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Abstract

This study explores the impact of movie censorship in post-war Italy, a topic largely ex-

amined from historical perspectives but rarely through quantitative empirical economic anal-

ysis, especially in democratic nations. Using a unique dataset from the Ministry of Culture

covering over 13,000 films (1948–1974), the research categorizes censorship interventions and

enriches them with additional film characteristics. The analysis investigates how factors such as

morality, violence, crime incitement, and concerns about Italy’s international image influenced

censorship decisions. It also considers the broader institutional and socio-demographic con-

text, with preliminary findings highlighting the role of political dynamics in shaping censorship

policies.
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1 Introduction

Since the Middle Ages, censorship has played a dominant role in the arts. The Index Librorum

Prohibitorum became a powerful tool through which the Church controlled the circulation of ideas

that challenged its authority. Over time, censorship in the arts has taken on different forms,

adapting to the changing political, religious, and social landscapes.

The invention of cinema at the beginning of the twentieth century introduced a powerful medium

for spreading new ideas. At the same time, it became a potentially dangerous tool for conveying

alternative narratives that challenged mainstream values. Unsurprisingly, it quickly became a

natural target for censorship.

In Italy, film censorship first appeared in 1913 with Law No. 785 and then became after Mussolini’s

seized to power in 1922 a fundamental part of the regime’s repressive apparatus. During Fascism

political opponents were imprisoned, and independent media outlets were absorbed or shut down,

allowing the state to monopolize public discourse for more than twenty years. Fascist regimes

crafted their own vision of popular culture and actively sought to dominate cultural institutions and

intellectual circles, using them as tools to disseminate their values and beliefs through artistic and

cultural productions (Antonelli et al., 2023). Although scholars and historians remain divided on

the exact nature of the relationship between fascism and cinema (Forgacs, 2014), there is no doubt

that the regime exercised significant control over film production, through propaganda newsreels,

censorship of scripts and treatments, and the banning of certain foreign films.

But what did happen in the post-fascism era? Did censorship still work to control opinions and

for propaganda in the new Italian democratic society? Starting from the seminal work of Argenteri

(1974), several scholars have attempted to shed light on the mechanisms of these institutions,

although their focus has remained on historical or qualitative methods. The aim of this paper

is to explore the role of censorship in the post-fascism era in Italy, contributing to the emerging

quantitative literature on film censorship (Esberg, 2020, Pan et al., 2025) by presenting for the first

time evidence related to a democratic country.

Specifically, we aim to analyze whether the concentration of political power within a single dominant

party, namely, Democrazia Cristiana (Christian Democracy), contributed to reinforcing censorship

practices. Furthermore, we consider the influence of the Catholic Church in Italy, examining how

its authority was reflected in the mechanisms of censorship. Finally, we investigate the role of the

United States in post-fascist Italy, particularly its use of soft power through cultural influence. Did

this also extend to control over the film industry?

To conduct our analysis, we examine the activity of the censorship authority by studying both

banned and edited films, using an interrupted time series analysis (ITSA). In fact, ITSA represents
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a robust empirical strategy for evaluating the effects of an exogenous shock, defined as an external

and unexpected change that disrupts an existing trend, on an outcome observed over time. In our

case, the allocation of the Ministry of Culture to the Socialist Party in 1964 until 1968 provides a

quasi-experimental setting, allowing us to assess how this political realignment influenced the overall

stance of the censorship commission. In addition, we analyze changes in censorship decisions related

to specific themes, namely, violence and sex, to assess whether the arrival of a socialist minister

affected two key areas of concern for the Catholic Church. Finally, we include U.S. films in our

analysis to determine whether any observed changes can be attributed specifically to the presence

of the Socialist Party rather than external cultural influences.

The results highlight the influence of political dynamics on censorship practices, particularly fol-

lowing the rise of the Socialist Party in the Italian government after a prolonged dominance by the

Christian Democrats (DC). However, a more precise specification of the effects is needed. Although

the number of banned or censored films did not change significantly, the volume of appealed cases

rose notably. This trend appears to indicate a shift in the commission’s attitude and a greater

willingness to revisit earlier decisions. This change in sensibility is further evidenced by the more

favorable treatment of films containing sexual content, marking a departure from the previously

dominant Catholic moral framework. Finally, the findings do not provide evidence of any differential

treatment toward American films.

The findings of this paper aims to reconnect with the growing literature on the role of ministers’

partisanship in policymaking (Jochimsen, &; Thomasius, 2014, Moessinger, 2014, Tepe, & Van-

huysse, 2014, Bäck et al., 2015; Karmann, & Roesel, 2017, Arapis & Bowling, 2020, Garritzmann,

& Siderius, 2025). Illustrating how the minister’s influence can extend to enforcement of regulations

without necessarily going to affect legislation or resource allocation in the first place.

Moreover, we will use an original dataset that allows us to perform a more sophisticated analysis

taking into account different types of censorship measures, the possibility for producers to file

appeals, as well as the official reasons that led to the decision to censor a given film. By doing so,

we can account not only for the general attitude toward certain products, but we can also provide

some insight of the severity that was attributed to various violations of public morality.”

This paper focuses on the post-Fascist era, a period marked by a peculiar institutional framework,

characterized both by the persistence of authoritarian structures and by a high degree of political

concentration, a factor associated with higher levels of censorship (Gentzkow et al., 2015). Nev-

ertheless, these findings may also help explain certain attitudes still prevalent in Italy today, as

evidenced, for instance, by political interference in public broadcasting (Hibberd, 2013).

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In section 2 we describe the main hypotheses we

intend to test. Section 3 provides a brief overview of what was the state of the Italian film market
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during the analyzed period. Section 4 we show how censorship us to work and we presents the

dataset and the ITSA approach. Results are discussed in Section 5. Section 6 concludes.

2 Hypotheses

Censorship is often framed as a tool to mitigate the negative externalities of harmful or misleading

content. However, a growing body of literature suggests that censorship is rarely applied uniformly;

rather, it is strategically mobilized in response to political incentives and institutional configura-

tions. Rather than being strictly determined by regime type, censorship practices appear to be

conditioned by the political stakes associated with specific messages, actors, or media platforms.

Classic work (Tullock, 1968) conceptualizes censorship as a rational strategy employed by political

authorities to preserve institutional stability and suppress dissenting narratives. More recent anal-

yses have expanded on this view, showing that censorship tends to intensify when political elites

possess both the incentive and the means to control communication flows. For instance, censorship

is most frequently deployed in areas where public discourse poses reputational or electoral risks

(Corduneanu-Huci & Hamilton, 2022), suggesting that content is often targeted not for its intrinsic

qualities, but for its political salience.

Institutional factors further shape censorship dynamics. As demonstrated by Berggren and Bjørnskov

(2022), executive constraints and institutional pluralism are associated with greater expressive and

academic freedom. Conversely, concentrated political power, whether through dominant party rule

or the weakening of institutional checks, correlates with more active and ideologically driven censor-

ship mechanisms. Even in settings that nominally guarantee press freedom, political concentration

can lead to informal forms of media influence and bias (Gentzkow et al., 2015).

The literature also suggests that censorship can be used as a tool to acquire political consensus.

In this regard, Esberg (2020) points out how censorship in nondemocratic regimes functions as

a mechanism to maintain the support of the ruling coalition, effectively serving as a public good

for special interest groups aligned with the government. Similarly, VonDoepp and Young (2013)

emphasize the role of regime stability, highlighting its correlation with lower levels of censorship.

We have also to consider political economy factors such as market concentration and state subsi-

dization of media outlets (Besley & Prat, 2006) in shaping censorship environments. These patterns

are particularly evident in media sectors like European cinema, where political actors frequently

exert influence via public funding mechanisms.

Taken together, these findings suggest that censorship is not merely a reactive measure to regulate

harmful content but a proactive tool wielded by political actors to preserve power and shape public

discourse. This leads to the hypothesis that censorship will be more prevalent and systematically
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enforced in environments where political elites possess the capacity to shape information flows

and face incentives to manage cultural or oppositional expression. Such patterns are likely to be

observable not only in authoritarian regimes but also in democratic settings marked by concentrated

political power or leak institutional pluralism.

H1: The intensity of censorship is positively associated with the degree of political

concentration and institutional control, particularly in domains where informa-

tion poses a reputational or electoral threat to dominant political actors

The Catholic Church’s attempts to regulate intellectual life have deep historical roots, most notably

through the Index Librorum Prohibitorum, exerting a constraining influence on scientific advance-

ment and economic development (Becker et al., 2021; Blasutto & De la Croix, 2023; Comino et al.,

2024, Cox & Figueroa, 2024). Catholic censorship did not target solely the production of scientific

material and indeed often and willingly sought to limit artistic freedom, reserving special attention

to all content related to sexual morality (Chiang and Posner, 2006).

