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Coalition Considerations and the Vote.

In 2003, Israeli voters went to the polls to cast a single vote for a party-list running for the 16th Knesset. After the election, a majority of those elected to the Knesset would decide who was going to be the Prime Minister and the governing coalition.  In 2003, no party realistically expected to govern alone after the election: some coalition of parties would have to form. The uncertainty for voters and politicians alike involved which government would form.  In this paper, we investigate whether a desire to influence the post election coalition negotiations played a role in the voter’s decision.  We present evidence that Israeli voters in 2003 considered policy outcomes that would result from the post-election, multi-party coalition negotiations.

There are two different conceptions of how voters cast their votes and two senses of representation that follow from such decisions. Expressive voters vote for the party or candidate whose policy platform most resembles their ideal policy  QUOTE "(Enelow and Hinich 1984)" 
(Enelow and Hinich 1984)
, or for the party that is the most intense advocate for the side of the issue they support  QUOTE "(e. g. Rabinowitz and Macdonald 1989)" 
(e. g. Rabinowitz and Macdonald 1989)
. Issue voters in Israel would seek to ensure a Knesset that includes those parties that give voice to their preferences.  If the Israeli electorate consisted primarily of expressive voters, high levels of sincere voting would be observed and the Knesset would closely mirror the distribution of preferences in the electorate.  Such voting establishes representation in the sense of “re-presenting” in the legislature those beliefs held in the electorate.

The second conception is the instrumental voter who is concerned with policy outcomes that are the result of the legislative process rather than being concerned with assuring that one’s beliefs are expressed in that process  QUOTE "(Downs 1957)" 
(Downs 1957)
.  By considering policy outcomes, instrumental voters must anticipate what will happen after their votes are counted. In some circumstances, instrumental voters may act strategically, withdrawing support from candidates who have little chance of winning to give their vote to a candidate that has a better chance of preventing a more undesirable candidate from winning  QUOTE "(Palfrey 1989; Cox 1994)" 
(Palfrey 1989; Cox 1994)

 QUOTE ""  ADDIN PROCITE ÿ\11\05‘\19\02\00\00\00\00\01\00\00\1F\00\00\00,C:\5CProgram Files\5CProCite5\5CDatabase\5CRenan.pdt\0DCox 1994 #320\00\0D\00 
. Where single-party majority governments are the norm, there may be little difference between instrumental and expressive voters because the winning party will be in a position to implement its platform on its own.
However, in a multi-party coalition government, the voter’s choice is more complex and instrumental voters may behave quite differently than expressive voters.  When more than one party shares policy-making in the government, either because of separation of powers or multi-party governing coalitions, the policies that are enacted are the product of negotiations between the parties. Consequently, instrumental voters potentially may split their ticket or vote strategically to influence policy outcomes  QUOTE "(Fiorina 1992; Gschwend 2001; Lacy and Paolino 1998; Mebane 2000)" 
(Fiorina 1992; Gschwend 2001; Lacy and Paolino 1998; Mebane 2000)
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.  In these circumstances the strategic voter must consider which parties are likely to win representation, which parties will likely be in the governing coalition, and what policies each potential coalition will likely enact.  Strategic voters eschew parties that are unlikely to win representation, that are unlikely to be part of the governing coalition, or that are unlikely to have any influence over that coalition. They are likely to support a party whose strength will help determine which coalition forms or a party that exerts strong influence over the coalition’s policy package (for example, by providing the prime minister or controlling a key ministry).

We test the hypothesis that some Israeli voters act strategically, basing their decision on their preferences over outcomes and therefore over possible governing coalitions and their expectations over who is likely to form the governing coalition. We hypothesize that voters motivated by a desire to influence the policies of the governing coalition will vote to influence the composition of that coalition, even if it means casting a vote for a party other than their most preferred one.  To test our hypothesis, we use data from the 2003 Israeli Election Study on the voters’ preferences for eight of the parties that won representation to the Knesset and their expectations of each of these parties being a part of the government coalition.  We also employ data on voters’ preferences over four different possible coalition types and the perceived likelihood that each coalition would form. After discussing the 2003 election, we present descriptions of the voters’ preferences and expectations before analyzing the data to see whether preferences for certain coalitions and expectations about which coalition might form had an impact on survey respondents’ vote intentions.

The Electoral Rules and Strategic Considerations

The 120 members of the Knesset are elected from a single, national district on party lists. Seats are allocated using a proportional representation (“PR”) system.  To qualify for the allocation of seats each party must win at least 1.5% of the vote.  As a result, the percentage of seats won by the various parties can be expected to come closer to the percentage of votes the parties received in the election than in any other nation except four: The Netherlands, Namibia, South Africa and Uruguay.
 

Because of the close correspondence between seat and vote shares, most Israeli voters have little reason to worry about wasting their votes on candidates with little chance of winning. Consequently, scholars expect few voters to choose to support a candidate other than their favorite  QUOTE "(Duverger 1959; Leys 1959; Cox 1997; Sartori 1968, but see Abramson, et. al [forthcoming])" 
(Duverger 1959; Leys 1959; Cox 1997; Sartori 1968, but see Abramson, et. al [forthcoming])
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. However, the Gibbard-Satterthwaite theorem QUOTE "" 
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 (1973 and 1975, respectively) demonstrates that any electoral system, meeting a minimal set of conditions, will under some configuration of voter preferences offer incentives for strategic behavior.

In Israel, the impetus to vote for a party other than one’s favorite comes primarily from implications for future governing coalitions rather than concerns of a wasted vote.
 In our analysis, we test our expectation that a desire to influence coalition considerations will influence vote intentions, causing some to cast votes for a party other than their favorite. Most Israelis identify with one of two dominant party-blocs or camps; the doves on the left and the nationalists on the right  QUOTE "(Arian and Shamir 2002)" 
(Arian and Shamir 2002)
. If either bloc commands a majority of the Knesset seats, they can form a narrow coalition, one that reflects exclusively their own interests. However, it is also possible for a national unity coalition to form. These national unity coalitions contain both Labor and Likud, the dominant parties within each bloc.  The purpose of such coalitions, of course, is to be broader than the narrow left- or right- leaning ones, to reduce the power of the extremes or to respond to a foreign threat. The type of coalition that forms has implications for instrumental voters because the type of coalition impinges on the ability of individual parties to influence policy-making. If a narrow coalition forms, parties in the opposing camp will have little influence on government policies. If a national-unity coalition forms, then parties on both extremes will have little bargaining power. Consequently, coalition considerations can help explain vote intentions within a bloc or party as well as which bloc to support. In sum, preference for a particular coalition makes voting for some parties more (or less) attractive for the instrumental voter in comparison with the expressive or sincere voter.

Other scholars have investigated strategic voting in elections for the Knesset. Most analyses focus on the voters’ desire to influence the choice of the leading party in the governing coalition by supporting one of the largest parties instead of one of the smaller parties, since the leader of the largest party is traditionally appointed formateur by the President  QUOTE "(Nixon et al. 1996; Felsenthal and Brichta 1985; Felsenthal 1990; Nachmias and Sened 1999)" 
(Nixon et al. 1996; Felsenthal and Brichta 1985; Felsenthal 1990; Nachmias and Sened 1999)
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. Abramson, et al. (forthcoming) explored how, in 1999, when there was a separate vote for Prime Minister, expectations of who was going to be the largest party in the Knesset actually decreased the likelihood of voting for the preferred party because the Knesset vote no longer played a role in who was going to lead the government. In 2003, even though voters could once again attempt to influence the choice of formateur by voting for a party that hoped to be the largest in the Knesset, there was little uncertainty over who the formateur would be:  incumbent Prime Minister Ariel Sharon’s Likud Party led the polls from the start of the campaign until the finish.  Thus, the hope of influencing the composition of the coalition government through the identity of the formateur is unlikely to have been an important consideration. 

The absence of a desire to influence the choice of formateur made other incentives to influence the governing coalition salient to the voter’s decision. When Robert Dahl  QUOTE "(1961)" 
(1961)
 investigated power and policy-making in the United States, he asked, “who governs?” In 2003, most believed Ariel Sharon would lead the next government.  The operative question in the days preceding the election, therefore, was, “who else governs?” Sharon could lead a narrow, right-religious coalition made up of other parties that share Likud’s hawkish views on the peace process. Alternatively, Sharon could lead a national unity government much like the outgoing government, including Labor and several religious parties. There was also the possibility that Sharon would lead a unity government with Labor that included the anti-clerical centrist party, Shinui, but not the religious parties.

Media coverage late in the campaign was dominated by the possible coalition possibilities confronting Sharon. Much of the speculation about the size and shape of the government focused around three campaign events: a corruption scandal that hurt Likud in late December and early January that weakened the party in the polls (albeit without losing their position as the party forecast to win the largest number of seats), Labor leader Amram Mitzna’s pledge two weeks before the election to never join a national-unity coalition  QUOTE "(Verter 2003a)" 
(Verter 2003a)
, and the strong polling results earned by Shinui, who overtly campaigned for a secular coalition of Likud, Labor and Shinui. 

