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Abstract 

In this research, we examine the role of attachment to an ideological group as a source of stability 

in a volatile multi-party system. In two studies conducted in Israel (N=1,320), we show that a 

multi-item Attachment to an Ideological Group (AIG) scale is strongly tied to vote choice and 

political engagement, and its effects are independent of, and more powerful than, issue-based 

ideology and partisan identity strength. Compared to individuals with a weak ideological 

attachment, those who score highly on the AIG scale are more likely to vote for a party from their 

ideological camp and participate in politics. Moreover, in two survey experiments, respondents 

high in AIG displayed stronger anger or enthusiasm—known harbingers of political action—in 

response to threat or reassurance to their ideological group’s status, attesting to a link between 

AIG and political engagement. Our findings underscore the importance of ideological group 

attachments in a volatile multi-party system.  
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Party dealignment and electoral volatility have taken hold in a number of contemporary multi-

party political systems. Across Western Europe, new parties have achieved unprecedented success 

whereas many traditional governing parties have hit record lows (Oesch and Rennwald, 2018). 

Such electoral volatility can be traced to ineffective leadership, or to unresponsive mainstream 

parties that impel voters to switch parties or abandon partisan allegiances, especially in times of 

social, political, or economic change. In political contexts characterized by partisan dealignment 

and an absence of stable partisan attachments, the burning question is how voters make sense of 

politics (Bustikova, 2009).  

In the absence of partisan attachment, what provides an anchor for voters’ political decision 

making? What motivates their engagement in the democratic process? We propose that, as a viable 

alternative to partisan attachment, left-right ideology can bring stability to a volatile multi-party 

system. In this research, we examine whether identification with the political left or right, defined 

here as a “social identity,” predicts vote choice and political engagement. It is well known that 

most vote switching in a multi-party system takes place within ideological blocs (e.g., Rahat et al., 

2016). We examine whether this stability is grounded in issue positions or in ideological group 

attachments.  

  A burgeoning literature demonstrates that emotional and psychological attachments to an 

ideological group, an “ideological identity,” helps to shape political behaviors and vote choice  

(e.g., Huddy et al., 2015; Mason, 2018a). Thus far, such effects have been demonstrated mostly in 

the American two-party system. No study of European multi-party systems has specifically 

examined the existence and ramifications of ideological identities. Yet, a comprehensive 

investigation is in order: If an effect parallel to the one found in a two-party system is obtained in 
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multi-party systems, our overall understanding of politics and public opinion will be greatly 

enhanced. This paper endeavors to shed light on this issue. 

 Specifically, the paper examines whether voters' attachment to an ideological group 

predicts their political behavior and attitudes in Israel, a multi-party system characterized by 

intense ideological competition and party instability. Relying on two studies (N=1,320), we 

demonstrate that Attachment to an Ideological Group (AIG) strongly predicts Israelis' vote choice 

and political participation. We employ two vignette experiments in which respondents were 

exposed to either threatening or reassuring information regarding the status of their ideological 

group, to support our claim that AIG conditions emotional reactions. Defensive emotional 

reactions are precursors of political participation and provide further evidence of the link between 

a strong ideological identity and political engagement (Huddy et al., 2015). Our findings provide 

strong support for the contention that, irrespective of the strength of one’s issue-based ideology, 

attachment to an ideological group is a strong predictor of voters' political judgment and behavior 

in multi-party systems. Our findings shed light on the underpinnings of voters’ ideological loyalty 

and attendant actions to protect and strengthen the status of their respective ideological camps. We 

argue that ideological-group attachments help to structure political behavior and attitudes in ways 

that promote ideological stability and mitigate voter destabilization within volatile multi-party 

systems.  

 

Left-right ideology in multi-party systems 

Ideology, commonly referred to as a “system of beliefs” (Converse, 1964), has been shown to 

structure voters’ political perceptions and issue positions (e.g., van der Eijk et al., 2005), as well 



5 
 

as organize party groupings in the political space and guide voters’ expectations regarding the 

likelihood of political alliances (e.g., Fortunato et al., 2016). 

Traditionally, the left-right ideological spectrum has been analyzed as either a one- or two-

dimensional continuum representing a broad worldview captured by positions regarding several 

key economic, social, and cultural issues (e.g., Bølstad and Dinas, 2017; De Vries et al., 2013). In 

the US two-party system, conservative-liberal ideological self-placement predicts issue-based 

voting, especially among those with high levels of political knowledge (Kalmoe, 2020; see also 

Freeder et al., 2019). In many European multi-party systems, left-right ideological self-placement 

is considered a strong force in politics. Indeed, the left-right continuum is often referred to as a 

'super-issue'; it is considered "one of the most important dimensions to describe voters' substantive 

political orientations"; and has been shown in research to be "one of the most important factors 

that determine European voters' choices at the ballot box" (van der Eijk et al., 2005: 166; De Vries 

et al., 2013).  

