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Abstract

In spite of increasing representation of women in politics, little is known about their impact on
policies. Comparing outcomes of parliaments with different shares of female members does not identify
their causal impact because of possible differences in the underlying electorate. This paper uses
a unique data set on voting decisions to sheds new light on gender gaps in policy making. Our
analysis focuses on Switzerland, where all citizens can directly decide on a broad range of policies
in referendums and initiatives. We show that there are large gender gaps in the areas of health,
environmental protection, defense spending and welfare policy which typically persist even conditional
on socio-economic characteristics. We also find that female policy makers have a substantial effect on
the composition of public spending, but a small effect on the overall size of government.
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1 Introduction

Compared to their share in the population, women are still under-represented in politics. In response,

many countries have passed or planned gender quotas, which reserve a certain share of seats in par-

liament for women. For instance, France not only enacted direct quota for members of parliament at

the national and state level, but also for electoral candidates. In a similar spirit, a female German

Social Democrat (Lissi Groener) campaigns for half of the top jobs in EU institutions to be reserved

for women (the Economist, 2008).

In light of this increasing pressure to boost the presence of women in politics, it is important to

understand whether and where gender gaps in policy making exist. At one extreme, if women and

men have the same policy preferences, then quotas would have no effect and hence be unnecessary.

Yet, research on voting behavior for both parties and presidential candidates suggests that women and

men do have different preferences for parties or candidates (see e.g. Edlund and Pande, 2002; Edlund,

Haider and Pande, 2005).1 However, votes for candidates or political parties are typically based on

a bundle of characteristics and not necessarily informative on the individual’s preferences for specific

policies.

At the other extreme, different policy preferences between men and women would not affect policies

if politicians would solely represent the median voter, i.e. they can commit to a policy platform and

care only about their reelection. Data on roll call votes in the United States however provide strong

evidence against this Downsian model of the political process (see Levitt, 1996; Washington, 2008).

Hence, a natural approach to measure political gender gaps would be to analyze the behavior of

female policy makers relative to their male colleagues (e.g. Thomas, 1991). The key challenge of

this approach is that the share of female policy makers is endogenous, and typically correlated with
1Gender differences are increasingly discovered in other fields as well. For instance, Niederle and

Vesterlund (2007) show that women prefer less competitive environments with lower risk. Rangel
(2006) documents gender heterogeneity in preferences among cohabiting couples in Brazil. Duflo
(2003) documented gender gaps in behavior in a pension reform in South Africa. Adams and Ferreira
(2008) report different behavior of male and female directors in US companies.

2



the political preferences or other characteristics of the electorate in the respective state or district.

The only evidence with random variation in female politicians is available for India (Chattopadhyay

and Duflo, 2004). Based on imposed mandates for female village leaders in India, the results show

that women allocate resources to projects supporting women’s needs, for example, public investments

in fresh drinking water. Yet, it is not obvious whether these results can be generalized to the very

different political issues in the developed world.

This article exploits another political context to shed new light on gender gaps in policy making in

Europe. In particular, we make use of the direct democratic setting in Switzerland where the electorate

makes political decisions on a broad range of policy issues with real political and fiscal consequences

two to three times a year. Over the last fifty years, more than 300 ballots votes have been held at the

federal level alone. Hence, political decisions at the ballot play a prominent role in Swiss politics and

make Switzerland the leading direct democracy in the world (Trechsel and Kriesi, 1996). Our analysis

uses survey data of individual voting behavior for all federal votes between 1981 and 2003.

Our setting has a number of attractive features. Most importantly, we provide empirical evidence

for the importance of political gender gaps in an advanced European democracy. This type of evi-

dence is very difficult to identify because voting records for individual parliamentary members are not

available in most European countries. Though we rely on a direct democratic setting for the analysis,

we believe that our insights are not restricted to direct democracies. Rather, we expect similar gender

effects in the more representative democracies in Europe, especially as more and more women gain

seats in national and state parliaments through regular elections or legal means like quotas.

A second advantage of our context is that the federal ballots cover a very wide range of political

issues and have real financial consequences, for example, in health policy, changes in unemployment

insurance, new environmental policies, subsidies for agriculture or membership in international orga-

nizations. Our focus on political decision-making at the federal level allows us to study policy areas

like defense which typically cannot be analyzed with data at the subnational level.
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Furthermore, our direct democratic setting is unique because there is little incentive for citizens

to vote strategically. The direct democratic setting ensures that the ballot with the majority of votes

is implemented. Hence, citizens have no incentive to vote for anything different than their preferred

policy. We therefore identify “genuine” gender gaps in preferences for policies. In contrast, roll call

votes of individual politicians are likely to be strongly influenced by strategic motives, for example,

log-rolling or reelection concerns.

Finally, we study the political gender gaps in the electorate, i.e. the population of political decision-

makers rather than the selected pool of elected female representatives. Since gender quotas propose a

substantial increase in the political representation of women (for example, 30 to 40 percent of seats in

parliament for female candidates), it is likely that gender quotas alter the type of female politicians

elected. In addition, it is also possible that gender quotas would reduce political competition, which

increases the scope of policies where women politicians’ can implement their own preferences (ideology)

compared to the case of unrestricted elections. Hence, we think our results for the electorate at large

are policy-relevant and complement existing evidence on currently elected politicians.

Three main results emerge from our empirical analysis: First, we document that there are substan-

tial gender gaps in the approval for policies. Women are more in favor for public health provisions,

equal rights for men and women, environmental protection, unemployment and social security provi-

sions. At the same time, they are also less in favor of nuclear energy and the military. Second, we

show that the gender gaps rarely disappear if observables are controlled for. Even when women and

men are equal in terms of education, marital status, employment and income, women still approve

more projects to protect the environment or support the disabled, but oppose an expansion of the mili-

tary. We also find few differences in voting behavior for women with different educational background,

marital or employment status.

Finally, we investigate the financial consequences of including more female decision makers. For

that, we restrict the analysis to the sample of federal votes that would have raised government spend-
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ing, taxes or debt. Overall, we find that women are only modestly more inclined to approve projects

that increase the size of government. Compared to men, they were 2.5 percent more likely to approve

such proposals. On the other hand, female policy choices greatly affect the composition of government

expenditures. Women were 14 percent more likely to support spending for protection of the environ-

ment and 7 percent less likely to support spending on military. Hence, an increase in the number of

female political decision makers is likely to have big effects on the composition, but small effects on

the overall size of government spending.

Our results are related to three strands of the literature. First, our study enhances our understand-

ing of female policy makers. Compared to (quasi-)experimental evidence from India (Chattopadhyay

and Duflo, 2004; Clots-Figueras, 2008a; 2008b) and for state policy makers in the United States (Re-

havi, 2007), we analyze for the first time female policy makers in the European context. In addition,

we identify gender gaps in policy making for the electorate at large and in the absence of incentives

for strategic voting behavior. Hence, we view our analysis as complementary to the existing studies

from India and the United States.

