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When more than two candidates occupy a ballot, voters sometimes have a reason not to vote for the candidate they like the best. As a race gets tighter, information the voter receives about the electoral prospects of her most favored candidate may alter the voter’s choice. We find that candidates with no chance of winning and candidates widely expected to emerge triumphant may lose support even in a run-off election. Using data taken from two surveys of the 1999 Israeli election for Prime Minister, we examine the relationship between voter preferences, candidate evaluations, and citizen assessments of the chances of each of the three main candidate’s chances of winning in a run-off.  Our analysis improves upon past research (Abramson et al. 1992) by arguing that voters were most likely to vote for their preferred candidate if that candidate was in a closely competitive race. We show that voters not only consider the chances of their favorite candidate winning, but also the closeness of the election.
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Introduction: 


Shortly before the election for Israeli Prime Minister on May 17, 1999, the Defense Minister in incumbent Benjamin “Bibi” Netanyahu’s right-wing government, Yitzhak Mordechai, resigned. The candidate entered the race with high expectations that his moderate position on the peace process, Kurdish heritage, and military reputation made him the best bet to defeat the incumbent. However, the third major candidate, Ehud Barak of the Labor Party, effectively challenged Mordechai at the ideological center by leading his left-leaning party towards the middle despite losing ground on the far left in reaction (Doron 2002).  With Mordechai seeing his support rapidly dwindling, due to Barak’s Clinton-Blair like move, he withdrew from the contest shortly before the election, bowing to the prospects of defeat due to the strategic actions he anticipated voters were about to make.


In the American presidential election of 2000, the more serious threat to the two major-party candidates, Al Gore and George W. Bush, came from the outside and not from the center. Ralph Nader, candidate of the Green Party on the left threatened to cut into the major-party vote.  However, this meant cutting primarily into Gore’s support, as Gore was the nearest to Nader, and most in the Mordechai-like position.  Gore and his supporters, however, campaigned vigorously against Nader, almost exclusively on strategic terms (see Abramson, Aldrich, and Rohde, 2002; Merolla, 2003).  Therefore, he was able to reduce Nader’s percentage of support considerably by the election, keeping Nader well short of the 5 percent needed to win his party federal funding in 2004.  Even so, it is very likely that had Nader not been on the ballot (with or without Reform Party candidate Pat Buchanan, with or without butterfly ballots), Gore would have received more votes than Bush in Florida, winning the presidency.  


In both of these cases, strategic reasoning by voters appears to have influenced the strategic actions of the candidates.  It is fair to say that strategic voting, in actuality or potentiality, effectively determined major aspects of both contests.  In one sense, such a claim is unsurprising.  The common-language term for strategic voting, “wasted voting” (or more accurately, the avoidance of casting a wasted vote) has been a part of common discourse virtually since the beginning of mass-based voting in “first-past-the-post” contests (see Riker 1982, for an historical account).  There are two reasons, however, that such claims are rather more surprising.  First, it is conventional, both in the academy and in the general public, to disparage the knowledge and sophistication of the electorate.  Perhaps as a result there are, more specifically, full rational-choice theoretic models of voter decision making that are non-strategic, and/or deduce the absence of strategic choice (e.g. Ferejohn and Fiorina, 1974).  Second, even if one accepts a strategically reasoning electorate, the wasted-vote logic and its “macro-level” consequence of two-party-ism should be restricted to plurality voting systems.  

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 major parties (Dalton and Wattenberg 2001), or support for the niche concerns articulated by small parties (Kitschelt 1989). Cox (1997) extended the logic of strategic competition from single-ballot plurality elections to runoff elections. Since voters respond to the incentive structure provided by the electoral system, strategic voting limits the number of entrants in a dual-ballot race similar to the way it limits the number of entrants in a single-ballot election. Responding to voters averse to wasting support on candidates with no chance of even making it to the second round, few candidacies are launched beyond the number of candidates who can qualify for the second round plus one.  At the time, Israeli electoral law dictated that the top two candidates for Prime Minister would appear in a runoff if no candidate received a majority in the first round of voting.  Thus, in such a system, one should expect three viable candidacies.  Cox expects that strategic voting would be more unusual in run-off elections than plurality elections especially in this case, where the campaign opens with the predicted number of major candidates. Duverger (1963) goes a step further, suggesting that there is little reason to expect any strategic voting in run-off elections. Voters are expected to vote sincerely so that their candidate will be in a better position to extract sympathetic policy promises in exchange for the candidate’s endorsement in the second round, or because they expect the opportunity to vote again for their preferred candidate in the second round (see Abramson, et al. 1995).
    