In the context of the film market, Esberg (2020) demonstrated the influence of Opus Dei in shaping

the censorship policies of Pinochet’s Chile in a restrictive direction. According to this analy-

sis, democratic systems would not provide a basis for interest groups to exert comparable influ-

ence. However, the strong connections in postwar Italy between the Catholic Church and Christian

Democracy (La Palombara 1964), along with notable elements of continuity with the fascist cen-

sorship apparatus, cast doubt on this claim, or at least suggest that postwar Italy may represent

an exception.

The Church’s growing preoccupation with cinema stemmed not only from a religious or moral

imperative but from the awareness that films could influence public behavior and social norms,

particularly among youth. Initial attempts to control this influence through direct production of

religious or moralistic films were largely unsuccessful. The Church therefore shifted its strategy

toward the regulation and censorship of existing content, particularly at the level of distribution

and exhibition (Pattuzzi, 2017; Argentieri, 1974).

To this end, the Centro Cinematografico Cattolico, a Vatican-backed institution, was established

to classify films based on moral content. Though technically unauthorized, it gained access to

the internal workings of state censorship commissions, allowing the Church to exert indirect but

significant influence over public policy (Argentieri, 1974). This ecclesiastical presence ensured

that censorship decisions often reflected religious definitions of morality, with a heavy emphasis

on policing sexuality, while being more permissive toward violence, war, or class-based conflict

(Pattuzzi, 2020)1.

1Evidence of this collaboration’s reach can be seen in the ownership of over 1,200 cinemas, the so called parish
theatres, by Church-affiliated entities (ibidem), and in their ability to block or delay films that challenged Catholic
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This entanglement of Church and State helped build a censorship regime not far removed from

those in authoritarian countries, as noted by Argentieri (1974), who described Italian censorship at

times as more severe than that of Francoist Spain. This rigidity stemmed from the aforementioned

continuity with the past regime.

Moreover, following interest group theory, the preferential network between the Church and Chris-

tian Democracy suggests that the Vatican likely attempted to use its influence to limit the circulation

of certain products. Conversely, Christian Democracy may have used censorship strategically to

strengthen these ties, as occurred in the Chilean case mentioned above.

However, this is not a necessary element for there to be a change in the censor’s attitude toward

certain issues. There is also the possibility that censors appointed by a minister from the Socialist

Party, as occurred from 1964 to 1968, while acting with full independence, were nonetheless less

aligned with ecclesiastical positions.

Due to this expected role of the Catholic Church in censorship actions, we can formulate a second

testing hypothesis.

H2: In postwar Italy, films dealing with issues of sexual morality were subject to

significantly stricter censorship (more cuts, longer delays, or outright bans) un-

der Church-aligned authorities (e.g. Christian Democracy-appointed ministers

or commissions with clergy advisers) than under administrations with weaker

Catholic ties (e.g. Socialist-appointed bodies).

Another important factor likely to have influenced censorship activity in Italy was the broader

geopolitical context in which it operated during the period under analysis. Following the end of

World War II, U.S. President Truman launched an international strategy aimed at containing the

spread of communism. In the Italian context, this policy led to a natural convergence of interests

between the American government and the Christian Democratic Party. Despite this alliance,

various segments of the Italian and Vatican elites remained reluctant to fully align with the United

States and to endorse the Marshall Plan (Ellwood, 2003; Mistry, 2006).

To circumvent these obstacles, Hollywood cinema was explicitly called by the U.S. government for

what was termed ”A worldwide Marshall Plan in the field of ideas”. To fulfill this mission, joint

operations were launched between the Motion Picture Association of America (MPAA) and the

Psychological Warfare Division of the U.S. military in Europe in order to file down the internal

resistance of the new European allies. (Fraser, 2015)

In the Italian case, the United States began addressing the state of the audiovisual industry as

early as World War II, tasking Major John G. Cave with assessing the conditions of what was then

values
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considered their primary competitor in the market (Brunetta, 2003). Following the end of the con-

flict, certain voices within the American military even proposed abolishing all legislative measures

implemented during the authoritarian period with the declared aim of shutting down what they

characterized as an inherently fascist industry (Bertolotti, 2021). Simultaneously, American stu-

dios pushed to keep Italian film production within a free market framework. With the protectionist

barriers of the fascist regime now removed, they sought to secure hegemony over the Italian cine-

matographic market. To achieve this objective, governments and audiovisual industry stakeholders

engaged in coordinated negotiations, resulting in the so-called ANICA-MPAA agreements. A series

of deals that sought to regulate access to the Italian market without the introduction of screen

quotas (Di Chio, 2022; 2023).

Given these premises, it is reasonable to expect that, considering the strong ties between the

Christian Democrats and the United States, the transfer of the Ministry to the Socialists may

have brought an end to the preferential treatment previously granted to cultural products deemed

essential for promoting the American way of life in Italy. Adding to this, the fact that until the 1970s

Italy was the second most important market for American films (Gennari, 2020) makes it evident

that the United States had a dual incentive to use its influence to shape censorship procedures.

H3: Governmental transitions trigger predictable shifts in censorship commission stan-

dards toward foreign media, resulting in favorable treatment of content from

diplomatically allied nations.

3 The film market in post-war Italy: stylised facts

In the aftermath of World War II, recognizing the strategic importance of cinema, Italy moved

quickly to support the recovery of its national audiovisual sector. The first law in this area -the

Cappa Law (Law No. 379, May 16, 1947)- was enacted even before the Republican Constitution

came into force. This norm represented a continuation of the political economic strategy who have

promote the development of cinema industry during the fascist period continuing to rely heavily on

public money to overcome the small availability of private capitals within the sector(Fraser, 2015).

At the same time, the government moved to curb the influx of foreign products, particulary of

the american one that had saturated the domestic market following the abolition of the fascist-

era import monopoly issued in 1938. To counter this trend, bilateral agreements between ANICA

(Associazione Nazionale Industrie Cinematografiche Audiovisive e Multimediali) and the MPAA

(Motion Picture Association of America) were introduced. These agreements aimed to restrict the

uncontrolled access of American films to Italian cinemas and to redirect a small portion of U.S.

revenues toward the support of Italian film productions (Corsi, 2012; Di Chio, 2022, 2023).
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Audiences responded well by showing up en masse in theaters even in the immediate postwar period

Both to see domestic and American productions (Corsi. 2012). Henceforth cinema represented the

main form of mass entertainment in Italy, and it remained the primary leisure expense for Italians

at least until 1964. More generally, Italians continued to be among the most frequent cinema-goers

in Europe for a long time (Gennari, 2020). For example, the table below shows us the comparison

between cinema and theater
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Year Theatre Cinema

1947 — 11.556

1948 — 12.675

1949 — 13.171

1950 445 14.044

1951 417 14.882

1952 410 15.695

1953 396 16.221

1954 376 16.578

1955 341 16.849

1956 302 16.152

1957 278 15.419

1958 256 14.763

1959 225 15.008

1960 211 14.836

1961 199 14.663

1962 191 14.320

1963 200 13.609

1964 220 13.217

1965 235 12.724

1966 239 12.033

1967 227 10.755

1968 223 10.518

1969 227 10.290

1970 233 9.755

1971 261 9.908

1972 272 10.181

1973 294 9.950

1974 327 9.876

Table 1: Tickets of Cinema and Theatre sold in italy between 1947 to 1974 (per 1,000 population).
The table clearly shows the mass impact that cinema had at the time. This is even more evident
if one compares it with the theater a medium aimed already at the time at a more niche audience.
Source ISTAT

Subsequently the Italian film industry, despite having struggled throughout the mid-1950s, emerged

relatively unscathed from the crisis that affected most European countries in the late 1950s. And
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indeed it will reach its peak in viewership precisely during this period in 1955 (Corsi, 2012). To

understand the pervasiveness of the medium at the time, consider that, according to ISTAT, 64.9%

of Italians reported going to the cinema in 1958. As a reference, only 32.5% reported doing so in

1984.

Year Italy France UK US

1950 661.5 371 1395.8 3120

1952 748.0 360 1312.1 3360

1955 819.4 395 1181.8 2340

1957 758.3 412 915.2 —

1960 744.7 355 500.8 2129

1962 728.5 312 395.0 —

1965 663.0 259 326.6 1298

1967 568.9 211 264.8 927

1970 525.0 184 193.0 921

1972 553.6 184 156.6 934

1975 513.6 182 116.3 1033

Table 2: Millions of viewers in Italy, US, France, and UK between 1950 and 1975. The data
indicate that the decline in cinema audiences began earlier in the US than in Europe, especially in
comparison to France and Italy. Notably, in Italy, audiences remained relatively stable throughout
the 1960s and 1970s, in contrast to the sharper declines observed in other countries. Source: Corsi
(2012)

The parish theaters played a crucial role in maintaining high audience levels. In the immediate

postwar period, hundreds of these venues opened their doors, relying on the political connections of

Azione Cattolica a lay but Vatican-linked political association particularly active in postwar Italian

politics, which facilitated the granting of operating licenses as shown by the data presented in the

table below.

