fenoaltea (July 2010).

Economic Theory and Banking Regulation: The Italian Case (1861-1930s), by Alfredo Gigliobianco
and Claire Giordano (November 2010).

A Comparative Perspective on Italy’s Human Capital Accumulation, by Giuseppe Bertola and Paolo
Sestito (October 2011).

Innovation and Foreign Technology in Italy, 1861-2011, by Federico Barbiellini Amidei, John Cantwell
and Anna Spadavecchia (October 2011).

Outward and Inward Migrations in Italy: A Historical Perspective, by Matteo Gomellini and Cormac
O Grada (October 2011).

Comparative Advantages in Italy: A Long-run Perspective, by Giovanni Federico and Nikolaus Wolf
(October 2011).

Real Exchange Rates, Trade, and Growth: Italy 1861-2011, by Virginia Di Nino, Barry Eichengreen
and Massimo Sbracia (October 2011).

Public Debt and Economic Growth in Italy, by Fabrizio Balassone, Maura Francese and Angelo Pace
(October 2011).

Internal Geography and External Trade: Regional Disparities in Italy, 1861-2011, by Brian A’Hearn
and Anthony J. Venables (October 2011).

Italian Firms in History: Size, Technology and Entrepreneurship, by Franco Amatori, Matteo Bugamelli
and Andrea Colli (October 2011).

Italy, Germany, Japan: From Economic Miracles to Virtual Stagnation, by Andrea Boltho
(October 2011).

Old and New Italian Multinational Firms, by Giuseppe Berta and Fabrizio Onida (October 2011).

Italy and the First Age of Globalization, 1861-1940, by Harold James and Kevin O’Rourke
(October 2011).

The Golden Age and the Second Globalization in Italy, by Nicholas Crafts and Marco Magnani
(October 2011).

Italian National Accounts, 1861-2011, by Alberto Baffigi (October 2011).

The Well-Being of Italians: A Comparative Historical Approach, by Andrea Brandolini and Giovanni
Vecchi (October 2011).

A Sectoral Analysis of Italy’s Development, 1861-2011, by Stephen Broadberry, Claire Giordano
and Francesco Zollino (October 2011).

The Italian Economy Seen from Abroad over 150 Years, by Marcello de Cecco (October 2011).

Convergence among Italian Regions, 1861-2011, by Giovanni Iuzzolino, Guido Pellegrini
and Gianfranco Viesti (October 2011).

Democratization and Civic Capital in Italy, by Luigi Guiso and Paolo Pinotti (October 2011).

The Italian Administrative System since 1861, by Magda Bianco and Giulio Napolitano
(October 2011).

The Allocative Efficiency of the Italian Banking System, 1936-2011, by Stefano Battilossi,
Alfredo Gigliobianco and Giuseppe Marinelli (October 2011).



Z

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34
35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46
47

48

49

Nuove serie storiche sull’attivita di banche e altre istituzioni finanziarie dal 1861 al 2011: che cosa ci
dicono?, by Riccardo De Bonis, Fabio Farabullini, Miria Rocchelli and Alessandra Salvio (June 2012).

Una revisione dei conti nazionali dell’ltalia (1951-1970), by Guido M. Rey, Luisa Picozzi, Paolo
Piselli and Sandro Clementi (July 2012).

A Tale of Two Fascisms: Labour Productivity Growth and Competition Policy in Italy, 1911-1951,
by Claire Giordano and Ferdinando Giugliano (December 2012).

Output potenziale, gap e inflazione in Italia nel lungo periodo (1861-2010): un’analisi econometrica,
by Alberto Baffigi, Maria Elena Bontempi and Roberto Golinelli (February 2013).

Is There a Long-Term Effect of Africa’s Slave Trades ?, by Margherita Bottero and Bjorn Wallace (April
2013).

The Demand for Tobacco in Post-Unification Italy, by Carlo Ciccarelli and Gianni De Fraja
(January 2014).

Civic Capital and Development: Italy 1951-2001, by Giuseppe Albanese and Guido de Blasio
(March 2014).

1l valore aggiunto dei servizi 1861-1951: la nuova serie a prezzi correnti e prime interpretazioni,
by Patrizia Battilani, Emanuele Felice and Vera Zamagni (December 2014).

Brain Gain in the Age of Mass Migration, by Francesco Giffoni and Matteo Gomellini (April 2015).

Regional Growth with Spatial Dependence: a Case Study on Early Italian Industrialization,
by Carlo Ciccarelli and Stefano Fachin (January 2016).