Using data taken from a representative sample collected during the 1999 Israeli campaign collected by Abraham Diskin supplemented by a study conducted by Asher Arian and Michal Shamir, we seek to examine the relationship between voter preferences, candidate evaluations, and citizen assessments of the chances of each of the three main prime ministerial candidate’s chances of winning.
  We test Cox and Duverger’s propositions by comparing the expected vote decisions by survey respondents in a run-off election in Israel to survey data from American National Election Survey data. We develop and test several models of voting behavior positing that the decision to vote for one’s favored candidate is a function of that candidate’s participation in a close race and the level of affect toward that candidate relative to his competitors.  We find that strategic voting occurs in runoff elections more than theory leads us to expect, because our results in this Israeli case are similar to the results found in the American cases.

Our innovative use of “folded” probability scores demonstrates that voters are more likely to vote strategically to support a candidate in a competitive race. The dependent variable in our model of the choice for Prime Minister is dichotomous. If the respondent planned to vote for her most preferred candidate (as measured by feeling thermometer scores) the variable is scored a one. Otherwise, the variable is given a value of zero.  The independent variables are comparisons of viability expectations. The survey asked respondents to estimate the chance of the candidate winning. These responses were normalized so that the percentages summed to 100%. The data were then folded at the victory point, 50%, so the maximum value is 0.5. A candidate with no chance of winning and a candidate with a 100% chance of winning were assigned a value of zero. By folding the scale at the victory point, high values reflect how close the candidate is to winning an election by a single vote, and it is this personal efficacy of the vote that is at the heart of the formal models of strategic voting. 

1999 Israeli Election

As a multi-candidate runoff election in a country with a high degree of media-reported polling, the 1999 Israeli elections provide an excellent case to examine strategic voting outside the American context. Israelis are sophisticated consumers of political information and the Israeli media provides it incessantly.  Every major media source conducts weekly polls during a campaign and these poll results top the news coverage.  Such an environment is the natural habitat of the strategic voter.  In addition, the unique electoral rules governing recent Israeli elections are ideally suited to this investigation. The election was the second election (1996 was the first) held under a unique hybrid semi-presidential electoral system (since repealed).  In this system, a voter casts two simultaneous ballots; one presidential-style ballot for a directly elected Prime Minister with a second round between the top two vote-getters if no candidate achieves a majority in the first round. A second ballot is cast for a party list for representation in the Knesset, the Israeli parliament.
 The 1999 campaign was the only election under the rules with more than two candidates campaigning to be Prime Minister.
  We look to this case, in anticipation of understanding the relationship between voter preferences, candidate evaluations, and viability assessments in a multi-candidate election.  First we present a discussion of our case:

The Campaign for Prime Minister

The need for the election was called in December 1998, after the Knesset voted to dissolve itself when incumbent Prime Minister Benjamin “Bibi” Netanyahu from the right-wing Likud party failed to garner enough support for his security policies. In the direct election for Prime Minister, the incumbent Netanyahu faced four challengers: Azmi Bishara, Ehud Barak, Yitzhak Mordechai and Benny Begin.  In our analyses, we exclude Bishara and Begin since they were extremely marginal candidates from the start until their ultimate withdrawal. Bishara, a Christian Arab, ran simply to set the precedent that an Israeli Arab could run, but he was never a serious contender even in the Arab sector. Begin, the son of the late Likud icon, former Prime Minister Menachem Begin, split from the Likud because he felt that Netanyahu was a compulsive prevaricator utterly lacking in integrity. Begin also feared the possibility that Netanyahu would implement the Wye River peace accord with the Palestinians.  Though many, even on the left, respected Begin’s personal honesty and integrity, his ultra-right positions regarding the peace process relegated him to a fringe candidacy before he eventually bowed out.

The two remaining candidates, Barak and Mordechai, were both significant contenders against Netanyahu.  Barak had been the Chief of Staff of the Israel Defense Forces and the Defense Minister under Prime Minster Shimon Peres following the Rabin assassination in 1995.  He took the helm of the center-left Labor party after the 1996 elections, when Peres lost to Netanyahu. Emulating Bill Clinton and Tony Blair, Barak led the party towards the center to beat Netanyahu.  Though the far left considered Barak too right-wing, they acquiesced to his candidacy because they considered Netanyahu anathema.  They sought Netanyahu’s defeat at all costs because they blamed Netanyahu for the Rabin assassination and for setbacks in the peace process.  Barak ran as the head of One Israel, a joint list from the Labor Party and two tiny parties - the religious peace party, Meimad, and former Netanyahu cabinet minister David Levy’s Sephardic [Jews of North African or Middle Eastern descent] party, Gesher.  