The events led to greater uncertainty about the shape of Sharon’s ruling coalition. Likud’s slide provoked fears on the right and among the religious parties that a weakened Likud would have to form a broad coalition government with the center and left  QUOTE "(Shragai 2003)" 
(Shragai 2003)
. However, Mitzna’s pledge indicated that such a coalition was not going to be possible, inducing much consternation and controversy within both Labor and Likud  QUOTE "(Verter 2003c)" 
(Verter 2003c)
. Shinui urged voters to disregard Mitzna’s pledge, assuring them that a Likud-Shinui-Labor coalition was not only feasible, but likely  QUOTE "(Verter 2003a)" 
(Verter 2003a)
 and said the party would not join a Likud-led coalition without Labor. Voters had to evaluate which promise and prediction they believed.

Meanwhile, religious parties like Shas urged their supporters to flock to the polls to prevent a secular coalition from forming  QUOTE "(Hoffman 2002; Golan 2003)" 
(Hoffman 2002; Golan 2003)
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(Verter 2003b; Hoffman and Rudge 2003; Verter 2003c)
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. Others warned that a strong, but fragmented, right would lead to instability  QUOTE "(Barzilai 2003b)" 
(Barzilai 2003b)
. Late in the campaign, Likud adopted the slogan, “Only a vote for Likud is a vote for Sharon,” and the party’s campaign manager, Jerusalem Mayor Ehud Olmert, attacked the smaller parties for insinuating that a vote for them would be the same as a vote for Likud  QUOTE "(Galili 2003; Hoffman and Rudge 2003)" 
(Galili 2003; Hoffman and Rudge 2003)
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. With such discussion dominating the press and elite discourse, it is not unreasonable to expect that the famously politically attentive Israeli electorate was sensitive to considerations of likely coalitions, but there was likely little consensus over which coalition was going to form given the conflicting promises of the party leaders. 

Election Returns

Labor was the largest party in the outgoing Knesset.  However, the collapse of the peace process initiated by the Oslo Accords, and the Al-Aqsa Intifadah, devastated the electoral fortunes of the doves. On February 6, 2001, Ariel Sharon defeated Ehud Barak in the last election for Prime Minister.  After leading a broad, national unity government for nearly two years, on November 6, 2002, Prime Minister Sharon asked the President to dissolve the Knesset after he was unable to broker a narrow right coalition with religious parties and other parties in the nationalist camp following Labor’s exit from the coalition the previous week. 

Israeli voters had an array of party-lists to choose from in 2003. On the right, they could cast a vote for Likud or two extreme nationalist parties, Ihud Leumi or Herut. There were three viable religious parties that espouse hawkish views on the peace process, the orthodox National Religious Party (NRP or Mafdal), the ultra-orthodox United Torah Judaism and the Sephardic Shas. The left was comprised of two Arab party-lists, communist Hadash (whose support is overwhelmingly from the Arab sector), the dovish Meretz, and Labor. The center consisted of the anti-clerical Shinui, a party catering to Russian immigrants, Yisrael B’Aliya, and Am Echad, a social-democratic party linked closely to Israel’s trade unions. 
Even after the fund-raising scandal broke during the first week of January, implicating Sharon’s sons and allies in Likud, polls projected that the nationalist bloc and their religious party allies would have a majority of seats on election day  QUOTE "" 
(Haaretz –Elections 2003 Homepage [English] Jan. 28, 2003). The polls were quite accurate, as the right-religious bloc (including Yisrael B’Aliya) won 69 out of 120 Knesset seats with 54% of the vote.

Likud won the most mandates, 38, in the new Knesset. To Likud’s right, Herut failed to cross the threshold, but Ihud Leumi won seven seats. The religious parties won a total of 22 seats. 

Both of the Jewish parties on the left suffered a decline in support. Labor won 19 seats and Meretz won 6 seats. The Arab parties won 8 seats. In the center, Shinui more than doubled their previous Knesset delegation by winning 15 seats. Am Echad won three. Yisrael B’Aliya, won only two seats and merged with the Likud parliamentary delegation shortly after the election.

Preferences: For Sharon and the Right, but not a Right-Religious Coalition.

Did the success of Sharon, the Likud party and the Likud’s right-religious allies reflect the preferences of the voters? We begin our empirical investigation by gauging Likud’s support in the electorate by examining feeling thermometer data from the Israeli National Election Study.
  The survey data indicates that Sharon was the preferred choice to be Prime Minister, and the Likud Party was better liked than any other party by a majority of the Jewish-Israeli electorate. However, we present evidence that, despite the electoral success of the nationalist bloc and the religious parties, most voters actually preferred a government made up of a broad coalition of parties. 

The Israeli National Election Study asked respondents to evaluate two party leaders and eight Knesset parties on a scale running from 1 to 10. Respondents were instructed to use higher numbers to indicate a high level of affect for the candidate or party. Based on these data, Sharon was preferred to Mitzna by a majority of the sample, 55.6% (see Table 1). Another 16.4% liked Mitzna and Sharon about the same. Only 27.9% liked Mitzna better. Given that these were the only two party leaders seriously considered to be potential prime ministers, it follows that Sharon was the most popular choice of Prime Minister.

A strong majority of the Jewish-Israelis in the study also clearly preferred Likud to any other party. Table 2 shows a comparison of the feeling thermometers for eight parties, Labor, Likud, Meretz, the National Religious Party (NRP), Shinui, Ihud Leumi, Shas and Yisrael B’Aliya. These eight parties include the seven largest parties in the Knesset, ranging from the far left (Meretz) to the far right (Ihud Leumi), including two religious parties (Shas and the NRP), Shinui and Yisrael B’Aliya. This data gives us a more complete picture of the preferences of Jewish Israeli voters than ever before. Only 80 respondents (9% of those Jewish-Israelis who expressed a vote intention) intended to vote for a party other than one of these eight. The rows of the table list the parties that were preferred by a plurality of the voters in a pair-wise comparison. The more comparisons listed in the row, the more head-to-head contests that party won. Labor was preferred to parties other than Likud, but was only strongly preferred by a majority of the respondents to Shas. In a head-to-head comparison with the other six parties, Labor would win only if it carried enough indifferent respondents to win a majority of the sample. Shinui was very nearly more popular than Labor.  Only 39.8% of the sample preferred Labor to Shinui with another 24.3% indifferent between the two. The NRP was preferred to four parties, Ihud Leumi to three other parties, Meretz to two, and Yisrael B’Aliya to Shas.

We measure preferences over coalition option using a five-point scale running from “strongly oppose” to “strongly support.”
 Four different coalition options were presented:

1. Likud-Right-Religious

2. Likud-Labor-Shinui. (Described to the respondents as, “in other words a coalition without the Ultra-Orthodox [‘Haredi’] parties”).

3. Labor-Meretz-Arab parties

4. A national unity coalition (also explicitly described to the respondents as a coalition of Labor, Likud, the Orthodox religious party, the Ultra-Orthodox parties and others).
 

Despite the popularity of Likud and Sharon and the success of the right-religious parties at the polls, these data indicate that a coalition of right-religious parties was not preferred by a majority of the sample. This is even more surprising when one remembers that our analysis excludes Israeli-Arabs in the study, almost all of whom vote for parties on the left. A majority of voters hoped that Labor would join Likud in the government (see Table 3). Fully 51.3% preferred a national unity coalition with the religious parties to a narrow right-religious coalition without Labor. Another 26.8% of the sample had the same level of support for the narrow right-religious coalition and a national unity coalition. A plurality, 45.3% supported a national unity coalition more than a secular coalition of Labor, Likud and Shinui (31.1% were indifferent). A similar number, 47.3% preferred the secular coalition to a right-religious coalition (17.3% were indifferent). 

Mapping Preferences to Votes

The survey data reveal that many voters with preferences for Prime Minister Sharon, the Likud Party and a broad coalition cast votes for party-lists that resulted in the components of a different coalition winning a majority of seats. Using the feeling thermometer data we can observe how preferences over parties and over coalitions influence the voters’ decisions about which party to vote for in 2003.
 