Historical Archive of Credit in Italy, by Sandra Natoli, Paolo Piselli, Ivan Triglia and Francesco Vercelli
(January 2016).

A Historical Reconstruction of Capital and Labour in Italy, 1861-2013, by Claire Giordano and
Francesco Zollino (November 2016).

Technical Change, Non-Tariff Barriers, and the Development of the Italian Locomotive Industry,
1850-1913, by Carlo Ciccarelli and Alessandro Nuvolari (November 2016).

Macroeconomic Estimates of Italy's Mark-ups in the Long-run, 1861-2012, by Claire Giordano and
Francesco Zollino (February 2017).

The Roots of a Dual Equilibrium: GDP, Productivity and Structural Change in the Italian Regions in
the Long-run (1871-2011), by Emanuele Felice (August 2017).

The Fruits of Disaggregation: the Engineering Industry, Tariff Protection, and the Industrial Investment
Cycle in Italy, 1861-1913, by Stefano Fenoaltea (August 2017).

The Age Distribution of the Labour Force as Evidence of Prior Events: The Italian Data for 1911
and the Long Swing in Investment from Unification to the Great War, by Roberto Pezzuto (November
2017).

Business Cycles, Credit Cycles, and Bank Holdings of Sovereign Bonds: Historical Evidence for Italy
1861-2013, by Silvana Bartoletto, Bruno Chiarini, Elisabetta Marzano and Paolo Piselli (November
2017).

Spleen: The Failures of the Cliometric School, by Stefano Fenoaltea (March 2019).

Migrazioni, demografia e lavoro in un paese diviso, by Asher Colombo and Gianpiero Dalla Zuanna
(September 2019).

Breve storia delle barriere agli scambi in Italia, by Matteo Gomellini (December 2020).

Southern and Northern lItaly in the Great Divergence: New Perspectives from the Occupational
Structure, by David Chilosi and Carlo Ciccarelli (March 2021).

Lessons from the Early Establishment of Banking Supervision in Italy (1926-1936), by Marco Molteni
and Dario Pellegrino (October 2021).

The Italian Banking System During the 1907 Financial Crisis and the Role of the Bank of Italy,
by Francesco Vercelli (June 2022).



N. 50 — Le banche e 'acquisto di titoli pubblici: I’esperienza italiana dal 1890 a oggi, by Paolo Piselli
and Francesco Vercelli (October 2022).

N. 51 - Financial Development, Overbanking, and Bank Failures During the Great Depression: New Evidence
from Italy, by Marco Molteni (January 2024).

N. 52 - Land Inequality and Long-Run Growth: Evidence from Italy, by Pablo Martinelli Lasheras and Dario
Pellegrino (March 2024).

N. 53 — A Country for Incumbent Firms? Evidence on Manufacturing Investments in Italy in the 20th Century,
by Dario Pellegrino (October 2024).

(*) The Quaderni are available on the Internet at:
www.bancaditalia.it


http://www.bancaditalia.it







	Figures and Tables


<<

  /ASCII85EncodePages false

  /AllowPSXObjects false

  /AllowTransparency false

  /AlwaysEmbed [

    true

  ]

  /AntiAliasColorImages false

  /AntiAliasGrayImages false

  /AntiAliasMonoImages false

  /AutoFilterColorImages true

  /AutoFilterGrayImages true

  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true

  /AutoRotatePages /All

  /Binding /Left

  /CalCMYKProfile (Coated FOGRA39 \050ISO 12647-2:2004\051)

  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)

  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning

  /CheckCompliance [

    /None

  ]

  /ColorACSImageDict <<

    /HSamples [

      1

      1

      1

      1

    ]

    /QFactor 0.15000

    /VSamples [

      1

      1

      1

      1

    ]

  >>

  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK

  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /ColorImageDepth -1

  /ColorImageDict <<

    /HSamples [

      1

      1

      1

      1

    ]

    /QFactor 0.15000

    /VSamples [

      1

      1

      1

      1

    ]

  >>

  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode

  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1

  /ColorImageMinResolution 300

  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /ColorImageResolution 300

  /ColorSettingsFile ()