Mordechai, a Kurdish Jew born in Iraq, was Netanyahu’s Defense Minister until January 23, 1999, not long after the Knesset voted to dissolve itself and call early elections in December 1998. Mordechai was considering leaving the Likud to ally with Netanyahu’s former Finance Minister, Dan Meridor, who had already resigned. When Netanyahu discovered Mordechai’s contacts with Meridor, he dismissed Mordechai immediately.  Mordechai then joined a new Center Party together with Meridor, Tel Aviv mayor Roni Milo and former Chief of Staff Amnon Lipkin-Shahak.  They put forward a parliamentary list composed of “all-stars” from all parts of the political spectrum, united primarily by disrespect for Netanyahu and vague centrist policy aspirations and appeals to Sephardic voters (see Yanai 2002). 

In the three-way race that developed between Netanyahu, Barak and Mordechai, the strategic competition was largely between Barak and Mordechai over who was the more viable challenger to Netanyahu.  Indeed, Mordechai ran campaign ads that explicitly called for strategic voting until the last week of the campaign (Harris, May 12, 1999).  Although polls during the closing days of the campaign showed him a distant third in the three-way race, he claimed that polls also showed that he had the best chance of defeating Netanyahu head-to-head, and, to a background of rolling dice, exhorted voters not to gamble on Barak against Netanyahu.  As the campaign progressed, Barak was not only preferred to Mordechai by the voters, but polls increasingly identified him as the most viable candidate head-to-head against Netanyahu as well (see Figure 1 and 2). Left without the viability claim, Mordechai withdrew from the race the morning before the election. Barak went on to defeat Netanyahu in the first round.

[Figures 1 and 2 About Here]

These events remind us that no account of strategic voting would be complete without mentioning that on the two-way street of democracy, not only does information about candidate viability and electoral competitiveness influence levels of strategic voting, but indications of strategic voting also influence elite behavior, such as the choices made by candidates to remain in an electoral contest or to withdraw. 

Candidate Preferences


Table 1A reports data from the survey conducted by Diskin.  Diskin asked respondents to evaluate the candidates on a thermometer measure of 0-100. In Table 1, we present the percentage of voters who gave each candidate the highest feeling thermometer measure by whom they intended to vote.  There is a strong suggestion here of strategic voting.  While frontrunners Barak and Netanyahu each captured almost 98% of the votes of those who preferred them to any other candidate, Mordechai captures only 68% of the votes when he is the preferred candidate.  Similarly, when voters were indifferent between Mordechai and one of the frontrunners, they were much more likely to plan to vote for the frontrunner. Eighty-six percent of those who liked Mordechai and Netanyahu the same (but more than Barak), intended to vote for Netanyahu, and 65% of those who liked Mordechai and Barak the same planned to vote for Barak. When indifferent between Barak and Netanyahu (but liking both better than Mordechai), it was virtually a toss-up over whom the voter would support. Nearly half of the respondents who were indifferent between all three candidates supported Barak. These results are similar to results from American elections in which Abramson, Aldrich, and Rohde (2002, 125-26) found that in 1968, 1980, 1992, 1996, and 2000 respondents who rated George C. Wallace, John B. Anderson, H. Ross Perot, and Ralph Nader most highly were less likely to vote for them than respondents who favored major-party candidates. Clearly there were substantial numbers of voters who preferred Mordechai, but intended to vote for Barak or even Netanyahu.  These defections among voters who preferred Mordechai were much more likely to occur than defections from either Barak or Netanyahu.    

[Table 1A about here]

Table 1B reports the similar data from the Arian-Shamir survey.  Those data show a very comparable pattern.  The biggest difference is that a higher percentage of these respondents who liked Mordechai best intended to vote for him compared to Diskin’s respondents.  The difference is likely due to the fact that Arian and Shamir’s survey was conducted over a six-week stretch of the campaign.  The polling data presented in Figure 1 clearly show how Mordechai’s support eroded over the course of the campaign. Abramson and Aldrich (2002) present evidence from Arian and Shamir’s data that the sample reflected a similar decline in expectations of whether Mordechai would win after the first two weeks in the field. Since Mordechai voters were just as likely to remain loyal to Mordechai if they expected him to win as supporters of the other candidates who expected their candidate to win, it appears that the additional Mordechai loyalists were interviewed early in the sample. 

[Table 1B about here]

As Table 2 (from the Arian and Shamir survey) shows, when survey respondents were asked directly if they would change their vote if their favorite candidate had no chance of winning, over one in ten replied “yes” or “definitely yes” – a percentage quite close to that found for strategic voting in the US.  Using these data, Abramson et al. (2001) estimated nearly the same proportion of respondents to be “sophisticated” voters.  Note also that while half of the respondents said they would definitely not vote strategically; over two-thirds were planning to vote for Barak and Netanyahu, the strong contenders, so the question was purely hypothetical to them. 

