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Previous investigations of strategic voting have examined only one race in isolation from other races, even when the elections are held on the same day and all influence the future policy outcomes necessary for any expected utility calculation. We investigate the unusual case of the Israeli Election of 1999, when two votes, one for a prime minister and one for a parliamentary party, were cast. Since both votes influence the future governing coalition, strategic considerations should be expected to influence both votes as voters attempt to maximize utility given their preferences for the governing coalition, their expectations of who will lead that coalition, and what policy outcomes the coalition will enact. This paper investigates whether Israeli voters take into account expectations of the outcome of the election for prime minister when deciding which parliamentary party to support. Applying a model based on the classical calculus of strategic voting, we find that voters incorporate expectations of the outcome of both the parliamentary and prime minister elections when deciding whom to support. “Split-ticket” voting occurs when the voter prefers a different party to the party of the prime minister and as a consequence of expectations of coalition power interacting with expectations of who will be the Prime Minister. Expectations of voting for one’s favorite candidate and favorite party can be modeled using the expected utility model consisted with the calculus of strategic voting.
Introduction

Scholars of comparative politics have long been interested in identifying the conditions under which voters support less desirable candidates who have a better chance of winning than the candidate they prefer.  Scholars such as Duverger (1963) and Cox (1997) expect that strategic voting is most likely when there is a winner-take-all plurality election, and least likely under rules of proportional representation. We examine strategic considerations when two votes, one for a prime minister elected by a majority and one for a parliamentary representation selected by proportional representation, are cast. Strategic considerations should be expected to affect both votes as voters attempt to maximize utility given expectations about the outcome of both elections. These considerations are affected by the voters’ preferences for the governing coalition, their expectations of who will lead that coalition, and what outcomes they will enact.

The classic formulations of the strategic calculations of voting (Riker and Ordeshook 1968, McKelvey and Ordeshook 1972) argue that voters choose among alternatives by looking at their possible choices as well as their perceptions of outcomes of the electoral contest.  After comparing the utility expected to accrue as a result of each possible course action, citizens choose the voting strategy that will maximize their expected utility.  We apply this calculus of voting to the May 17, 1999 Israeli election.  This election was governed by an unusual set of electoral laws creating a hybrid semi-presidential system with a directly elected Prime Minister.  During this election, Israeli voters cast two votes; one for the head of government, the Prime Minister, and one for a parliamentary party.  Under this system, the Prime Minister was elected to office by a majority vote.  If no candidate had a majority in the first round of voting, a run-off election was held between the top two finishers.  In the Israeli Parliament, the Knesset, seats are allocated through a system of proportional representation.  Unlike a pure presidential system, the Prime Minister’s power remained dependent on the consent of a majority of parliamentarians.  Consequently, the Israeli case served as a rare laboratory for the comparative study of voting behavior, with two votes, normally found in different systems, occurring at the same time and shaping a common outcome.  We examine the strategic considerations existing for each type of vote independently, but we argue that correctly modeling the behavior of the voters requires the consideration of both votes.  With two votes, each Israeli voices a preference for who should lead the governing coalition and which party should be strongest in the parliament or cabinet.  The combination affects the formation of the government, leading to the most desirable set of policy outcomes. In this case study, we use data from a representative sample collected during the election campaign by Abraham Diskin and from another study conducted by Asher Arian and Michal Shamir.
  

Strategic Voting

Riker (1986, 78) defined strategic voting as “voting contrary to one’s immediate tastes in order to obtain an advantage in the long run.” When there are more than two parties or candidates on a ballot, conceptions of strategic voting contrast with the work of scholars who conceive voting as an expression of a straightforward preference for a candidate or party (see Ferejohn and Fiorina 1993). In these contests, voters may continue to support their preferred candidate regardless of that candidate’s chance of winning.  But at least some voters, whom scholars call “sophisticated” or “strategic” voters, may not vote for the candidate or party they like best.  Rather, they may vote to maximize their expected utility by taking into account their perceptions of the probability of electoral outcomes (Riker and Ordeshook 1968, McKelvey and Ordeshook 1972).  In this environment, voters weigh their utility for a candidate or party against the odds of that candidate or party winning, under the assumption that the closer a candidate or a party is to winning, the more efficacious the individual’s vote will be.  

