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Abstract

Despite the eorts to reduce gender gaps, women are still under-represented
among politicians. This paper suggests a new channel to explain female disad-
vantage in electoral success related to politicians’ ability to extend their elec-
torate and attract voters from opponent parties. I rely on Swiss elections exploit-
ing several feature of this setting. This electoral system is based on open lists
(voters can select candidates within their favorite party) and it allows cross-
voting (voters can also select candidates from lists other than their favorite).
Furthermore, electoral registers report the amount of preference votes collected
by each politician separately by the voter’s favorite party. I show that individ-
ual preference votes are an essential driver of gender dierences in candidates’
success. Interestingly, while no gender gap emerges in preferences cast by party
supporters, male politicians collect more preference votes through cross-voting
than females, i.e. they are more successfull in persuading voters from competing
parties. Motivated by several mechanisms, these new results bring salient policy
implications concerning the impact of electoral systems on female representation.
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2Cross-voting, intended as an option to express preference votes for candidates in dierent electoral
lists, is in the in place in Luxemburg, German Lands, France, Belgium, and Italy in municipal
elections. In Italy, this practice is also known as Voto Disgiunto.
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4 Data
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3Civic lists are lists with no ocial connection with a national political party or with a specic
ideology, and which campaign on local issues. They are common in municipal elections in other
coutries as well, such as Italy.
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35% in civic lists. In Municipi, they are 24% in right-wing parties, 31% in left-wing parties, and 26%
in civic lists.
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SharePVckpmy = α + βFemalec + γCrossV otingckpmy + δNonPartisanckpmy+

θFemale× CrossV oting + σFemale×NonPartisan+ ηXc + Zm + Ty + Iyϵckpmy
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6 Results
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sample of candidates who also run for positions in Municipi
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6.2 External validity: Upper-level elections
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7 Insights on the mechanisms
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8 Party response to gender gap in cross-voting
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8Additionally, if parties realize that poor-performing candidates are more likely to be female, they
may implement statistical discrimination. Hence, they may decide not only to replace their low-
performing (female) candidates with new ones but also to reduce the number of list seats allocated
to female politicians.
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Figures and Tables

Figure 1: Ballot’s options
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Figure 2: Gender gap in the share of individual votes, by category of voters
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Figure 3: Gender gap in the share of individual votes in Municipi, by ideology
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Table 1: Summary statistics

Variable Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max. N
E 0.429 0.495 0 1 17070
F 0.321 0.467 0 1 17070
A 46.184 13.679 15 92 17070
L- 0.195 0.397 0 1 17070
R- 0.63 0.483 0 1 17070
C  0.174 0.379 0 1 17070
T P 726.345 972.391 26 10731 17070
I 0.237 0.425 0 1 16202
R 12.102 10.59 1 60 10860
T P. V 765.075 1021.358 36 10731 10860
P V 506.964 758.788 8 4615 10860
P. W P 134.24 172.391 4 3334 10860
P. N-P 58.578 82.883 0 2272 10860
P. C-V 74.845 161.685 0 5017 10860
P B: M
E 0.334 0.472 0 1 4664
F 0.27 0.444 0 1 4664
A 48.41 12.394 18 86 4664
L- 0.211 0.408 0 1 4664
R- 0.623 0.485 0 1 4664
C  0.166 0.372 0 1 4664
I 0.211 0.408 0 1 4448
R 3.227 1.835 1 14 3002
T P. V 679.641 1130.777 40 13862 3002
P V 387.209 644.218 6 5727 3002
P. W P 157.805 292.969 5 4660 3002
P. N-P 70.243 136.962 0 2718 3002
P. C-V 75.219 236.026 0 5584 3002

Notes. The table reports summary statistics of politicians running in Consigli (Panel A) and in Municipi
(Panel B). Demographic covariates are dummies Female and Age. Political conltrols include dummy variables
Elected (equal to one for elected candidates, and zero otherwise), Left-wing, Right-wing, and Civic-list capturing
policians’ ideology, and Incumbent (equal to one for politicians rerunnung as candidates during their mandate,
and zero otherwise), and the following discrete variables: candidate position within the list (Ranking), votes
collected by the party to which the candidate belongs (Party Votes), and the dierent types of preference
votes collected individually by each politician, namely preference votes cast by party supporters (Pref. Within
Party), preference votes cast by non-party supporters (Pref. Non-Partisan), and preference votes cast through
the options of panachage (Pref. Cross-Voting)
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Table 2: Gender dierences in candidates’ covariates