Excluding those respondents who intended to vote for a party other than the eight we have feeling thermometer data for, we find that a majority of respondents, 59.3%, intended to vote for their favorite party as measured by the feeling thermometer scores (see Table 4).
 Another 16.8% intended to vote for a party tied for favorite. 193 respondents, or 23.9%, intended to vote for one of the seven parties that was not their favorite.
 This level of non-sincere voting is quite high relative to the expectations of Cox, Duverger, Leys and Sartori, who expect that strategic voting would not occur in PR systems, the rate observed in most first-past-the-post systems  QUOTE "(Abramson et al. [forthcoming]; Abramson, Aldrich, and Rohde 2003; Alvarez and Nagler 2000; Blais 2002; Merolla 2003)" 
(Abramson et al. [forthcoming]; Abramson, Aldrich, and Rohde 2003; Alvarez and Nagler 2000; Blais 2002; Merolla 2003)
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, both votes in Israel in 1999  QUOTE "(Abramson et al. 2001)" 
(Abramson et al. 2001)
, and the estimates of sincere voting in Israel under PR before the change in electoral rules  QUOTE "(Felsenthal and Brichta 1985)" 
(Felsenthal and Brichta 1985)
.

By comparing the party given the highest feeling thermometer score to the party that the respondent intended to vote for we can identify which partisans were unlikely to follow through on their sincere preference. Table 5 shows how those who ranked each party highest using the feeling thermometers intended to vote.
 Those who liked Likud best were the most likely to intend to vote sincerely for the party they liked best. Ninety percent of those who liked Likud best intended to vote for the party. About 80% of those who preferred Labor, Meretz, Shinui and Shas also intended to vote for their favorite party. These figures are lower than the percentage of those who intended to vote sincerely for the two major parties or the two leading Prime Ministerial candidates in 1999  QUOTE "(Abramson and Aldrich 2002; Abramson et al. [forthcoming])" 
(Abramson and Aldrich 2002; Abramson et al. [forthcoming])
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. The three other parties, the National Religious Party (51.9%), Ihud Leumi (64.7%), and Yisrael B’Aliya (30.4%) were even less likely to receive the votes of their supporters. 

Most of those respondents who intended to vote for a party other than their favorite intended to vote for Likud. 45% of all defectors in the sample of Jewish Israelis intended to vote for Likud. Most of the remaining defectors went to Labor (22%), Shinui (15%) and Ihud Leumi (8.4%). Most defectors were drawn from the recipient party’s bloc or camp (see Table 5).  This may not surprise Likud strategists who, in the late stages of the campaign, waged an explicit campaign to deter voters from voting for other parties on the assumption that Likud and Sharon would lead the government. Likud leaders argued that votes for a smaller party would only weaken Sharon because the stronger the far right, the more demanding they would be, making it more difficult for Sharon to form a coalition  QUOTE "(Barzilai 2003a; Hoffman 2003)" 
(Barzilai 2003a; Hoffman 2003)
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.  68% of the respondents who gave the highest feeling thermometer scores to the NRP, Ihud Leumi or Yisrael B’Aliya intended to vote for Likud instead of their favorite party. 

Shinui, the centrist anti-clerical party, is an unusual case because it drew support from secular Jews on the left (20%), right (40%) and center (40%). Like the small parties on the right, Shinui lost seven respondents who gave it the highest feeling thermometer score to Likud. However, Shinui also won the support of defectors from the nationalist bloc, disproportionate to the level of sincere support exhibited by hawks. 56% of the 23 respondents who intended to vote for Shinui instead of their favorite party described themselves as being on the right.

Expectations: Victory for Likud

Those who defected from their favorite party may have been motivated by their expectations of the electoral results  QUOTE "(McKelvey and Ordeshook 1972; Riker and Ordeshook 1968)" 
(McKelvey and Ordeshook 1972; Riker and Ordeshook 1968)
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. In this conception of voting, the voter calculates her expected utility from the benefits that will accrue to her as a result of her party or candidate winning and the likelihood of her vote making a difference. In PR systems like Israel’s, this calculation must include the chances that her favorite party or candidate will join the governing coalition and have an impact on policy. We asked respondents to tell us the odds of each coalition type forming using a scale from 0-100 to indicate what the odds or chances (Hebrew: “sikuyim”) were of each of these four coalitions forming after the election. Using the same scale, half the sample was asked about the odds of each of the eight parties being included in the governing coalition.
 In theory, the total sum of the odds of a coalition forming should not exceed 100% (other coalition options are possible), but no effort was made to constrain respondents to fit their answers to this limit. As a result, the average total odds were over 186%.

The right-religious coalition was seen as most likely, with a perceived chance of forming of 64.9% (see Table 6). Nearly 84% of the respondents estimated that the odds of a right-religious government forming was 50% or greater. The national unity coalition was considered second-most likely to form, with an average estimate of 57.7%. About 77.5% of the respondents estimated that the odds of a national unity coalition was 50% or greater. The average odds of the secular coalition forming were 40.9%. The average odds of the left coalition forming a government were 23.1%.

The polls and the media’s expectations that Likud would be in the government following the election were reflected by the Israeli public (see Table 6).  The average odds of Likud being in the coalition were 88.4%.  Nearly 60% of the sample was so sure that Likud would be in the governing coalition that they thought the odds of Likud joining the coalition was 100%.  Only 2% estimated that the odds of Likud joining the coalition to be less than 50%. 

Despite Labor leader’s Amram Mitzna’s campaign pledge not to join a Likud-led government, many Israelis still expected Labor to join a coalition with Likud (either as part of a secular coalition or a national unity government).  The average assessment of the probability of Labor joining the coalition was 58.0%, almost exactly the same figure as the average chances of Labor being in the government. Recall that the odds of a national unity coalition were 57.7%, an astonishingly similar figure.  The odds of Shas and tiny Yisrael B’Aliya joining the coalition also exceeded 50% (57.5 and 53.7%, respectively). More than half the sample gave three other parties, the NRP, Shinui and the nationalist Ihud Leumi, more than 50% odds of joining the coalition.  Meretz, the far-left peace party, was the only party not given a good chance of joining the coalition. This estimation makes sense considering that Meretz led the opposition to Sharon’s national unity coalition that governed until the campaign and, therefore, was seen as highly unlikely to join any coalition other than a narrow left coalition led by Labor.  The average odds of Meretz joining a coalition were comparable to the odds that such a left coalition would form (28.1%, compared to 23.1%). 

Odds and Voting Decisions of the Hawks

Since the three most likely coalition outcomes all included Likud, the most interesting subset of voters to consider are the hawks. Here we consider all those respondents whose favorite party was one of the small right- or religious- parties, the NRP, Ihud Leumi, Yisrael B’Aliya, and Shas. 87.4% of these respondents described their political tendency as “right” or religious. As described in Table 5, supporters of the NRP, Ihud Leumi and Yisrael B’Aliya were less likely to intend to vote for their favorite party than supporters of the other parties. Most of the defectors intended to vote for Likud. 
These hawks were in position to influence the governing coalition. They expected Likud to be in the coalition, favored Sharon as Prime Minister, but differed as to which coalition they expected would form and which coalition they wanted to see in government. Small changes in the number of mandates for a party could influence which of the three coalition options led by Sharon were most likely to form. A vote for one of the small nationalist parties might make a right-religious coalition more likely to form because it would increase the strength of the bloc and the chances that a party would join the coalition. A vote for Likud might weaken the smaller parties on the right and/or give Likud more freedom to choose its coalition partners from the left and Shinui. Weak parties on the right would make a national unity coalition more likely or necessary to control a majority of parliamentary seats.

Arian and Shamir  QUOTE "(2002)" 
(2002)
 found that the voter’s attachment to a bloc was stronger than the voter’s attachment to a party. In the analysis below, we look at voting behavior within the bloc to see what makes defectors from the NRP, Ihud Leumi, Yisrael B’Aliya and Shas different from those who intended to vote for their favorite party. Did considerations of the possible coalitions play a role in a voter’s decision to [not] vote for their favorite party? These considerations could be a set of expectations over which coalition would form, or a preference for a different coalition than those who remained loyal to their favorite party on the right.