Type of Organization Requests
Granted Rejected

Number Percent Number Percent

Private enterprise 1189 774 65.2 415 34.8

Parish churches 628 564 89.9 64 10.1

Table 3: Disposition by Ministerial Committee of Requests to Open New Theaters or to Enlarge
Existing Ones, October 1945–January 1955. These data testify to the extent of Catholic Action’s
leverage in influencing the allocation of licenses needed to open a hall. Source: La Palombara (1964)
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These venues played a prominent role in the second-run market -a category of theaters that screened

films already in circulation for some time, often considered of lower quality, at a reduced price.

Parish theaters, in particular, maintained especially low costs tickets, helping to stem the hem-

orrhaging of spectators during the 1950s, especially among the less wealthy segments of society

(Brunetta, 1993). As a result, the Church -or at least interests groups associated with it- gained

significant influence over the programming accessible to a wide portion of the population.

Between the 1960s and the mid-1970s, due in part to a smaller influx of U.S. products on Italian

screens, domestic productions would begin to take a growing share of the market (Corsi, 2012). This

achievement was driven by a bifurcation in the supply side of the market. Alongside ambitious

auteur films targeting niche audiences, Italy began developing a mainstream line of productions

designed to compete with American blockbusters and generate substantial box office revenue. Many

of these commercially successful films belonged to popular genres: comedies tailored for domestic

appeal -often achieving peak popularity in specific Italian regions (Sedgwick et al., 2019)- as well

as westerns and mythological movies that also found success abroad (Brunetta, 1993). The table

below illustrates the distribution of film genres within our sample. It clearly reveals the growing

prominence of certain popular genres during this period, particularly westerns and comedies.
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Year Western Police story Fantasy Drama Comedy Action Horror Missing Other

1947 24 21 1 103 56 37 10 34 10

1948 20 19 5 126 75 41 15 24 13

1949 18 27 7 150 116 78 11 10 23

1950 15 19 7 138 102 74 13 9 27

1951 23 21 8 155 121 86 11 11 26

1952 34 15 10 141 115 88 10 64 22

1953 32 9 6 162 112 86 5 13 27

1954 39 21 9 164 104 89 6 14 37

1955 50 32 8 141 101 89 8 24 28

1956 9 7 1 64 63 25 1 17 16

1957 13 11 5 86 70 35 2 19 17

1958 39 17 12 100 104 51 12 27 21

1959 52 14 19 143 128 95 15 36 28

1960 18 38 22 133 108 93 31 44 29

1961 22 22 26 124 126 114 27 55 41

1962 21 16 14 132 114 117 24 67 47

1963 28 16 9 118 122 89 39 84 63

1964 59 29 11 107 153 104 42 84 37

1965 57 6 13 85 98 91 38 55 17

1966 80 16 14 66 84 113 26 42 13

1967 88 27 15 83 123 98 21 40 22

1968 85 19 16 143 128 102 32 63 30

1969 42 16 23 143 115 83 26 55 38

1970 48 23 16 116 123 70 32 51 27

1971 62 21 20 124 101 39 49 40 41

1972 61 19 6 118 102 17 57 28 53

1973 24 19 12 109 89 79 37 25 41

1974 10 16 10 96 74 22 29 25 33

Table 4: Films present within our sample broken down by genre. From it we can easily see an exploit
of the most commercial genres on the screens in the 1960s Genres are retrieved from mymovies.it

Production differentiation was supported by a plethora of very small companies. From 1965 to

1970 more than 400 were counted, most of which produced a single film (Brunetta, 1993). These

adventurers of the camera will clearly not be able to bear an amount of resources capable of rivaling

television competition in contrast to their American competitors, those Italian producers where not

accustomed, and not capable, to persuade viewers to go in front of the big screen using high

production budgets (Cowen, 2002).

In fact during this same period, television also enters the scene, though in this initial phase it
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coexists peacefully with cinema without affecting its revenues. Starting in 1966, following specific

agreements with production categories, television was granted permission to broadcast some old

films that had already left the traditional market (Brunetta, 1993).

Cowen (2002) identifies a causal link between the emergence of sexual themes -which in Italy

originated particularly from comedies, a very popular genre- (Brunetta, 1993) and the advent of

television. According to him, the use of nudity and violence was a stratagem employed by European

producers to try to impress audiences by giving them something they could not yet find on television.

The culmination of this process will occur in 1977 with the opening of the first red-light cinema

chains. These types of theaters would in many cases represent the only way for exhibitors to make

surviving cinemas halls that had become deserted

4 Censorship in post-fascist Italy

Before describing the sources of our data, it is necessary to briefly explain how the legal mechanisms

governing the activities of censorship commissions were structured in the aftermath of World War

II. The new Italian Republic embraced democratic values as well as freedom of expression. The first

piece of post-fascist legislation concerning cinema- Legislative Decree No. 678 of October 5, 1945-

symbolically marked a break with the previous regime by declaring in Article 1 that “The exercise

of film production is free guaranteeing freedom of expression”. This principle was further affirmed

by the Republican Constitution, which guaranteed freedom of expression, while also establishing

boundaries based on public morality

Nevertheless, the reality was quite different: not only did censorship persist, but there was also a

high degree of continuity -both in the legal framework and in personnel- with the Fascist censorship

institutions. All subsequent regulations up to the 1962 reform (Law 161/1962) continued to refer-

ence, either explicitly or implicitly, the Royal Decree 3287/1923, while key figures from the Fascist

era, such as Nicola De Pirro, formerly an official in the Ministry of Popular Culture remained influ-

ential within the new democratic institutions, overseeing the General Directorate of Entertainment

until 1963 (Curti & Di Rocco, 2014).

Most notably, the Cappa Law (Law No. 379 of May 16, 1947) established that the grounds for

censoring a film would remain unchanged, while also introducing a new composition for the ministry

appointed commissions, creating a structure that would remain in place until 1962.2

2The art 14 establish that: The first-level film review commissions are composed as follows: a) a civil servant
from the Central Office for Cinematography, serving as chair; b) a magistrate from the judiciary; c) a representative
of the Ministry of the Interior. The second-level film review commission is composed as follows: a) the Undersec-
retary of State to the Presidency of the Council of Ministers, or, by delegation, the head of the Central Office for
Cinematography, serving as chair; b) a magistrate from the judiciary; c) a representative of the Ministry of the
Interior.
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Obviously not all political forces shared this vision. Parties like the Italian Socialist Party (PSI)

and the Italian Communist Party (PCI) took progressively divergent stances on issues of morality

and censorship. In the early 1960s, the PSI proposed multiple bills to relax censorship rules and

decriminalize behaviors like abortion and divorce (Argenteri, 1974, Curti & Di Rocco, 2014).

When, in 1962, the first reform entirely detached from Fascist-era regulations was finally enacted,

the center-left parties nevertheless saw their demands go unmet, due to a necessary compromise

with the other political forces across the parliamentary spectrum. Article 6, by referring to the

vague notion of buon costume (“good morals”), de facto placed control over screen content almost

entirely in the hands of the commissions.

The opportunity for these forces to effectively challenge censorship institutions arose the following

year, when the failure of the center-right initiative led the Christian Democrats (DC) to establish a

government with the PSI. As part of this new coalition, Achille Corona (PSI) was appointed Minister

of Tourism and Entertainment, the office responsible for appointing censorship commissions.

Law 161/62 gave the minister direct authority over these appointments, opening the door for a

redefinition of what constituted “public morality”. With Corona in charge, one can reasonably

infer a partial break from the Church-DC alliance and the onset of a more pluralistic approach to

censorship, at least until 1968. During this period, there was a measurable loosening of constraints,

both paving the way for films that explored more controversial or progressive social themes and

allowing authors more extensive use of aesthetic elements previously considered controversial, such

as nudity.

5 Data

To investigate the role of government censorhip in shaping italian cinema, we will make use of a

dataset including censorship visas of films issued by commissions in postwar Italy. Data are collected

by the website Italiataglia.com, a platform developed by the Direzione Generale per il Cinema in

collaboration with the Cineteca di Bologna and A.N.I.C.A. to facilitate access to documents related

to film censorship in postwar Italy. The website contains information concerning the name and the

characteristics of each film, such as title, author, nationality, producer, and distributor, as well as

details related to its censorship history. These include the presence of any appeals, the dates on

which applications were submitted and granted, and the stated reasons for the censorship decisions.

Censorship mechanisms are often governed by informal processes therefore the possibility of ac-

cessing the official reasons behind censorship measures represents a relevant alternative to similar

studies, which merely infer the motives for censorship from certain production elements or specific

aspects of a film’s plot (Esberg 2020; Pan et al. 2025). In contrast, we have chosen to codify
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motivations in a series of dummies that follow the categories of Royal Decree 3287/1923 In many

records issued before the entry into force of the law 161/62, the specific article of the Royal Decree

cited as the basis for censoring a given film is explicitly referenced. In cases where the relevant

article was not mentioned -and for all films submitted after the reform- we manually categorized

the reasons for censorship into five categories, following the guidelines set out in the decree. An

additional category, “Other”, was added to account for cases in which the rationale was either

unclear or not based on legal provisions. Examples include the removal of an actor’s or director’s

name from the credits.