V M F D.  M

N.O M S.E N.O M S.E P-V

P A: C

A 7,378 47.12 0.16 3,482 45.12 0.23 0.00

R 7,378 12.07 0.12 3,482 12.17 0.18 0.65

I 7,378 0.25 0.01 3,482 0.17 0.01 0.00

L- 7,378 0.15 0.00 3,482 0.20 0.01 0.00

R- 7,378 0.66 0.01 3,482 0.58 0.01 0.00

C 7,378 0.18 0.00 3,482 0.21 0.01 0.00

P B: M

A 2,171 49.77 0.27 831 46.16 0.40 0.00

R 2,171 3.20 0.04 831 3.30 0.06 0.20

I 2,171 0.25 0.01 831 0.10 0.01 0.00

L 2,171 0.17 0.01 831 0.23 0.01 0.00

R 2,171 0.65 0.01 831 0.59 0.01 0.00

C 2,171 0.18 0.01 831 0.18 9.01 0.88

Notes. The table reports two-sample ttest to verify if politicians’ covatiates are equal, by gender. The test is
performed separately for politicians running for Consigli (Panel A), and for politicians running for Municipi
(Panel B). Variables tested include dicrete variables as age of the politician (Age), and her/his position in the
list (Ranking), and dummy variables for incumbent status (Incumbent) and for the ideology of the candidate
(Left-wing, Right-wing, and Civic list). For each gender, the table reports numerosity, mean and standard
error. P-values of the ttest are reported in the last column.
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Table 3: Elected Politicians in Consigli

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

Female -0.046∗∗∗ -0.044∗∗∗ -0.001 -0.000 0.000

(0.008) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007)

Age 0.001∗∗∗ -0.002∗∗∗ -0.002∗∗∗ -0.002∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Incumbent 0.562∗∗∗ 0.561∗∗∗ 0.568∗∗∗

(0.011) (0.011) (0.007)

Left-wing -0.005

(0.010)

Civic list -0.018

(0.011)

R-squared 0.002 0.075 0.291 0.291 0.326

N 17070 17070 16202 16202 16202

Municipal FE - YES YES YES YES

Year FE - YES YES YES YES

Party FE - - - - YES

Notes. The table documents the drivers of electoral success in local elections from 2009 to 2021. Only candidates
running for Consigli are included in the analysis. The dependent variable is a dummy equal to 1 if the candidate
is elected ad zero otherwise. Female, Left-wing, Civic list, and Incumbent are dummy variables, while Age is
continuous variable. Standard errors are clustered at party level. ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01.
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Table 4: Elected politicians in Municipi

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

Female -0.136∗∗∗ -0.104∗∗∗ -0.037∗∗ -0.035∗∗ -0.046∗∗∗

(0.016) (0.015) (0.015) (0.016) (0.014)

Age 0.006∗∗∗ 0.001∗∗∗ 0.001∗∗∗ 0.002∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001)

Incumbent 0.635∗∗∗ 0.631∗∗∗ 0.637∗∗∗

(0.013) (0.013) (0.016)

Left-wing -0.058∗∗∗

(0.014)

Civic list -0.033∗

(0.018)

R-squared 0.016 0.090 0.358 0.360 0.431

N 4664 4664 4448 4448 4448

Municipal FE - YES YES YES YES

Year FE - YES YES YES YES

Party FE - - - - YES

Notes. The table documents the drivers of electoral success in local elections from 2009 to 2021. Only candidates
running for Municipi are included in the analysis. The dependent variable is a dummy equal to 1 if the candidate
is elected ad zero otherwise. Female, Left-wing, Civic list and Incumbent are dummy variables, while Age is
continuous variable. Standard errors are clustered at party level. ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01.
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Table 5: Party Votes and Preference votes

Chamber Consigli Municipi

Dep Var Party Votes Sh. Pref Votes Party Votes Sh. Pref Votes

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

Female -21.837 -0.001 -10.713 -0.017∗∗∗

(13.841) (0.001) (15.370) (0.006)

Age -1.370∗∗ 0.000 -1.854∗∗ 0.000∗∗∗

(0.548) (0.000) (0.737) (0.000)

Incumbent 52.082∗∗∗ 0.026∗∗∗ 104.331∗∗∗ 0.082∗∗∗

(12.055) (0.003) (23.024) (0.010)

Ranking 8.145∗∗∗ -0.001∗∗∗ 13.863∗∗∗ -0.020∗∗∗

(1.958) (0.000) (3.591) (0.003)

Left-wing -296.017∗∗∗ 0.021∗∗∗ -248.689∗∗∗ 0.053∗∗∗

(105.069) (0.005) (77.107) (0.015)

Civic list -96.216 0.015∗∗∗ -163.912∗∗∗ 0.060∗∗∗

(81.037) (0.005) (44.430) (0.017)