However, scholars have suggested that the left-right division extends beyond ideology and 

issue preferences. Left versus right, or liberal versus conservative, ideological affiliations also 

reflect group affinities that carry considerable affective significance for voters, in both the US and 

Europe (e.g., Conover and Feldman, 1981; Freire, 2008). More recently,  it has been suggested 

that ideology also has an identity-based component (e.g., Mason, 2018a): Voters’ political 

behavior and attitudes are affected by their attachment to and identification with members of their 

respective ideological groups. Findings from this burgeoning literature are elaborated in the next 

section.  

    

Attachment to an ideological group in multi-party systems 
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In recent years, scholars have distinguished between two separate components of ideology: issue-

based ideology, on the one hand, and identity-based, or symbolic, ideology on the other (Devine, 

2015; Ellis and Stimson, 2012; Mason, 2018a). The former represents ideology as a coherent set 

of issue positions, while the latter is anchored in social identity and reflects one’s attachment to an 

ideological group and its members. Ideology can thus be conceptualized as a set of substantive 

policy preferences as well as a social identity, and these two notions can be separated, both 

theoretically and empirically.  

The case for "identity-based ideology" rests on voters' attachment to, and social 

identification with, an ideological group, in keeping with the fundamental human tendency to 

identify with social groups. Social categorization theory posits that people organize reality by 

classifying objects into groups according to salient characteristics (Turner et al., 1987). In social 

contexts, in- and out-group categories are highly meaningful and shape the perception and 

evaluation of others (Turner et al., 1987). In a political context, the labels “left” and “right” 

designate, for many citizens, who is “us” and who is “them” (Devine, 2015; Mason, 2018a). It has 

been demonstrated, moreover, that voters’ knowledge of their political camp is acquired in the 

early stages of socialization and often becomes entrenched in their cognition and psyche (Green et 

al., 2002). 

Thus far, studies on ideological group attachment have focused almost exclusively on the 

American two-party political arena (but see Pickup et al., 2021). We build on the existing research 

and apply it to a multi-party context. We contend that a deep sense of attachment and belonging 

to an ideological group in multi-party systems has a strong and independent effect on political 

judgments and behavior, giving rise to various forms of ingroup loyalty. Such ideological 
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attachments also anchor vote choice in contexts where partisanship, typically a stabilizing force, 

is weak because of a changed, unstable, or unresponsive party structure (Rahat et al., 2016).  

Ideological groups or party blocs are important components of multi-party systems. They 

are characterized by stable cooperation among allied parties, which often form pre-electoral 

coalitions for the purpose of winning governing power. It is also well documented that volatile 

voters tend to switch between parties that are ideologically similar, but are far less likely to support 

a party from another ideological camp (e.g., Rahat et al., 2016). It follows that loyal political 

behavior and attitudes are predicted not only by the strength of agreement with a specific set of 

ideological issue stances – which in various multi-party systems will be important for many voters 

– but also by their subjective attachment to an ideological group: the stronger the attachment, the 

stronger the motivation to act in the group’s interests.  

We test the link between attachment to an ideological group and voters’ electoral choice 

and political engagement, which we regard as two forms of loyal ingroup behavior, in Israel – 

where, as shown below, ideological stances and policy preferences are strong predictors of vote 

choice. Hence, Israeli society makes for a strong test case in which to study the importance of 

attachment to an ideological group for political attitudes and voting patterns. At the same time, 

Israel has a highly fragmented multi-party system where party structure is constantly changing, 

and parties are weakening (Rahat et al., 2016). This volatility makes Israel a fitting case to examine 

whether ideological group attachments anchor political behavior. It also marks the boundaries of 

our analysis, a point that we discuss further in the conclusion.  

 

Left-right ideology in Israel 
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Since its independence, Israel’s political life has been structured by the left-right ideological 

division over the country’s relations with its neighboring Arab states, and later, over the Israeli-

Palestinian conflict (Arian and Shamir, 2001). Unlike many other democracies, in Israel the left-

right ideological axis is salient mainly with respect to security and foreign affairs: Those on the 

left (or "doves") are generally supportive of territorial compromises intended to advance peace 

agreements with the neighboring Arab countries and the Palestinians, while those on the right 

("hawks") tend to favor a more forceful stance which foregrounds security and the need to deter 

potential enemies (Shamir and Arian, 1999).  