According to Article 3 of Royal Decree 3287/1923 a film could be censored if it contained:

• Scenes, events, or subjects deemed offensive to modesty, morality, public decency, and good

customs.

• Scenes, events, or subjects contrary to national reputation and dignity, public order, or those

that could disrupt international relations.

• Scenes, events, or subjects offensive to the dignity or prestige of institutions or public au-

thorities, officials and agents of law enforcement, the Army, and the Navy, as well as those

offensive to private citizens, or that, in any case, glorify acts classified as crimes by law and

incite hatred among social classes.

• Scenes, events, or subjects that are gruesome, repugnant, or cruel, even if inflicted on an-

imal, along with shocking depictions of crimes and suicides, surgical operations, hypnotic

and mediumistic phenomena, or, in general, any content that could serve as an example or

encouragement for criminal behavior.

Moreover in contrast to previous studies that only considered whether a film was broadcast or not,

our dataset allows for a more nuanced analysis by capturing various forms of restriction on a film’s

circulation. Specifically, we distinguish between:

• Cut: Scenes are added or deleted from the final cut

• Forbidden: Prevents viewing by minors of a specific age (14, 16, or 18)

• Banned: Film projection is not allowed

Our sample, including more than 13,000 films, focuses on the period from 1947, when the Italian

Constitution was promulgated, to 1974, a year that, according to historical literature, marks the

beginning of a gradual loosening of censorship, especially by ministerial authorities (Curti & Di

Rocco, 2014). Around the same time, preventive control over film scripts was phased out, further

signaling a shift in institutional attitudes toward censorship (Guarneri, 2021). Conversely, the

judiciary maintained a more rigid stance. This divergence is evident in the 1976 ruling by the Corte
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di Cassazione, which confirmed the order to have Bernardo Bertolucci’s Last Tango in Paris burned

(Curti & Di Rocco, 2014, Di Chiara, & Noto, 2020).

This year also holds considerable political relevance. The DC defeat in the referendum on divorce

marks not only a pivotal step in Italy’s secularization, but also reflects a broader erosion of support

from the median voter. Not surprisingly, the next election in 1976 will represent the highest results

ever for the PCI.

Table 5: Descriptive Statistics

Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max

Censored 1947-1974 0.3124545 0.1650785 0.0621302 0.6275862

Banned 1947-1974 0.0290354 0.0225401 0.0077519 0.0857143

Appeal 1947-1974 0.0741754 0.051737 0.0033784 0.154023

Sex 1947-1974 0.1143571 0.0747203 0.0118433 0.2634921

Violence 1947-1974 0.080159 0.0631366 0.059172 0.245977

Censoredhorror 1947-1974 0.5748 0.2880 0.0000 1.0000

Censoredwest 1947-1974 0.1622 0.1595 0.0000 0.5227

Censoredaction 1947-1974 0.1823 0.1431 0.0000 0.5909

Censoreddrama 1947-1974 0.4565 0.2139 0.0952 0.7692

Censoredcommedy 1947-1974 0.2632 0.1554 0.0348 0.5270

Censoredusa 1947-1974 0.2433917 0.1737978 0.0210526 0.666667

Censoredita 1947-1974 0.3686894 0.1615733 0.0927835 0.6075949

Bannedusa 1947-1974 0.0203741 0.0447471 0 0.2380952

Bannedita 1947-1974 0.0290088 0.027574 0 0.1186441

6 Results

6.1 Empirical strategy

To test our hypotheses, we aggregated data related to our films based on the year of their release. We

then used these data to perform an interrupted time series analysis (Linden, 2015). This method has

recently been subject to criticism (Linden, 2018; Baicker & Svoronos, 2019), particularly regarding

its single-group version. nevertheless, it is still considered a reliable quasi-experimental design.

Useful for isolating intervention effects (events or shocks) from pre-existing trends when evaluating

their impact on data, allowing us to distinguish between gradual temporal trends and the discrete

effects of political transitions on censorship activity.
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For this purpose in our model we have included two shocks corresponding to 1963 and 1968, i.e.

the entry and exit of the socialists from government. These dates serve as natural experiments

for examining how changes in the ruling coalition’s ideological composition affected film censorship

practices.

This model allows for a systematic test of our three core hypotheses: first, the influence of the

dominant political party on censorship decisions; second, the role of Catholic institutional pressure

in shaping film regulation; and third, the impact of American cultural and political influence on

Italian censorship policies.

6.2 Hypotesis 1: The role of the dominant party

In this subsection we test the hypothesis 1, which concerns the role of the dominant party in shaping

censorship activity. Specifically, we examine wheatear the end of the long-standing monopolistic

dominance of the DC and the appointment of new socialist-led ministry in the 1964 may have led

to changes in censorship practices.

Figure 1 display the ITSA graph with two breakpoints, corresponding to the entry and exit of the

socialist party in leading censorship commissions. Specificaly, Figure 1A illustrates the trends in

censored movies, while figure 1B shows the trends in banned movies.

1A: Censored movies 1B: Banned movies
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Table 6: Regression Results Comparison

Model 1 Model 2

t 0.0163∗∗∗ (0.0020) 0.0007 (0.0006)

x1964 0.0142 (0.0403) 0.0018 (0.0117)

x t1964 0.0012 (0.0186) -0.0037 (0.0054)

x1968 0.0134 (0.0578) 0.0284∗ (0.0167)

x t1968 0.0102 (0.0200) 0.0085 (0.0058)

cons 0.0741∗∗∗ (0.0191) 0.0124∗∗ (0.0055)

In Figure 1A, the shock does not appear to produce any distinct effect during the Socialist tenure.

However, the 1964–1968 period is marked by a decline in the number of banned movies, followed

by a sharp increase after 1968. To provide a clearer and more robust interpretation of these trends,

Table 6 presents the corresponding econometric results of the censored movies.

As shown in Table 6, the baseline time trend ( t) was statistically significant for censored movies

(Model 1, P < 0.01), but not for banned movies (Model 2), indicating a stronger overall temporal

dynamic in censorship practices relative to outright bans. The 1964 intervention dummy ( x1964)

and its interaction with time ( x t1964) were not statistically significant in either model, suggesting

no substantial shift following the change of the minister. By contrast, the 1968 intervention ( x1968)

had a marginally significant effect for banned movies (Model 2, P < 0.1), implying a possible

level shift following this event, although its associated time interaction ( x t1968) remained non-

significant.

Despite these result seems to suggest that weakening of the dominant party’s power did not directly

impact censorship activity, it is likely that film producers adapted strategies in response to the newly

political direction to go against our hypothesis. Starting from the 60s a chilling effect was observed

among producers, as some tended to avoid embarking on productions considered risky, preferring,

for example, to postpone the production of films inspired by controversial books. Subsequently,

during socialists leadership period, insiders became more risk-prone and tended to present more

explicit versions of films, counting on the appeal process to make any cuts or to replace frames with

less explicit versions that had been filmed earlier (Argenteri, 1974, Curti & Di Rocco, 2014).

To test this hypothesis we analyze the trend in the percentage of censored films that have appealed,

in an effort to achieve a reduction in censorship severity
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1C: Censored movies who have appealed

Table 7: Regression Results: Model 3

Model 3

t 0.0033∗∗∗ (0.0008)

x1964 0.0553∗∗∗ (0.0149)

x t1964 0.0081 (0.0069)

x1968 -0.0491∗∗ (0.0214)

x t1968 -0.0082 (0.0074)

cons 0.0106 (0.0071)

As shown in Table 7, the estimated coefficient on the time trend ( t) is positive and highly significant

(P < 0.01), indicating a steady increase in the number of appeals over time. The 1964 intervention

( x1964) is associated with a statistically significant rise in appeals (P < 0.01), suggesting a clear

upward level shift immediately following the the settlement of the socialists. However, the post-1964

slope change ( x t1964) is not statistically significant, implying that the growth rate of appeals

remained largely unchanged after 1964. In contrast, the 1968 intervention ( x1968) exhibits a

negative and significant coefficient (P < 0.05), suggesting a discrete reduction in the number of

appeals in that year. Yet, the corresponding interaction term ( x t1968) is not significant, indicating

no meaningful change in the slope following 1968. Overall, this seems to confirm that the lack of a

trend reversal can be attributed at least partially to a greater propensity for risk-taking by authors
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during this period.

6.3 Hypotesis 2: Influence of the catholic church

Here we will test the second hypothesis, which investigates whether, during the socialist ruling

period, there was a reduction in the influence of Catholic Church doctrine on censorship using the

same break that we used in the previous section.

During our analysis, we will use movies censored for violent content as the control group and movies

censored for sexual content as the treated group -by far the prevalent categories in our dataset. We

have also excluded movies that were censored for both reasons to ensure clean group separation.