R-squared 0.719 0.283 0.650 0.318

N 10860 10860 3002 3002

Municipal FE YES YES YES YES

Year FE YES YES YES YES

Notes. The table documents candidates’ performance in Municipi (columns 1-2) and in Consigli (columns 3-4)
in elections from 2016 to 2023. The dependent variables are i) Party Votes (columns 1,3), which coincides -
for each candidate - with her/his party’s supporters, and ii) Share of Preference Votes, given by the number of
individual votes collected by each candidate, over the total number of preference votes collected by all candidates
within his/her list. Female, Left-wing, Civic list and Incumbent are dummy variables, while Age is continuous
variable. Ranking is the ex-ante position of the candidate within the list, decided by the party. ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗

p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01.
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Table 6: Preference votes in Consigli

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

Female (β) -0.001 0.001 0.000 0.000

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

CrossVoting 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000)

NonPartisan -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000)

Female X CrossVoting (θ) -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 -0.001∗∗

(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001)

Female X NonPartisan (σ) 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001

(0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Incumbent 0.037∗∗∗ 0.038∗∗∗ 0.040∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Age -0.000 -0.000 -0.000∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Ranking -0.001∗∗∗ -0.001∗∗∗ -0.000∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Left-wing 0.018∗∗∗

(0.001)

Civic list 0.016∗∗∗

(0.001)

R-squared 0.163 0.256 0.270 0.577 0.921

N 32580 32580 32580 32580 32580

Municipal FE YES YES YES YES -

Year FE YES YES YES YES -

Party FE - - - YES -

Candidate FE - - - - YES

Notes. This table compares the performances of candidates in Consigli in dierent categories of votes in elections
from 2016 to 2023. In the regressions, I include all the shares of votes collected by a given candidate, i.e. the
share of votes cast by party supporters, the share of votes cast by opponent parties’ voters, and the share of
votes cast by non-partisan voters. The dependent variable is the number of preferences cast for the candidate
in each category, over the total number of votes cast for all the candidates within his/her list in the same
category. CrossVoting is a dummy 1 identifying the votes cast by opponent parties’ voters through panachage,
while NonPartisan is a dummy 1 identifying the votes cast by non-partisan voters. Female, Left-wing, Civic
list and Incumbent are dummy variables, while Age is continuous variable. Ranking is the ex-ante position of
the candidate within the list, decided by the party. Standard errors are clustered at party level. ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗

p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01.
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Table 7: Preference votes in Municipi

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

Female (β) -0.024∗∗∗ -0.003 -0.005 -0.000

(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.004)

CrossVoting 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006∗∗∗

(0.005) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.002)

NonPartisan 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001

(0.005) (0.004) (0.004) (0.003) (0.002)

Female X CrossVoting (θ) -0.020∗∗ -0.020∗∗ -0.020∗∗ -0.020∗∗∗ -0.020∗∗∗

(0.009) (0.008) (0.008) (0.006) (0.003)

Female X NonPartisan (σ) -0.003 -0.003 -0.003 -0.003 -0.003

(0.008) (0.008) (0.007) (0.006) (0.003)

Incumbent 0.120∗∗∗ 0.123∗∗∗ 0.149∗∗∗

(0.004) (0.004) (0.004)

Age 0.001∗∗∗ 0.001∗∗∗ 0.000∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Ranking -0.023∗∗∗ -0.022∗∗∗ -0.013∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Left-wing 0.030∗∗∗

(0.004)

Civic list 0.052∗∗∗

(0.007)

R-squared 0.156 0.312 0.323 0.578 0.922

N 9006 9006 9006 9006 9006

Municipal FE YES YES YES YES -

Year FE YES YES YES YES -

Party FE - - - YES -

Candidate FE - - - - YES

Notes. This table compares the performances of candidates in Municipi in dierent categories of votes in
elections from 2016 to 2023. In the regressions, I include all the shares of votes collected by a given candidate,
i.e. the share of votes cast by party supporters, the share of votes cast by opponent parties’ voters, and the
share of votes cast by non-partisan voters. The dependent variable is the number of preferences cast for the
candidate in each category, over the total number of votes cast for all the candidates within his/her list in
the same category. CrossVoting is a dummy 1 identifying the votes cast by opponent parties’ voters through
panachage, while NonPartisan is a dummy 1 identifying the votes cast by non-partisan voters. Female, Left-
wing, Civic list and Incumbent are dummy variables, while Age is continuous variable. Ranking is the ex-ante
position of the candidate within the list, decided by the party. Standard errors are clustered at party level. ∗

p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01.
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Table 8: Preference votes in Municipi, by party of the candidate

Party of the Candidate Civic Lists Left-wing parties Right-wing Parties

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Female -0.012 -0.003 0.019∗∗ 0.025∗∗∗ -0.005 -0.005