[Table 2 about here]

Viability Expectations

For strategic voting to take place, voters must not only know whom they like, but they also must consider the strategic setting.  Low expected viability of one’s most preferred candidate is what gives a strong impetus for voters to defect strategically to their second choice. We measure viability in two ways. Diskin’s survey asked the survey respondents to estimate each candidates’ chances of winning.
 We then normalize their responses so that the answers sum to 100%.  Approximately 44% gave Netanyahu a fifty percent chance of winning the election whereas roughly 35% did so for Barak.  In marked contrast, only two respondents out of more than eight hundred gave Mordechai 50-50 or better chances of winning.   

Arian and Shamir asked who the respondent thought would advance to the second round election.  If the respondent expected a first round winner, then they were asked to specify who they thought it would be. Tables 3 and 4 detail the voter’s expectations of the outcome of the election. 

[Tables 3 and 4 about here]

Most respondents expected that Barak and Netanyahu would advance to the second round. Few thought one or the other would win in the first round, consistent with the information from the weekly polls that were published while the surveys were being administered.  Nearly 80% of the respondents to the Arian and Shamir questionnaire expected Netanyahu to reach the second round of the multi-candidate contest, and an additional 5% predicted an outright first round victory.  Similarly, 76% expected Barak to reach the second round and 6% expected an outright first round victory.  In total, 71% of the respondents expected Barak and Netanyahu to oppose each other in a run-off.  Mordechai’s candidacy was perceived as substantially less viable and the expectations were radically lower than for either Netanyahu or Barak.  Less than 13% of the respondents expected him to even reach the second round, and a miniscule 1.7% predict an outright first round victory.  In other words, respondent’s expectations closely aligned with elite and media opinion, which in turn was consistent with polling data.


Table 4 presents the crosstab results for intended vote choice and the expected winner.  Overall, the expectations for Netanyahu and Barak were virtually a dead heat with 47.8% and 47.5% respectively predicting them as the winner, largely reflecting the confidence their supporters had in each candidate’s chances.  This net perception of a tight electoral contest between Netanyahu and Barak coupled with low viability expectations for Mordechai likely fueled intentions to vote strategically among Mordechai supporters.  These defections may well have led to a vicious cycle of poor polling results leading even more of Mordechai’s supporters to support another candidate, further decreasing his chances. 

Only one in twenty respondents expected Mordechai to win, and even two-thirds of those who intended to vote for Mordechai expected him to lose.  This was especially true of the respondents to the Arian and Shamir survey who were interviewed late in the campaign. Those interviewed a month or more before the election and who intended to vote for Mordechai thought that he had the best chance of winning in what they saw as essentially a head-to-head Mordechai-Netanyahu race (45% expected him to win versus 42% and 12% respectively for Netanyahu and Barak).  Mordechai supporters interviewed later on calculated that he had the worst chance of winning, slightly behind Netanyahu but far behind Barak (27% expected him to win versus 31% and 42% respectively for Netanyahu and Barak, see Figure 3). Few of those who gave Mordechai the highest rating on the feeling thermometers intended to vote for him late in the campaign. The last week Arian and Shamir were in the field (and after the Diskin study ended), only 2 out of 35 respondents who gave Mordechai the highest rating on the feeling thermometers intended to vote for him.

Estimation of Models Based on the Multicandidate Calculus of Voting


Using the preferences and the expected viability of the Prime Ministerial candidates, we estimate a model of voting for Prime Minister based on the multicandidate calculate of voting. The multi-candidate calculus of voting presumes that voters will be making their decisions on the basis of maximizing expected utility (McKelvey and Orderhook, 1972).  Our basic estimation strategy follows the procedures in Abramson, et al. (1992).  Thus, expected utility is arrived at by multiplying utility, as measured by feeling thermometer scores for the candidates, by probabilities expressing the viability of the candidates with reference to the victory point.  The most important difference lies in correcting an error in their specification of the probability term, as explained below.

The dependent variable in the following models is dichotomous. If the respondent planned to vote for their most preferred candidate as measured by the feeling thermometer scores the variable is scored a one. Otherwise, the variable is given a value of zero.  The independent variables are comparisons of viability expectations. The survey asked respondents to estimate the chance of the candidate winning. These responses were normalized so that the percentages summed to 100%. The data were then “folded” at the victory point, 50% (as measured as |probability – 50|) and substracted from 0.5.  As a result of this transformation, the most efficacious vote is assigned the highest value because high numbers reflect how close the candidate is to winning an election by a single, decisive vote.
 On the other hand, a wasted vote, for a candidate certain to win or sure to lose is scored zero. Rational choice models of the vote argue that the higher the probabilities of a single vote deciding an election, the greater the chance of that vote being cast (Riker and Ordeshook 1968; McKelvey and Ordeshook, 1972). 