Hypothesis 1: Right Coalition Preferences. Voters who prefer a right-religious coalition government rather than a secular or national-unity coalition government are more likely to vote sincerely for one of the small right- or religious- parties.
If respondents did not support a right-religious coalition, we expect that they would be more likely to defect to parties they liked less than their favorite like Likud and Shinui. Likud and Shinui’s strength relative to the small parties on the right would make a national-unity or secular coalition more likely. 
Right-religious parties, while holding similar nationalist views, compete with each other for government resources. If a right-religious coalition was going to form, then defection from any of these four small parties might be costly for their supporters because the relative strengths of each of these parties would help determine which would have the most influence or control the most important ministries. For example, several parties covet the Ministry of the Interior because it is responsible for immigration and religious policies, making control of the ministry a salient issue for secular Russian immigrants and religious parties like Shas  QUOTE "(Gitelman and Goldstein 2002; Hoffman 2002)" 
(Gitelman and Goldstein 2002; Hoffman 2002)
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. A vote for Shas might ensure control over the Interior Ministry rather than seeing that ministry in Yisrael B’Aliya or rival NRP’s hands. Consequently, we test the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis II: Right Coalition Expectations. Voters who expect a right-religious coalition to form instead of a national-unity or secular government are more likely to vote sincerely for one of the small right- or religious- parties.
Analysis and Results: The Hawks’ Vote

In Table 7 we separate those respondents who intended to vote for their favorite party from those who intended to vote for another party to compare the coalition preferences and expectations of each group. Consistent with our expectations, those who intended to vote sincerely, on average, thought that a right-religious coalition was more likely and a secular coalition was less likely. On average, respondents who intended to vote sincerely preferred a right-coalition more and liked national unity or secular coalitions less than those that did not intend to vote for their favorite party.
If right-wing voters who expect or support a right-religious coalition are more likely to vote sincerely, than those who think a national unity or secular coalition to be more desirable and/or more likely to occur should be more inclined to vote for Likud. A plurality (36.3%) of right-wing voters who intended to vote for Likud preferred a national unity coalition to all other coalition options. Table 8 compares hawks (operationalized as respondents whose favorite was any right-religious party including Likud) who voted for Likud with those who voted another party. These data suggests that those who thought a right-religious coalition was more likely to form were more likely to vote for a nationalist party other than Likud. On average, those who intended to cast votes for Likud thought a national-unity or secular coalition was more likely to form (both differences significant at P < 0.05).  Those who intended to vote for Likud preferred a national unity coalition, on average, to a right-religious coalition. 

These descriptive statistics provide promising evidence in favor of both Hypothesis I and Hypothesis II, but do not help us sort out whether differences in coalition expectations, differences in preferences for those coalitions, or both, played a role in the hawks’ voting decision. Table 9 presents the results of a logit model that uses a sincere vote for one of the four small parties, NRP, Ihud Leumi, Shas and Yisrael B’aliya as a dependent variable. The dependent variable is dichotomous, coded one when the respondent intended to vote for their favorite party among this group of parties.
 Respondents who did not consider one of these four parties to be their favorite are excluded. To test the extent to which sincere voting for one of these right-wing parties depended on coalition expectations, preferences for a coalition type, utility for the party, or issue proximity to Likud, our model includes the following variables and controls:

· Coalition expectations were gauged by the chances that a right-religious coalition will form.

· Support for a religious-right coalition relative to a secular coalition and a national unity coalition was measured by taking the difference between support for a right-religious coalition from the average level of support for a secular and a national unity coalition. Because these small parties will have a greater influence in a right-religious coalition than the other coalitions, the higher the respondent’s preference for a right-religious coalition relative to either of these other possible coalition types, the more likely we expect the respondent to intend to vote sincerely.

· We measured preferences for each party using the feeling thermometers. In this equation, the utility for the respondent’s favorite party is used.

· The Israel National Election Study measures proximity between the voter and Likud on three 10-point issue scales: the economy, peace and security, and religion. There is no proximity measure for the small parties, so we use distance from Likud as a proxy. We measure the voter’s proximity to Likud by taking an average of those three scales. This average is subtracted from ten so that the closer a respondent is to Likud, the lower the score (and, according to proximity theory, the less likely that they will vote for Likud). 

· A dummy denoting whether the voter is Orthodox or ultra-Orthodox (“Haredi”) was used as a control variable to differentiate between secular and religious hawks.

· A dummy for Jews of North African or Middle-Eastern descent (Sephardim).

· A five-point scale measuring retrospective personal economic situation. People who score high on this scale are seen their economic situation worsen. We expect that these people will be less likely to vote for the incumbent Likud and more likely to vote for these small parties, three of whom advocate government support for their core constituent groups.

· A four-point scale measuring support for the principle of exchanging land for peace. Respondents who score high on this scale are strongly opposed to exchanging land for peace. These respondents should more likely to prefer a right-religious coalition dominated by parties opposed to making concessions with the Palestinians and more likely to support an extreme party like Ihud Leumi or the NRP.

· A dummy for those respondents who identified “Greater Israel” as their most important value from a list of four variable including democracy, a Jewish majority and peace. These voters should also be more likely to support an extreme party like Ihud Leumi or the NRP.

· A dummy variable for those who voted for Likud in 1999. Habitual Likud voters should be more likely to remain loyal to Likud.

· A dummy variable for voters who recalled voting for Ariel Sharon in 2001 in the last direct election for Prime Minister (about ¾ of these hawks). We expect that these respondents would be more likely to respond to Likud’s campaign of “Only a vote for Likud is a vote for Sharon.”

In Table 9 we present the results of the logit analysis. Preferences for policy outcomes generated by a right-religious coalition influence a voter’s intention to vote strategically, in addition to the hawks’ proximity to Likud and their level of affect for their favorite party. However, when preferences and other controls are included in the vote model, sincere vote intentions are not sensitive to differences in expectations over which coalition will form.

Consistent with Hypothesis I, the more a respondent prefers a right-coalition to a secular and national unity coalition, the more likely they will vote sincerely. For every step on the 5-point support scale that the respondent likes a right-religious coalition more than the other Likud-led coalition types, the odds of voting sincerely increases by a factor of 2.20 holding all other variables constant. This means that a respondent who “strongly supports” a right-religious coalition but merely “supports” a national unity or secular coalition is more than twice as likely to vote sincerely than a respondent who supports these three coalitions the same but otherwise has the same political views and demographic profile, have identical expectations that a right-religious coalition will form and a similar history of voting.
 The likelihood ratio test comparing the full model to a restricted model without the coalition preferences variable indicates that the difference in support for a right-religious coalition relative to the other coalition types is significant at the 0.01 level (LR Χ2 = 16.38, df = 1, p < 0.01).

Despite the promise suggested by the descriptive data, the probability of a right-religious coalition forming did not have a significant effect on the likelihood of voting sincerely for one of the small right-wing parties.
 As a result, we cannot reject the null hypothesis suggested by Hypothesis II.

Party preferences and proximity to Likud had a positive, statistically significant effect on the likelihood that the respondent would vote sincerely for one of the four small right-wing parties. The higher the respondents’ utility for their favorite party, the more likely they were to vote for their favorite party. For each additional point on the feeling thermometer for the respondent’s favorite party, the odds of voting sincerely are 2.3 times greater, holding all other variables constant. Additionally, the farther the respondents placed themselves away from Likud, the more likely they were to vote sincerely for a small party.

Two control variables had a significant effect on the likelihood of the respondent intending to vote sincerely. Sephardic respondents and those respondents who recalled voting for Likud in 1999 were less likely to vote sincerely for one of the small parties. Secular Jews were no more likely to vote sincerely than religious Jews. The respondent’s attitudes towards exchanging land for peace did not have a statistically significant effect on the likelihood that the respondent would vote sincerely. Economic condition, valuing “Greater Israel,” and a vote for Sharon in 1999 also did not have a significant effect on the likelihood that the respondent would vote sincerely.

Overall, the model performed well, correctly classifying 78.1% of the empirical observations as compared with a correct classification of 61.0% using a naïve model without our explanatory variables. The variance explained, as measured by the pseudo-R2, is a robust 0.371. 

Shinui and the Pivot

Shinui was one of the big winners of the election, becoming the third largest party in the Knesset.  Explicitly centrist and avowedly secular, Shinui hoped to join a coalition with Labor and Likud that excluded the religious parties.  As a result, the party was locked in a battle with the religious parties for bargaining positions vis-à-vis Likud.  Given most voters’ assumption that Likud would lead the government, a vote for Shinui promised to be a vehicle for a secular (and moderate) coalition government. As a result, we expect Shinui to draw respondents, from both the right and the left, who intended to cast strategic votes to influence the coalition negotiations. Defectors from Shinui, by comparison, are not expected to strongly desire a secular coalition nor believe that such a coalition was likely.

Hypothesis III: Secular Coalition Preferences. Voters who desire a secular coalition government will be more likely to vote for Shinui.

Hypothesis IV: Conditional Secular Coalition Expectations. Voters who prefer a secular coalition to the other coalition options and who consider a secular coalition to be likely (odds greater than 50% but less than 100% certain) will be more likely to vote for Shinui. 

Analysis and Results: The Vote for the Pivot

In the previous analysis, sincere votes by hawks depended on a voter’s preference for their favorite party, the distance between the voter and the Likud’s issue positions, and support for a specific coalition type.  Shinui is one of the three parties that the Israel National Election Study has issue-proximity measures for, so we can perform a similar analysis on the entire sample.
 The dependent variable is a dichotomous dependent variable, coded one if the respondent voted for Shinui. To measure preferences for a secular coalition, we took the difference between support for a secular coalition and the average level of support for a right-religious and national unity coalition types.
 Another variable measures the difference in support for a secular coalition and a left coalition. To test Hypothesis IV, we include a dummy variable that is one if the respondent preferred a secular coalition and who think that such a coalition is possible (odds over 50) but not certain (less than 100). Party considerations are measured by including the feeling thermometer for Shinui and the average policy proximity to Shinui. We control for the respondent’s level of religious observance and Sephardim with dummy variables. We control for the respondents’ economic condition and views on exchanging land for peace with the same scales used in the previous model.