(0.015) (0.009) (0.009) (0.007) (0.005) (0.005)

CrossVoting 0.010 0.010 0.010∗∗ 0.014 0.014∗ 0.014∗∗∗ 0.002 0.002 0.002

(0.011) (0.008) (0.005) (0.009) (0.008) (0.005) (0.005) (0.004) (0.002)

NonPartisan 0.004 0.004 0.004 0.006 0.006 0.006 -0.001 -0.001 -0.001

(0.011) (0.007) (0.005) (0.008) (0.006) (0.005) (0.004) (0.004) (0.002)

Female X CrossVoting -0.035∗ -0.035∗∗ -0.035∗∗∗ -0.041∗∗∗ -0.041∗∗∗ -0.041∗∗∗ -0.009 -0.009 -0.009∗∗

(0.022) (0.014) (0.009) (0.015) (0.013) (0.009) (0.009) (0.008) (0.004)

Female X NonPartisan -0.013 -0.013 -0.013 -0.016 -0.016 -0.016∗ 0.004 0.004 0.004

(0.021) (0.013) (0.009) (0.013) (0.011) (0.009) (0.008) (0.008) (0.004)

Incumbent 0.095∗∗∗ 0.147∗∗∗ 0.181∗∗∗ 0.198∗∗∗ 0.124∗∗∗ 0.144∗∗∗

(0.011) (0.009) (0.012) (0.011) (0.005) (0.004)

Age 0.001 0.000 0.001∗∗∗ 0.001∗∗∗ 0.000∗∗ -0.000

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Ranking -0.027∗∗∗ -0.008∗∗∗ -0.012∗∗∗ -0.009∗∗∗ -0.019∗∗∗ -0.014∗∗∗

(0.003) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001)

R-squared 0.470 0.747 0.940 0.539 0.660 0.895 0.370 0.474 0.919

N 1611 1611 1611 1677 1677 1677 5718 5718 5718

Municipal FE YES YES - YES YES - YES YES -

Year FE YES YES - YES YES - YES YES -

Party FE - YES - - YES - - YES -

Candidate FE - - YES - - YES - - YES

Notes. This table compares the performances of candidates in Municipi in dierent categories of votes in
elections from 2016 to 2023, distinguishing candidates by ideology. I restrict the analysis to candidates belonging
to civic lists in columns 1 to 3, to candidates belonging to left-wing parties in columns 4 to 6, and to candidates
belonging to right-wing parties in columns 7 to 9. In the regressions, I include all the shares of votes collected
by a given candidate, i.e. the share of votes cast by party supporters, the share of votes cast by opponent
parties voters, and the share of votes cast by non-partisan voters. The dependent variable is the number of
preferences cast for the candidate in each category, over the total number of votes cast for all the candidates
within his/her list in the same category. CrossVoting is a dummy 1 identifying the votes cast by opponent
parties’ voters through panachage, while NonPartisan is a dummy 1 identifying the votes cast by non-partisan
voters. Female, Left-wing, Civic list and Incumbent are dummy variables, while Age is continuous variable.
Ranking is the ex-ante position of the candidate within the list, decided by the party. Standard errors are
clustered at party level. ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01.
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Table 9: Preference votes in upper legislative elections

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

Female -0.003 -0.006∗∗ 0.000

(0.002) (0.003) (0.001)

Female X CrossVoting -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 -0.001

(0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001)

Female X NonPartisan 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001

(0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001)

CrossVoting 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

(0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001)

NonPartisan -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000

(0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001)

Federal 0.134∗∗∗ 0.119∗∗∗ 0.109∗∗∗

(0.008) (0.009) (0.008)

Incumbent 0.030∗∗∗ 0.035∗∗∗

(0.008) (0.003)

Age 0.000∗∗ 0.000∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000)

Ranking -0.000∗∗∗ -0.000∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000)

Left-wing 0.007

(0.007)

Civic list 0.058∗∗

(0.027)

R-squared 0.249 0.321 0.732 0.960

N 11760 9840 9840 11760

Year FE YES YES YES -

Party FE - - YES -

Candidate FE - - - YES

Notes. This table compares the performances of candidates in cantonal and federal legislative elections (respec-
tively for Gran Consiglio and Consiglio Nazionale) in dierent categories of votes in elections from 2016 to 2023.
In the regressions, I include all the shares of votes collected by a given candidate, i.e. the share of votes cast by
party supporters, the share of votes cast by opponent parties voters, and the share of votes cast by non-partisan
voters. The dependent variable is the number of preferences cast for the candidate in each category, over the
total number of votes cast for all the candidates within his/her list in the same category. CrossVoting is a
dummy 1 identifying the votes cast by opponent parties’ voters through cross-voting, while NonPartisan is a
dummy 1 identifying the votes cast by non-partisan voters. Federal is a dummy variable equal to 1 for federal
elections and zero for cantonal elections. Female, Left-wing, Civic list and Incumbent are dummy variables,
while Age is continuous variable. Ranking is the ex-ante position of the candidate within the list, decided by
the party. Standard errors are clustered at party level. ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01.
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Table 10: Preference votes in upper executive elections