We first computed how the competitiveness of the first- and the second- ranked candidates was related to voting for the most preferred candidate. We expected that the closer the probability of the first- ranked candidate winning was to 0.5, the more likely the respondent would cast her vote for the most preferred candidate.  If the likelihood that the second-ranked candidate would win approached 0.5, the less likely the respondent would remain loyal to her favorite candidate, and the more likely she would support her more viable second choice. The results of the model presented in Table 5 confirm our expectations. Both coefficients are large, statistically significant, and signed in the expected direction. We observe a particularly large likelihood to vote for the favorite candidate the closer the probability of him winning was to 0.5. 

[Table 5 about here]
The first differences reported in the bottom half of Table 5 are instructive. This table presents the estimated likelihood of planning on voting for the most favorite candidate at different levels of the “folded” probability of the candidate winning. We present the effect of the folded probability of the favorite candidate winning at three levels, the minimum (zero), the mean value (0.396), and the maximum (0.5). We present the effect of the folded probability of the second-favorite candidate winning at the same levels.

At all values of the “folded” probability of winning, the respondents are predicted to intend 

to vote for their favorite candidate. However, the likelihood of intending to vote for the favorite candidate is only 52.1% when the favorite candidate is sure to win or sure to lose (the folded probability is zero) and the second favorite candidate is estimated to have a competitive chance of winning. As predicted by our theory, the likelihood of intending to vote for the favorite candidate rises to a near certainty (91.2%) when the favorite candidate is in a close race but the second-favorite candidate has no chance of winning. Similarly, when neither the favorite nor the second-favorite candidate are in a close race, there is no incentive to defect from the favorite candidate so we are not surprised to estimate that the respondent will intend to vote for her favorite candidate 71.6% of the time. Likewise, when the two are in a close race with each other, we estimate that the respondent will intend to vote for her favorite 79.7% percent of the time. 

The first estimation examined only the relative viability of the top two contenders.  Our next model estimates the effect of differences in “folded” viability on the decision to vote for the favorite candidate. In Table 6, P12 refers to the difference in folded viability between the first- and second- ranked candidates as determined by creating an ordinal ranking based on feeling thermometer scores.  P13  is the difference in folded viability between the first- and third-ranked candidates. High values (maximum 0.5) for these independent variables suggest that the favorite candidate's probability of winning is much closer to 50% than the second- (or third- ) highest-ranked candidate. Values approaching zero reflect narrow differences between the candidates in distance from 50% chance of winning. Negative values mean that the preferred candidate is less likely to be in a close race than the second favorite. Theoretically, if the respondent believes that all three candidates are equally likely to win, the value of both independent variables is zero. Of the three possible paired comparisons only P12 and P13, both of which should have positive parameters, are presented, since by definition P23=P13-P12 (and so, if not an identity, would have a negative coefficient).

The probit estimation of this model appears in Table 6.  The impact of P12 is large and significant, suggesting that the competitiveness of the preferred candidate relative to the competitiveness of the second candidate is the most important determinant of votes cast for the preferred candidate. The larger the difference in folded probability between the favorite and the second favorite candidate, the more likely the respondent will intend to vote for the favorite candidate.

[Table 6 about here]

This effect can be understood by considering the table of maximum and minimum differences. We present here the calculated effects of moving the value of each independent variable from zero to either its minimum or maximum values. By calculating these differences one can observe how the probability of voting for a favorite candidate changes from one value of each independent variable to the next.
  The differences confirm that the likelihood of intending to vote for the favorite candidate is much more sensitive to changes in the value of P12 than the value of P13. The likelihood of intending to vote for the favorite candidate increases no more than eight percentage points when P13 goes from its minimum value to its maximum value. This contrasts with the effect on the vote of estimating changes in P12, which increases over thirty percentage points at each level of P13.

These calculations allow us to estimate that if the respondent’s favorite candidate has no chance while the other two candidates are locked in a close race, there is a 55.6% chance that she will vote for her favorite candidate. Conversely, when the second-favorite candidate has no chance of winning, but the favorite and the least-preferred candidate are in a tight race (a realistic scenario for this election), there is a 91% chance that the respondent will intend to vote for her favorite. When all the candidates have an equal shot at winning, the respondent is predicted to intend to vote for her favorite candidate 77.1% of the time.  These results confirm our hypothesis that the respondent’s estimates as to the chances of her most preferred candidate’s chances of winning relative to her second-favorite candidate will influence the decision as to whether the respondent will defect to a lesser preferred but more viable candidate.  In short, these are the patterns that would result if voters do, indeed, reason via expected utility maximization.