Second, we shed light on the debate whether political involvement of women increases the size of

government. While for the United States, women’s suffrage seemingly increased state level spending

(Lott and Kenny, 1999; though Miller (2008) reports an insignificant estimate), results for Europe are

mixed (Aidt, Duta and Loukoianova, 2006; Aidt and Dallal, 2008). In contrast to these studies using

aggregate state-level data, we rely on individual data on actual policy choices. Our study does not

allow us to estimate the overall effect of women’s suffrage which might also affect government spending

through party platforms or elected candidates. However, the advantage of our approach is that we

can identify gender gaps in actual political choices with real financial consequences in a very direct

way. Our results support the view that inclusion of female preferences in the political decision making

process has small effects on total spending.

Finally, our results are also related to a strand of literature in political science which explores
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gender gaps in voter preferences. While the large bulk of literature deals with the electoral gender

gap (see e.g. Inglehart and Norris, 2003), some studies try to elicit gender gaps in policy preferences

from opinion polls like the General Social Survey, the Gallup or National Election Surveys (see e.g.

Shapiro and Mahajan, 1986; Mueller 1988).2

While these studies are suggestive, the questions asked are often fairly general and typically do not

involve decisions about concrete projects and how they would be financed. Furthermore, the answers

given to hypothetical questions on the role of government may differ substantial from actual behavior.

Matsusaka and McCarty (2001), for instance, found that hypothetical questions from opinion polls

can be very bad predictors for later voting behavior. In our data on voting in Swiss federal ballots,

citizens vote on specific projects for which the political and financial consequences are well-known and

accessible to the voters. Hence, the political choices made by Swiss men and women are closer to the

set of political issues faced by parliamentary members in modern democracies.

The rest of this article is structured as follows. Section 2 introduces the Swiss political context

and describes our data. Section 3 analyzes the gender gaps in voting and section 4 sheds light on the

fiscal consequences of female policy makers. Conclusions are presented in section 5.
2A comparable data source for Europe would be the Eurobarometer, a public opinion survey in the

EU member states. There are however few surveys that directly ask for allocation of governmental
resources. Only in the survey of March/April 1984 (wave 21), seventeen questions were asked whether
government spending is too little/about right/ too much in a certain policy area. However, the
questions do not discuss how the money would be actually spent or how the additional spending
would be financed.
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2 Data on Voting Behavior in Federal Propositions

To analyze differences in policy choices between men and women, we make use of the fact that Switzer-

land has wide-ranging possibilities for direct democratic participation. In particular, we focus on the

political decisions of citizens at the federal level, which include important policies such as the military

and foreign policy which can typically not be studied using state-level data.

At the federal level, citizens can propose an initiative for a partial or total revision of the federal

constitution. In addition, they can request a referendum about all laws issued by the federal govern-

ment if 50,000 signatures are collected. Furthermore, a voter referendum is mandatory for any changes

to the constitution and all international treaties. As a consequence, citizens vote on several federal

ballots two to three times each year.

In Switzerland, every person older than 18 is allowed to vote (before March 1991, the minimum

age was 21). No registration is necessary, and every eligible person automatically receives the official

documents to vote which includes detailed information on the ballot to be decided. Specifically, the

information package of the federal government contains the arguments for and against the proposition,

a printed version of the parliamentary debate (if any) and often outside opinions by interest groups.3

Furthermore, the distributed documents contain the estimated financial consequences, i.e. whether

and by how much expenditures or taxes would increase if the proposition was approved.

Hence, Swiss citizens have easy access to information about the ballots both through the distributed

documents and discussions in the media. In our data, 78 percent of voters report that they were well

informed about the ballot prior to the vote. Furthermore, they have practiced their direct democratic

participation rights for more than a century at the federal level. Consequently, we believe that the

electorate is able to make informed choices about the proposed ballots.

The data we use for our analysis of federal ballots are taken from the VOX surveys, which are
3These documents can be accessed online at http://www.ads.bar.admin.ch/ADS/showHome.do.
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conducted by telephone shortly after each vote, to elicit information on voting behavior. Overall, we

have data for 197 of the 202 federal propositions held between 1981 and 2003.

The survey is a repeated cross-section, which collects data on a representative sample of 1,000 (700

before 1987) Swiss citizens. The survey asks about the voting decision in the last federal ballot, whether

the respondent was informed about the propositions. It also collects information on general political

attitudes and party preferences as well as the respondent’s demographic and economic situation.4

Since we are interested in comparing choices of female and male voters, we dropped all respondents

under the age of twenty-one, who were not eligible to vote until March of 1991, and under eighteen

thereafter. We further restrict our sample to respondents that actually voted in the federal ballot.

Our data have a number of attractive features for measuring policy preferences: first, we use

information on voting behavior with real political and financial consequences. Since every eligible

voter receives detailed information about these consequences before each vote, we consider the voting

decisions as a more reliable indicator of policy preferences than hypothetical questions from opinion

polls.

In addition, the policy choices are representative for the electorate as a whole since individuals

in all cantons vote on the same proposition. Finally, the votes cover a wide range of political issues,

such as health policy, changes in unemployment insurance, new environmental policies, subsidies for

agriculture or membership in international organizations. While the set of issues decided at the ballot

box does not coincide with the set of decisions taken by members of parliament, the political choices,

many about redistribution or the provision and financing of public services is nevertheless informative

about policy preferences of men and women.

Table 1 reports summary statistics of the survey data separately for men and women over the

period from 1981 to 2003. The table reflects the more traditional position of women in Swiss society:

women are on average less educated than men and have lower income available to them. The female
4More information on the survey and data is available online at http://www.gfsbern.ch.
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labor force participation rate is low compared to the United States as is the fraction of divorced people.

Women in the sample are also more likely to live in urban areas and in the French- and Italian-speaking

cantons of Switzerland.

— insert Table 1 about here —

3 Gender Gaps in Policy Making

We first identified the votes with the largest gender differences in approval for the complete sample of

the 197 votes held between 1981 and 2003. Table 2 shows the ten votes with the largest differences in

approval rates between men and women. To get a better idea about the content of these votes, the

Appendix briefly describes the main goals and fiscal implications.

As can be seen from Table 2, women were 18 percent more likely to support an initiative for

a reduction in tobacco consumption. More generally, women are much more supportive of votes to

promote a healthy lifestyle and environmental protection. They are also somewhat more in favor of

redistribution. Not surprisingly, women were also more likely to support votes for the equal represen-

tation of women in the federal government, equal rights for men and women in general and a reform of

marital law. In addition, women were more supportive of anti-discrimination policies, environmental

policy and government subsidies for the disabled. On the other hand, they oppose the use of nuclear

energy (see also Longchamp and Bieri, 2001).

