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A1.1 Federal Votes used in Measurement Model

Table A1: Federal Votes Used in Measurement Model

Vote Year Title Ballot Parliament CAP Topic Result

3 1866 Equal treatment of

Jews and naturalized

individuals regarding

settlement

✓ − Civil Rights 53.2%

7 1866 Freedom of belief

and worship

✓ − Civil Rights 49.2%

11 1872 Federal Constitution

(Total Revision)

✓ − Government Operations 49.5%

12 1874 Federal Constitution

(Total Revision)

✓ ✓ Government Operations 63.2%

13 1875 Federal Law con-

cerning the de-

termination and

certification of civil

status and marriage

✓ ✓ Law and Crime 51.0%

14 1875 Federal Law on

the political vot-

ing rights of Swiss

citizens

− ✓ Civil Rights 49.4%

15 1876 Federal Law on

the Issuance and

Redemption of

Banknotes

✓ ✓ Macroeconomics 38.3%

16 1876 Federal Law con-

cerning the Military

Service Replacement

Tax

✓ − Macroeconomics 45.8%

To be continued
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Vote Year Title Ballot Parliament CAP Topic Result

17 1877 Federal Law con-

cerning work in

factories

✓ ✓ Labor 51.5%

19 1877 Federal Law con-

cerning the political

rights of settled

residents and resi-

dents and the loss

of political rights of

Swiss citizens

✓ − Civil Rights 38.2%

20 1879 Federal Law con-

cerning the granting

of subsidies for

alpine railways

✓ ✓ Transportation 70.7%

21 1879 Federal resolution

concerning the

amendment of Arti-

cle 65 of the Federal

Constitution (Death

Penalty)

− ✓ Law and Crime 52.5%

23 1882 Federal resolution

concerning the pro-

tection of inventions

✓ ✓ Domestic Commerce 47.5%

24 1882 Federal Law con-

cerning measures

against communally

dangerous epidemics

− ✓ Public Health 21.1%

To be continued
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Vote Year Title Ballot Parliament CAP Topic Result

27 1884 Federal resolution

concerning the

patent taxes of

commercial travelers

− ✓ Domestic Commerce 47.9%

28 1884 Federal Law con-

cerning the supple-

ment of the Federal

Criminal Law

− ✓ Law and Crime 44.0%

30 1885 Federal resolution

concerning partial

amendment of the

Federal Constitution

(Economic Affairs

and Alcohol Issue)

✓ ✓ Public Health 59.4%

31 1887 Federal Law con-

cerning distilled

spirits

− ✓ Public Health 65.9%

33 1889 Federal Law on

Debt Collection and

Bankruptcy

− ✓ Domestic Commerce 52.9%

34 1890 Federal resolution

regarding legislative

authority over ac-

cident and health

insurance

− ✓ Public Health 75.4%

36 1891 Introduction of the

popular initiative

✓ − Government Operations 60.3%

To be continued
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Vote Year Title Ballot Parliament CAP Topic Result

39 1891 Federal resolution

concerning the pur-

chase of the Swiss

Central Railway

− ✓ Transportation 31.1%

Notes: Check mark signs indicate whether the federal vote was used for the estimation of the ideological

positions of voters and legislators respectively. Inclusion is a function of data availability. All federal votes are

categorized in terms of topic areas used in the Comparative Agendas Project (CAP). The column ‘Results’

displays the nation-wide yes-shares in the popular vote. The data are from Linder, Bollinger, and Rielle (2010).

5



A1.2 Item Response Theory (IRT) Model

A1.2.1 More Details on Customized IRT Model

Our IRT model departs in two ways from simple applications. First, we observe votes from two different

sets of decision makers. We observe municipality-level returns of voters and we have roll-call votes from

the parliament. A number of votes take place in both loci and provide bridges. This is what eventually

allows us to map MPs and voters in the same ideological space. The second difference is that the

municipality returns are reported as percentages while the roll-call votes are binary.

Like most other studies, we only exploit yes and no votes in the parliament and abstentions do

not inform the model. While nonresponse can bias estimates of ideological positions (e.g., Rosas,

Shomer, and Haptonstahl, 2015), we are interested in the chamber median rather than the individual

MP positions.