[Table 7 about here]

Table 7 presents the result of a probit model designed to estimate more directly the full multi-candidate calculus of voting by including both utility and probability terms. The estimates reported in Table 7 use three newly created independent variables, PB12, PB13, and PB23, to explain the same dependent variable, an intention to vote for the favorite candidate. Each of the new independent variables is the difference in the normalized folded probability of winning multiplied by the difference in expected utility as measured by normalized thermometer scores. Hence, PBjk = ([folded] Pj – [folded] Pk)(Uj-Uk). For example, PB12 is the difference between the most- preferred and second- preferred candidate’s probability of winning folded at the victory point (50%) 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.  Conversely, we expect that the parameter estimate for PB23 to be negative because the more the respondent likes the second favorite candidate relative to the least favorite candidate, the more likely he will intend to vote for the second-favorite candidate. Note that PB23 is not equal to the difference in the other two variables.

The coefficients for all three variables were large and statistically significant. All were signed in the expected direction. PB12 had a large, substantively significant effect on vote for the favorite candidate in the U.S., and appears to have a similar impact in Israel. As expected, PB23 diminishes the likelihood of intending to vote for one’s favorite candidate.

The table of first differences suggests that the combined effect of PB12 and PB13 causes the likelihood of intending to vote for the respondents’ favorite candidate to be high at most levels of PB23. The likelihood of intending to vote for the respondents’ favorite candidate exceeds 50% at every value of PB12 and PB13 when PB23 is less than its mean value. When PB23 is at its mean value, both PB12 and PB13 must be at their minimum values for the likelihood of voting to drop below 50%, predicting that the respondents will actually intend to vote for a candidate other than their favorite. At all other values of PB12 and PB13, the respondents are expected to intend to vote for their favorite candidate. At high levels of both PB12 and PB13, the probability of voting for the favorite candidate rises over 90%, a virtual certainty.  When PB23 is held at its mean value plus one standard deviation, PB12 and PB13 must be at levels below their mean for the probability of intending to vote for the favorite candidate to drop below 50%. 

 When PB23 is at its maximum value, varying PB12 and PB13 makes a substantive difference on the likelihood of intending to vote for one’s favorite candidate. When both PB12 and PB13 are at their minimum values and PB23 is at its maximum value, the probability of voting for one’s favorite candidate is only 11.2%. The probability of voting for one’s favorite candidate only exceeds 50% when PB12 is at or above its mean value or PB13 is at its mean plus one standard deviation. 

Implications

Our main finding is that strategic voting does occur in runoff elections, nearly duplicating the results found in the American cases.  This result is something of a surprise, given Duverger’s (1963) account, which argued that plurality voting would lead to two-party systems due to both psychological and “mechanical” effects. In contrast, he argued that these effects would not be found in run-off systems lacking, inter alia, the psychological factor studied here as the strategic vote. Contrary to Cox’s (1997) expectations, we find that strategic considerations were not uncommon in a run-off election.  Despite the expectation of a second ballot, in a polity with high levels of information about the candidate’s chances of victory, voters demonstrated a propensity to support a competitive candidate over a most favored candidate when the former is in a competitive contest.  

Our use of folded probability scores is an important methodological refinement. Previous research demonstrated that strategic votes are cast for the candidate with the best chance of winning, but our model shows that voters are more inclined to vote strategically in support a candidate who is in a very competitive race. This is consistent with rational choice models of voting behavior that argues that voters are motivated, in part, by the probability of their vote making a difference in the outcome of the election. In accord with the rational-choice theoretic account, we show that voters are much more likely to vote for their preferred candidate if that candidate is more likely to be in a close race than is their second most preferred candidate. 

Israeli voters, when faced with a multi-candidate electoral contest for Prime Minister, responded overwhelmingly as rational expected utility maximizing voters, considering the viability of the candidates in addition to their sincere preferences for each candidate.  When another candidate appeared to be in closer competition with their least favorite candidate, they were more likely to vote for this other candidate.