The results of the model suggest that strong levels of affect for Shinui played the largest role in determining a vote for Shinui (see Table 10). The odds of voting for Shinui were 20 times larger for someone who gave Shinui the highest score on the feeling thermometers. This is not surprising if one recalls that 80% of those who liked Shinui best voted for the party (see Table 5). Since only sixteen respondents intended to vote for Shinui without naming Shinui as their favorite party, and twenty respondents intended to defect from Shinui, the odds of voting for Shinui without giving Shinui the highest feeling thermometer score is very low. The more the respondent liked Shinui, the more likely they intended to vote for Shinui. With all other variables held at their mean values, for each additional point on the 10-point feeling thermometer scale the respondent reported for Shinui, the odds of voting for Shinui are 1.31 times larger. While this is not much of an impact for a single point, these odds increase for each additional point, so a difference of three points on the scale would have a very big effect on the likelihood of intending to vote for Shinui. The proximity measure also performed as expected; the closer the respondents placed themselves to Shinui, the more likely they would vote for the party. 

What is interesting about Table 10 is that in addition to affect for the party and the proximity measures to Shinui’s politics, preferences for a secular coalition and expectations about the likelihood of its formation influenced the vote. Consistent with Hypothesis III, the difference between a secular coalition and a left coalition was statistically significant. For each step on the 5-point support scale that the respondent likes a secular coalition more than a left coalition, the odds of voting for Shinui are about 1.46 times greater, holding all other variables constant. In other words, someone who strongly supported a secular coalition and supported a left coalition had a 46% greater chance of intending to vote for Shinui than someone who gave the exact same feeling thermometer rating to Shinui but did not support a secular coalition any more than a left coalition. However, variation in differences in support for a secular coalition and the other coalition options did not exert a statistically significant effect on the likelihood of intending to vote for Shinui. Consistent with Hypothesis IV, those who supported a secular coalition more than the other coalition options and thought such a coalition was likely, were more likely to vote for Shinui than those who did not. Compared to those who did not like a secular coalition more than the other options or did not think a secular coalition was likely, the odds of voting for Shinui were 2.3 times larger when all other variables are held constant. This variable alone is not large enough to change the model’s prediction of whether a respondent intended to vote for Shinui, but if the respondent also liked the party best, the probability of voting for Shinui exceeded 50%.
Being religious, Sephardic and having voted for Sharon in 2001 decreased the likelihood of intending to vote for Shinui. Reporting being in a worsening economic situation, a hawkish view on exchanging land for peace and having voted for Shinui in 1999 increased the likelihood of intending to vote for Shinui. Of these control variables, only a past history of voting for Shinui and being Sephardic was significant. However, the more authoritative likelihood-ratio Χ2 for the variables reported levels of significance consistent with the significance of the coefficients.

The model correctly classified 94.6% of the empirical observations, as compared to a naïve model classifying 89% of the observations without any explanatory variables. The pseudo-R2, is a robust 0.57. 

Conclusion


In this paper, we looked to see whether Jewish-Israeli voters in 2003 voted instrumentally to influence the character of the governing coalition that would form after the election. Israeli voters cast votes for the party closest to their own policy views, but we find that respondents to the Israeli National Election survey also behave as if they are thinking about coalition outcomes that will arise after the vote. Consequently, some voters intended to cast strategic votes for parties other than their favorite in an attempt to influence the character of the governing coalition. Our findings are consistent with investigations of strategic voting in Israel under the rules for direct election of the Prime Minister  QUOTE "(e. g. Abramson et al. 2001)" 
(e. g. Abramson et al. 2001)
but are in sharp contrast to comparative scholars who expect little or no strategic voting in PR systems  QUOTE "(see Cox 1997)" 
(see Cox 1997)
.

Our findings suggest that whenever multi-party considerations are a reasonable possibility in parliamentary systems, models of voter behavior must take into account the voters’ desire to shape the governing coalition. Voters in a parliamentary system like Israel act instrumentally to influence policy outcomes like voters in systems with a separation of powers that split their vote. In 2003, some voters intended to cast votes in an attempt to shape the coalition that would be led by Ariel Sharon and the Likud Party. We found that hawkish voters who desired a broad, national unity government rather than a narrow, right-religious coalition were more likely to vote for a party other than their favorite. Meanwhile, secular voters were more likely to cast a vote for the centrist Shinui if they wanted a secular coalition that excluded the religious parties. By showing that for a subset of voters on the right, and a set of voters who desired secular coalition, we think it is reasonable to expect that other voters were likely motivated by similar, instrumental considerations. 
A PR system with a low threshold and a single, national district results in parliamentary representation is only reflective of the voters’ first preferences, and does not necessarily provide a complete reflection of the electorate’s opinion.  Instrumental voters who wish to shape coalition outcomes must communicate their coalition preferences through their vote for a party since there is no direct vote for a particular government. We found strong evidence in favor of our hypotheses that preferences over coalitions matter for respondents, influencing their choice of parties. Scholars studying Israeli elections would be well-advised to model voters as instrumental and incorporate preferences over those coalitions in their analyses of voting behavior
We also anticipated that rational, instrumental voters consider the chances of a coalition forming when casting their vote. Contrary to Hypothesis II, when controlling for other relevant influences, coalition expectations did not seem to influence the hawkish voters’ decisions in these analyses. One plausible explanation for these findings that is worth investigating in the future is that the events of the 2003 campaign, notably Mitzna’s pledge not to serve in any Sharon-led government, created unusual levels of confusion and uncertainty about what type of coalition Sharon would form.  Those respondents who expected that a coalition led by Sharon including Shinui and Labor would form, despite Mitzna’s pronouncements, were more likely to cast a vote for Shinui. This lack of consistent evidence suggests that future research that tests more complicated models of the relationship between expectations and the vote should be performed.

Table 1 What Prime Minister was Preferred?

	Prime Minister Feeling Thermometer Score Comparison

	Higher FT Score
	% / N

	Mitzna
	28.0%

	 
	303

	Sharon
	55.6%

	 
	602

	Tie
	16.4%

	 
	178

	Total
	100.0%

	 
	1,083


Table 2 Party Preferences.  Which party was preferred in a pair-wise comparison with each of the other parties? 
	 
	 
	Shas
	Y B'Aliya
	Meretz
	Ihud Leumi
	NRP
	Shinui
	Labor

	Likud
	Preferred
	68.3%
	61.9%
	61.2%
	56.9%
	56.7%
	54.4%
	52.7%

	 
	Tied
	18.2%
	19.4%
	11.0%
	22.1%
	22.3%
	13.7%
	14.8%

	Labor
	Preferred
	52.7%
	44.7%
	45.5%
	44.0%
	43.9%
	39.8%
	

	 
	Tied
	17.8%
	18.2%
	32.2%
	14.5%
	16.3%
	24.3%
	

	Shinui
	Preferred
	52.2%
	43.0%
	41.8%
	41.6%
	41.3%
	
	

	 
	Tied
	18.5%
	21.6%
	32.2%
	22.5%
	20.5%
	
	

	NRP
	Preferred
	47.9%
	41.7%
	44.5%
	36.7%
	
	
	

	 
	Tied
	34.4%
	29.1%
	21.5%
	32.3%
	
	
	

	Ihud Leumi
	Preferred
	46.3%
	41.0%
	46.1%
	
	
	
	

	 
	Tied
	32.6%
	29.2%
	19.3%
	
	
	
	

	Meretz
	Preferred
	42.0%
	34.8%
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	Tied
	24.8%
	21.7%
	
	
	
	
	

	Y B'Aliya
	Preferred
	43.8%
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Tied
	31.9%
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 3 Coalition Preferences: Which coalition was preferred in pair-wise comparison with each of the other coalition types?
	 
	 
	Left
	Right-Religious
	Secular

	National Unity
	Preferred
	70.0%
	51.3%
	45.3%

	 
	Tied
	17.4%
	26.8%
	31.1%

	Secular
	Preferred
	59.9%
	47.3%
	

	 
	Tied
	29.6%
	17.3%
	

	Right-Religious

 
	Preferred
	56.1%
	
	

	
	Tied
	21.1%
	
	


Table 4 Sincere (and Insincere) Voting

	What Party Did R Intend to Vote For?

	Respondents who intended to vote for one of the eight parties we have feeling thermometer for only.