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

Female -0.048∗∗ -0.042∗ -0.039∗∗

(0.018) (0.021) (0.017)

Female X CrossVoting -0.032∗∗ -0.036∗∗ -0.036 -0.032∗∗∗

(0.012) (0.014) (0.030) (0.011)

Female X NonPartisan -0.019∗ -0.021∗ -0.021 -0.019∗

(0.010) (0.012) (0.028) (0.011)

CrossVoting 0.009∗∗∗ 0.010∗∗ 0.010 0.009

(0.003) (0.004) (0.018) (0.006)

NonPartisan 0.005∗ 0.006 0.006 0.005

(0.003) (0.004) (0.017) (0.006)

Incumbent 0.248∗∗∗ 0.272∗∗∗

(0.050) (0.031)

Age 0.002∗∗ 0.002∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.001)

Ranking -0.019∗ -0.003

(0.011) (0.005)

Left-wing 0.024

(0.015)

Civic list 0.192∗∗

(0.089)

R-squared 0.028 0.229 0.521 0.957

N 660 534 534 660

Year FE YES YES YES -

Party FE - - YES -

Candidate FE - - - YES

Notes. This table compares the performances of candidates in cantonal executive elections (for Consiglio di
Stato) in dierent categories of votes in elections from 2016 to 2023. In the regressions, I include all the shares
of votes collected by a given candidate, i.e. the share of votes cast by party supporters, the share of votes cast
by opponent parties voters, and the share of votes cast by non-partisan voters. The dependent variable is the
number of preferences cast for the candidate in each category, over the total number of votes cast for all the
candidates within his/her list in the same category. CrossVoting is a dummy 1 identifying the votes cast by
opponent parties’ voters through cross-voting, while NonPartisan is a dummy 1 identifying the votes cast by
non-partisan voters. Female, Left-wing, Civic list and Incumbent are dummy variables, while Age is continuous
variable. Ranking is the ex-ante position of the candidate within the list, decided by the party. Standard errors
are clustered at party level. ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01.
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Table 11: Preference votes in Municipi, by size of the city

Population =< 1000 1000− 5000 > 5000

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Female -0.024 -0.026∗ 0.002 0.006 0.004 0.007

(0.027) (0.013) (0.007) (0.006) (0.007) (0.006)

CrossVoting 0.002 0.002 0.003 0.006 0.006 0.006∗∗ 0.007 0.007 0.007∗∗

(0.020) (0.013) (0.007) (0.006) (0.005) (0.002) (0.008) (0.006) (0.003)

NonPartisan -0.001 -0.001 0.001 0.002 0.002 0.001 -0.000 -0.000 0.001

(0.019) (0.011) (0.007) (0.006) (0.005) (0.002) (0.007) (0.006) (0.003)

Female X CrossVoting -0.010 -0.010 -0.012 -0.024∗∗ -0.024∗∗ -0.020∗∗∗ -0.021∗ -0.021∗ -0.022∗∗∗

(0.040) (0.024) (0.014) (0.012) (0.009) (0.004) (0.012) (0.011) (0.005)

Female X NonPartisan 0.005 0.005 -0.003 -0.007 -0.007 -0.004 0.000 0.000 -0.002

(0.039) (0.022) (0.014) (0.011) (0.009) (0.004) (0.011) (0.010) (0.005)

Incumbent 0.027 0.087∗∗∗ 0.127∗∗∗ 0.148∗∗∗ 0.136∗∗∗ 0.158∗∗∗

(0.018) (0.013) (0.006) (0.005) (0.008) (0.007)

Age 0.000 0.000 0.001∗∗∗ 0.000 0.001∗∗∗ 0.001∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Ranking -0.043∗∗∗ -0.003 -0.023∗∗∗ -0.016∗∗∗ -0.016∗∗∗ -0.011∗∗∗

(0.006) (0.004) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Left-wing -0.035 0.029∗∗∗ 0.013∗∗

(0.030) (0.006) (0.005)

Civic list -0.023 0.060∗∗∗ 0.065∗∗∗

(0.023) (0.008) (0.016)

LFP -0.000∗∗∗ -0.001∗∗∗ -0.000∗∗∗ -0.000∗∗∗ 0.000 -0.000

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Female LFP -0.100∗∗∗ 0.006 -0.013∗∗∗ 0.004 -0.004 0.020