We achieve identification by using standard normal priors for all θs and forcing the model to

provide us with draws where the θ parameter for the city of Zurich is smaller (i.e. more liberal) than

the parameter estimate for Altdorf (i.e more conservative). Zurich was one of the main strongholds of

the radical-liberal coalition and Switzerland’s economic capital. Zurich’s unique position is reflected

in the fact that all official sequences of cantonal flags list Zurich first – before Switzerland’s political

capital Bern. Altdorf is the main city in the canton of Uri, which has been one of the key members

of the losing coalition in Switzerland’s 1847 civil war. Politically, the canton of Uri was completely

dominated by the Catholic Conservatives.

We implement this model in Stan (Carpenter et al., 2017). We run four chains for 2500 iterations

and discard the first 500 iterations and only rely on every 8th draw (thinning). To assess convergence

of all chains, we explore the R̂ value and find the largest value is 1.0370 as well as visually inspect

traceplots (examples presented in Figure 1, Figure 2, and Figure 3) .

6



Figure 1: Traceplot for Ideal Point of City of Zurich

Figure 2: Traceplot for Ideal Point of City of Lucerne

Figure 3: Traceplot for Ideal Point of Altdorf (UR)
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A1.2.2 Discrimination Parameter Estimates

Discrimination Parameter run_id vote_id Vote
β7 5.20 22 7 Freedom of belief and religious practice (1866)
β3 5.16 15 3 Equal rights for Jews and naturalised citizens

with regard to the right of residence (1866)
β12 3.24 2 12 Federal Constitution, Total Revision (1874)
β28 2.58 14 28 Federal Criminal Law (1884)
β11 2.46 1 11 Federal Constitution, Total Revision (1872)

Discrimination Parameter run_id vote_id Vote
β17 0.19 7 17 Factories Act (1877)
β34 0.30 19 34 Right to Legislate on Accident and Health

Insurance (1890)
β30 0.40 16 30 Federal Competence to Regulate the Alcohol

Sector (1885)
β31 0.61 17 31 Federal Law on State Monoply for Liquor (1887)
β15 0.62 5 15 Banknotes Act (1876)
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A1.2.3 Factor Analysis of Direct Democratic Votes

Figure 4: Scree Plot of Eigenvalues (Factor Analysis, all Municipalities, 1866-1891)
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A1.2.4 Robustness with Dichotomized Municipality Returns

We also estimate alternative IRT models where we rely on the conventional binary IRT model. We

dichotomize the vote return data from municipalities by recording whether a vote share was below or

above the median. Figure 5 shows the ideal points where the estimates of the main model are displayed

on the y−axis and the alternative measure (from the dichotomized data) are shown on the x−axis.

Figure 5: Ideal Points from Two Different Models
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We find a very high correlation between both strategies of 0.88 and take this as an indication that

our customized models yields substantively similar results for most units with the exception of the few

very extreme municipalities at far right of the dimension.

A1.2.5 Is There a Common Space for MPs and Municipalities?

An additional robustness check is to verify that the two group of decision makers – MPs and munici-

palities – can be projected into the same common space. To verify this we separate the voting data of

MPs and the vote returns from the municipalities and estimate two separate IRT models.

We can thereby verify whether the political space of politicians and voters is fundamentally different

or if it is indeed similar. If the results would show that the similarity with the estimates of joint model

(one model with both choice makers) it would call in question the validity. Figure 6 shows the results

of two separate models whereas the y−axis shows the ideal point of our main model in the main part
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of the manuscript and the x−axis shows the estimates based on two separate models.

Figure 6: Ideal Points from Two Different Models
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The results show that we uncover the same substantive positions in both models as we did in the

main model. Among the municipalities the correlation is .86 and for the MPs we find a correlation of

0.95 – these results bolster our confidence that municipalities and MPs can be displayed in a meaningful

way in a common political space. The municipality data shows slightly more observations for the

municipalities at the very end of the dimension as we already observed in Figure 5.
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A1.3 Summary Statistics of all Variables