	Party ranked highest using feeling thermometers
	59.3%

	
	480

	Party tied for highest ranking
	16.8%

	
	136

	Not the party ranked highest, another one of the eight.
	23.9%

	 
	193

	Total
	100.0%

	
	809


Table 5
	
	Favorite Party by Feeling Thermometer Score
	
	
	
	
	
	% of Vote For Favorite or Tied for Favorite

	Vote Intention
	Labor
	Likud
	Meretz
	NRP
	Shinui
	Ihud Leumi
	Shas
	Yisrael B'Aliya
	Ties
	Total
	

	Labor
	81.9%
	2.2%
	17.0%
	11.1%
	8.0%
	
	
	8.7%
	
	18.5%
	77.8%

	 
	77
	4
	15
	3
	8
	 
	 
	2
	35
	144
	112

	Likud
	5.3%
	90.2%
	5.7%
	33.3%
	10.0%
	27.5%
	15.6%
	34.8%
	
	39.4%
	81.0%

	 
	5
	165
	5
	9
	10
	14
	7
	8
	83
	306
	248

	Meretz
	5.3%
	
	77.3%
	
	1.0%
	
	
	
	
	10.4%
	92.6%

	 
	5
	 
	68
	 
	1
	 
	 
	 
	7
	81
	75

	NRP
	
	1.1%
	
	51.9%
	
	
	
	
	
	2.8%
	90.9%

	 
	 
	2
	 
	14
	 
	 
	 
	 
	6
	22
	20

	Shinui
	6.4%
	1.6%
	
	3.7%
	80.0%
	7.8%
	
	8.7%
	
	14.4%
	85.7%

	 
	6
	3
	 
	1
	80
	4
	 
	2
	16
	112
	96

	Ihud Leumi
	
	3.3%
	
	
	
	64.7%
	4.4%
	13.0%
	
	6.6%
	78.4%

	 
	 
	6
	 
	 
	 
	33
	2
	3
	7
	51
	40

	Shas
	1.1%
	1.6%
	
	
	1.0%
	
	80.0%
	4.3%
	
	6.7%
	88.5%

	 
	1
	3
	 
	 
	1
	 
	36
	1
	10
	52
	46

	Yisrael B'Aliya
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	30.4%
	
	1.2%
	100.0%

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	7
	2
	9
	9

	Total
	12.1%
	23.6%
	11.3%
	3.5%
	12.9%
	6.6%
	5.8%
	3.0%
	21.4%
	 
	83.1%

	
	94
	183
	88
	27
	100
	51
	45
	23
	166
	777
	646


Table 6 Expectations of Jewish - Israeli Voters, 2003

	Odds of coalition forming*
	Mean
	25th Percentile
	Median
	75th Percentile
	N=

	Right-Religious Coalition
	64.9
	50
	70
	80
	1025

	Secular Coalition
	40.9
	20
	50
	60
	1019

	Left Coalition
	23.1
	0
	10
	40
	1017

	National Unity Coalition
	57.7
	50
	60
	80
	1020

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Odds of party joining the governing coalition*
	Mean
	25th Percentile
	Median
	75th Percentile
	N=

	Labor
	58.0
	40
	50
	80
	518

	Likud
	88.4
	80
	100
	100
	509

	Meretz
	28.1
	5
	20
	50
	509

	NRP
	49.3
	30
	50
	70
	509

	Shinui
	48.2
	30
	50
	70
	511

	Ihud Leumi
	48.6
	30
	50
	70
	507

	Shas
	57.5
	40
	60
	80
	515

	Yisrael B'Aliya
	53.8
	30
	50
	80
	511

	
	
	
	* Odds are a scale from 0-100


Table 7 Coalition Expectations and Preferences: Sincere and Insincere Voters on the Right

	Expectations and preferences of respondents whose favorite party was a small right/religious party (the NRP, Shas, Ihud Leumi, Yisrael B'Aliya). Separated by whether they intended to vote for another party ("defectors") or intended to vote for their favorite party.

	

	
	Right-Religious Coalition
	Secular Coalition
	National Unity Coalition

	
	Expectations
	Preferences
	Expectations
	Preferences
	Expectations
	Preferences

	 
	N=
	Mean
	N=
	Mean
	N=
	Mean
	N=
	Mean
	N=
	Mean
	N=
	Mean

	Defectors
	54
	61.19
	56
	3.36
	52
	38.73
	56
	2.95
	53
	56.6
	56
	3.86

	Sincere
	85
	73.61
	88
	4.28
	85
	27.67
	88
	1.94
	84
	53.63
	88
	3.49

	T
	-2.66***
	-5.13***
	2.23**
	5.57***
	0.59 
	2.25**

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Significance tests: *** = P < 0.01, ** = P < 0.05, * P < 0.1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Expectations are odds, running from 0-100. Preferences are measured using five-point scale running from “strongly oppose” to “strongly support".


Table 8 Coalition Expectations and Preferences: Likud and non-Likud Voters on the Right

	Expectations and preferences of respondents whose favorite party was a right/religious party (the Likud, the NRP, Shas, Ihud Leumi, or Yisrael B'Aliya). Separated by whether they intended to vote for the Likud or another party.

	
	
	
	
	

	
	Right-Religious Coalition
	Secular Coalition
	National Unity Coalition

	
	Expectations
	Preferences
	Expectations
	Preferences
	Expectations
	Preferences

	Vote
	N=
	Mean
	N=
	Mean
	N=
	Mean
	N=
	Mean
	N=
	Mean
	N=
	Mean

	Not Likud
	120
	70.33
	124
	3.91
	120
	31.63
	124
	2.29
	119
	55.50
	200
	3.57

	Likud
	197
	63.48
	201
	3.5
	192
	40.04
	200
	2.94
	195
	64.05
	200
	3.73

	T
	2.27**
	3.2***
	-2.57**
	-5.11***
	-2.62***
	-1.42 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Significance tests: *** = P < 0.01, ** = P < 0.05, * P < 0.1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Expectations are odds, running from 0-100. Preferences are measured using five-point scale running from “strongly oppose” to “strongly support".


Table 9 Did R Intend to Vote Sincerely for a Right-Religious Party?

	Logit analysis of whether R intended to vote sincerely for a right-religious party, given coalition expectations, preferences for coalition type, utility for the party, issue proximity to Likud, and a control for respondent's religiosity.  The sample only includes respondents who scored a right-religious party highest.  Outputs presented are standard logit coefficients and odds ratios.  Dependent variable coded 1 if voted for first-ranked (right-religious) party, 0 otherwise.  Standard errors are in parentheses.

	Independent Variable
	Coefficient
	Odds Ratio

	Odds of Right Coalition
	0.01      (0.01)
	1.01

	Difference In Support Between Right-Religious Coalition and other coalition types
	0.79***     (0.22)
	2.20

	Feeling Thermometer Score for Favorite Party
	0.84***     (0.24)
	2.32

	Average Policy Distance From Likud
	0.30**     (0.12)
	1.35

	Dummy for Orthodox or Ultra-Orthodox
	-0.51      (0.64)
	0.60

	Dummy for Sephardic Jews
	-1.23**     (0.61)
	0.29

	Personal Economic Condition
	-1.68      (1.12)
	0.19

	Attitude towards exchanging land for peace
	1.38      (0.86)
	3.99

	Values "Greater Israel" more than Democracy, Peace or Jewish majority
	0.02      (1.02)
	1.02

	Voted for Shinui in 1999
	-1.22**     (0.54)
	0.29

	Voted for Sharon in 2001
	0.42      (0.58)
	1.52

	Constant
	-7.86***     (2.35)
	__

	N = 146        Χ2 = 72.16             Pseudo R2 = 0.2833

	*p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01
	
	


Table 10 Did R Intend to Vote for Shinui?

	Logit analysis of whether R intended to vote for Shinui, given preferences for coalition type, expectations for a secular coalition, preferences for Shinui, a history of voting for Shinui and policy proximity to Shinui. Model contains controls for the respondent's religiosity, Sephardim, economic condition, attitudes towards exchanging land for peace, and a vote for Ariel Sharon in 2001.  Outputs presented are standard logit coefficients and odds ratios.  Dependent variable coded 1 if voted for Shinui, 0 otherwise.  Standard errors are in parentheses.

	Independent Variable
	Coefficient
	Odds Ratio

	Dummy for respondents who support a secular coalition more than the alternatives and think a secular coalition is likely to form
	0.84*         (0.01)
	2.31

	Difference in support for Secular and other Likud-led Coalitions
	-0.01         (0.16)
	0.99

	Difference in support for Secular and Left Coalition
	0.38***       (0.13)
	1.46

	Feeling Thermometer for Shinui
	0.27***       (0.08)
	1.31

	Dummy for Shinui Highest Thermometer Score
	3.03***       (0.37)
	20.7

	Average Policy Distance From Shinui
	0.26***       (0.09)
	1.3

	Dummy for Orthodox or Ultra-Orthodox
	-0.32         (0.83)
	0.73

	Dummy for Sephardic Jews
	-0.72*         (0.43)
	0.49

	Personal Economic Condition
	1.2         (0.75)
	3.3

	Attitude towards exchanging land for peace
	0.23         (0.59)
	1.26

	Voted for Shinui in 1999
	1.27**       (0.52)
	3.6

	Voted for Sharon in 2001
	-0.42         (0.35)
	0.66

	Constant
	-7.17***       (0.86)
	__

	N= 1083       Χ2 = 425.51      Pseudo R2 = 0.5705

	*p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01
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� In addition, the Columbian Senate has a slightly lower threshold than the Israeli Knesset.