A strong account of strategic voting recognizes that information regarding the expected outcome (or the uncertainty of the outcome) of the electoral contest, especially through media-reported polling, would have a significant impact upon voting behavior.  Polls signal to the voter the viability of the candidates, defined in plurality or run-off elections as the probability a candidate will win a race.  In a close contest, the probability of influencing the outcome of the election is assumed to be looming large in voters’ minds, affecting their voting calculations. In parliamentary elections using proportional representation, voters might be attentive to predictions about whether a certain party will cross an electoral threshold, whether any party will be strong enough to form a single-party government, or which party is likely to be asked to form a coalition. Strategic voting should be most likely when voters have an opportunity to influence the formation of the governing coalition and the policies of that coalition. So, voters should be hesitant to support parties unable to cross the threshold of representation, unlikely to shape the negotiations over government formation or the likely government’s policies.
 
Numerous other studies have explored the logic of supporting unviable candidates in a comparative context, especially for parliamentary elections.  Most of these studies explore the extent to which voters are motivated by disaffection (Miller and Listhaug 1990), a weak attachment to the largest parties (Dalton and Wattenberg 2001), or support for the niche concerns articulated by small parties (Kitschelt 1989). Other papers examining this election investigated strategic considerations in the election for Prime Minister and the parliamentary election separately (Abramson, et al. 2000, 2001). We extend the research on strategic voting by demonstrating that polling information about the expected outcome of both the election for Prime Minister and the parliamentary election affected voting considerations. 
Estimation of Strategic Voting Models

This extension of the strategic voting model represents an important contribution because of the seeming unlikelihood of strategic considerations under the rules governing the election of the Knesset and the linkage of the two votes for any complete expected utility calculation. Strategic considerations in the Knesset might be unlikely because arguably no other system implements a purer system of proportional representation. The entire nation is one district and the threshold for representation is a low 1.5%. 15 independent lists
 winning representation in the Knesset in 1999.  One party has never governed Israel alone. So, voters might focus on the extent that the party can influence the nature of the governing coalition in addition to considering which list will cross the minimum threshold to gain seats.  Which party will influence the nature of the governing coalition is dependent on who will be the Prime Minister. The Prime Minister-elect may be able to enjoy a majority alliance with like-minded parties, limiting the influence of the main opposition party and more extreme smaller parties. Alternatively, he may be forced to cobble together a coalition from parties across the spectrum including the main opposition party, limiting the influence of many small parties across the political spectrum.  As a result, some parties in 1999 would have enjoyed more power and influence under a government led by the incumbent Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu, others under a government led by one of his opponents.  Some parties may benefit from being included in a “unity” government including both of the largest parties, others (including some religious parties) might benefit from any government that is not a national unity coalition.  

Like most other parliamentary systems, bargaining power comes from an interaction between the size and the ideological position of the parties (see Strøm, Budge and Laver 1994). At the outset of every Israeli election campaign since the 1970’s, Labor and Likud were assumed to be the two largest parties. So, the other Israeli parties desire to be the third largest party in the Knesset. The third largest party would be in the best position to negotiate with either of the two major parties (assuming the third largest party is in the “pivot” between the two parties)
. The size of parties usually determines the number of cabinet seats they receive in a government.  For many parties, which cabinet seat is more important than the number of cabinet seats they get (consistent with the theory of cabinet formation developed by Laver and Shepsle, 1996).  Many of the smaller parties are similar to interest groups in other countries, and care only about a select area of legislation or only matters that concern a narrow constituency.  These goals are often incompatible with another party’s goals,
 so an extra percentage point for some small or even medium size parties could make a large difference in government influence and policy.  However, the marginal value of each additional Knesset seat eventually decreases due to the inability of any party to receive a majority of seats and the necessity of including some very small parties in any viable coalition.  Remaining seats in the Knesset are allocated using the d’Hondt formula that benefits larger parties (Arian 1998, p. 186). Many lists, though, enter into pre-election pacts to pool surplus votes.