Table A2: Summary Statistics

Variable N Mean Std. Dev. Min Pctl. 25 Pctl. 75 Max
Municipality ID 1875 3268 2119 1 1128 5132 6806
Cantonal ID 1875 13 8.4 1 3 21 25
Electoral District 1875 26 15 1 11 40 49
Ideological Position 1875 -0.23 0.55 -1.5 -0.61 -0.0058 4.5
Municipality Population 1875 1272 4027 35 344 1266 103958
Cantonal Population 1875 194339 161846 12538 94810 228174 530365
Share Catholics 1875 0.53 0.45 0 0.036 0.99 1
Share German-speakers 1875 0.67 0.44 0 0.069 1 1
Share foreigners 1875 0.051 0.081 0 0.0031 0.058 0.66
Population Density 1875 0.12 0.22 0.0011 0.038 0.13 4.8
Historic Direct Democracy Index 1875 2.5 1.4 0 1.2 3.9 4.5
Vote Share Liberals 1680 0.1 0.19 0 0 0.14 0.82
Vote Share Radicals 1680 0.42 0.36 0 0 0.7 1
Vote Share Socialists 1680 0.02 0.056 0 0 0 0.37
Vote Share Democrats 1680 0.079 0.21 0 0 0 1
Vote Share Conservative Catholics 1680 0.37 0.4 0 0 0.77 1
Vote Share Others 1680 0.014 0.069 0 0 0 0.67
Turnout 1663 0.48 0.22 0 0.32 0.65 1.3
Share Agricultural Sector 1799 0.66 0.24 0.015 0.5 0.85 1
Share Industrial Sector 1799 0.23 0.2 0 0.065 0.35 0.9
Vote Deviation PARL-MUN 1875 0.34 0.12 0.099 0.24 0.43 0.7
Ideological Deviation MUN-MP 1875 0.47 0.4 0.00017 0.17 0.66 4.2
Ideological Deviation MUN-PARL 1875 0.4 0.44 0.00029 0.15 0.49 5
Ideological Deviation MUN-medianMUN 1875 0.39 0.41 0.00057 0.13 0.47 4.9
Extreme Municipality 1875 0.25 0.43 0 0 0.5 1
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A1.4 Full Model Output

Table A3: Strategic Vote for the Adoption of the Popular Initiative

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Constant 59.36∗∗∗ 61.03∗∗∗ 68.22∗∗∗ 59.21∗∗∗

(6.19) (5.94) (8.41) (11.55)
(|θmun − θmed MP| - |θmun − θmed Mun|) 107.43∗∗∗ 89.68∗∗∗ 89.37∗∗∗ 66.01∗∗∗

(7.66) (7.51) (7.51) (7.92)
Share Agricultural Sector 1.66 −4.72 −4.72 −2.89

(5.54) (5.35) (5.35) (5.14)
Share Industrial Sector 12.53 7.72 7.78 11.11

(7.04) (6.78) (6.78) (6.51)
Extreme Municipality 16.50∗∗∗ 16.43∗∗∗ 9.96∗∗∗

(1.36) (1.36) (1.37)
Hist Direct Democracy Index −2.94 −5.48∗

(2.46) (2.64)
Electoral share Radicals −5.93

(7.95)
Electoral share Socialists 129.01∗∗∗

(13.41)
Electoral share Democrats 67.91∗∗∗

(9.74)
Electoral share Conservatives 30.94∗∗∗

(8.00)
Electoral share Others 2.05

(11.72)
Canton RE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

District RE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Log Likelihood −7931.56 −7859.80 −7857.28 −7004.80
# Municipalities 1783 1783 1783 1622
# Electoral District 44 44 44 43
# Cantons 24 24 24 24
σ2
ElectoralDistrict 96.07 83.83 86.44 71.89

σ2
Canton 210.56 195.18 182.62 219.66

σ2
Municipality 404.42 374.06 374.06 318.79
∗∗∗p < 0.001; ∗∗p < 0.01; ∗p < 0.05, HDDI : Historical Direct Democracy Index value for the canton, Local labor
market structure: Employment shares in first and second sectors. Party vote shares for Radicals, Socialists,
Democrats, Catholic Conservatives, and others. Constant included but not shown.
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A1.5 Robustness

In the manuscript we rely on hierarchical models to estimate partial correlations between ballot box

support for the initiative and various explanatory factors. Here, we will show that these results can

also be shown when relying on a fixed effects models. Specifically, we introduce a fixed effect for each

electoral district to restrict the analyzed variance.