(0.029) (0.040) (0.003) (0.005) (0.011) (0.017)

Share 20-34 -0.428 -1.039 0.155 -0.611∗∗∗ 1.213∗∗∗ 0.634

(0.855) (1.401) (0.153) (0.210) (0.348) (0.461)

Share 35-49 0.557 0.231 2.596∗∗∗

(0.790) (0.242) (0.405)

Share 50-64 1.022 1.164∗ -0.152 -0.503∗∗ 2.237∗∗∗ 1.053

(0.680) (0.629) (0.176) (0.210) (0.570) (0.653)

Share 65+ -0.363 -0.394 0.105 -0.304∗∗∗ 0.676∗∗∗ 0.021

(0.520) (0.556) (0.118) (0.105) (0.192) (0.194)

Share uni degree -0.003 -0.014∗∗ 0.001∗∗∗ 0.000 -0.002∗∗ -0.000

(0.003) (0.006) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Urbanization rate -0.032∗ -0.007 0.016∗∗∗ 0.013∗ 0.017∗ 0.017

(0.017) (0.022) (0.004) (0.007) (0.009) (0.013)

R-squared 0.175 0.702 0.919 0.283 0.534 0.919 0.302 0.502 0.920

N 735 735 951 4536 4536 5598 2181 2181 2457

Municipal Controls YES YES - YES YES - YES YES -

Year FE YES YES - YES YES - YES YES -

Party FE - YES - - YES - - YES -

Candidate FE - - YES - - YES - - YES

Notes. This table compares the performances of candidates in Municipi in dierent categories of votes in
elections from 2016 to 2023, distinguishing candidates who run in smaller versus larger cities. I restrict the
analysis to candidates running in municipalities below 1000 inhabitants (columns 1 to 3), in municipalities
between 1000 end 5000 inhabitants (columns 4 to 6), and in municipalities above 5000 inhabitants (columns 7
to 9). In the regressions, I include all the shares of votes collected by a given candidate, i.e. the share of votes
cast by party supporters, the share of votes cast by opponent parties voters, and the share of votes cast by non-
partisan voters. The dependent variable is the number of preferences cast for the candidate in each category,
over the total number of votes cast for all the candidates within his/her list in the same category. CrossVoting
is a dummy 1 identifying the votes cast by opponent parties’ voters through panachage, while NonPartisan is
a dummy 1 identifying the votes cast by non-partisan voters. Female, Left-wing, Civic list and Incumbent are
dummy variables, while Age is continuous variable. Ranking is the ex-ante position of the candidate within the
list, decided by the party. Standard errors are clustered at party level. ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01.
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Table 12: Cross-Voting in Municipi, within and across idelogies

Cross-Voting from Same Ideology Dierent Ideology

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

Female -0.005 -0.004 -0.001 -0.008∗∗∗ -0.009∗∗∗ -0.004∗∗

(0.003) (0.003) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002)

Incumbent 0.061∗∗∗ 0.061∗∗∗ 0.033∗∗∗ 0.045∗∗∗ 0.049∗∗∗ 0.023∗∗∗

(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005) (0.004)

Age 0.000∗∗ 0.000∗∗ 0.000 0.000∗∗∗ 0.000∗∗∗ 0.000∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Ranking -0.008∗∗∗ -0.008∗∗∗ -0.003∗∗∗ -0.008∗∗∗ -0.007∗∗∗ -0.002∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Left-wing -0.021∗∗∗ -0.021∗∗∗ 0.024∗∗∗ 0.014∗∗∗

(0.007) (0.005) (0.002) (0.002)

Civic list -0.001 -0.019 0.035∗∗∗ 0.015∗∗∗

(0.016) (0.012) (0.005) (0.003)

Share Pref. 1.138∗∗∗ 0.981∗∗∗

(0.055) (0.037)

R-squared 0.354 0.357 0.579 0.298 0.324 0.544

N 3449 3449 3449 5731 5655 5655

Municipal Controls YES YES YES YES YES YES

Year FE YES YES YES YES YES YES

Notes. The table regresses panachage votes on candidates’ control variables in Municipi, distinguishing among
votes cast by voters of the same ideology, and votes cast by voters of a dierent ideology. Among the covariates,
I inlcude dummy variables to control for female candidates, incumbent politicians, left-wing candidates, and
candidates belonging to civic lists. Moreover I control for individual popularity within the party with the share
of preference votes collected within the party (Share Pref.). ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01.
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Table 13: Gender dierences among voters

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

Dep Var. Fed. Turnout Cant. Turtout Panachage Pref. women

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

Female -0.0249 -0.0206 -0.0521∗ 0.0139∗∗∗

(0.0153) (0.0232) (0.0281) (0.0050)