2A: censored for the presence of sex and violence
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Table 8: Regression Results Model 4

Model 4

t 0.0030∗∗ (0.0012)

z -0.0070 (0.0164)

z t 0.0050∗∗∗ (0.0017)

x1964 0.0568∗∗ (0.0244)

x t1964 0.0221∗∗ (0.0112)

z x1964 -0.0826∗∗ (0.0346)

z x t1964 -0.0297 (0.0159)

x1968 -0.1059∗∗∗ (0.0350)

x t1968 -0.0174 (0.0121)

z x1968 0.1824∗∗∗ (0.0495)

z x t1968 0.0246 (0.0172)

cons 0.0137 (0.0116)

Table 8, confirm the time trend that e have already observed in the previous models, and also

show that The treatment group ( z) did not differ significantly from the control at baseline, but

its post-treatment trend interaction ( z t) was strongly significant (P < 0.01), suggesting a distinct

divergence in temporal dynamics for the movies censored for the sexual contents.

The 1964 political shift dummy ( x1964) had a significant positive effect (P < 0.05), and its

interaction with time ( x t1964) was also statistically significant (P < 0.05), indicating both an

immediate increase in censorship levels and a sustained upward trend following this political change.

The interaction between censorship type and the 1964 political shift ( z x1964) showed a significant

negative effect (P < 0.05), suggesting that the 1964 political change reduced the gap between

sex and violence censorship, indicating smaller increase in sex censorship compared to violence

censorship during the socialist period. By contrast, the 1968 political shift ( x1968) had a highly

significant negative effect (P < 0.01), showing a reduction in the rate of increase of censorship,

while the interaction between censorship type and the 1968 shift ( z x1968) showed a significant

positive effect (P < 0.01), indicating that the sex censorship was increasing more than the violent

one in this period.

In this case, it seems that the hypothesis is confirmed even though the reader might be surprised

by the increase in censorship for violent scenes. This could be explained, as in the case of the first

hypothesis, by the tendency of authors to take more risks during the period when the ministry was

socialist-led. Although this may be due to the emergence — specifically in Italy — of new cinematic

genres at the time, which often relied on more controversial elements than in the past; just think
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of the so-called Spaghetti Westerns or Mondo Movies. As shown in table 4, the period when the

ministry was ruled by the socialist goes alongside with a peak in Westerns movies in theaters.

To investigate whether certain film genres were associated with increased censorship during the

period from 1964 to 1968, we conducted a series of Interrupted Time Series Analyses (ITSA), using

genre classifications retrieved from My Movies. In each model, the horror genre was used as the

control group, given its well-established association with violent content. The graphs below show

our results.

2B: Western Movies 2C: Action Movies

2D: Drama Movies 2E: Comedy Movies
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Table 9: Regression Results Comparison

Model 5 (Western) Model 6 (Action) Model 7 (Drama) Model 8 (Comedy)

t 0.0398∗∗∗ (0.0067) 0.0398∗∗∗ (0.0067) 0.0398∗∗∗ (0.0067) 0.0398∗∗∗ (0.0066)

z -0.0890 (0.0891) -0.0919 (0.0886) -0.0312 (0.0882) -0.1062 (0.0880)

z t -0.0375∗∗∗ (0.0095) -0.0331∗∗∗ (0.0094) -0.0126 (0.0094) -0.0213∗∗ (0.0094)

x1964 -0.0895 (0.1328) -0.0895 (0.1319) -0.0895 (0.1314) -0.0895 (0.1312)

x t1964 -0.0218 (0.0611) -0.0218 (0.0607) -0.0218 (0.0604) -0.0218 (0.0603)

z x1964 0.0990 (0.1878) 0.1563 (0.1866) 0.1347 (0.1859) 0.1214 (0.1855)

z x t1964 0.1644∗ (0.0864) 0.0414 (0.0858) 0.0250 (0.0855) -0.0339 (0.0853)

x1968 -0.0697 (0.1902) -0.0697 (0.1890) -0.0697 (0.1883) -0.0697 (0.1879)

x t1968 0.0004 (0.0659) 0.0004 (0.0655) 0.0004 (0.0652) 0.0004 (0.0651)

z x1968 -0.1937 (0.2690) -0.0478 (0.2673) 0.0555 (0.2663) 0.1947 (0.2657)

z x t1968 -0.1744∗ (0.0932) 0.0214 (0.0926) -0.0430 (0.0922) 0.0688 (0.0920)

cons 0.1320∗∗ (0.0630) 0.1320∗∗ (0.0626) 0.1320∗∗ (0.0624) 0.1320∗∗ (0.0623)

Examining these findings, we can see that the time variable is consistently significant and positively

signed (P < 0.01). The coefficients also reveal that, with the exception of drama, all genres appear

to be, on average, less censored than horror films. Westerns, however, follow a peculiar trajectory:

censorship levels rise relative to horror films starting in 1964 ( z x1964 is significant and positive

P < 0.1) and then decline again in 1968 ( z x1968 is significant and negative P < 0.1). This pattern

is further supported by the post-intervention linear trend, which becomes significantly positive from

1964 onward (Appendix B2). This appears to confirm the idea that this increase in censorship for

violent content can be attributed, at least in part, to the rise of more violent kinds of movies during

this period.

6.4 Hypotesis 3: favorable treatment for diplomatically allied nations

We proceed to test our third hypothesis concerning the role of diplomatic relations in securing

favorable treatment for movies from allied nations. Specifically, we have chosen to focus on the

United States given its significant influence on Italian politics in the post-war period. The figure

below shows the results of an ITSA comparing censored and banned Italian and American films.

23



Figure 2: 3A: Censored Movies Figure 3: 3B: Banned Movies

Table 10: Regression Results Comparison

Model 8 Model 9

t 0.0151∗∗∗ (0.0029) 0.0014 (0.0014)

z -0.1253∗∗∗ (0.0379) -0.0076 (0.0185)

z t -0.0018 (0.0040) -0.0009 (0.0020)

x1964 0.0350 (0.0564) 0.0015 (0.0276)

x t1964 -0.0039 (0.0260) -0.0096 (0.0127)

z x1964 0.0171 (0.0798) -0.0090 (0.0391)

z x t1964 0.0059 (0.0367) 0.0102 (0.0180)

x1968 0.0456 (0.0808) 0.0464 (0.0396)

x t1968 -0.0002 (0.0280) 0.0085 (0.0137)

z x1968 -0.0766 (0.1143) -0.0493 (0.0560)

z x t1968 0.0331 (0.0396) 0.0087 (0.0194)

cons 0.1469∗∗∗ (0.0268) 0.0105 (0.0131)

The models do not produce particularly compelling results. In the first specification, which includes

all types of censorship, the only noteworthy findings are a significant positive coefficient for the time

variable ( t, P < 0.01), consistent with previous models, and a significant negative coefficient for

the treatment, suggesting that American films were subject to less censorship. The second model,

by contrast, yields no statistically significant effects.

Contrary to our expectations it seems that the united states did not experience a difference in

treatment, during the socialist rulling period. This may be because the United States failed to

impose its influence on censorship institutions, perhaps because it was overpowered by the Church,

which, as we have already explained, was not particular enthusiast about American products,
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or because there was not a significant practical difference between the PSI and the DC in their

relationships with Americans.

The z results in the first model might suggest that American films benefited from preferential

treatment, regardless of the political affiliation of the minister in office. However, this interpreta-

tion does not account for the fact that not all American films were released in Italy. It is therefore

reasonable to assume that distributors tended to avoid exporting particularly risky titles. Moreover,

until 1968, American films were produced under the prior censorship of the Hays Code. This reg-

ulatory framework likely filtered out content that would have triggered further restrictions abroad.

Consistent with this, both graphs show an upward trend in the censorship of U.S. films following

the abolition of the Code—although the increase does not reach statistical significance.

7 Final Remarks

Censorship has only recently become the subject of empirical, quantitative research. Our dataset

contributes to this growing field by providing systematic access to the official justifications for

censorship decisions, situated within the institutional framework of a democratic regime.

The application of ITSA has enabled an assessment of the impact of ministerial leadership changes

on censorship practices, showing that political affiliation can shape regulatory enforcement even

within a democratic context.

The implications of these findings are not limited to censorship policy. Rather, they contribute

to a more comprehensive understanding of ministerial influence within democratic governance. By

showing how changes in political leadership affect the enforcement of existing regulations, our

analysis underscores the active role ministers play in the implementation phase of policymaking.

This dimension is frequently overlooked in the literature, which tends to emphasize ministers’

responsibilities in drafting legal norms and allocating public resources, while underestimating their

discretionary power in shaping how laws are applied in practice.

Our results provides compelling evidence of the influence that political affiliations can exert on the

enforcement of censorship regulations in democratic countries. By highlighting the role of the PSI,

it becomes clear that changes in political leadership, without modifications to formal rules, can

significantly alter the application of legal norms.