Table A4: Alternative Model Specification

Model 1 Model 2 Model 4
(|θmun − θmed MP| - |θmun − θmed Mun|) 106.18∗∗∗ 89.24∗∗∗ 62.18∗∗∗

(7.80) (7.63) (8.04)
Share Agricultural Sector 2.54 −3.65 −0.98

(5.59) (5.40) (5.18)
Share Industrial Sector 15.08∗ 10.31 13.98∗

(7.13) (6.87) (6.58)
Extreme Municipality 16.37∗∗∗ 9.22∗∗∗

(1.37) (1.38)
Electoral share Radicals −16.63

(11.57)
Electoral share Socialists 121.44∗∗∗

(15.11)
Electoral share Democrats 78.98∗∗∗

(13.94)
Electoral share Conservatives 25.63∗

(11.85)
Electoral share Others −7.43

(14.68)
District FE ✓ ✓ ✓
R2 0.10 0.17 0.31
Adj. R2 0.08 0.14 0.29
Num. obs. 1783 1783 1622
∗∗∗p < 0.001; ∗∗p < 0.01; ∗p < 0.05

In a next step, we also show the estimation results for an alternative specification where we interact

the two distance measures to show that the coefficients associated with the two distance measures

remain significant even when we allow for the interaction. In this specification, the interaction term

captures ideologically extreme municipalities. In Table A5, one can see that the substantive results

remain unchanged as do the significance levels.
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Table A5: Robustness Check with Interaction

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Constant 61.91∗∗∗ 62.46∗∗∗ 69.55∗∗∗ 59.91∗∗∗

(6.12) (5.93) (8.42) (11.42)
(|θmun − θmed MP| - |θmun − θmed Mun|) 104.92∗∗∗ 89.82∗∗∗ 89.52∗∗∗ 66.56∗∗∗

(7.56) (7.47) (7.47) (7.88)
∆mun,Mun ×∆mun,MP 3.61∗∗∗ 2.27∗∗∗ 2.27∗∗∗ 1.92∗∗∗

(0.50) (0.50) (0.50) (0.46)
Share Agricultural Sector −2.20 −6.53 −6.53 −4.63

(5.48) (5.33) (5.33) (5.13)
Share Industrial Sector 8.78 5.85 5.92 9.30

(6.96) (6.75) (6.75) (6.49)
Extreme Municipality 14.89∗∗∗ 14.82∗∗∗ 8.68∗∗∗

(1.40) (1.40) (1.40)
Hist Direct Democracy Index −2.90 −5.37∗

(2.46) (2.60)
Electoral share Radicals −5.18

(7.85)
Electoral share Socialists 129.32∗∗∗

(13.32)
Electoral share Democrats 67.06∗∗∗

(9.62)
Electoral share Conservatives 31.21∗∗∗

(7.90)
Electoral share Others 3.15

(11.62)
Canton RE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
District RE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Log Likelihood −7905.36 −7849.25 −7846.75 −6996.02
# of Observations 1783 1783 1783 1622
# of Electoral Districts 44 44 44 43
# of Cantons 24 24 24 24

σ2
ElectoralDistrict 84.56 80.01 82.35 68.39

σ2
Canton 212.36 197.96 186.46 214.98

σ2
Municipality 393.35 370.03 370.02 315.77

∗∗∗p < 0.001; ∗∗p < 0.01; ∗p < 0.05
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A1.6 Model Estimates with Additional Structural Information

Table A6: Robustness Check with Additional Structural Variables

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
(|θmun − θmed MP| - |θmun − θmed Mun|) 56.58∗∗∗ 66.12∗∗∗ 65.26∗∗∗ 58.00∗∗∗

(8.08) (7.93) (7.88) (8.09)
Share of Catholics 12.28∗∗∗ 9.90∗∗∗

(2.37) (2.51)
Population Denisty (log.) −0.30 −0.32

(0.64) (0.63)
Share of German-Speakers −12.06∗∗∗ −8.36∗∗

(2.75) (2.88)
Extreme Municipality 9.51∗∗∗ 9.91∗∗∗ 9.37∗∗∗ 9.13∗∗∗

(1.36) (1.37) (1.37) (1.37)
Hist Direct Democracy Index −4.20 −5.56∗ −4.25 −3.66

(2.39) (2.65) (2.59) (2.42)
Share Agricultural Sector −1.30 −3.22 −3.05 −2.04

(5.12) (5.20) (5.12) (5.17)
Share Industrial Sector 12.50 11.46 11.11 12.68

(6.47) (6.55) (6.48) (6.50)
Electoral share Radicals −0.93 −6.17 −4.13 −0.92

(7.77) (7.98) (8.16) (8.01)
Electoral share Socialists 123.54∗∗∗ 129.06∗∗∗ 130.44∗∗∗ 125.54∗∗∗