Age 0.0049∗∗∗ 0.0040∗∗∗ -0.0039∗∗∗ -0.0001

(0.0004) (0.0007) (0.0008) (0.0001)

Married -0.0299∗∗∗ -0.0519∗∗∗ -0.0134 0.0016

(0.0078) (0.0116) (0.0151) (0.0026)

Catholic 0.0811∗∗∗ 0.1069∗∗∗ 0.0229 -0.0097∗

(0.0170) (0.0271) (0.0310) (0.0050)

High Education 0.0488∗∗∗ 0.0679∗∗∗ 0.0101 0.0080

(0.0164) (0.0262) (0.0292) (0.0052)

Left 0.0041 0.0437 0.0880∗∗∗ 0.0266∗∗∗

(0.0185) (0.0282) (0.0322) (0.0067)

Center -0.1212∗∗∗ -0.0718∗∗∗ -0.0081 0.0121∗∗

(0.0187) (0.0272) (0.0373) (0.0049)

Urban -0.0043 -0.0441 -0.0185 -0.0013

(0.0210) (0.0290) (0.0369) (0.0102)

Constant 0.4810∗∗∗ 0.5748∗∗∗ 1.0291∗∗∗ 0.0547

(0.0422) (0.0584) (0.0685) (0.0343)

R-squared 0.076 0.066 0.093 0.164

N 3347 1436 1057 2450

Year FE YES YES YES YES

Notes. The table documents survey responses of inhabitants of Canton Ticino regarding their voting habits.
Dependent variables are Turnout in Federal and Cantonal elections (columns 1 and 2), the likelihood of using
panachage (column 3), and the preference for female policians (column 4). Controls include the dummy variables
Female, Married, Catholic and the discrete variable Age. High Education is a duummy equal to 1 if the voter
has a university degree. Dummies Left and Center control for political ideology. Urban is a dummy equal to 0
for citizens living in rural areas, and 1 otherwise.
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Table 14: Share of female candidates in party lists

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

Share female candidates (t-1) 0.275∗ 0.278∗ 0.278∗ 0.470∗∗

(0.139) (0.143) (0.144) (0.181)

Gender gap in Cross-Voting (t-1) -0.085∗∗ -0.084∗∗ -0.082 -0.195∗∗

(0.041) (0.042) (0.075) (0.087)

Left-wing (t) -0.033 -0.033

(0.043) (0.044)

Civic list (t) -0.010 -0.010

(0.050) (0.052)

Gender gap in Pref.Votes WP (t-1) -0.003 0.090

(0.077) (0.093)

R-squared 0.136 0.138 0.138 0.661

N 90 90 90 90

Party FE - - - YES

Notes. The table documents the gender composition of the list in elections at time t for Municipi, as a function
of party covariates in elections at time t-1. The dependent variable is the share of female candidates running
with party p at time t. The independent variables are Share of female candidates (t-1) (the share of female
candidates in the same party in the previous election), a dummy Gender gap in Cross-Voting in t-1 (equal to 1
if female candidates performed worse than male candidates in panachage) a dummy Gender gap in Pref.Votes
WP in t-1 (if female candidates collected less preference votes within the party than males), and dummies
Left-wing and Civic lists to control for time invariant party ideology. Standard errors are clustered at party
level.∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01.
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A Online Appendix

Table A.1: Performance in Consigli, by party of the candidate

Party of the Candidate Civic Lists Left-wing parties Right-wing Parties

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Female (β) 0.000 -0.001 0.005∗∗∗ 0.006∗∗∗ -0.001 -0.001

(0.003) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

CrossVoting 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000

(0.003) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000)

NonPartisan -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000

(0.003) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000)

Female X CrossVoting (θ) -0.003 -0.003 -0.003 -0.003 -0.003 -0.003∗ -0.001 -0.001 -0.001

(0.004) (0.003) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001)

Female X NonPartisan (σ) 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.001

(0.004) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Incumbent 0.037∗∗∗ 0.043∗∗∗ 0.048∗∗∗ 0.052∗∗∗ 0.036∗∗∗ 0.037∗∗∗

(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001)

Age -0.000∗∗∗ -0.000∗∗∗ -0.000 -0.000∗∗ 0.000 -0.000∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Ranking -0.002∗∗∗ -0.000∗∗∗ -0.001∗∗∗ -0.000∗∗∗ -0.001∗∗∗ -0.000∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