— insert Table 2 about here —

While suggestive, our summary statistics also show that women in the sample differ along other

observable dimensions from men, for example, they are more likely to live in urban areas and have less
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income. To control for such possible confounding factors, we now turn to a more systematic analysis

of political gender gaps.

Subsequently, we focus on seven main policy areas: three areas cover public goods (environment,

transportation and defense), two the public provision of a private good (education, health), and two

areas are about transfers and redistribution (agricultural subsidies, social security provisions). To

classify the federal ballot propositions into the seven policy areas, we used the title and description

of the vote. Table 3 shows a list and further information for all the votes in each policy area. For

example, nine votes on environmental protection have been held, ranging from the introduction of

car-free Sundays to subsidize solar energy with governmental funds.

Since a vote of yes might not be equivalent with supporting a certain policy, we defined a person’s

vote within each policy area in such a way that it supports always more or always less of a policy.

For example, all votes on agricultural policy are coded such that a vote of ‘yes’ implies supporting a

reduction in agricultural subsidies.

— insert Table 3 about here —

The model we then estimate is

Yesijt = α + βjFemalei + γ′Xit + εijt (1)

where Yes ij is a binary variable equal to one if respondent i supported a vote in policy area j at time

t and zero otherwise. Xit includes other control variables.

We start out with controls for the region of residence and urban environment. This very parsi-

monious specification will provide a sense of where gender gaps in policy choices exist. Later on, we

will also check whether women’s and men’s voting choices differ even conditional on other observable

differences such as income, employment status and education. These conditional estimates will shed
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some light on the sources of gender gaps. However, to the extent that women earn less than men, it

is the combined effect of lower income and gender that is of interest when evaluating the political and

fiscal consequences of more female policy makers.

Table 4 reports marginal effects from a probit model of the voting decision in each policy area.

All specifications include year and canton of residence fixed effects. With the exception of one vote

in the area of secondary education, there are substantial gender differences in approving policies. For

instance, women have an 8.4 percentage point higher probability of supporting projects that protect

the environment. Also, women are more likely to oppose an expansion of the army, or granting

subsidies for agriculture. On the other hand, they support subsidies for health insurance and other

redistributive programs.

— insert Table 4 about here —

The fact that women opposed a reduction of benefits for the unemployed (see welfare) or supported

subsidies for health insurance raises the question what drives these gender gaps.

The traditional explanation by economists is based on differences in labor market opportunities

and income. The Meltzer and Richard (1981) model of the demand for government shows that voters

with less income will be more in favor of redistributive measures like progressive taxes or transfers.

Lott and Kenny (1999) have used this setup to explain why women’s suffrage may have increased the

size of government. Similarly, Edlund and Pande (2002) explain women’s shift to the left after the

1980s with an increase in the risk of divorce, which enhances women’s taste for redistribution due to

their lower expected income.

Do we see a similar mechanism at work in our data? If income differences are the source behind the

gender gaps, they should disappear once we condition on income in the regressions. And are income

and other labor market differences mainly relevant for redistributive policies or do they influence policy

choices more generally?
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To explore this question more systematically, we re-estimate the gender gaps in the seven policy

areas while controlling for education, marital status and employment. We also include home ownership

as a proxy for income because direct questions on household income were included in very few votes

(we will however come back to this issue in the robustness section).

Table 5 shows that the estimated gender gaps are generally not much affected by the inclusion

of controls. Gender gaps disappear only for certain redistributive policies like subsidies for health

insurance or a reduction of unemployment benefits conditional on controls for earnings opportunities.

However, there are still many policy areas, including environmental protection, defense policy and

support for old age and the disabled, where women have different policy priorities from men even

conditional on differences in socio-demographic factors.5

— insert Table 5 about here —

Finally, we were interested in seeing whether different sub-groups of women made different policy

decisions. Clots-Figueras (2008a, 2008b) found that female policy makers in India chose quite different

policies depending on the cast they were born into. Table 6 compares the policy choices of women

with different educational achievements. The interaction terms between female and education are

statistically insignificant in most policy areas. Similarly, we did not find strong evidence that married

women make systematically different choices from single or divorced women; or that home ownership

and employment status mattered much (not reported). In some cases, there was potentially not enough

variation to detect differences among different groups of women.6 These results suggest that the set of
5One factor why gender gaps in redistributive policies persist even conditional on income could be

differences in beliefs about the sources of income differences between men and women. For example,
Fong (2001) and Alesina and Ferrara (2005) found that whether one believes that effort or luck drive
differences in income has important implications for individual preferences for redistribution in addition
to one’s own position in the income distribution.

6The results are available upon request.
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chosen policies, at least in a highly developed country like Switzerland, might not differ much whether

female policy makers are recruited from a quite selective or a broader pool of citizens.

— insert Table 6 about here —

4 The Fiscal Consequences of Women Policy Makers

So far, we analyzed gender gaps in approval rates for proposed policies independently of their fiscal

consequences. Suppose however, that women are for instance fiscally more conservative than men.

Then, they may not favor costly projects for environmental protection even though they may care

more about it than men.

This section provides more detailed evidence on whether women and men differ in how they like

to allocate government resources. To analyze the fiscal policy preferences of men and women, we

selected from the 197 federal ballots those that would unambiguously increase or decrease government

spending.

In order to assess the fiscal impact of each proposition, we used the official documents prepared by

the government, which outlines the estimated financial consequences, i.e. whether and by how much

spending would increase if the proposition was approved by the electorate. After careful study, we

identified 71 propositions between 1981 and 2003 where the documents showed unambiguous financial

consequences. Table A1 in the Appendix contains a detailed list of these votes. Note that the set

of propositions we analyze contains both ballots that were approved and therefore actually increased

government spending as well as ballots that were not successful. Hence we have a representative set of

actual political decisions and their financial consequences, which is not affected by the ballot’s actual

success.
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The model we estimate is the same as in the last section except that we now use only the subset

of votes with predictable financial consequences. Table 7 shows marginal effects from a probit model

whether a respondent voted yes on a proposition that would increase overall government spending

as well as spending in the seven different policy areas (education, health, welfare, environment and

nuclear policy, defense spending, transportation and agricultural policy).7

The first column shows that women are 2.5 percent more likely to support projects that would

increase overall government spending. They are also 2.5 percent less likely to support a reduction of

government debt though the coefficient is not significantly different from zero. For overall spending, it

is surprising that, despite large gender gaps in several policy areas, there are relatively small differences

in the approval of costly projects between women and men.

Note further that actual spending is only affected by women’s political participation if the propo-

sition is approved by the voters and women changed the final outcome, i.e. they proved to be pivotal.

Among all federal ballots between 1981 and 2003, women and men had approved different outcomes

in fifteen votes (see table A2 for a list of those votes). Women changed the result in their favor in

only four cases or about two percent of the 202 propositions over that period. From these four pivotal

votes, only two had clear-cut fiscal implications.