(13.31) (13.43) (13.46) (13.42)
Electoral share Democrats 62.55∗∗∗ 67.93∗∗∗ 64.80∗∗∗ 61.40∗∗∗

(9.64) (9.77) (10.17) (10.04)
Electoral share Conservatives 29.62∗∗∗ 30.75∗∗∗ 32.52∗∗∗ 30.83∗∗∗

(7.80) (8.03) (8.22) (8.06)
Electoral share Others 5.76 1.83 4.33 6.40

(11.52) (11.74) (11.84) (11.69)
Constant 47.21∗∗∗ 58.94∗∗∗ 64.42∗∗∗ 52.77∗∗∗

(11.16) (11.60) (11.63) (11.52)
Canton RE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

District RE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Log Likelihood −6989.84 −7004.22 −6993.47 −6983.27
# of Municipalities 1622 1622 1622 1622
# of Electoral Districts 43 43 43 43
# of Cantons 24 24 24 24
σ2
ElectoralDistrict 70.39 72.78 91.47 87.59

σ2
Canton 167.66 221.28 192.04 158.27

σ2
Municipality 314.63 318.87 314.68 312.68
∗∗∗p < 0.001; ∗∗p < 0.01; ∗p < 0.05
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A1.7 Turnout as Outcome Variable in Models

Table A7: Robustness Check on Turnout

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Constant 0.41∗∗∗ 0.42∗∗∗ 0.33∗∗∗ 0.39∗∗

(0.06) (0.06) (0.10) (0.12)
(|θmun − θmed MP| - |θmun − θmed Mun|) 0.20∗∗ 0.12 0.12 0.01

(0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.07)
Share Agricultural Sector 0.09 0.06 0.06 0.05

(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
Share Industrial Sector 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00

(0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06)
Extreme Municipality 0.07∗∗∗ 0.07∗∗∗ 0.05∗∗∗

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Hist Direct Democracy Index 0.03 0.02

(0.03) (0.03)
Electoral share Radicals −0.08

(0.07)
Electoral share Socialists −0.19

(0.12)
Electoral share Democrats 0.11

(0.08)
Electoral share Conservatives 0.04

(0.07)
Electoral share Others 0.13

(0.10)
Canton RE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

District RE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Log Likelihood 636.33 654.17 652.24 605.22
# of Municipalities 1643 1643 1643 1484
# of Electoral Districts 38 38 38 35
# of Cantons 20 20 20 20
σ2
ElectoralDistricts 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00

σ2
Cantons 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03

σ2
Municipalities 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02
∗∗∗p < 0.001; ∗∗p < 0.01; ∗p < 0.05
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A1.8 Turnout as Additional Control Variable

Table A8: Robustness Check with Turnout as Control Variable

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Constant 54.97∗∗∗ 60.30∗∗∗ 62.86∗∗∗ 59.40∗∗∗

(6.78) (6.41) (9.59) (12.97)
(|θmun − θmed MP| - |θmun − θmed Mun|) 103.46∗∗∗ 84.11∗∗∗ 84.02∗∗∗ 59.71∗∗∗

(8.06) (7.85) (7.86) (8.25)
Voter Turnout 12.71∗∗∗ 5.93 6.03 1.70

(3.37) (3.26) (3.26) (3.19)
Share Agricultural Sector 0.90 −6.08 −6.04 −4.35

(5.79) (5.56) (5.56) (5.31)
Share Industrial Sector 10.38 4.68 4.79 8.26

(7.38) (7.06) (7.07) (6.76)
Extreme Municipality 18.09∗∗∗ 18.06∗∗∗ 11.74∗∗∗

(1.45) (1.45) (1.45)
Hist Direct Democracy Index −1.09 −6.06

(2.97) (3.31)
Electoral share Radicals −5.16

(8.32)
Electoral share Socialists 129.32∗∗∗

(13.60)
Electoral share Democrats 72.21∗∗∗

(10.14)
Electoral share Conservatives 31.75∗∗∗

(8.35)
Electoral share Others 1.60

(12.17)
Canton RE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

District RE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Log Likelihood −7251.39 −7175.45 −7173.38 −6353.20
# of Municipalities 1627 1627 1627 1472
# of Electoral Districts 38 38 38 35
# of Cantons 20 20 20 20
σ2
ElectoralDistrict 96.54 87.31 87.82 79.28