� More than a dozen party-lists failed to attract 1.5% of the valid votes cast. Many of potential supporters of these tiny parties may have decided to support a larger party in a bid to have their vote “count.” Studying these voters is difficult because of the high number of parties and the miniscule number of supporters each attracts. In 1992, possible coalition negotiations were impacted by the inability of several small right-wing parties to cross the threshold. Their inability appears to have prevented a right-wing coalition from forming instead of one led by Labor’s Yitzhak Rabin. In 2003, this was not a concern because Likud and a more unified nationalist bloc were so much stronger than Labor and the left.





� Under the supervision of the principal investigators of the Israeli National Election Study, Professors Asher Arian and Michal Shamir, Machshov, a private survey research firm, performed face-to-face interviews with 1,234 Israelis selected at random from the general population.


� This final comparison is interesting: Yisrael B’Aliya barely crossed the threshold, winning only 2.2% of the vote. Shas, on the other hand, became the fourth largest party in the Knesset, winning 11 seats on over 8% of the vote. According to this analysis, Shas was the least popular of the eight parties. These results remind us that the Israeli system allows a distinct minority with a first-preference different than the vast majority to gain a significant voice in the legislature. If the system reflected expressions of preference beyond just the first choice, a party with little support in the electorate, like Shas, would not enjoy a representational advantage over a party that most voters like better than it.


� The mid-point was labeled, “so-so.” In Hebrew, the scale ran from מתנגד מאד תומך מאד   to   


� The coalition that formed shortly after the election, between the Likud (with Yisrael B’Aliya), Ihud Leumi, the National Religious Party and Shinui is not perfectly represented among these four options since it is a hybrid of a right-religious coalition and a secular coalition.


� Feeling thermometers on surveys measure attitudes from a range of sources. The sources of these attitudes are the foci of a rich literature on Israeli voting behavior. Most theories explaining Israeli voting behavior emphasize social or attitudinal variables. Arian and Shamir � QUOTE "(2002)" � ADDIN PROCITE ÿ\11\05‘\19\02\00\00\00\06(2002)\00\06\00\00\00\00\00,C:\5CProgram Files\5CProCite5\5CDatabase\5CRenan.pdt\1AArian & Shamir 2002 #10 /d\01\04\00\05\00àà\00\00\00¿H\00\06\03/\00¸\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00€i\1C\02\18ñ\12\00\16\1B@_\03\00\00\00\00\00\00\002\00\00\00\00\00\19¬Âw\00\00\00\00ÿÿÿÿF¬Âw\00\00\00\003«Âw\06\00àà\00\00\00¿H\00\06\03/\00¸\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00€i\1C\02\18ñ\12\00\16\1B@_\0C\00\00\00\00\00\00ºI_ø+Ë\00\01\00\00\00\01\00\00\00\00\00\00\00°ò\12\000¬W\00ÿÿÿÿ ��(2002)� stress loyalty to one of the major blocs or ideological families even as issue and performance considerations gain in importance. These loyalties stem from the voters’ personal and collective identity � QUOTE "(Shamir and Arian 1999)" � ADDIN PROCITE ÿ\11\05‘\19\02\00\00\00\17(Shamir and Arian 1999)\00\17\00U\00\00\00,C:\5CProgram Files\5CProCite5\5CDatabase\5CRenan.pdt\18Shamir & Arian 1999 #860\00\18\00 ��(Shamir and Arian 1999)�, views on the role of religion � QUOTE "(Wald and Shye 1995)" � ADDIN PROCITE ÿ\11\05‘\19\02\00\00\00\14(Wald and Shye 1995)\00\14\001\02\00\00,C:\5CProgram Files\5CProCite5\5CDatabase\5CRenan.pdt\16Wald & Shye 1995 #5710\00\16\00 ��(Wald and Shye 1995)� and position on the peace process � QUOTE "(see also Diskin 1991)" � ADDIN PROCITE ÿ\11\05‘\19\02\00\00\00\16(see also Diskin 1991)\00\16\00!\00\00\00,C:\5CProgram Files\5CProCite5\5CDatabase\5CRenan.pdt Diskin 1991 #950 /pt "see also "\00 \00 ��(see also Diskin 1991)�. Shalev and Kis � QUOTE "(2002)" � ADDIN PROCITE ÿ\11\05‘\19\02\00\00\00\06(2002)\00\06\00]\00\00\00,C:\5CProgram Files\5CProCite5\5CDatabase\5CRenan.pdt\13Shalev 2002 #990 /d\01\02\00\06\00àà\00\00\00¿H\00æ\04\19\00¸\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00øÜ!\02\18ñ\12\00\16\1B@_\0D\00\00\00\00\00\00ºI_ø+Ë\00\01\00\00\00\01\00\00\00\00\00\00\00°ò\12\000¬W\00ÿÿÿÿ ��(2002)� stress the causality of class, while Burstein � QUOTE "(1978)" � ADDIN PROCITE ÿ\11\05‘\19\02\00\00\00\06(1978)\00\06\005\02\00\00,C:\5CProgram Files\5CProCite5\5CDatabase\5CRenan.pdt\16Burstein 1978 #5750 /d\00\16\00 ��(1978)� emphasized sector of employment and religiosity. Wald and Shye � QUOTE "(1994)" � ADDIN PROCITE ÿ\11\05‘\19\02\00\00\00\06(1994)\00\06\004\02\00\00,C:\5CProgram Files\5CProCite5\5CDatabase\5CRenan.pdt\19Wald & Shye 1994 #5740 /d\00\19\00 ��(1994)� emphasize cultural identity and symbolic intergroup conflict. Shamir (1994) posits that party leaders’ charisma helps account for variance left unexplained by ideology. All of these sources of affect should be reflected by the feeling thermometers without requiring us to arbitrate between the theories. 


� Feeling thermometer ratings of parties are good, but not necessarily perfect indicators of voters’ preferences; some voters, for instance, may consider, first and foremost, the party leaders and vote for the party with the “best” leader rather than for the “best” party as expressed through their feeling thermometer ranking.


� If we consider the entire sample of respondents with vote intentions, including the eighty respondents who intended to vote for another party, 21.7% intended to vote for a party other than their favorite, and 15.3 voted for a party tied for favorite.


� 112 cases are not included because the respondent either intended to vote for a party other than these eight or there was at least one party that they did not offer a feeling thermometer score.


� We asked the other half of the sample about the expected number of mandates won by each party. 