Based on the information provided by the federal government before the vote, we can get a rough

estimate of the consequences of these two fiscally relevant votes. Women’s opposition to a reduction in

unemployment benefits increased federal spending by about 70 million Swiss Francs per year. However,

women were also in favor of abolishing subsidies for parking spaces, which saved the federal government

about 20 million Swiss Francs per year. Relative to the 46 billion federal expenditures in 1999, the

change in voting outcomes by women adds up to a mere 1.1 percent increase in federal spending.

Obviously, we can only evaluate the financial impact of female voters for decisions that are taken
7If the ballot proposed a reduction of spending, taxes, subsidies or debt, we rescaled the voting

choice as one if the respondent did not vote for the measure and zero if she approved a reduction in
government spending in that area.
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at the ballot box. It is possible that women might also have increased spending through at least

two other channels: first, the composition of the parliament by electing different representatives or

different parties. Second, women can also affect policies directly by proposing initiatives that support

their policies. However, reduced form estimates find little evidence that women’s suffrage increased

overall governments spending in the Swiss cantons in the second half of the twentieth century (see

Funk and Gathmann, 2007; Stutzer and Kienast, 2005). Hence, it appears that the effect of women

policy makers on the overall size of government is limited.

— insert Table 7 about here —

However, the picture changes if we look at the different policy areas. Here, we find that women

are 14 percent more in favor of policies that support environmental protection. At the same time,

they are also 7 percent less likely to support agricultural or military spending. In addition, they are

also more supportive of health and welfare spending than men. As such, female policy makers have

affected the composition of government spending much more than the overall size of government.

Table 8 uses the same specification but also adds various control variables. Again, the size of the

estimated female dummy variable is little affected by these controls. However, since more controls

are available for a subset of votes, we analyzed as a robustness check whether inclusion of household

income, kids and knowledge of the voter affects the estimated gender dummy (see Table 9). The right

comparison is to first estimate the female dummy for the subset of votes where these controls were

asked for (as a baseline) and then to add the controls in a second set of regressions. As can be seen

from Table 9, neither adding household income, a dummy for having kids or a knowledge indicator

changes the estimated female dummy compared to the baseline estimate greatly.

These estimates therefore confirm our previous results that by and large the gender gaps in the

Swiss electorate cannot be explained by differences in socio-demographic characteristics.
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— insert Tables 8 and 9 about here —

5 Conclusion

This paper provides new evidence on the impact of female policy makers in a European context. So

far, empirical evidence has been scarce because comparing policies in states/countries with different

shares of women in parliament is subject to endogeneity with respect to underlying characteristics

of the electorate. Furthermore, information on parliamentary votes is not available for most ad-

vanced European democracies. To circumvent these issues, we exploit the direct democratic setting of

Switzerland where citizens directly decide on many issues like redistributive policies, defense spending,

infrastructure investments or environmental protection. Another advantage of our setting is that we

can analyze gender gaps for different types of policies (federal instead of state level) as well as for a

broader range of categories than previously possible.

We find strong evidence that women and men in Switzerland support a different allocation of

government resources. In particular, we show that female policy makers care more about the envi-

ronment, public health, social welfare and are more skeptical towards nuclear energy or the military.

Regarding the fiscal consequences of female policy makers, we find a bigger impact on the composition

rather than the size of government. Women are more likely to support spending for public health and

redistributive policies but oppose military spending. In addition, we find little evidence that women

favor investment in roads or transportation.

How do our results compare to previous studies on female policy makers in India and the United

States? The limited effect on overall spending and a positive impact on public health spending is in

line with evidence from state legislators in the United States (Rehavi, 2007). Unlike the Indian case,

we do however not find that female policy makers affect education spending or investment in roads

or transportation (Chattopadhyay and Duflo, 2004; Clots-Figueras, 2008a; 2008b). One potential
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explanation for this latter results is that political preferences of men and women shift with the level

of economic development.

In addition to the political context, our study also differs from the existing literature along at

least two other dimensions. In particular, we analyze political decision making in the electorate at

large rather than the selected set of elected representatives alone. Due to the absence of incentives for

strategic behavior, we measure gender gaps in a setting where policy makers vote according to their

genuine political preferences.

Since politicians’ own political preferences (ideology) have a stronger impact on political decisions

than preferences of the electorate (see e.g. Levitt, 1996), we think that our results are informative for

the impact of female policy makers in Europe more generally. Nevertheless, the more the candidate’s

positions are determined by voter preferences, the more we would expect the gender gap in observable

political decisions to be reduced. From that perspective, our findings can be considered an upper

bound of the effect for elected female policy makers.

However, we think that our study is highly relevant to understanding the impact of large-scale

changes in political representation. Gender quotas propose a substantial increase in the political

representation of women to, for example, 30 to 40 percent of parliamentary seats. Consequently, it

is likely that gender quotas would alter the selection of elected female politicians in the direction of

the general female population. More generally, gender quotas might reduce political competition and

therefore increase the scope of policies where women politicians’ can implement their own political

preferences. In this view, our estimated gender gaps in policy-making complement earlier studies that

focus on elected politicians.
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A Appendix: Description of the votes with the largest gender gaps

1. Reduction Tobacco Consumption (Initiative)

Vote held November 28, 1993; Vote Nr. 404; Turnout: 45.5 %; Share-Yes: 25.5 %

Goal Initiative: To prohibit advertisement for tobacco. To use 1 % of the revenues from taxing
tobacco to educate about the health consequences of tobacco consumption.

2. Equal Representation of Women in Federal Government (Initiative)

Vote held March 12, 2000; Vote Nr. 461; Turnout: 42.2 %; Share-Yes: 18 %

Goal Initiative: Adjust the stuffing policy of the federal government to guarantee equal chances
for men and women.

No direct financial consequences indicated.

3. Change in Marital Law (Referendum)

Vote held September 22, 1985; Vote Nr. 336; Turnout: 41.1 %; Share-Yes: 54.7 %

Goal Law: Change the marital law to explicitly state that husbands and wives have equal rights
and obligations. Housework and childcare are considered as a fulltime contribution to the family
maintenance.

No financial consequences indicated.

4. Against Racial Discrimination (Referendum)

Vote held September 25, 1994; Vote Nr. 414; Turnout: 45.9 %; Share-Yes: 54.6 %

Goal Law: Change of the Law (Civil law and Military law) to prosecute persons who engage
actively in promoting discrimination based on race, ethnicity, or religion.

No financial consequences indicated.

5. Against Subsidies for Corn Production (Referendum)

Vote held September 25, 1994; Vote Nr. 413; Turnout: 45.5 %; Share-Yes: 64.6 %

Goal Federal Resolution: To reduce the subsidies for corn production. Initially, the government
bought corn from the Swiss corn produces at higher (than market) prices to maintain a high
level of domestic production for situations of crises like wars. To the mills, the government sold
at (cheaper) foreign prices, which involved substantial costs.