σ2
Canton 233.19 192.81 204.81 263.46

σ2
Municipality 414.06 378.25 378.24 320.04
∗∗∗p < 0.001; ∗∗p < 0.01; ∗p < 0.05
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A1.9 Model Estimates on Sample Without Socialist Candidates

Table A9: Robustness Check on Sample Without Socialist Candidates

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Constant 59.85∗∗∗ 61.89∗∗∗ 67.94∗∗∗ 64.99∗∗∗

(6.85) (6.54) (8.85) (12.68)
(|θmun − θmed MP| - |θmun − θmed Mun|) 134.88∗∗∗ 110.20∗∗∗ 109.82∗∗∗ 77.96∗∗∗

(9.34) (9.14) (9.15) (9.10)
Share Agricultural Sector 1.11 −6.11 −6.10 −7.17

(6.22) (5.95) (5.95) (5.58)
Share Industrial Sector 3.55 −0.93 −0.85 0.51

(8.46) (8.06) (8.06) (7.59)
Extreme Municipality 16.46∗∗∗ 16.39∗∗∗ 10.15∗∗∗

(1.42) (1.42) (1.43)
Hist Direct Democracy Index −2.45 −5.48∗

(2.44) (2.66)
Electoral share Radicals −8.39

(9.17)
Electoral share Democrats 68.14∗∗∗

(11.25)
Electoral share Conservatives 28.89∗∗

(9.20)
Electoral share Others −0.65

(12.90)
Canton RE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

District RE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Log Likelihood −5713.08 −5647.92 −5645.61 −5550.87
# of Municipalities 1283 1283 1283 1283
# of Electoral Districts 39 39 39 39
# of Cantons 21 21 21 21
σ2
ElectoralDistrict 82.69 67.27 70.53 94.14

σ2
Canton 193.26 184.47 176.58 195.57

σ2
Municipality 408.25 370.04 369.99 322.96
∗∗∗p < 0.001; ∗∗p < 0.01; ∗p < 0.05
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A1.10 Model Estimates on Sample With Low Competition Municipalities

Table A10: Estimates on Sample with Low Competition Municipalities

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Constant 52.14∗∗∗ 53.64∗∗∗ 62.98∗∗∗ 41.70∗∗

(6.95) (6.76) (9.62) (13.27)
(|θmun − θmed MP| - |θmun − θmed Mun|) 121.38∗∗∗ 104.58∗∗∗ 104.17∗∗∗ 63.18∗∗∗

(9.09) (9.12) (9.12) (9.17)
Share Agricultural Sector 8.58 2.99 2.91 3.42

(6.26) (6.15) (6.15) (5.75)
Share Industrial Sector 21.85∗∗ 18.28∗ 18.20∗ 20.65∗∗

(7.86) (7.67) (7.67) (7.20)
Extreme Municipality 12.41∗∗∗ 12.31∗∗∗ 6.97∗∗∗

(1.57) (1.57) (1.54)
Hist Direct Democracy Index −3.88 −3.98

(2.88) (2.39)
Electoral share Radicals 6.22

(10.93)
Electoral share Socialists 122.52∗∗∗

(16.48)
Electoral share Democrats 36.08

(20.51)
Electoral share Conservatives 41.98∗∗∗

(11.03)
Electoral share Others 10.79

(14.88)
Canton RE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

District RE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Log Likelihood −5449.04 −5417.22 −5414.35 −5307.24
# of Municipalities 1236 1236 1236 1236
# of Electoral Districts 40 40 40 40
# of Cantons 23 23 23 23
σ2
ElectoralDistrict 54.99 38.75 40.14 76.23

σ2
Canton 296.91 286.42 270.00 145.76

σ2
Municipality 371.26 354.76 354.72 305.85
∗∗∗p < 0.001; ∗∗p < 0.01; ∗p < 0.05

A1.11 Model Estimates with ‘Noisy’ Measures of Ideological Positions

We re-estimate the models with modified ideological measures. We first use the original estimates,

θmun and θMP , and then add random noise to the measures. Finally, we re-estimate the models. To

generate the random noise we draw from a normal distribution with mean 0. The variance of the noise

is based on the actual variation we find in the ideological measures. In both cases, the municipalities

and the MPs, we take a third of the standard deviation to be the standard deviation of the noise
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component.