  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4

  /CompressObjects /Tags

  /CompressPages true

  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true

  /CreateJDFFile false

  /CreateJobTicket false

  /CropColorImages false

  /CropGrayImages false

  /CropMonoImages false

  /DSCReportingLevel 0

  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default

  /Description <<



  >>

  /DetectBlends true

  /DetectCurves 0

  /DoThumbnails false

  /DownsampleColorImages true

  /DownsampleGrayImages true

  /DownsampleMonoImages true

  /EmbedAllFonts true

  /EmbedJobOptions true

  /EmbedOpenType false

  /EmitDSCWarnings false

  /EncodeColorImages true

  /EncodeGrayImages true

  /EncodeMonoImages true

  /EndPage -1

  /GrayACSImageDict <<

    /HSamples [

      1

      1

      1

      1

    ]

    /QFactor 0.15000

    /VSamples [

      1

      1

      1

      1

    ]

  >>

  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /GrayImageDepth -1

  /GrayImageDict <<

    /HSamples [

      1

      1

      1

      1

    ]

    /QFactor 0.15000

    /VSamples [

      1

      1

      1

      1

    ]

  >>

  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode

  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2

  /GrayImageMinResolution 300

  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /GrayImageResolution 300

  /ImageMemory 1048576

  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<

    /Quality 30

    /TileHeight 256

    /TileWidth 256

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<

    /Quality 30

    /TileHeight 256

    /TileWidth 256

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<

    /Quality 30

    /TileHeight 256

    /TileWidth 256

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<

    /Quality 30

    /TileHeight 256

    /TileWidth 256

  >>

  /LockDistillerParams false

  /MaxSubsetPct 100

  /MonoImageDepth -1

  /MonoImageDict <<

    /K -1

  >>

  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode

  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200

  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /MonoImageResolution 1200

  /Namespace [

    (Adobe)

    (Common)

    (1.0)

  ]

  /NeverEmbed [

    true

  ]

  /OPM 1

  /Optimize true

  /OtherNamespaces [

    <<

      /AsReaderSpreads false

      /CropImagesToFrames true

      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue

      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false

      /IncludeGuidesGrids false

      /IncludeNonPrinting false

      /IncludeSlug false

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (InDesign)

        (4.0)

      ]

      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false

      /OmitPlacedEPS false

      /OmitPlacedPDF false

      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy

    >>

    <<

      /AddBleedMarks false

      /AddColorBars false

      /AddCropMarks false

      /AddPageInfo false

      /AddRegMarks false

      /BleedOffset [

        0

        0

        0

        0

      ]

      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK

      /DestinationProfileName (Coated FOGRA39 \050ISO 12647-2:2004\051)

      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName

      /Downsample16BitImages true

      /FlattenerPreset <<

        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution

      >>

      /FormElements false

      /GenerateStructure true

      /IncludeBookmarks false

      /IncludeHyperlinks true

      /IncludeInteractive false

      /IncludeLayers false

      /IncludeProfiles false

      /MarksOffset 8.50394

      /MarksWeight 0.25000

      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (CreativeSuite)

        (2.0)

      ]

      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /UseName

      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault

      /PreserveEditing true

      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged

      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile

      /UseDocumentBleed false

    >>

    <<

      /AllowImageBreaks true

      /AllowTableBreaks true

      /ExpandPage false

      /HonorBaseURL true

      /HonorRolloverEffect false

      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false

      /IncludeHeaderFooter false

      /MarginOffset [

        0

        0

        0

        0

      ]

      /MetadataAuthor ()

      /MetadataKeywords ()

      /MetadataSubject ()

      /MetadataTitle ()

      /MetricPageSize [

        0

        0

      ]

      /MetricUnit /inch

      /MobileCompatible 0

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (GoLive)

        (8.0)

      ]

      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false

      /PageOrientation /Portrait

      /RemoveBackground false

      /ShrinkContent true

      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors

      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false

      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true

    >>

  ]

  /PDFX1aCheck false

  /PDFX3Check false

  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [

    0

    0

    0

    0

  ]

  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false

  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true

  /PDFXOutputCondition ()

  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()

  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (Coated FOGRA39 \050ISO 12647-2:2004\051)

  /PDFXRegistryName ()

  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true

  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [

    0

    0

    0

    0

  ]

  /ParseDSCComments true

  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true

  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true

  /PassThroughJPEGImages true

  /PreserveCopyPage true

  /PreserveDICMYKValues true

  /PreserveEPSInfo true

  /PreserveFlatness false

  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false

  /PreserveOPIComments false

  /PreserveOverprintSettings true

  /StartPage 1

  /SubsetFonts true

  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply

  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve

  /UsePrologue false

  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

>> setdistillerparams

<<

  /HWResolution [2400 2400]

  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]

>> setpagedevice