Unlike the majoritarian environment of the prime ministerial election, we cannot think of any realistic scenario where a voter would desire that their favorite party should not maximize votes in a system of proportionate representation.
  However, since the marginal value of additional seats does decline, it is possible that the marginal value of increasing the vote share of one party may exceed the marginal value of increasing the vote share of one’s favorite party. The logic we are trying to capture is that, to a voter, it may matter less if a large list like the center-left One Israel wins 24 or 25, or even 26 seats (especially if One Israel’s candidate for Prime Minister loses and the opposition is expected to form a right-wing coalition).  However, another seat or two may greatly aid a smaller party, such as the secularist Shinui, or the leftist Meretz, so they desire to cast a vote for the smaller party.  Recent scholarship (Abramson, et al., 2001) observed strategic considerations for the Knesset. Abramson et al. (2001) found that the voter takes into account the number of mandates a party is expected to receive, whether or not a particular party will act as a “pivot,” and which parties will receive representation in the cabinet.  
While Abramson, et al. (2001) found strategic voting in the Knesset, their expected utility model is incomplete because the policy outcomes that result after the election are very much dependent on the direct election for Prime Minister and the government he forms based on the distribution of seats in the Knesset. Since the policy outcomes are dependent on the results of two simultaneous elections, a properly defined utility maximization model of voting must consider:

a) The voter’s preferences for the Prime Ministerial candidates.

b) The voter’s preferences for Knesset representation.

c) The voter’s expectations of who will win the direct election (in the first or second round).

d) The voter’s expectations of the distribution of power in the Knesset.

So, we argue that the preferences for Knesset (or Prime Minister) are conditional on the expectations of the outcome of the election of the Prime Minister (Knesset). If voters expect their favorite candidate to win the election for Prime Minister, then a sincere vote may be cast for the party of the Prime Minister or another party that more closely reflects the voter’s policy preferences. A sincere vote for either the party of the Prime Minister or an extreme party may not be desirable if voters expect their favored candidate to lose. A vote for a party in “the pivot” with the opportunity to be influential in any coalition may be desirable to voters who expect their favorite candidate for Prime Minister to lose or are uncertain about the outcome. For example, the dovish
 Meretz list could expect to exert little influence on a government led by the rightist Netanyahu, but would be an important player in almost any government formed by challenger Ehud Barak. So, a Meretz supporter who expects Netanyahu to win may instead choose to vote for a small party such as the secularist Shinui that (if strong) could join a coalition led by either Prime Ministerial candidate. Consequently, Shinui would be expected to have more influence than Meretz in a Netanyahu-led coalition. However, if the voters expect Barak to win, a vote for Meretz will result in the highest expected utility for the voter.  Increasing support for Meretz affects the possibility that Barak could build a coalition entirely from parties on the left and center, or that left or secular interests would be stronger in a broad or unity coalition arrangement. 

After discussing the evidence of whether respondents employed these strategic considerations, we investigate what determines whether a respondent intends to vote for a “straight-ticket,” a vote for one party’s prime minister and parliamentary list. 

We hypothesize that the expected size of the largest party in the Knesset, and the anticipated size of the party the respondent supports to have a greater effect when the respondent expects that her candidate for Prime Minister will prevail. We then use multinomial logit to test a utility maximization model estimating the likelihood of a respondent intending to vote for their favorite candidate and their favorite party.

Who Thinks Strategically?
To what extent does a voter’s considerations and behavior in one vote affect his or her behavior when casting the second vote towards the composition of a government? Were people who acted in a sophisticated manner when voting for Prime Minister more likely than others to be sophisticated when considering whom to support in the Knesset? As a guide, we identify those whom Abramson, et al. (2001, see also Abramson, Aldrich, Paolino and Rohde 2000) call sophisticated because they took into account strategic considerations when deciding whom to support for Prime Minister. Sophisticated voters should be more likely to vote for a party other than the one like best, while sincere voters should be unlikely to support another ranked party. Table 10 presents how the categories of voters for Prime Minister intended to vote for Knesset.  We found consistency in behavior across both votes. 16% of sophisticated voters for Prime Minister intended to vote for a Knesset party they did not rank the highest. Sincere and sophisticated voters were the most likely to intend to vote for a small party. Those who intended to cast a sincere vote for Prime Minister were the least likely to vote for a “ranked” party other than the one they liked best. However, the most striking finding on this table is that irrational voters for Prime Minister demonstrate a proclivity for voting contrary to their reported levels of affect. 59% irrational voters intended to vote for a Knesset party other than the one they ranked the highest.