θnoise
mun,i = θmun,i + µi

µi ∼ N (µ = 0, σ2
= 1/4 ∗ V (θmun,i))

The above identities show how the noisy measure is derived and we follow the same procedure for the

measures of the MPs. The following table shows the estimation results based on these noisy measures.

Table A11: Robustness to Noisy Measures

Constant 59.20∗∗∗ 60.90∗∗∗ 69.96∗∗∗ 63.46∗∗∗

(6.50) (6.20) (8.86) (12.10)

(|θmun − θ
noisy
med MP| - |θmun − θ

noisy
med Mun|) 67.80∗∗∗ 45.98∗∗∗ 45.83∗∗∗ 35.12∗∗∗

(7.75) (7.63) (7.63) (7.60)
Share Agricultural Sector 4.17 −2.76 −2.81 −1.91

(5.70) (5.50) (5.50) (5.21)
Share Industrial Sector 11.25 6.35 6.37 10.92

(7.26) (6.97) (6.97) (6.61)
Extreme Municipality 17.73∗∗∗ 17.64∗∗∗ 9.58∗∗∗

(1.41) (1.41) (1.40)
Hist Direct Democracy Index −3.69 −6.33∗

(2.61) (2.78)
Electoral share Radicals −11.50

(8.35)
Electoral share Socialists 128.57∗∗∗

(13.74)
Electoral share Democrats 67.95∗∗∗

(10.32)
Electoral share Conservatives 32.12∗∗∗

(8.45)
Electoral share Others 1.42

(12.13)
Canton RE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

District RE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Log Likelihood −7987.01 −7910.19 −7907.34 −7027.90
# of Observations 1783 1783 1783 1622
# of Electoral Districts 44 44 44 43
# of Cantons 24 24 24 24
σ2
ElectoralDistrict 88.80 76.21 78.67 92.81

σ2
Canton 268.00 241.74 220.33 238.30

σ2
Municipality 430.44 396.00 396.00 326.95
∗∗∗p < 0.001; ∗∗p < 0.01; ∗p < 0.05
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A1.12 Model with Ideological Gap between Municipality and Local MP

Table A12: Robustness Check: Including Distance Measure to Local MP

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Constant 57.01∗∗∗ 59.93∗∗∗ 66.94∗∗∗ 57.75∗∗∗

(6.13) (5.94) (8.37) (11.49)
(|θmun − θmed MP| - |θmun − θmed Mun|) 105.63∗∗∗ 89.65∗∗∗ 89.34∗∗∗ 66.34∗∗∗

(7.62) (7.50) (7.51) (7.92)
abs(θmun − θLocal MP ) 7.58∗∗∗ 3.32∗ 3.30∗ 2.50

(1.59) (1.58) (1.58) (1.50)
Share Agricultural Sector 0.18 −5.09 −5.10 −3.24

(5.51) (5.35) (5.35) (5.14)
Share Industrial Sector 11.33 7.40 7.46 10.77

(7.00) (6.77) (6.77) (6.51)
Extreme Municipality 15.81∗∗∗ 15.74∗∗∗ 9.47∗∗∗

(1.40) (1.40) (1.40)
Hist Direct Democracy Index −2.87 −5.31∗

(2.43) (2.60)
Electoral share Radicals −5.43

(7.90)
Electoral share Socialists 130.07∗∗∗

(13.40)
Electoral share Democrats 66.53∗∗∗

(9.73)
Electoral share Conservatives 31.27∗∗∗

(7.96)
Electoral share Others 2.33

(11.68)
Canton RE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

District RE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Log Likelihood −7918.91 −7856.22 −7853.73 −7002.08
# of Municipalities 1783 1783 1783 1622
# of Electoral Districts 44 44 44 43
# of Cantons 24 24 24 24
σ2
ElectoralDistrict 103.30 86.76 89.46 70.56