However, this study is not without limitation. First, it would be necessary to obtain information

on the start date and cost of the films to verify the presence of a chilling effect. Based on this

evidence, it is indeed conceivable that not only did the producers embark on more risky projects

during Achille Corona’s tenure, but that they did so with more ambitious projects, and consequently

investing more resources into those productions.
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A potentially useful extension would be individual-level analysis, as it allows specific characteristics

of each film to be considered hopefully integrating some economic variable like the budget. This

kind of research could verify whether there is a role between the period we examined and the

development of exploitation cinema that arose in Italy between the 1960s and 1970s by making a

substantial contribution to research both in cinema and in economic history
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8 Appendix

8.1 Appendix A1: Table results

Films who where censored

Iteration 1: Tolerance = 1.371e-15

GEE population-averaged model Number of obs = 28

Group variable: id Number of groups = 1

Family: Gaussian Obs per group:

Link: Identity min = 28

Correlation: independent avg = 28.0

max = 28

Wald chi2(5) = 404.75

Scale parameter = .0017002 Prob > chi2 = 0.0000

Pearson chi2(28) = 0.05 Deviance = 0.05

Dispersion (Pearson) = .0017002 Dispersion = .0017002

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

_y | Coefficient Std. err. z P>|z| [95% conf. interval]

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

_t | .0162585 .0020414 7.96 0.000 .0122575 .0202596

_x1964 | .0141827 .0403451 0.35 0.725 -.0648922 .0932576

_x_t1964 | .0011638 .018553 0.06 0.950 -.0351995 .037527

_x1968 | .0133999 .0577906 0.23 0.817 -.0998675 .1266673

_x_t1968 | .0102299 .0200192 0.51 0.609 -.0290071 .0494669

_cons | .0740841 .0191499 3.87 0.000 .036551 .1116172

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Postintervention Linear Trend: 1964

Treated: _b[_t]+_b[_x_t1964]

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Linear Trend | Coef. Std. Err. z P>|z| [95% Conf. Interval]
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-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

Treated | .0174223 .0184404 0.94 0.345 -.0187202 .0535648

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Postintervention Linear Trend: 1968

Treated: _b[_t]+_b[_x_t1964]+_b[_x_t1968]

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Linear Trend | Coef. Std. Err. z P>|z| [95% Conf. Interval]

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

Treated | .0276522 .0077925 3.55 0.000 .0123792 .0429252

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

8.2 Appenidx: A2 Table results

films who where banned

Iteration 1: Tolerance = 3.778e-16

GEE population-averaged model Number of obs = 28

Group variable: id Number of groups = 1

Family: Gaussian Obs per group:

Link: Identity min = 28

Correlation: independent avg = 28.0

max = 28

Wald chi2(5) = 68.45

Scale parameter = .0001422 Prob > chi2 = 0.0000

Pearson chi2(28) = 0.00 Deviance = 0.00

Dispersion (Pearson) = .0001422 Dispersion = .0001422

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

_y | Coefficient Std. err. z P>|z| [95% conf. interval]

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

_t | .0007213 .0005904 1.22 0.222 -.0004359 .0018785
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_x1964 | .0018157 .0116688 0.16 0.876 -.0210547 .0246862

_x_t1964 | -.0037077 .005366 -0.69 0.490 -.0142249 .0068094

_x1968 | .0284217 .0167145 1.70 0.089 -.004338 .0611815

_x_t1968 | .0084547 .0057901 1.46 0.144 -.0028936 .019803

_cons | .0124217 .0055386 2.24 0.025 .0015662 .0232772

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Postintervention Linear Trend: 1964

Treated: _b[_t]+_b[_x_t1964]

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Linear Trend | Coef. Std. Err. z P>|z| [95% Conf. Interval]

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

Treated | -.0029865 .0053334 -0.56 0.576 -.0134398 .0074668

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Postintervention Linear Trend: 1968

Treated: _b[_t]+_b[_x_t1964]+_b[_x_t1968]

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Linear Trend | Coef. Std. Err. z P>|z| [95% Conf. Interval]

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

Treated | .0054682 .0022538 2.43 0.015 .0010509 .0098855

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

8.3 Appenidx A3: Table results

Films who have appealed

Iteration 1: Tolerance = 4.537e-16

GEE population-averaged model Number of obs = 28

Group variable: id Number of groups = 1

Family: Gaussian Obs per group:
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Link: Identity min = 28

Correlation: independent avg = 28.0

max = 28

Wald chi2(5) = 282.69

Scale parameter = .0002326 Prob > chi2 = 0.0000

Pearson chi2(28) = 0.01 Deviance = 0.01

Dispersion (Pearson) = .0002326 Dispersion = .0002326

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

_y | Coefficient Std. err. z P>|z| [95% conf. interval]

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

_t | .0032818 .0007551 4.35 0.000 .0018019 .0047617

_x1964 | .0552658 .0149231 3.70 0.000 .0260171 .0845144

_x_t1964 | .0081243 .0068625 1.18 0.236 -.005326 .0215745

_x1968 | -.0490714 .0213759 -2.30 0.022 -.0909674 -.0071755

_x_t1968 | -.0082371 .0074048 -1.11 0.266 -.0227502 .0062761

_cons | .010647 .0070833 1.50 0.133 -.0032359 .0245299

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Postintervention Linear Trend: 1964

Treated: _b[_t]+_b[_x_t1964]

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Linear Trend | Coef. Std. Err. z P>|z| [95% Conf. Interval]

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

Treated | .011406 .0068208 1.67 0.094 -.0019625 .0247746

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Postintervention Linear Trend: 1968

Treated: _b[_t]+_b[_x_t1964]+_b[_x_t1968]

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Linear Trend | Coef. Std. Err. z P>|z| [95% Conf. Interval]

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------
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Treated | .003169 .0028823 1.10 0.272 -.0024803 .0088182

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

8.4 Appendix B1: Table results

Films censored due to sexual or violent content

Iteration 1: Tolerance = 5.047e-15

GEE population-averaged model Number of obs = 56

Group variable: id Number of groups = 2

Family: Gaussian Obs per group:

Link: Identity min = 28

Correlation: independent avg = 28.0

max = 28

Wald chi2(11) = 384.00

Scale parameter = .0006244 Prob > chi2 = 0.0000

Pearson chi2(56) = 0.03 Deviance = 0.03

Dispersion (Pearson) = .0006244 Dispersion = .0006244

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

_y | Coefficient Std. err. z P>|z| [95% conf. interval]

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

_t | .0029817 .0012371 2.41 0.016 .000557 .0054064

_z | -.0069502 .0164122 -0.42 0.672 -.0391174 .0252171

_z_t | .0050312 .0017495 2.88 0.004 .0016021 .0084602

_x1964 | .056808 .0244498 2.32 0.020 .0088872 .1047288

_x_t1964 | .0221183 .0112435 1.97 0.049 .0000815 .0441551

_z_x1964 | -.0825977 .0345773 -2.39 0.017 -.150368 -.0148275

_z_x_t1964 | -.0297098 .0159007 -1.87 0.062 -.0608745 .0014549

_x1968 | -.1059278 .0350221 -3.02 0.002 -.1745699 -.0372858

_x_t1968 | -.0174181 .012132 -1.44 0.151 -.0411965 .0063602

_z_x1968 | .1824191 .0495287 3.68 0.000 .0853445 .2794937

_z_x_t1968 | .024574 .0171573 1.43 0.152 -.0090536 .0582016

_cons | .0136872 .0116052 1.18 0.238 -.0090585 .0364329
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------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Comparison of Linear Postintervention Trends: 1964

Treated : _b[_t] + _b[_z_t] + _b[_x_t1964] + _b[_z_x_t1964]

Controls : _b[_t] + _b[_x_t1964]

Difference : _b[_z_t] + _b[_z_x_t1964]

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Linear Trend | Coef. Std. Err. z P>|z| [95% Conf. Interval]

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

Treated | .0004214 .0111752 0.04 0.970 -.0214816 .0223244

Controls | .0251 .0111752 2.25 0.025 .0031971 .047003

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

Difference | -.0246787 .0158041 -1.56 0.118 -.0556541 .0062968

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Comparison of Linear Postintervention Trends: 1968

Treated : _b[_t] + _b[_z_t] + _b[_x_t1964] + _b[_z_x_t1964] + _b[_x_t1968] + _b[_z_x_t1968]

Controls : _b[_t] + _b[_x_t1964] + _b[_x_t1968]

Difference : _b[_z_t] + _b[_z_x_t1964] + _b[_z_x_t1968]

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Linear Trend | Coef. Std. Err. z P>|z| [95% Conf. Interval]

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

Treated | .0075773 .0047224 1.60 0.109 -.0016784 .016833

Controls | .0076819 .0047224 1.63 0.104 -.0015738 .0169376

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

Difference | -.0001046 .0066785 -0.02 0.988 -.0131942 .0129849

------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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8.5 Appendix B2: Table results

Film Western who where censored

Iteration 1: Tolerance = 1.655e-14

GEE population-averaged model Number of obs = 56

Group variable: id Number of groups = 2

Family: Gaussian Obs per group:

Link: Identity min = 28

Correlation: independent avg = 28.0

max = 28

Wald chi2(11) = 232.24

Scale parameter = .0184237 Prob > chi2 = 0.0000

Pearson chi2(56) = 1.03 Deviance = 1.03

Dispersion (Pearson) = .0184237 Dispersion = .0184237

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

_y | Coefficient Std. err. z P>|z| [95% conf. interval]