Second, we looked to see how supporters of each candidate for Prime Minister intended to vote. Were supporters of one candidate more likely to support smaller parties? Table 11a shows how supporters of each candidate for Prime Minister intended to cast a Knesset vote, while Table 11b shows how they recalled casting a Knesset vote. About 20% of Mordecai and Netanyahu voters intended to vote for a party other than the five we have feeling thermometer data for. Disproportionately fewer Netanyahu voters intended to vote for a party tied with another party for the highest feeling thermometer ranking. This is not surprising, since we lack feeling thermometer data for all of the religious and right wing parties other than Shas and Likud. However, after the election, more than 60% of those who intended to vote for Netanyahu or Mordecai recalled voting for a party other than the one they preferred most (or as much as any other party; Source: Arian and Shamir survey). In contrast, Barak’s supporters were likely to vote for the party they liked best, or tied for best. This is consistent with our expectation that supporters of Mordecai or Netanyahu, expecting that their candidate would be vanquished, cast a strategic vote for a party that might exert influence in a Barak government. 

Hypothesis 1: Supporters of one candidate for Prime Minister will intend to vote for a smaller party when they expect their candidate to lose.

Based on this descriptive evidence, we tested the proposition that supporters of one candidate for Prime Minister would vote for a smaller party when they expected their candidate to lose. A logit analysis investigates the factors that explain whether or not people intended to vote for a “straight” ticket, Netanyahu and Likud, Barak and One Israel, or Mordecai and the Center Party. Our analysis expands Abramson et al.’s (2001) model of strategic Knesset vote considerations. Instead of the dependent variable being a vote for a major party, our dependent variable is whether or not the respondent intends to cast a straight ticket set of votes. Diskin’s survey data estimates that 40% of those who intended to vote for Netanyahu voted for Likud. About 60% of those who intended to vote for the Barak or Mordecai intended to also vote for the parties they led. We added a dummy to the model for all those who thought that their favorite candidate had the best chance of winning, and two interaction terms. These terms captured the interaction of the dummy with the size of the largest party in the Knesset, and the size of the party the candidate expected to cast a vote for in the Knesset, respectively.  We used interactions because we hypothesize that the size of the largest party in the Knesset, and the anticipated size of the party the respondent supports, to have a greater effect when the respondent expects that his candidate for Prime Minister will prevail. The interaction between anticipating a victory for one’s favorite candidate for Prime Minister and the expected size of the largest party should decrease the likelihood that the respondent will intend to cast a straight-ticket vote.  The interaction between the dummy and the size of the party one is voting for should increase the likelihood of casting a straight-ticket vote. We include the same controls as Abramson, et al. (2001) since the demographic and attitudinal variables are all expected to increase the chances of voting for a small party (and hence, a split-ticket). Voting for a major party in 1996 and the expected size of the party the respondent supports was expected to increase the likelihood that one might vote for a major party as part of a straight ticket.

Discussion

Expecting one’s favorite candidate for Prime Minister to win significantly increased the likelihood that the respondent would cast a straight ticket vote (see Table 12). The expected size of the largest party in the Knesset and the size of the party one intends to vote for had no significant direct effect on voting a straight ticket. However, both interaction terms were significant. The size of the largest party in the Knesset (not the one the respondent intends to vote for) decreases the chances of voting for a straight ticket when the candidate the respondent supports has the best chance of winning the election for Prime Minister. The size of the Knesset party the respondent intends to vote for increases the likelihood of voting for the same party as the Prime Minister when the respondent expects the candidate of his choice to win. Expecting the candidate you intend to vote for to win the election for Prime Minister exacerbates the effect previously observed in the model of strategic Knesset voting. Voting because of non-security issues and identifying oneself as being at either extreme on security issues also decreased the likelihood of voting for a straight ticket. A past history of voting for a major party, as expected, increased the likelihood of intending to vote for a straight ticket.
We further analyzed this model using a variable that calculated the difference between the chance of Barak winning and the chance of Netanyahu winning. Positive values reflect an increased likelihood of Barak winning, while negative values reflect a better chance of Netanyahu winning. This variable best reflects the two-way contest that appeared most likely when Diskin administered his survey. Recalculating the same model as above using multinomial logit, with separate categories for each possible straight ticket, the actual difference has a negative, statistically significant effect on the likelihood of voting for Likud-Netanyahu (and is insignificant for the two other categories). This analysis confirms our expectation that the better the chance one thinks Barak has of winning over Netanyahu, the less likely she will vote Likud-Netanyahu (see Table 13). The expected size of the largest party continues to decrease the likelihood of voting a straight ticket. 