σ2
Canton 189.37 187.02 174.90 212.58

σ2
Municipality 399.44 373.32 373.32 318.60
∗∗∗p < 0.001; ∗∗p < 0.01; ∗p < 0.05
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A1.13 Breaking the Main Explanatory Variable into its Components

Table A13: Breaking the Main Explanatory Variable into its Components

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Constant 60.08∗∗∗ 60.78∗∗∗ 67.51∗∗∗ 56.74∗∗∗

(5.94) (5.89) (8.42) (11.23)
abs(θmun − θmedianMP ) 106.65∗∗∗ 96.98∗∗∗ 96.69∗∗∗ 73.48∗∗∗

(7.32) (7.47) (7.47) (7.92)
abs(θmun − θmedianmun) −87.90∗∗∗ −83.95∗∗∗ −83.68∗∗∗ −63.24∗∗∗

(7.47) (7.44) (7.44) (7.84)
Share Agricultural Sector −6.94 −7.87 −7.87 −5.76

(5.33) (5.29) (5.29) (5.11)
Share Industrial Sector 5.20 4.78 4.86 8.16

(6.74) (6.69) (6.69) (6.45)
Extreme Municipality 9.21∗∗∗ 9.16∗∗∗ 4.62∗∗

(1.66) (1.66) (1.61)
Hist Direct Democracy Index −2.75 −5.04∗

(2.48) (2.55)
Electoral share Radicals −3.02

(7.71)
Electoral share Socialists 131.88∗∗∗

(13.20)
Electoral share Democrats 65.59∗∗∗

(9.42)
Electoral share Conservatives 31.70∗∗∗

(7.74)
Electoral share Others 5.36

(11.48)
Canton RE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

District RE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Log Likelihood −7847.72 −7831.05 −7828.61 −6984.61
# of Municipalities 1783 1783 1783 1622
# of Electoral Districts 44 44 44 43
# of Cantons 24 24 24 24
σ2
ElectoralDistrict 79.67 79.75 81.91 62.79

σ2
Canton 204.73 199.14 189.77 208.23

σ2
Municipality 368.99 362.88 362.88 312.15
∗∗∗p < 0.001; ∗∗p < 0.01; ∗p < 0.05
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A1.14 Cantonal Population Size as Additional Control Variable

Table A14: Cantonal Population Size as Additional Control Variable

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Constant 110.42∗∗ 112.32∗∗ 127.44∗∗ 89.34

(42.24) (40.35) (40.52) (45.98)
(|θmun − θmedianMP | - |θmun − θmedianmun|) 106.88∗∗∗ 89.11∗∗∗ 88.64∗∗∗ 65.81∗∗∗

(7.68) (7.52) (7.53) (7.93)
log(Cantonal Population) −4.50 −4.53 −5.12 −2.56

(3.69) (3.52) (3.43) (3.80)
Share Agricultural Sector 1.93 −4.44 −4.40 −2.72

(5.54) (5.35) (5.35) (5.15)
Share Industrial Sector 12.81 8.01 8.11 11.28

(7.04) (6.78) (6.78) (6.52)
Extreme Municipality 16.51∗∗∗ 16.42∗∗∗ 9.97∗∗∗

(1.36) (1.36) (1.37)
Hist Direct Democracy Index −3.42 −5.78∗

(2.42) (2.71)
Electoral share Radicals −6.47

(7.98)
Electoral share Socialists 128.80∗∗∗

(13.42)
Electoral share Democrats 67.91∗∗∗

(9.75)
Electoral share Conservatives 30.24∗∗∗

(8.06)
Electoral share Others 1.57

(11.74)
Canton RE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

District RE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Log Likelihood −7928.59 −7856.80 −7854.02 −7002.32
# Municipalities 1783 1783 1783 1622
# of Electoral Districts 44 44 44 43
# of Cantons 24 24 24 24
σ2
ElectoralDistrict 96.62 83.84 86.46 71.82

σ2
Canton 204.08 188.85 170.41 228.16

σ2
Municipality 404.39 374.04 374.02 318.78
∗∗∗p < 0.001; ∗∗p < 0.01; ∗p < 0.05
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A1.15 Examples of Data Sources

Figure 7: Newspaper with published vote outcome on the front page (St. Gallen, 1889)

25



Figure 8: Newspaper with published vote outcome on the front page (Grisons, 1889)
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Figure 9: Newspaper with published vote outcome on the front page (Vaud, 1889)
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