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

_t | .0398401 .0067198 5.93 0.000 .0266695 .0530107

_z | -.0889821 .0891487 -1.00 0.318 -.2637102 .0857461

_z_t | -.0375005 .0095033 -3.95 0.000 -.0561266 -.0188744

_x1964 | -.0894921 .1328081 -0.67 0.500 -.3497913 .170807

_x_t1964 | -.0217661 .0610729 -0.36 0.722 -.1414667 .0979346

_z_x1964 | .099026 .1878191 0.53 0.598 -.2690926 .4671446

_z_x_t1964 | .1644115 .0863701 1.90 0.057 -.0048709 .3336938

_x1968 | -.0697149 .1902352 -0.37 0.714 -.4425691 .3031393

_x_t1968 | .0003785 .0658994 0.01 0.995 -.128782 .129539

_z_x1968 | -.1937275 .2690332 -0.72 0.471 -.721023 .3335679

_z_x_t1968 | -.1744457 .0931958 -1.87 0.061 -.3571062 .0082148

_cons | .132039 .0630376 2.09 0.036 .0084875 .2555904

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Comparison of Linear Postintervention Trends: 1964
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Treated : _b[_t] + _b[_z_t] + _b[_x_t1964] + _b[_z_x_t1964]

Controls : _b[_t] + _b[_x_t1964]

Difference : _b[_z_t] + _b[_z_x_t1964]

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Linear Trend | Coef. Std. Err. z P>|z| [95% Conf. Interval]

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

Treated | .144985 .0607021 2.39 0.017 .0260111 .2639589

Controls | .018074 .0607021 0.30 0.766 -.1008999 .1370479

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

Difference | .126911 .0858457 1.48 0.139 -.0413436 .2951655

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Comparison of Linear Postintervention Trends: 1968

Treated : _b[_t] + _b[_z_t] + _b[_x_t1964] + _b[_z_x_t1964] + _b[_x_t1968] + _b[_z_x_t1968]

Controls : _b[_t] + _b[_x_t1964] + _b[_x_t1968]

Difference : _b[_z_t] + _b[_z_x_t1964] + _b[_z_x_t1968]

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Linear Trend | Coef. Std. Err. z P>|z| [95% Conf. Interval]

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

Treated | -.0290822 .0256513 -1.13 0.257 -.0793578 .0211935

Controls | .0184526 .0256513 0.72 0.472 -.0318231 .0687282

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

Difference | -.0475347 .0362764 -1.31 0.190 -.1186352 .0235658

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

8.6 Appendix B3: Table results

Film action who where censored

Iteration 1: Tolerance = 4.713e-15

GEE population-averaged model Number of obs = 56

Group variable: id Number of groups = 2
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Family: Gaussian Obs per group:

Link: Identity min = 28

Correlation: independent avg = 28.0

max = 28

Wald chi2(11) = 216.20

Scale parameter = .0181838 Prob > chi2 = 0.0000

Pearson chi2(56) = 1.02 Deviance = 1.02

Dispersion (Pearson) = .0181838 Dispersion = .0181838

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

_y | Coefficient Std. err. z P>|z| [95% conf. interval]

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

_t | .0398401 .0066759 5.97 0.000 .0267555 .0529247

_z | -.091894 .0885662 -1.04 0.299 -.2654807 .0816926

_z_t | -.0331364 .0094412 -3.51 0.000 -.0516408 -.014632

_x1964 | -.0894921 .1319405 -0.68 0.498 -.3480907 .1691064

_x_t1964 | -.0217661 .0606739 -0.36 0.720 -.1406847 .0971526

_z_x1964 | .1563418 .186592 0.84 0.402 -.2093718 .5220553

_z_x_t1964 | .0413578 .0858059 0.48 0.630 -.1268186 .2095342

_x1968 | -.0697149 .1889924 -0.37 0.712 -.4401332 .3007033

_x_t1968 | .0003785 .0654689 0.01 0.995 -.1279381 .1286952

_z_x1968 | -.0477632 .2672756 -0.18 0.858 -.5716137 .4760873

_z_x_t1968 | .0213734 .092587 0.23 0.817 -.1600937 .2028406

_cons | .132039 .0626258 2.11 0.035 .0092947 .2547832

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Comparison of Linear Postintervention Trends: 1964

Treated : _b[_t] + _b[_z_t] + _b[_x_t1964] + _b[_z_x_t1964]

Controls : _b[_t] + _b[_x_t1964]

Difference : _b[_z_t] + _b[_z_x_t1964]

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Linear Trend | Coef. Std. Err. z P>|z| [95% Conf. Interval]

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------
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Treated | .0262955 .0603055 0.44 0.663 -.0919011 .1444921

Controls | .018074 .0603055 0.30 0.764 -.1001226 .1362707

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

Difference | .0082214 .0852849 0.10 0.923 -.1589338 .1753767

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Comparison of Linear Postintervention Trends: 1968

Treated : _b[_t] + _b[_z_t] + _b[_x_t1964] + _b[_z_x_t1964] + _b[_x_t1968] + _b[_z_x_t1968]

Controls : _b[_t] + _b[_x_t1964] + _b[_x_t1968]

Difference : _b[_z_t] + _b[_z_x_t1964] + _b[_z_x_t1968]

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Linear Trend | Coef. Std. Err. z P>|z| [95% Conf. Interval]

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

Treated | .0480474 .0254837 1.89 0.059 -.0018998 .0979946

Controls | .0184526 .0254837 0.72 0.469 -.0314946 .0683998

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

Difference | .0295949 .0360394 0.82 0.412 -.0410411 .1002308

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

8.7 Appendix B4: Table results

Film drama who where censored

Iteration 1: Tolerance = 9.124e-15

GEE population-averaged model Number of obs = 56

Group variable: id Number of groups = 2

Family: Gaussian Obs per group:

Link: Identity min = 28

Correlation: independent avg = 28.0

max = 28

Wald chi2(11) = 147.43

Scale parameter = .0180459 Prob > chi2 = 0.0000

Pearson chi2(56) = 1.01 Deviance = 1.01
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Dispersion (Pearson) = .0180459 Dispersion = .0180459

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

_y | Coefficient Std. err. z P>|z| [95% conf. interval]

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

_t | .0398401 .0066506 5.99 0.000 .0268052 .052875

_z | -.0311959 .0882299 -0.35 0.724 -.2041233 .1417315

_z_t | -.0126439 .0094053 -1.34 0.179 -.031078 .0057902

_x1964 | -.0894921 .1314394 -0.68 0.496 -.3471086 .1681243

_x_t1964 | -.0217661 .0604435 -0.36 0.719 -.1402331 .096701

_z_x1964 | .1347079 .1858834 0.72 0.469 -.2296167 .4990326

_z_x_t1964 | .0249611 .08548 0.29 0.770 -.1425765 .1924988

_x1968 | -.0697149 .1882746 -0.37 0.711 -.4387264 .2992966

_x_t1968 | .0003785 .0652202 0.01 0.995 -.1274508 .1282079

_z_x1968 | .0554756 .2662605 0.21 0.835 -.4663855 .5773366

_z_x_t1968 | -.0430102 .0922354 -0.47 0.641 -.2237882 .1377678

_cons | .132039 .062388 2.12 0.034 .0097608 .2543171

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Comparison of Linear Postintervention Trends: 1964

Treated : _b[_t] + _b[_z_t] + _b[_x_t1964] + _b[_z_x_t1964]

Controls : _b[_t] + _b[_x_t1964]

Difference : _b[_z_t] + _b[_z_x_t1964]

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Linear Trend | Coef. Std. Err. z P>|z| [95% Conf. Interval]

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

Treated | .0303913 .0600765 0.51 0.613 -.0873564 .148139

Controls | .018074 .0600765 0.30 0.764 -.0996737 .1358218

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

Difference | .0123173 .084961 0.14 0.885 -.1542032 .1788377

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Comparison of Linear Postintervention Trends: 1968

40



Treated : _b[_t] + _b[_z_t] + _b[_x_t1964] + _b[_z_x_t1964] + _b[_x_t1968] + _b[_z_x_t1968]

Controls : _b[_t] + _b[_x_t1964] + _b[_x_t1968]

Difference : _b[_z_t] + _b[_z_x_t1964] + _b[_z_x_t1968]

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Linear Trend | Coef. Std. Err. z P>|z| [95% Conf. Interval]

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

Treated | -.0122404 .0253869 -0.48 0.630 -.0619979 .0375171

Controls | .0184526 .0253869 0.73 0.467 -.0313049 .0682101

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

Difference | -.030693 .0359026 -0.85 0.393 -.1010607 .0396748

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

8.8 Appendix B5: Table results

Film comedy who where censored

Iteration 1: Tolerance = 1.094e-14

GEE population-averaged model Number of obs = 56

Group variable: id Number of groups = 2

Family: Gaussian Obs per group:

Link: Identity min = 28

Correlation: independent avg = 28.0

max = 28

Wald chi2(11) = 180.59

Scale parameter = .0179721 Prob > chi2 = 0.0000

Pearson chi2(56) = 1.01 Deviance = 1.01

Dispersion (Pearson) = .0179721 Dispersion = .0179721

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

_y | Coefficient Std. err. z P>|z| [95% conf. interval]

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

_t | .0398401 .006637 6.00 0.000 .0268319 .0528483

_z | -.106178 .0880491 -1.21 0.228 -.2787511 .0663952

_z_t | -.021251 .0093861 -2.26 0.024 -.0396473 -.0028546
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_x1964 | -.0894921 .1311701 -0.68 0.495 -.3465809 .1675966

_x_t1964 | -.0217661 .0603197 -0.36 0.718 -.1399904 .0964583

_z_x1964 | .1213967 .1855026 0.65 0.513 -.2421817 .484975

_z_x_t1964 | -.0338842 .0853049 -0.40 0.691 -.2010787 .1333103

_x1968 | -.0697149 .1878889 -0.37 0.711 -.4379705 .2985406

_x_t1968 | .0003785 .0650866 0.01 0.995 -.127189 .127946

_z_x1968 | .1947268 .2657151 0.73 0.464 -.3260653 .7155188

_z_x_t1968 | .0688034 .0920464 0.75 0.455 -.1116043 .249211

_cons | .132039 .0622602 2.12 0.034 .0100113 .2540666

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Comparison of Linear Postintervention Trends: 1964

Treated : _b[_t] + _b[_z_t] + _b[_x_t1964] + _b[_z_x_t1964]

Controls : _b[_t] + _b[_x_t1964]

Difference : _b[_z_t] + _b[_z_x_t1964]

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Linear Trend | Coef. Std. Err. z P>|z| [95% Conf. Interval]

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

Treated | -.0370612 .0599534 -0.62 0.536 -.1545677 .0804454

Controls | .018074 .0599534 0.30 0.763 -.0994325 .1355806

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

Difference | -.0551352 .0847869 -0.65 0.516 -.2213145 .1110441

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Comparison of Linear Postintervention Trends: 1968

Treated : _b[_t] + _b[_z_t] + _b[_x_t1964] + _b[_z_x_t1964] + _b[_x_t1968] + _b[_z_x_t1968]

Controls : _b[_t] + _b[_x_t1964] + _b[_x_t1968]

Difference : _b[_z_t] + _b[_z_x_t1964] + _b[_z_x_t1968]

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Linear Trend | Coef. Std. Err. z P>|z| [95% Conf. Interval]

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------
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Treated | .0321207 .0253349 1.27 0.205 -.0175348 .0817763

Controls | .0184526 .0253349 0.73 0.466 -.031203 .0681081

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

Difference | .0136682 .035829 0.38 0.703 -.0565554 .0838917

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

8.9 Appendix C1: Table results

Film USA and italian who where censored

Iteration 1: Tolerance = 4.666e-15

GEE population-averaged model Number of obs = 56

Group variable: id Number of groups = 2

Family: Gaussian Obs per group:

Link: Identity min = 28

Correlation: independent avg = 28.0

max = 28

Wald chi2(11) = 467.03

Scale parameter = .0033271 Prob > chi2 = 0.0000

Pearson chi2(56) = 0.19 Deviance = 0.19

Dispersion (Pearson) = .0033271 Dispersion = .0033271

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

_y | Coefficient Std. err. z P>|z| [95% conf. interval]

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

_t | .0151441 .0028557 5.30 0.000 .0095472 .0207411

_z | -.1252929 .0378845 -3.31 0.001 -.1995452 -.0510407

_z_t | -.0017739 .0040385 -0.44 0.660 -.0096892 .0061414

_x1964 | .0349584 .056438 0.62 0.536 -.075658 .1455748

_x_t1964 | -.0039016 .0259535 -0.15 0.881 -.0547694 .0469663

_z_x1964 | .0170731 .0798153 0.21 0.831 -.1393621 .1735083

_z_x_t1964 | .0058808 .0367037 0.16 0.873 -.0660572 .0778188

_x1968 | .0456385 .0808421 0.56 0.572 -.1128091 .2040862

_x_t1968 | -.0001704 .0280045 -0.01 0.995 -.0550583 .0547175

_z_x1968 | -.076573 .114328 -0.67 0.503 -.3006518 .1475059

_z_x_t1968 | .0331026 .0396044 0.84 0.403 -.0445206 .1107258
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_cons | .1468919 .0267884 5.48 0.000 .0943876 .1993962

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Comparison of Linear Postintervention Trends: 1964

Treated : _b[_t] + _b[_z_t] + _b[_x_t1964] + _b[_z_x_t1964]

Controls : _b[_t] + _b[_x_t1964]

Difference : _b[_z_t] + _b[_z_x_t1964]

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Linear Trend | Coef. Std. Err. z P>|z| [95% Conf. Interval]

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

Treated | .0153495 .0257959 0.60 0.552 -.0352095 .0659085

Controls | .0112426 .0257959 0.44 0.663 -.0393164 .0618016

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

Difference | .0041069 .0364809 0.11 0.910 -.0673943 .0756081

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Comparison of Linear Postintervention Trends: 1968

Treated : _b[_t] + _b[_z_t] + _b[_x_t1964] + _b[_z_x_t1964] + _b[_x_t1968] + _b[_z_x_t1968]

Controls : _b[_t] + _b[_x_t1964] + _b[_x_t1968]

Difference : _b[_z_t] + _b[_z_x_t1964] + _b[_z_x_t1968]

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Linear Trend | Coef. Std. Err. z P>|z| [95% Conf. Interval]

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

Treated | .0482817 .0109007 4.43 0.000 .0269166 .0696467

Controls | .0110722 .0109007 1.02 0.310 -.0102929 .0324372

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

Difference | .0372095 .015416 2.41 0.016 .0069947 .0674243

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

44



8.10 Appendix C2: Table results

Film USA and italian who where banned

Iteration 1: Tolerance = 2.500e-15

GEE population-averaged model Number of obs = 56

Group variable: id Number of groups = 2

Family: Gaussian Obs per group:

Link: Identity min = 28

Correlation: independent avg = 28.0

max = 28

Wald chi2(11) = 38.92

Scale parameter = .0007969 Prob > chi2 = 0.0001

Pearson chi2(56) = 0.04 Deviance = 0.04

Dispersion (Pearson) = .0007969 Dispersion = .0007969

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

_y | Coefficient Std. err. z P>|z| [95% conf. interval]

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

_t | .0013908 .0013975 1.00 0.320 -.0013482 .0041299

_z | -.0075853 .0185403 -0.41 0.682 -.0439235 .028753

_z_t | -.0008615 .0019764 -0.44 0.663 -.0047352 .0030121

_x1964 | .0014759 .0276201 0.05 0.957 -.0526585 .0556104

_x_t1964 | -.009583 .0127013 -0.75 0.451 -.0344772 .0153111

_z_x1964 | -.0090491 .0390607 -0.23 0.817 -.0856068 .0675085

_z_x_t1964 | .0101637 .0179624 0.57 0.572 -.0250419 .0453694

_x1968 | .0464483 .0395632 1.17 0.240 -.0310942 .1239909

_x_t1968 | .0084915 .0137051 0.62 0.536 -.01837 .035353

_z_x1968 | -.049263 .0559509 -0.88 0.379 -.1589247 .0603987

_z_x_t1968 | .0086501 .0193819 0.45 0.655 -.0293378 .0466381

_cons | .0104956 .0131099 0.80 0.423 -.0151994 .0361906

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Comparison of Linear Postintervention Trends: 1964
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Treated : _b[_t] + _b[_z_t] + _b[_x_t1964] + _b[_z_x_t1964]

Controls : _b[_t] + _b[_x_t1964]

Difference : _b[_z_t] + _b[_z_x_t1964]

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Linear Trend | Coef. Std. Err. z P>|z| [95% Conf. Interval]

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

Treated | .00111 .0126242 0.09 0.930 -.023633 .025853

Controls | -.0081922 .0126242 -0.65 0.516 -.0329352 .0165508

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

Difference | .0093022 .0178533 0.52 0.602 -.0256897 .0442941

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Comparison of Linear Postintervention Trends: 1968

Treated : _b[_t] + _b[_z_t] + _b[_x_t1964] + _b[_z_x_t1964] + _b[_x_t1968] + _b[_z_x_t1968]

Controls : _b[_t] + _b[_x_t1964] + _b[_x_t1968]

Difference : _b[_z_t] + _b[_z_x_t1964] + _b[_z_x_t1968]

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Linear Trend | Coef. Std. Err. z P>|z| [95% Conf. Interval]

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

Treated | .0182516 .0053347 3.42 0.001 .0077958 .0287075

Controls | .0002993 .0053347 0.06 0.955 -.0101565 .0107551

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

Difference | .0179523 .0075444 2.38 0.017 .0031656 .0327391

------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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