The evidence from these analyses confirms that voters incorporated strategic considerations about both elections when casting their votes. In addition to sincere concerns about policies that led people to vote for a party other than the one they cast a vote for Prime Minister, voters considered who they expected to prevail as Prime Minister and the expected composition of the Knesset. The interaction of the two sets of expectations had a significant effect on the likelihood that a respondent would intend to cast a “straight-ticket” vote.

Hypothesis II: Polling information about the expected outcome of both the election for Prime Minister and the parliamentary election affected voting considerations.

If expectations of the outcome of both elections influenced the intention to cast a “straight-ticket” vote, do they also influence a voter’s willingness to vote for her sincerely favorite party and her favorite candidate? We hypothesize that polling information about the outcome of both elections will affect voting considerations. The dichotomous dependent variable is coded one whenever the respondent intended to vote for her favorite parliamentary party and her favorite candidate for prime minister, zero if the respondent intended to vote was for any other party or candidate.

We test this hypothesis by testing two models based on the classical calculus of strategic voting incorporating expectations of the electoral outcome and relative levels of utility for each possible outcome. The vote decision is an expected utility calculation using the probability of each outcome and the utility for each outcome. The independent variables are assembled from a combination of poll results and voter surveys. We use the published poll results from Mina Tzemach/Yediot Aharonot polls to estimate the probability of each outcome for each respondent according to the date they were interviewed. To do so, we assume that in the rich Israeli media market, such information is so widely received that it is reasonable to assume that every respondent’s expectation of the election outcome is influenced by these same polling information. For a measurement of utility, we use normalized feeling thermometer scores from Arian and Shamir, with the favorite party given a utility of one, and the least favorite party given utility of zero. 
First we tested a model using an ordinal ranking of utility based on these feeling thermometer scores. After creating an ordinal ranking for both the candidates and the parties, we calculate the difference in percentage share of the vote between each ranking of candidates or parties. So, P12 refers to the difference in percent of expected vote between the first- and second- ranked parties (candidates), and P13  is the difference between the first- and third- ranked parties (candidates). High values for these independent variables suggest that the favorite party’s expected share of the vote is much higher than the second- (or third- ) highest-ranked candidate. Those who intended to vote for a party for which no feeling thermometer was available are excluded from the analysis.
> logit high1vt p12pm p13pm p12 p13 p14;

Iteration 0:   log likelihood = -545.19198

Iteration 1:   log likelihood = -496.29767

Iteration 2:   log likelihood =  -495.9946

Iteration 3:   log likelihood = -495.99448

Logit estimates                                   Number of obs   =        796

                                                  LR chi2(5)      =      98.40

                                                  Prob > chi2     =     0.0000

Log likelihood = -495.99448                       Pseudo R2       =     0.0902

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

     high1vt |      Coef.   Std. Err.      z    P>|z|     [95% Conf. Interval]