We further conclude not only that voter choice is contingent on the strategic context, but that candidate behavior is as well.  Early maneuvering by the candidates, especially the two major challengers to the incumbent, was contingent in large part on their expectations about strategic reasoning on the part of the voters.  The electorate appears to have reacted to this strategic setting rationally as did the candidates. The last minute withdrawal by Mordechai reflects acceptance of the consequences of strategic choices by voters that he and the other candidates anticipated would come the next day.  Thus, the full context of strategic interaction was on display in this context. 
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Table 1A

Expected Vote Choice and Highest Preference for Prime Minister
Vote
Barak
Netanyahu
Mordechai
Total

Highest Preference





Barak
97.6%

(327)
1.2%

(4)
1.2%

(4)
43.5%

(335)

Netanyahu
1.6%

(4)
97.6%

(239)
0.8%

(2)
31.8%

(245)

Mordechai
23.0%

(23)
9.0%

(9)
68.0%

(68)
13.0%

(100)

B-N Tie
56.3%

(9)
43.8%

(7)
0%

(0)
2.1%

(16)

N-M Tie
4.5%

(1)
86.4%

(19)
9.1%

(2)
2.9%

(22)

B-M Tie
65.0%

(26)
7.5%

(3)
2.8%

(11)
5.2%

(40)

All Tied
46.2%

(6)
30.8%

(4)
23.1%

(3)
1.7%

(13)

Total
51.4%

(396)
37.0%

(285)
11.7%

(90)
100%

(771)


Survey: Diskin (Jewish Respondents)

Table 1B

Vote
Barak
Netanyahu
Mordechai
Total

Highest Preference





Barak
95.6%      (303)
3.2%

(10)
1.3%     (4)
36.1%

(317)

Netanyahu
5.3%      (13)
94.3%     (233)
0.4%     (1)
28.1%

(247)

Mordechai
15.9%      (13)
8.5%

(7)
75.6%     (62)
9.3%

(82)

B-N Tie
31.6%      (6)
21.1%

(4)
47.4%     (9)
2.2%

(19)

N-M Tie
57.8%      (26)
33.3%     (15)
8.9%     (4)
5.1%

(45)

B-M Tie
25.2%      (33)
67.2%     (88)
7.6%     (10)
14.9%

(131)

All Tied
35.1%      (13)
56.8%     (21)
8.1%     (3)
4.2%

(37)

Total
46.4%      (407)
43.1%     (378)
10.6%     (93)
N = 878


Survey: Arian and Shamir (Jewish Respondents)
Table 2


Chances of Victory and Anticipated Vote Swtiching
Question:  Would you change your vote if your candidate has no chance of winning?

Definitely No
50.8% 
(502)

No
38.2% 
(377)

Yes
9.7% 
(96)

Definitely Yes
1.3% 
(13)

Survey: Arian and Shamir

Table 3

Who do you think will advance to the second round?

Name:
Percent:

Outright Winner 

(No Second Round):
14.7% (145)



Netanyahu 


and Barak:   
70.6% (698)



and Mordechai:
7.8% (77)



Barak and Mordechai:
5.1% (50)

Other Predictions
1.9% (19)

Total:   
100% (989)

 Survey: Arian and Shamir 

If Respondent Picked a Candidate to Win Outright, Who Was It?

Answers deduced from victory predictions

Name:
Percent:

Netanyahu
37.2% (54)

Barak
42.8% (62)

Mordechai
11.7% (17)

Other
8.3% (12)

Total:   
100% (145)

Survey:  Arian and Shamir
Table 4

Expectations of Election Outcomes
Respondent’s Intended Vote for Prime Minister by the Candidate the Respondent Believes will Win the Election

[image: image4.wmf]Who Mordecai Voters Expected to Win, 

by Weeks to Election
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Expected Winner

Percent

4+ Weeks

1-3 Weeks


Predicted Winner
Netanyahu
Barak
Mordechai
Total



Vote






Netanyahu
96.8%

(362)
2.4%

(9)
0.8%

(3)
39.8%

(374)

Barak
11.4%

(53)
87.5%

(405)
1.1%

(5)
49.3%

(463)

Mordechai
33.3%

(34)
31.4%

(32)
35.3%

(36)
10.9%

(102)

Total
47.8%

(449)
47.5%

(446)
4.7%

(44)
100.0%

(939)

Survey:  Arian and Shamir 
 Table 5













Did R Intend to Vote for Favored Candidate?



Probit Estimates of the Probability of Intending to Vote for the Favorite Candidate Given "Folded" Probability of the First- and Second- Ranked Candidates Winning the Election










Coef.
Std. Err.
Z



"Folded" P1
1.56
0.37
4.16



"Folded" P2
-1.04
0.31
-3.37



Constant
0.57
0.20
2.86






N= 878



Chi2= 51.40 
Pseudo R2 =0.060  











Predicted Differences 

Over select values of P  













"Folded" P1



"Folded" P2
Min
Mean
Max



Min
71.6%
88.3%
91.2%



Mean
62.3%
82.4%
86.3%



Max
52.1%
74.8%
79.7%
















Survey: Diskin      

 Table 6











Did R Intend to Vote for Favored Candidate?