6. Reduction of Alcohol Consumption (Initiative)

Vote held November 28, 1993; Vote Nr. 403; Turnout: 45.5 %; Share-Yes: 25.3 %

Goal Initiative: Prohibit Advertisement for Alcohol.

Fiscal Consequences: Higher taxes on alcohol.
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7. Protection of Rivers and Lakes (Initiative)

Vote held Mai 17, 1992; Vote Nr. 381; Turnout: 39.2 %; Share-Yes: 37.1 %

Goal Initiative: Protection of rivers and lakes, major objectives are the following: to protect
human beings and animals, to secure the portable water supply, to protect the living space for
flora and fauna, and to secure the water supply for agricultural purposes.

Financial consequences, as indicated in the election documents: Once the law takes place (1992),
the average costs for the government will be around 100 million SF per year (in the beginning
170 mio. SF, at the end 40 mio. SF)

8. For a Car free Sunday per Quarter (Initiative)

Vote held Mai 18, 2003; Vote Nr. 498; Turnout: 49.8 %; Share-Yes: 37.6 %

Goal Initiative: For the next four years, there should be one Sunday per season where private
motorized vehicles are only permitted in exceptional circumstances (e.g. ambulances).

9. For Abandoning Nuclear Energy (Initiative)

Vote held September 23, 1990; Vote Nr. 365; Turnout: 40.4 %; Share-Yes: 47.1 %

Goal Initiative: No further implementation of nuclear plants

No fiscal major fiscal implications, potentially an increase unemployment in the nuclear sector.

10. For Equal Rights of the Disabled (Initiative)

Vote held Mai 18, 2003; Vote Nr. 500; Turnout: 49.7 %; Share-Yes: 37.7 %

Goal Initiative: Equal rights for disabled people and abolishment of any sort of existing discrim-
ination. Furthermore, where financially feasible, the entrances of public buildings and facilities
should be made handicapped accessible.

Fiscal consequences in case of acceptance: Costs for reconstruction and renovation (2-4 mio.
SF). 10 mio. SF for the reconstruction of universities; further costs for infrastructure possible.

11. Equal rights for Men and Women (Initiative)

Vote held Juni 14, 1981; Vote Nr. 306; Turnout: 33.9 %; Share-Yes: 60.3 %

Goal Initiative: To change Article 4 of the Constitution in the following way: Men and Women
have equal rights and obligations within the family, must not be discriminated with respect to
wages and have the right to equal treatment and chances in education, vocational training and
to equal employment and promotion opportunities.

Financial consequences unclear. Costs could arise in the following areas - Federal government:
social security, taxes, education, public servants - Canton: daycare, arbitrary duties in case of a
breach against the required equality with respect to wages. Expenses are expected to be higher
for Cantons than the government.
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T Statistic
Mean Std. Dev Mean Std. Dev Difference

Demographics
Age 48.39 16.38 49.98 17.41 14.92
Protestant 0.47 0.50 0.47 0.50 -1.08
Have Kids 0.41 0.49 0.33 0.47 -13.74
Single 0.19 0.39 0.23 0.42 15.57
Married 0.66 0.47 0.71 0.45 16.14
Divorced 0.05 0.21 0.03 0.17 -12.02

Education, Work and Income
Education: Compulsory 0.19 0.40 0.10 0.30 -44.52
Education: Apprentice/Spec Schools 0.74 0.44 0.77 0.42 13.54
Education: University 0.07 0.26 0.13 0.34 31.86
Employed  0.51 0.50 0.69 0.46 57.72
Income 1.76 0.82 2.21 1.06 13.34
House Ownership 0.46 0.50 0.50 0.50 9.88

Knowledge Vote
Know Details Vote 0.74 0.44 0.82 0.39 37.90

Region of Residence
Urban 0.66 0.47 0.64 0.48 -6.77
French- or Italian-Speaking Canton 0.26 0.44 0.24 0.43 -4.53

MenWomen

Table 1: Summary Statistics, VOX-Data

Notes: The summary statistics are calculated for the sample of voters. Age is measured in years, while protestant is a binary indicator for
religious affiliation. The existence of children is also measured by a binary indicator. Single, married and divorced are binary indicators
describing the civil status of the respondent. Education is a binary indicator for the highest degree of a person either from compulsary
school, vocational school or technical college/university. Employment is a binary indicator equal to one if the person is employed and zero
if she is non- or unemployed. Income measures household income in 5 income classes. House ownership is a binary variable equal to
one if the household owns a house and zero otherwise. Know details vote is a dummy variable taking a value of 1 if the respondent has
answered correctly a certain share of questions about the ballot he voted upon. Both urban residence and the dominant language in a the
canton of residence are binary indicators. The last column shows the T-test statistic for differences in means between men and women. 



Title of Proposition Vote Year of Vote Gender Gap
Number (%)

Reduction of Tobacco Consumption 404 1993 17.7
Equal Representation of Women in Federal Government 461 2000 17.5
Change in Marital Law 336 1985 17.0
Against Racial Discrimination 414 1994 16.8
Against Subsidies for Corn Production 413 1994 15.6
Reduction of Alcohol Consumption 403 1993 15.5
For Protection of Rivers and Lakes 381 1992 15.3
For a Car Free Sunday per Quarter 498 2003 14.9
For Abandoning Nuclear Energy 365 1990 14.7
For Equal Rights of the Disabled 500 2003 14.6
Equal Rights of Men and Women 306 1981 14.5

Source: VOX Surveys, 1981-2003, Sample of Voters. 

Table 2: Federal Propositions with the Largest Gender Gap

Notes : The second column reports the official number of the vote and the third column the year the vote was held. The final column shows the gender gap, the
percentage of women approving the proposition minus the percentage of men. Positive numbers imply that women were more supportive of the proposition than men. 



Policy Areas and Title of Proposition No. Year Outcome Policy Areas and Title of Proposition No. Year Outcome

Environmental Policy Social Security
For Environmental Protection Longer Maternity Leave

For Protection of the Moor 349 1987 Yes For Protecting Motherhood 323 1984 No
For Protection of Rivers and Lakes 377 1992 Yes Law on Maternity Insurance 458 1999 No

For Saving Rivers and Lakes 381 1992 No Reducing Unemployment Benefits
For Protection of the Alps 408 1994 Yes Measures for Unemployment Insurance 398 1993 Yes
For Reduction of Traffic 463 2000 No Financing Unemployment Insurance 437 1997 Yes

More Money for Solar Energy 465 2000 No For Decreasing Retirement Age
Energy and Environment Initiative 466 2000 Yes For Reform of Public Pension System 444 1998 No

For Taxation of Energy instead of Labor 481 2001 No For a more Flexible Public Pension System 469 2000 No
For a Car-Free Sunday per quarter 498 2003 No Flexible Retirement Age of 62 for Women and Men 470 2000 No