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

       p12pm |   1.806186   .3908726     4.62   0.000      1.04009    2.572282

       p13pm |  -.3138381   .3750789    -0.84   0.403    -1.048979    .4213031

         p12 |   .3862671   .8824015     0.44   0.662    -1.343208    2.115742

         p13 |   2.984738   .8929117     3.34   0.001     1.234663    4.734812

         p14 |   2.733853   .8928227     3.06   0.002     .9839527    4.483753

       _cons |  -.2619661   .0954238    -2.75   0.006    -.4489932    -.074939

------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Our results strongly support our hypothesis that the expectations of the outcome of the election, reflected in the polling results, influence the likelihood that the respondent intends to vote for both her favorite party and her favorite candidate. However, how the results influence her considerations varies between the plurality election and the parliamentary election. A large difference in the polls between the first and second favorite Prime Ministerial candidates has a large, statistically significant, effect on the likelihood of voting for the favorite candidate and the favorite party. However, a large difference in the polls between the favorite and second favorite parliamentary party has a small and statistically insignificant effect. Instead, the difference between the first- and the third- favorite parties and the first- and fourth- favorite parties is observed to have large, positive effects on the likelihood of voting for the favorite candidate and the favorite party. In contrast, a difference in share of the vote between the first- and third- favorite parties makes it less likely that the respondent intends to vote for the favorite candidate and the favorite party. These differences have much to do with the structure of the Israeli party system and the institutional setting. Respondent concerns about a “wasted vote,” deterred voters from supporting unviable candidates for Prime Minister. In contrast, differences in expected size of the party between the favorite and second-favorite had little effect, especially since these parties were often part of the same camp (e.g. Labor-Meretz). However, with feeling thermometers for only five parties, the third and fourth parties were not members of the same camp as the favorite or the second favorite. Voters were more likely to intend to vote for their favorite party when that party (or another party in the same camp) were expected to be larger, and therefore, more influential than another party (see Abramson, et al. 2001b).
. logit high1vt pb12pm pb13pm pb23pm pb12kp pb13kp pb14kp pb23kp;

Iteration 0:   log likelihood = -490.13221

Iteration 1:   log likelihood = -445.30531

Iteration 2:   log likelihood = -444.91308

Iteration 3:   log likelihood = -444.91277

Logit estimates                                   Number of obs   =        731

                                                  LR chi2(7)      =      90.44

                                                  Prob > chi2     =     0.0000

Log likelihood = -444.91277                       Pseudo R2       =     0.0923

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

     high1vt |      Coef.   Std. Err.      z    P>|z|     [95% Conf. Interval]

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

      pb12pm |   1.454689   .7399889     1.97   0.049     .0043378    2.905041

      pb13pm |  -.4743482   .2461231    -1.93   0.054    -.9567405    .0080442

      pb23pm |  -.3667416   .1970918    -1.86   0.063    -.7530343    .0195511

      pb12kp |  -.4360481   2.534729    -0.17   0.863    -5.404026     4.53193

      pb13kp |   7.201125   1.795319     4.01   0.000     3.682365    10.71989

      pb14kp |   3.381621   1.096996     3.08   0.002     1.231549    5.531693

      pb23kp |  -5.502531   3.596967    -1.53   0.126    -12.55246    1.547396

       _cons |  -.1143871   .1104584    -1.04   0.300    -.3308816    .1021074

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

These results were largely echoed when we refined the model to incorporate the normalized utility from the feeling thermometers, rather than the ordinal ranking. Each of the new independent variables is the difference in normalized probability of winning multiplied by the difference in expected utility as measured by normalized thermometer scores. So, PBjk = ( Pj – Pk)(Uj-Uk). Therefore, for example, PB12 is the difference between the most- preferred and second- preferred candidate’s probability of winning multiplied by the difference between the candidates’ thermometer scores.  Since the normalized thermometer score for the favorite candidate is equal to one, the difference between the two thermometer scores is always positive.  Thus, the sign of P12 is the same as the direction for PB12, and the sign of P13 is the same as PB13.  So, we expect the coefficient estimates for PB12 and PB13 to be positive. As the gap between the thermometer scores between two candidates increases, the smaller the reduction in magnitude of the PB12 and PB13 compared to the independent variables in the previous model measuring only competitiveness. A larger value for PB12 or PB13 reflects a larger relative utility for the favorite candidate, making support for the favorite candidate more likely. Conversely, we expect that the parameter estimate for PB23 to be negative because the more the respondent likes the second favorite candidate (or party) relative to the least favorite candidate (or third favorite party), the more likely he will intend to vote for the second-favorite candidate. Note that (unlike the previous model) PB23 is not equal to the difference in the other two variables. Again, because we do not have subjective probability measures, poll results reporting the expected share of the vote are used instead.

Again we see differences in strategic calculations between the two votes. We found that the largest, positive effects on the likelihood of intending to vote for the favorite candidate and the favorite party are the differences in multiplicative utility between the first- and third, and first- and fourth- favorite Knesset parties and the difference between the favorite candidate for Prime Minister and the second-favorite. The other coefficients are negative.
Who will lead the government?