R-squared 0.330 0.719 0.940 0.530 0.655 0.904 0.291 0.481 0.912

N 6339 6339 6339 5475 5475 5475 20808 20808 20808

Municipal FE YES YES - YES YES - YES YES -

Year FE YES YES - YES YES - YES YES -

Party FE - YES - - YES - - YES -

Candidate FE - - YES - - YES - - YES

Notes. This table compares the performances of candidates in Consigli in dierent categories of votes in elections
from 2016 to 2023, distinguishing candidates by ideology. I restrict the analysis to candidates belonging to civic
lists in columns 1 to 3, to candidates belonging to left-wing parties in columns 4 to 6, and to candidates
belonging to right-wing parties in columns 7 to 9. In these regression, I include all the shares of votes collected
by a given candidate, i.e. the share of votes cast by party supporters, the share of votes cast by opponent
parties voters, and the share of votes cast by non-partisan voters. The dependent variable is the number of
preferences cast for the candidate in each category, over the total number of votes cast for all the candidates
within his/her list in the same category. CrossVoting is a dummy 1 identifying the votes cast by opponent
parties’ voters through panachage, while NonPartisan is a dummy 1 identifying the votes cast by non-partisan
voters. Female, Left-wing, Civic list and Incumbent are dummy variables, while Age is continuous variable.
Ranking is the ex-ante position of the candidate within the list, decided by the party. Standard errors are
clustered at party level. ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01.
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Table A.2: Share of female politicians in Consigli

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

Share female candidates (t-1) 0.616∗∗∗ 0.569∗∗∗ 0.564∗∗∗ 0.509∗∗∗

(0.116) (0.124) (0.125) (0.127)

Gender gap in Cross-Voting (t-1) -0.009 -0.008 -0.013 0.019

(0.027) (0.026) (0.024) (0.035)

Left-wing (t) 0.063 0.063

(0.062) (0.062)

Civic list (t) 0.038 0.038

(0.028) (0.028)

Gender gap in Pref.Votes (t-1) 0.011 -0.004

(0.025) (0.034)

R-squared 0.327 0.352 0.353 0.775

N 99 99 99 99

Party FE - - - YES

Notes. The table documents party choices (w.r.t. the gender composition of the list) in election at time t
for Consigli, as a function of party covariates in elections at time t-1. The dependent variable is the share of
female candidates running with party p at time t. The independent variables are Share of female candidates
(t-1) (the share of female candidates in the same party in the previous election), a dummy Gender gap in
Cross-Voting in t-1 (equal to 1 if female candidates performed worse than male candidates in panachage) a
dummy Gender gap in Pref.Votes WP in t-1 (if female candidates collected less preference votes within the
party than males), and dummies Left-wing and Civic lists to control for time invariant party ideology. Standard
errors are clustered at party level. ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01.
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Table A.3: Preference votes in upper executive elections, controlling for education

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

Female -0.050∗∗∗ -0.040∗ -0.041∗∗

(0.017) (0.021) (0.017)

Female X CrossVoting -0.032∗∗ -0.036∗∗ -0.036 -0.032∗∗∗

(0.012) (0.014) (0.030) (0.011)

Female X NonPartisan -0.019∗ -0.021∗ -0.021 -0.019∗

(0.010) (0.012) (0.028) (0.011)

CrossVoting 0.009∗∗∗ 0.010∗∗ 0.010 0.009

(0.003) (0.004) (0.018) (0.006)

NonPartisan 0.005∗ 0.006 0.006 0.005

(0.003) (0.004) (0.017) (0.006)

Tertiary Education 0.018 -0.030 0.029∗

(0.037) (0.035) (0.016)

Incumbent 0.256∗∗∗ 0.265∗∗∗

(0.050) (0.031)

Age 0.002∗ 0.002∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.001)

Ranking -0.019∗ -0.002

(0.011) (0.005)

Left-wing 0.021

(0.017)

Civic list 0.190∗∗

(0.086)

R-squared 0.029 0.234 0.525 0.957

N 660 534 534 660

Year FE YES YES YES -

Party FE - - YES -

Candidate FE - - - YES

Notes. This table compares the performances of candidates in cantonal executive elections (for Consiglio di
Stato) in dierent categories of votes in elections from 2016 to 2023. In these regression, I include all the shares
of votes collected by a given candidate, i.e. the share of votes cast by party supporters, the share of votes cast
by opponent parties voters, and the share of votes cast by non-partisan voters. The dependent variable is the
number of preferences cast for the candidate in each category, over the total number of votes cast for all the
candidates within his/her list in the same category. CrossVoting is a dummy 1 identifying the votes cast by
opponent parties’ voters through cross-voting, while NonPartisan is a dummy 1 identifying the votes cast by
non-partisan voters. Female, Left-wing, Civic list and Incumbent are dummy variables, while Age is continuous
variable. Ranking is the ex-ante position of the candidate within the list, decided by the party. Standard errors
are clustered at party level. ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01.
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