Supporting the Disabled
Transport Policy Equal Rights for the Disabled 500 2003 No

Against further Road Construction
Stop Road Construction 359 1990 No Health

Against A Freeway from Murten to Yverdon 360 1990 No For an Affordable Health Insurance 373 1992 No
Against Freeway in the "Knonauer Amt" 361 1990 No Initiative for Financially Sustainable Health Insurance 416 1994 No

Protection of the Landscape near River Aare 362 1990 No Health Initiative 499 2003 No

Agricultural Policy Defense Spending
Against Subsidizing Acriculture Less Military
Abolish Subsidies for Wheat Price 333 1985 Yes For a Switzerland without Army 357 1989 No
Abolish Reduction of Wheat Price 413 1994 Yes Against Purchasing Fighter Planes 393 1993 No

Reduce Military Spending 471 2000 No
Education For Switzerland without Army 482 2001 No

For free Education Change Military Law 495 2003 Yes
Guaranteed Education and Retraining 340 1986 No

Notes: The table reports all federal votes between 1981 and 2003, which can be classified into one of the following seven categories: Environmental and Nuclear
Policy, Transportation, Agricultural Policy, Social Security, Education, Health and Military Policy. Source: Federal Administration of Switzerland; online available at
http://www.admin.ch/ch/d/pore/va/index.html

Table 3: Titles of Federal Propositions by Policy Area



Environment Transport Military Agriculture Education Health
Protection Against Less Against Free Subsidies Reduce  Decrease Support Longer

of the further Road Military Subsidies for Education Health Unemployment Retirement for the Maternity
Environment Construction Agriculture Insurance Benefits Age Disabled Leave

Female Dummy 0,084 0,045 0,043 0,091 0.068 0.065 -0,054 0.063 0,151 0,06
(0.015)*** (0.022)** (0.023)** (0.035)** (0.059) (0.029)** (0.032)* (0.019)*** (0.045)*** (0.025)**

Controls for Region YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Year and Canton FE YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Observations 5022 1994 2164 757 258 1071 992 2588 513 1509
Log-Likelihood -3151.00 -1204.42 -1283.06 -461.49 -148.10 -609.48 -538.50 -1563.91 -332.07 -923.76

 Welfare 

Table 4: Voting Behavior of Men and Women in Federal Propositions

Notes: The table reports estimates from a probit model with marginal coefficients being displayed. The dependent variable is the voting decision, which is equal to one if the respondent supported the
proposition and zero otherwise for the propositions shown in the column header. The table reports the coefficient on the female dummy. All specifications include canton and year fixed effects. Controls
for the region of residence, such as language and urban area are included as well. Robust standard errors are reported in parentheses. Coefficients with *** are significant at the 1 percent level, while
those with ** (*) are significant at the 5 (10) percent level. The last row reports the value of the log-likelihood function.



Environment Transport Military Agriculture Education Health
Protection Against Less Against Free Subsidies Reduce  Decrease Support Longer

of the further Road Military Subsidies for Education Health Unemployment Retirement for the Maternity
Environment Construction Agriculture Insurance Benefits Age Disabled Leave

Female Dummy 0.074 0.030 0.047 0.107 0.017 0.040 -0.043 0.053 0.134 0.049
(0.015)*** (0.024) (0.025)* (0.038)*** (0.068) (0.032) (0.035) (0.020)*** (0.047)*** (0.028)*

University Education 0.126 0.073 0.127 0.191 0.035 0.058 -0.006 0.028 0.216
(0.024)*** (0.040)* (0.040)*** (0.062)*** (0.053) (0.046) (0.032) (0.069) (0.053)***

Married -0.017 -0.151 -0.022 -0.008 -0.034 -0.010 -0.065 -0.007 -0.045 -0.045
(0.017) (0.026)*** (0.027) (0.043) (0.066) (0.034) (0.037)* (0.022) (0.053) (0.030)

Houseowner -0.073 -0.040 -0.090 0.029 -0.148 -0.079 0.074 -0.076 -0.102 -0.034
(0.016)*** (0.023)* (0.025)*** (0.042) (0.065)** (0.033)** (0.035)** (0.021)*** (0.051)** (0.029)

Employed -0.030 -0.028 0.057 -0.061 -0.160 -0.019 0.029 0.023 -0.045 -0.016
(0.018)* (0.026) (0.030)* (0.042) (0.076)** (0.036) (0.039) (0.024) (0.055) (0.031)

Age -0.004 -0.002 -0.005 0.001 -0.000 -0.000 0.004 -0.002 -0.001 -0.005
(0.001)*** (0.001)** (0.001)*** (0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001)*** (0.001)*** (0.002) (0.001)***

Controls for Region YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Year and Canton FE YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Observations 4865 1969 2100 697 254 960 958 2513 508 1456
Log-Likelihood -2991.83 -1157.50 -1187.68 -420.30 -139.84 -530.00 -511.60 -1498.67 -324.30 -854.89

 Welfare 

Table 5: Voting Behavior of Men and Women in Federal Propositions

Notes: The table reports estimates from a probit model with marginal coefficients being displayed. The dependent variable is the voting decision, which is equal to one if the respondent supported the
proposition and zero otherwise for the propositions shown in the column header. The table reports the coefficient on the female dummy. All specifications include canton and year fixed effects. Controls
for the region of residence, such as language and urban area as well as socio-demographics are included as well (all controls except age are binary variables). Robust standard errors are reported in
parentheses. Coefficients with *** are significant at the 1 percent level, while those with ** (*) are significant at the 5 (10) percent level. The last row reports the value of the log-likelihood function.



Environment Transport Military Agriculture Education Health
Protection Against Less Against Free Subsidies Reduce  Decrease Support Longer

of the further Road Military Subsidies for Education Health Unemployment Retirement for the Maternity
Environment Construction Agriculture Insurance Benefits Age Disabled Leave

Female Dummy 0.072 0.055 0.044 0.096 0.017 0.052 -0.043 0.052 0.115 0.044
(0.016)*** (0.025)** (0.026)* (0.039)** (0.068) (0.033) (0.037) (0.022)** (0.050)** (0.029)

Female*University 0.013 -0.214 0.032 0.246 -0.118 -0.007 0.015 0.166 0.067
(0.050) (0.049)*** (0.086) (0.085)*** (0.078) (0.104) (0.066) (0.131) (0.109)

University Education 0.121 0.153 0.116 0.132 0.087 0.060 -0.011 -0.034 0.192
(0.029)*** (0.047)*** (0.048)** (0.087) (0.067) (0.055) (0.040) (0.091) (0.066)***

Married -0.017 -0.152 -0.022 -0.011 -0.034 -0.012 -0.065 -0.007 -0.047 -0.046
(0.017) (0.026)*** (0.027) (0.043) (0.066) (0.034) (0.037)* (0.022) (0.053) (0.030)