While these results confirm that strategic considerations matter, they do not tell us whether specific expectations about the outcome of one race influence voter considerations in the other election. So, we modified the above model to include the respondents’ answers to a question about who is expected to win the election for Prime Minister. We created a dummy variable that indicates whether the respondent voted for the candidate whom they expected to win the election for Prime Minister. This variable had a large, positive effect on the likelihood that the respondent was considering voting for her favorite candidate and favorite party. With this variable in the equation, the multiplicative utility difference between the favorite and the second favorite candidate no longer showed a statistically significant effect. The other coefficients were similar to the previous models, as the difference between the first- and the third- and first- and fourth- favorite Knesset parties continue to have a large, positive effect on the likelihood of intending to vote for the favorite candidate and the favorite party. 
. logit high1vt pmwin pb12pm pb13pm pb23pm pb12kp pb13kp pb14kp pb23kp;

Iteration 0:   log likelihood = -490.13221

Iteration 1:   log likelihood = -397.51594

Iteration 2:   log likelihood = -395.21328

Iteration 3:   log likelihood = -395.19756

Iteration 4:   log likelihood = -395.19756

Logit estimates                                   Number of obs   =        731

                                                  LR chi2(8)      =     189.87

                                                  Prob > chi2     =     0.0000

Log likelihood = -395.19756                       Pseudo R2       =     0.1937

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

     high1vt |      Coef.   Std. Err.      z    P>|z|     [95% Conf. Interval]

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

       pmwin |   1.973488   .2102846     9.38   0.000     1.561337    2.385638

      pb12pm |  -.1675051   .8009653    -0.21   0.834    -1.737368    1.402358

      pb13pm |  -1.005261   .2734387    -3.68   0.000    -1.541191   -.4693306

      pb23pm |  -.3172345   .2108403    -1.50   0.132    -.7304739    .0960048

      pb12kp |  -3.487966   2.749978    -1.27   0.205    -8.877824    1.901892

      pb13kp |   8.608053   1.927424     4.47   0.000     4.830371    12.38573

      pb14kp |   4.220097   1.192587     3.54   0.000      1.88267    6.557524

      pb23kp |  -9.018795   3.906229    -2.31   0.021    -16.67486   -1.362728

       _cons |  -1.364452   .1854073    -7.36   0.000    -1.727843    -1.00106

------------------------------------------------------------------------------
� Diskin’s survey is based upon a cluster sample of 995 respondents conducted between April 28 and May 5.  The Arian and Shamir survey is based upon 1,225 respondents conducted during the six weeks before the election.  Respondents to both surveys were interviewed face to face by survey researchers.  Both surveys were implemented while all five candidates for Prime Minister were in the race.  Both surveys include Jews and Arabs, but most of our analysis examines only the Jewish voters.


� No party has ever won a majority of seats in the parliament and the electoral laws make such an event highly unlikely, so considerations of winning a majority do not reasonably factor into voter considerations.


� Arian (1998) draws a distinction between lists and parties. Parties are formal institutions engaged in an on-going pursuit of power. Voters cast a vote for a list made up of one or more parties who choose to unify on election day.


� We define a “major” party to be a party led by a viable candidate for Prime Minister. We use this term to differentiate between the largest parties (Likud, Labor and Shas) and the “major” parties (Likud, Labor/One Israel and the Center in 1999, Labor and Likud only in 1996 and 2001).


� For example, the two Russian parties might seek control of the Interior Ministry, but so will three religious parties. One religious party might desire either another religious party or a Russian party to get the ministry.


� There is a theoretical possibility that a voter dislikes the party whom their favorite party has an agreement to pool any unallocated votes, and would desire to vote for another party rather than see their vote pooled. Expecting one’s party to have extra votes requires an exceptional level of sophistication, if not a crystal ball. In these circumstances, the probability of one’s vote being enough for the list to get another seat remains positive, so it seems highly unlikely that many voters would defect for these reasons.


� In Israel, it is more appropriate to characterize most major parties along the “dove-hawk” security dimension than by using the traditional comparative left-right terminology because the typical discussion of left-right in contemporary Israel does not refer to economic policy. Nonetheless, left-right is the most common terms employed in the polity to describe the primary political cleavage (see also Arian and Shamir 1983). Doves flock to parties of the left.