� Odds that exceed 100% are not uncommon in research on subjective expectations � QUOTE "(see Fox 1999)" � ADDIN PROCITE ÿ\11\05‘\19\02\00\00\00\0E(see Fox 1999)\01\03\00\05\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\01\00\00\00Ø\1DÏ\01xcÖ\01\00\00\00\00\01\00\00\00à\0DË\00\00\002\00\03\00àà\00\00\00\00\00\00ÿÿÿÿ7�õw.«Âw\00\00\01\00\00\002\00Tä\12\00\00\00\00\00\06\00\00\00\00\00\00ÿÿÿ:Šõw\14¬Âw\00\002\00\00\00\00\00\19¬Âw\00\00\00\00ÿÿÿÿv\00\00\00,C:\5CProgram Files\5CProCite5\5CDatabase\5CRenan.pdt\19Fox 1999 #1270 /pt "see "\01\02\00\03\00àà\00\00\00¿H\00Ž\05\14\00¸\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00è\04Ø\01°ò\12\00\16\1B@_\16\00\00\00\00\00\00ºI_À¤Á\00\01\00\00\00\01\00\00\00\00\00\00\00¸ò\12\000¬W\00ÿÿÿÿ ��(see Fox 1999)�. People tend to overestimate the incidence of both likely and rare events. Recent advances in support theory � QUOTE "(Tversky and Koehler 1994; Fox and Tversky 1998; Fox, Rogers, and Tversky 1996; Fox 1999; Moore et al. 1999)" � ADDIN PROCITE ÿ\11\05‘\19\02\00\00\00l(Tversky and Koehler 1994; Fox and Tversky 1998; Fox, Rogers, and Tversky 1996; Fox 1999; Moore et al. 1999)\01\13\00\01\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\01\00\00\00Ø\1DÏ\01ÐèË\00\00\00\00\00\01\00\00\00hŠÐ\01\00\002\00\07\00àà\00\00\00\00\00\00ÿÿÿÿ7�õw.«Âw\00\00\01\00\00\002\00¨ã\12\00\00\00\00\00\05\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00ÿÿÿÿ7�õw.«Âw\00\00\01\00\00\002\00¨ã\12\00\00\00\00\00\07\00àà\00\00\00\00\00\00ÿÿÿÿ7�õw.«Âw\00\00\01\00\00\002\00¨ã\12\00\00\00\00\00\07\00\00\00\00\00\00ÿÿÿ:Šõw\14¬Âw\00\002\00\00\00\00\00\19¬Âw\00\00\00\00ÿÿÿÿ\03\00àà\00\00\00\00\00\00ÿÿÿÿ\07\00\00\008\00\00\00\00\00\01\00\00\002\00¨ã\12\00\00\00\01\00\05\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00ÿÿÿÿ\07\00\00\008\00\00\00\00\00\01\00\00\002\00¨ã\12\00\00\00\01\00\07\00àà\00\00\00\00\00\00ÿÿÿÿ\07\00\00\008\00\00\00\00\00\01\00\00\002\00¨ã\12\00\00\00\01\00\07\00\00\00\00\00\00ÿÿÿ:Šõw\14¬Âw\00\002\00\00\00\00\00\19¬Âw\00\00\00\00ÿÿÿÿ\03\00àà\00\00\00\00\00\00ˆ1Ð\01\07\00\00\008\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00%\01¨ã\12\00\00\00\01\00\02\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00ˆ1Ð\01\07\00\00\008\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00%\01¨ã\12\00\00\00\01\00\06\00àà\00\00\00\00\00\00ˆ1Ð\01\07\00\00\008\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00%\01¨ã\12\00\00\00\01\00\06\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00ˆ1Ð\01\07\00\00\008\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00%\01¨ã\12\00\00\00\01\00\07\00àà\00\00\00\00\00\00ˆ1Ð\01\07\00\00\008\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00%\01¨ã\12\00\00\00\01\00\07\00\00\00\00\00\00ÿÿÿ:Šõw\14¬Âw\00\002\00\00\00\00\00\19¬Âw\00\00\00\00ÿÿÿÿ\03\00àà\00\00\00\00\00\00ÿÿÿÿ\07\00\00\008\00\00\00\00\00\01\00\00\002\00¨ã\12\00\00\00\01\00\07\00\00\00\00\00\00ÿÿÿ:Šõw\14¬Âw\00\002\00\00\00\00\00\19¬Âw\00\00\00\00ÿÿÿÿ\05\00àà\00\00\00ˆúwx\1Cõwÿÿÿÿ:Šõw\14¬Âw\00\002\00\00\00\00\00\19¬Âw\0D\00\00\00\00\00\00ˆúwx\1Cõwÿÿÿÿ:Šõw\14¬Âw\00\002\00\00\00\00\00\19¬Âw|\00\00\00,C:\5CProgram Files\5CProCite5\5CDatabase\5CRenan.pdt\1CTversky & Koehler 1994 #1330\01\04\00\07\00àà\00\00\00¿H\00P\06\19\00¸\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00è\04Ø\01\18ö\12\00\16\1B@_\03\00\00\00\00\00\00\002\00\00\00\00\00\19¬Âw\00\00\00\00ÿÿÿÿF¬Âw\00\00\00\003«Âw\07\00àà\00\00\00¿H\00P\06\19\00¸\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00è\04Ø\01\18ö\12\00\16\1B@_\0B\00\00\00\00\00\00ºI_ð©Ë\00\01\00\00\00\01\00\00\00\00\00\00\00¸ò\12\000¬W\00ÿÿÿÿ ��(Tversky and Koehler 1994; Fox and Tversky 1998; Fox, Rogers, and Tversky 1996; Fox 1999; Moore et al. 1999)�� QUOTE "" � ADDIN PROCITE ÿ\11\05‘\19\02\00\00\00\00\01\00\00w\00\00\00,C:\5CProgram Files\5CProCite5\5CDatabase\5CRenan.pdt\18Fox & Tversky 1998 #1280\01\04\00\03\00àà\00\00\00¿H\00:\06\14\00¸\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00è\04Ø\01°ò\12\00\16\1B@_\03\00\00\00\00\00\00\002\00\00\00\00\00\19¬Âw\00\00\00\00ÿÿÿÿF¬Âw\00\00\00\003«Âw\07\00àà\00\00\00¿H\00:\06\14\00¸\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00è\04Ø\01°ò\12\00\16\1B@_\0B\00\00\00\00\00\00ºI_H¶É\00\01\00\00\00\01\00\00\00\00\00\00\00¸ò\12\000¬W\00ÿÿÿÿ ��� QUOTE "" � ADDIN PROCITE ÿ\11\05‘\19\02\00\00\00\00\01\00\00u\00\00\00,C:\5CProgram Files\5CProCite5\5CDatabase\5CRenan.pdt\1EFox, Rogers, et al. 1996 #1260\01\04\00\03\00àà\00\00\00¿H\00–\06\01\00¸\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00è\04Ø\01\18ö\12\00\16\1B@_\02\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00,\00\00\00\01\00\00\00�ô\12\00=\11J\00,\00\00\00¼ô\12\00�ô\12\00\06\00àà\00\00\00¿H\00–\06\01\00¸\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00è\04Ø\01\18ö\12\00\16\1B@_\13\00\00\00\00\00\00>ÃwH Áwÿÿÿÿ\19¬Âw*¬Âw,\00\00\00U¬Âw,\00\00\00 ��� QUOTE "" � ADDIN PROCITE ÿ\11\05‘\19\02\00\00\00\00\01\00\00v\00\00\00,C:\5CProgram Files\5CProCite5\5CDatabase\5CRenan.pdt\0EFox 1999 #1270\01\02\00\03\00àà\00\00\00¿H\00Ž\05\14\00¸\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00è\04Ø\01°ò\12\00\16\1B@_\0B\00\00\00\00\00\00ºI_ðµÒ\01\01\00\00\00\01\00\00\00\00\00\00\00¸ò\12\000¬W\00ÿÿÿÿ ��� QUOTE "" � ADDIN PROCITE ÿ\11\05‘\19\02\00\00\00\00\01\00\00x\00\00\00,C:\5CProgram Files\5CProCite5\5CDatabase\5CRenan.pdt#Moore, Kurtzberg, et al. 1999 #1290\01\04\00\05\00àà\00\00\00¿H\00†\05\1F\00¸\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00è\04Ø\01°ò\12\00\16\1B@_\02\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00,\00\00\00\01\00\00\00�ô\12\00=\11J\00,\00\00\00¼ô\12\00�ô\12\00\09\00àà\00\00\00¿H\00†\05\1F\00¸\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00è\04Ø\01°ò\12\00\16\1B@_\13\00\00\00\00\00\00>ÃwH Áwÿÿÿÿ\19¬Âw*¬Âw,\00\00\00U¬Âw,\00\00\00 �� have shown that while cumulative expectations may be wild and incoherent, in a range of different domains people behave consistently with these expectations. So, if an event is given odds greater that 50%, people will act as if that event is more likely than a fair coin-toss, even if the total odds for that event and all alternatives far exceed 100%. As a result, the usual practice of normalizing the odds may not properly capture how these voters are utilizing their expectations in their decision-making process. Based on these findings, in the analyses below, we primarily focus on the non-normalized odds of one coalition forming. Results of the same analyses, but using normalized odds, are available from the authors. The results were substantively the same.


� A vast majority of the supporters of each of these parties identify as being on the right. The least right-wing of these parties-in-the-electorate is Yisrael B’Aliya. 73% of those who liked Yisrael B’aliya the best identified their political tendency as right, more than double the percentage of Shinui’s supporters that said they were on the right.


� We also ran models using one variable indicating the relative difference in support for a right-religious and a separate variable for the relative difference between a right-religious coalition and a national unity coalition. The two variables were correlated (R = 0.705), leading to only the difference between a right-religious coalition and a national unity coalition being significant. An index creating by adding these two variables results in similar results compared to the model presented here.


� If the odds-ratio is less than one, every step-increase for a variable like the coalition preferences, the odds of voting sincerely decreases. An odds ratio of 2.0 would mean that the odds of voting sincerely would doubles for each step-increase.


� A likelihood ratio test comparing the full model to a restricted model without the expectations variable confirmed the insignificant of the expectations variable (LR Χ2 = 1.2, p = 0.276). Because the descriptive data is so promising, future research by the co-authors will test more complex relationships between preferences, coalition expectations and the vote.


� Missing observations caused cases to be dropped.


� We analyzed the data using three different variables, one of the difference between a secular coalition and a right-religious coalition, one taking the difference between a secular coalition and a national unity coalition, and a third taking the difference between a secular coalition and a left coalition. The first two variables were both insignificant and were correlated, so they were replaced by the difference between support for a secular coalition and the average level of support for right- and national-unity coalitions.
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