Houseowner -0.073 -0.041 -0.090 0.031 -0.148 -0.081 0.074 -0.076 -0.098 -0.034
(0.016)*** (0.023)* (0.025)*** (0.041) (0.065)** (0.033)** (0.035)** (0.021)*** (0.051)* (0.029)

Employed -0.030 -0.021 0.057 -0.064 -0.160 -0.017 0.029 0.023 -0.043 -0.016
(0.018)* (0.026) (0.030)* (0.042) (0.076)** (0.036) (0.039) (0.024) (0.055) (0.031)

Age -0.004 -0.002 -0.005 0.001 -0.000 -0.000 0.004 -0.002 -0.001 -0.005
(0.001)*** (0.001)** (0.001)*** (0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001)*** (0.001)*** (0.002) (0.001)***

Controls for Region YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Year and Canton FE YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Observations 4869 1969 2104 716 254 963 963 2516 508 1472
Log-Likelihood -2991.79 -1152.45 -1187.60 -419.29 -139.84 -529.20 -511.60 -1498.65 -323.65 -854.69

 Welfare 

Table 6: Voting Behavior of Men and Women in Federal Propositions

Notes: The table reports estimates from a probit model with marginal coefficients being displayed. The dependent variable is the voting decision, which is equal to one if the respondent supported the
proposition and zero otherwise for the propositions shown in the column header. The table reports the coefficient on the female dummy. All specifications include canton and year fixed effects. Controls
for the region of residence, such as language and urban area as well as socio-demographics are included as well (all controls except age are binary variables). Robust standard errors are reported in
parentheses. Coefficients with *** are significant at the 1 percent level, while those with ** (*) are significant at the 5 (10) percent level. The last row reports the value of the log-likelihood function.



More Less More More More More More More More
Government Debt Environment Transport Defense Agriculture Education Health Welfare

Female Dummy 0.025 -0.025 0.141 0.015 -0.067 -0.065 0.067 0.075 0.071
(0.007)*** (0.018) (0.025)*** (0.015) (0.021)*** (0.025)*** (0.051) (0.022)*** (0.015)***

Controls for Region YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Year and Canton FE YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Observations 21471 2261 1604 4299 2237 1615 404 1881 4533
Log Likelihood -14311.86 -1173.09 -997.75 -2584.97 -1394.27 -929.81 -264.58 -1127.94 -2911.06

Size of Government

Table 7: Support for Higher Expenditures in Federal Propositions

Scope of Government

Notes: The table reports the marginal effects from a probit model whether the respondent supported a proposition, which would have increased government spending in the respective policy area
or opposed it. The classification of the financial consequences of the propositions is based on the official documents distributed by the Swiss government before the vote (see main text). The
Appendix shows a list of the federal propositions underlying each column. The table resports the coefficient on the female dummy variable in each row. The specifications are the same as in Table
4. See notes to Table 4 for further details. Robust standard errors are reported in parentheses.   



More Less More More More More More More More
Government Debt Environment Transport Defense Agriculture Education Health Welfare

Female Dummy 0.022 -0.029 0.093 0.018 -0.062 -0.071 0.122 0.063 0.063
(0.007)*** (0.019) (0.027)*** (0.016) (0.023)*** (0.026)*** (0.057)** (0.025)** (0.016)***

University Education 0.136 -0.014 -0.048 0.193 -0.098 -0.103 0.151 0.116 -0.023
(0.012)*** (0.033) (0.044) (0.020)*** (0.037)*** (0.043)** (0.102) (0.044)*** (0.024)

Married -0.025 0.013 -0.037 -0.028 -0.001 -0.016 -0.032 -0.010 0.000
(0.008)*** (0.021) (0.030) (0.017) (0.024) (0.029) (0.062) (0.026) (0.017)

Houseowner -0.029 0.032 -0.091 -0.017 0.071 0.008 -0.171 -0.066 -0.089
(0.008)*** (0.020) (0.029)*** (0.016) (0.023)*** (0.028) (0.060)*** (0.025)*** (0.016)***

Employed -0.030 -0.057 -0.065 -0.052 0.016 0.028 0.119 -0.025 0.013
(0.008)*** (0.021)*** (0.030)** (0.018)*** (0.027) (0.029) (0.061)* (0.027) (0.019)

Age -0.000 0.001 -0.005 0.002 0.007 0.000 0.002 -0.001 -0.003
(0.000) (0.001) (0.001)*** (0.001)*** (0.001)*** (0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001)***

Controls for Region YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Year and Canton FE YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Observations 20591 2178 1533 4120 2162 1541 387 1735 4439
Log Likelihood -13646.55 -1115.29 -922.69 -2433.62 -1285.77 -883.86 -246.11 -1016.35 -2810.43

Size of Government

Table 8: Support for Higher Expenditures in Federal Propositions

Scope of Government

Notes: The table reports the marginal effects from a probit model whether the respondent supported a proposition, which would have increased government spending in the respective policy area
or opposed it. The classification of the financial consequences of the propositions is based on the official documents distributed by the Swiss government before the vote (see main text). The
Appendix shows a list of the federal propositions underlying each column. The table resports the coefficient on the female dummy variable in each row. The controls are the same as in Table 5.
Robust standard errors are reported in parentheses. 



More Less More More More More More More More
Government Debt Environment Transport Defense Agriculture Education Health Welfare

Female Dummy 0.022 -0.029 0.093 0.018 -0.062 -0.071 0.122 0.063 0.063
(0.007)*** (0.019) (0.027)*** (0.016) (0.023)*** (0.026)*** (0.057)** (0.025)** (0.016)***

# Observations 20591 2178 1533 4120 2162 1541 387 1735 4439

Specification Householdincome

Female Dummy (Baseline) 0.035 -0.040 0.002 -0.063 -0.054 0.055 0.072
(0.012)*** (0.023)* (0.033) (0.032)** (0.036) (0.041) (0.018)***

Female Dummy + Income 0.036 -0.039 0.000 -0.064 -0.050 0.054 0.071
(0.012)*** (0.023)* (0.033) (0.032)** (0.036) (0.041) (0.018)***

# Observations 8148 1643 962 986 677 355 3558

Specification Knowledge Vote

Female Dummy (Baseline) 0.026 -0.030 0.093 0.023 -0.060 -0.080 0.133 0.059 0.064
(0.008)*** (0.020) (0.029)*** (0.016) (0.023)*** (0.027)*** (0.064)** (0.026)** (0.016)***

Female Dummy + Knowledge Vote 0.027 -0.029 0.093 0.023 -0.059 -0.085 0.119 0.059 0.065
(0.008)*** (0.020) (0.029)*** (0.016) (0.023)*** (0.027)*** (0.066)* (0.026)** (0.016)***