Probit Estimates of the “Folded” Probability of Expecting to Vote for the Favorite Candidate, Given Ordinal Preferences and Differing Assessments of Candidate Viability








Coef.
Std. Err.
Z


Constant
0.74
0.05
13.99


p12
1.20
0.19
6.34


p13
0.21
0.20
1.05





N=878



Chi2= 51.69 
Pseudo R2= 0.060 









First Differences







P12



P13
Min
Zero
Max


Min
51.4%
73.8%
89.2%


Zero
55.6%
77.1%
91.0%


Max
59.7%
80.1%
92.6%








  Survey:  Diskin 

 Table 7















Probit Estimates of the Probability of Expecting to Vote for the First- or Second-highest-ranked Candidate, Given Normalized, Multiplicative Utility and Viability Measures



















Coef.
Std. Err.
z
P>|z|









PB12
1.16
0.37
3.1
0.002

Chi2= 
71.29






PB13
1.02
0.25
4.14
0.000

Pseudo R2= 
0.085






PB23
-1.65
0.33
-5.05
0.000









Constant
0.69
0.05
5.12
0.000













N= 880








Differences:




























PB23
Mean





PB23
Mean+StDev




PB12
Min
-StDev
Mean
+StDev
Max

PB12
Min
-StDev
Mean
+StDev
Max


PB13






PB13







Min
38.6%
57.5%
64.4%
70.8%
80.7%

Min
26.8%
44.4%
51.5%
58.6%
70.4%


Mean-StDev
51.1%
69.4%
75.4%
80.6%
88.2%

Mean-StDev
38.1%
57.1%
63.9%
70.4%
80.3%


Mean
60.8%
77.4%
82.4%
86.7%
92.4%

Mean
47.7%
66.4%
72.6%
78.2%
86.4%


Mean+StDev
69.8%
84.1%
88.0%
91.2%
95.3%

Mean+StDev
57.5%
74.8%
80.2%
84.8%
91.1%


Max
76.7%
88.6%
91.7%
94.1%
97.0%

Max
65.5%
81.0%
85.5%
89.2%
94.0%

















PB23
Max











PB12
Min
-StDev
Mean
+StDev
Max








PB13













Min
11.2%
23.1%
28.9%
35.2%
47.6%








Mean-StDev
18.5%
33.8%
40.5%
47.6%
60.2%








Mean
25.7%
43.1%
50.2%
57.3%
69.3%








Mean+StDev
34.2%
52.9%
59.9%
66.6%
77.3%








Max
42.1%
61.1%
67.7%
73.9%
83.1%








Survey: Diskin
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Survey: Arian and Shamir
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� While these works mainly consider parliamentary elections, we expect the logic of their arguments to apply as well to elections for executive offices.


� 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. We restrict our analysis to Jewish respondents, because the strategic considerations are different for Arab voters who hardly ever consider voting for parties in the center or right. Only 4 (out of 150) Arab respondents to Arian and Shamir reported an intention to vote for Netanyahu and only 10 for Mordechai. This excludes 8% of the Diskin sample and 12.2% of the Arian and Shamir sample from the analyses. This practice is consistent with other recent work including Shalev with Kis (2002) and Arian and Shamir (1999).


� A proportional representation system is used to allocate seats in the Knesset, so no runoffs are required.


� Two other Prime Ministerial elections were held, in 1996 and 2001 (without a simultaneous Knesset election), but both contested by only two candidates.


� Diskin’s survey actually asked two sets of questions about probable outcomes, about who would win the election and who would advance to the second round.


� In a three-way race for a single office, a plurality can be won by a single vote over one-third (33.33%) of the votes cast. However, in this case, an outright winner of this election required 50% of the vote. A candidate who receives one-third of the total vote plus one is only guaranteed participation in a run-off.


� Although the entire 3 x 3 table can be statistically estimated, only those cases highlighted in bold are arithmetically possible. For example, if P12 is at the maximum value of 0.5, suggesting that favorite candidates have a 50% chance of winning while the second-highest-ranked candidates’ chances are hopeless, the third candidate cannot also have a folded probability of zero. But, in this situation, P13 could be at its maximum possible value only if the third candidate had no chance of winning. If this were the case, the normalized probabilities would not sum to one. Since the favorite candidate cannot have a 50% chance of winning against two hopeless candidates, both independent variables cannot both be at the maximum value.
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