# Observations 19456 1894 1413 3931 2126 1461 320 1624 4144

Specification Kids

Female Dummy (Baseline) 0.019 0.094 0.028 -0.038 -0.068 0.095
(0.013) (0.027)*** (0.027) (0.060) (0.054) (0.034)***

Female Dummy + Kids 0.020 0.094 0.030 -0.041 -0.062 0.096
(0.013) (0.027)*** (0.027) (0.060) (0.054) (0.034)***

# Observations 7102 1528 1535 350 436 1017

Size of Government

Table 9: Robustness

Scope of Government

Notes: The table reports the marginal effects from a probit model whether the respondent supported (or not) a proposition, which would have increased government spending in the respective policy area.
The table reports the coefficient on the female dummy variable in each row. The first row replicates the results of table 8, with controls for education, marital status, houseownership, employement status and
age. The specification "Household Income" estimates the female dummy for observations with household-income reported. The first row displays regressions without household income, but again controls for
education, marital status, houseownership, employement status and age. The second row additionally adds household income. The specifications "Knowledge Vote" is in a similar spirit, where knowledge
vote is a dummy variable measuring the participant's knowledge on the ballot he has voted upon. Again, the first row re-estimates the baseline estimates for the votes that had these knowledge questions,
and the second row adds the knowledge dummy. The last specification adds a dummy for whether the respondent has kids in the second row.  Robust standard errors are reported in parentheses. 



No. Increase Expenditures Result No. Increase Subsidies Result No. Decrease Federal Debt Result
313 Energy Article No 333 Self-Supply with Corn (A) Yes 400 For sound Federal Finances Yes
323 Protection Motherhood (W) No 335 Risk Guarantee for Small/Medium Enterprises No 421 For Expenditures Controls Yes
339 Culture Initiative No 341 For Domestic Sugar Production (A) No 439 For Balanced Budget Yes
340 Guarantee Vocational Retraining (Edu) No 425 Revision Language Article Yes 480 For Debt Control Yes
348 Railway 2000 (T) Yes
349 Protection Moor (Env) Yes Increase Taxes Decrease Subsidies
350 Change Health Insurance (H) No 308 Improving Federal Budget Yes 326 Against Fees for Primary School (Edu) Yes
363 Vine Cultivation (A) No 312 New Regulation Fuel Taxes Yes 327 Against Federal Contributions for Health (H) Yes
367 Energy Article Yes 316 For Taxing Heavy Traffic Yes 328 Resolutions on Contributions on Education (Edu) No
370 Promoting Public Transport (T) No 317 Fees for Road Use Yes 413 Against Corn Subsidies (A) Yes
373 For sound Finances of Health Insurance (H) No 324 Law on Radio and TV Yes 428 Against Duty on Liquor Purchases Yes
377 Protection of Rivers and Lages (Env) Yes 331 Against Canton Share in Federal Stamp Duty Yes 429 Against Federal Contributions for Parking Space Yes
381 Saving the Rivers and Lakes (Env) No 332 Distribution of Revenues from Alcohol Yes 436 Against "Pulverregal" Yes
382 Construction of Railway through the Alps (T) Yes 371 For Reorganizing Federal Finances No 437 Financing Unemployment Insurance (W) No
386 Salary Parliamentary Members No 389 For Increasing Fuel Charges Yes 446 New Corn Article (A) Yes
387 Improve Infrastructure for Parliament No 399 Resolution on Federal Finances Yes
410 Promoting Cultural Activities No 400 For sound Federal Finances Yes Decrease Taxes
416 For a new Health Insurance (H) No 401 For sound Social Insurance Yes 384 Change Law on Stamp Duty Yes
423 Securing Invalidity/Age Insurance (W) No 405 For Fee on Road Use Yes
430 Counter-Initiative: For Ecological Agriculture Yes 406 For Fees on Heavy Traffic Yes Decrease Expenditures
431 Re-Organisation Administration No 407 Introduction of Fees for Heavy Traffic Yes 346 Vote on Military Expenditures (Def) No
444 Revision Age Insurance (W) No 442 Law on Fees for Heavy Traffic Yes 393 Against Fighter Planes (Def) No
445 Infrastructure for Public Transportation (T) Yes 465 For a Solar Energy Tax No 421 Reduce Growth of Expenditures Yes
458 Law on Motherhood Insurance (W) No 484 For a Capital Gains Tax No 422 Change Pension and Disability Laws (W) Yes
469 For a flexible Age Insurance (W) No 427 Canton Responsibility for Military Equipment (Def) No
470 For flexible Retirement Age (W) No 357 For Switzerland without Army (Def) No
500 Equal Rights for the Disabled (W) No 471 Reduction of Military Expenditures (Def) No

482 For Switzerland without Army (Def) No

Source:  Federal Archives of Switzerland; available online at http://www.ads.bar.admin.ch/ADS)

Notes: The table lists all federal propositions between 1981 and 2003, which either led to an increase in federal expenditures, taxes, subsidies, or a decrease in expenditures, taxes, subsidies or public debt. The
information is taken from publications of the federal government, which publishes the fiscal consequences for each new law and executive order. Expenditures in individual policy areas are constructed from the
respective votes. These are marked after the title using the following abbreviations: (A) for agriculture, (T) for public transport, (Env) for environment, (Def) for Defense, (W) for welfare, (H) for health and (Edu) for
education. 

Table A1: Propositions with Predictable Financial Consequences

More Expenditures, Subsidies or Taxes Less Expenditures, Subsidies,Taxes or Debt



Title of Proposition Year of Vote Women Yes Men Yes Outcome

Ecological and Modern Agriculture 1995 44.4 50.2 No
Easier Access to Swiss Real Estate for Non-Residents 1995 43.3 55.4 No
Abolish Subsidies for Parking Spaces at Train Stations 1996 51.8 41.2 Yes
For a Sustainable Unemployment Insurance 1997 38.9 52.1 No

New Regulation Fuel Tariffs 1983 48.1 57.0 Yes
Introduction of Civil Service 1984 51.8 44.6 No
Reduce Property Sales, especially to Non-Residents 1984 50.9 48.4 No
Stop Construction of Nuclear Power Plants 1984 53.9 47.7 No
Stop Use of Nuclear Energy 1990 58.0 43.3 No
Reducing Animal Testing 1992 55.4 41.7 No
For an Ecological Military 1993 51.3 42.9 No
Against Fighter Planes 1993 52.1 43.4 No
Flexible Retirement Age 62 for Men and Women 2000 50.4 43.6 No
For Equal Rights of the Disabled 2003 55.1 40.5 No
Stop Construction of Nuclear Power Plants 2003 50.4 44.0 No

Source : VOX Surveys, 1981-2003.

Table A2: Propositions where Men and Women had accepted Different Outcomes

Notes : The third and fourth columns show the percentage of women and men voting in favor of the proposition respectively. The last column shows
the official outcome of the federal proposition. The first four rows show the votes where women changed the result. The other rows report the votes, in
which men were decisive.