 Over the years, Israel has been involved in numerous armed conflicts and has suffered 

several periods of deadly terror attacks. In such a reality, it stands to reason that the division along 

the left-right, hawkish-dovish ideological lines should be substantive and relevant for many 

Israelis. Indeed, Israel has been portrayed as "a polity that is highly ideological, where ideology is 

widely thought to play an important role, and where ideological discourse is strong. […] Israeli 

politics, its parties, and its public have often been described as highly ideological by political and 

social observers" (Arian and Shamir, 1983: 143).  

That said, it is somewhat surprising that Israelis' self-reported ideological orientations are 

not fully aligned with their issue positions regarding the Israeli-Palestinian conflict (a situation 

that holds in other contexts as well; see Ellis and Stimson, 2012). For example, data from the 2015 

Israel National Election Study (INES)1 show that roughly 25% of Jewish Israelis identifying as 

"right" or "moderate right" support the establishment of a Palestinian state and handing over Arab 

 
1 http://www.ines.tau.ac.il/ 

http://www.ines.tau.ac.il/
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neighborhoods in Jerusalem to Palestinian control, while 25% of Jewish Israelis identifying as 

"left" or "moderate left" think it is not possible to reach a peace agreement with the Palestinians.2  

These results suggest that ideological labels in Israel are not fully coterminous with issue 

positions on the conflict. Accordingly, while Israelis' left-right ideological self-placement is a 

powerful predictor of the vote, as well as other political behaviors and attitudes (e.g., Shamir and 

Arian, 1999), Israel also provides a rich ground for testing the impact of ideological group 

attachment  on political attitudes and behavior, above and beyond issue-based ideology and policy 

preferences. 

 

Attachment to an ideological group in Israel: Our argument 

We contend that, in Israel, the "left" and "right" ideological labels also capture distinct social 

identities, which affect political behavior: The left-right political division in Israel overlaps with 

major social cleavages such as secular-religious, Ashkenazi-Sephardic, and geographical center-

periphery divides (Shamir and Arian, 1999). This patterning gives rise to stereotypes regarding 

citizens who support either the right- or the left-wing ideological party bloc. Combined with 

parental and communal socialization, such generalizations help people understand which political 

qua social group they are closer to, and wish to be part of (e.g., Green et al., 2002). Scholars have 

established that group identities grow more cohesive and salient when multiple identity dimensions 

reinforce rather than cut across one another (e.g., Roccas and Brewer, 2002). Our case is rendered 

even more robust, however, owing to Israelis’ tendency to identify less with a particular political 

party than with an ideological camp as a whole (Arian and Shamir, 2001). 

 
2 In our samples these estimates are only slightly lower, by about 5-10%. 
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Consider a hypothetical Israeli citizen who identifies with the ideological right and regards 

her membership in that political camp as an important aspect of her self-concept. That person’s 

political behavior will differ substantially from those of a compatriot who identifies with the 

ideological left. The discrepancy in political behavior stems not only from their divergent policy 

preferences, i.e., their issue-based ideology. They also emanate from their affinities with differing 

ideological, religious, ethnic, and other social groups. It is no coincidence that, during electoral 

campaigns, public figures and political elites in Israel routinely target the socio-cultural groups 

comprising a specific ideological group. Furthermore, as a strategy to garner the support of the 

ingroup, elites often denigrate their ideological rivals as being part of an inferior socio-cultural 

group (Amiran, 2015). In light of the above, we set forth several testable hypotheses.  

 Our first two hypotheses relate to political participation and vote choice, which we consider 

as two aspects of loyalty to an ideological group. Israel is a multi-party system in which dozens of 

parties compete in each election. Many of these parties diverge substantially in terms of their 

ideological positions, a reality that does not escape voters’ attention (e.g., Bargsted and Kedar, 

2009), and in all probability affects their vote choice.  

However, Israelis' voting decisions are also likely to be affected by their attachment to an 

ideological group. A strong attachment to a group creates an impetus to conform with its norms 

(Huddy, 2001; Malka and Lelkes, 2010). Thus, an Israeli who feels strongly attached to, say, the 

ideological right, might feel compelled to vote for a party from the right-wing bloc even if her 

issue-based ideology is more congruent with the platform of a centrist party. In voting for the right-

wing party bloc, this individual conforms to the norms of her in-group, signals support for that 

group, and increases its chances of winning the election. The choice of a particular party within 

one's preferred ideological bloc might depend, up to a point, on specific ideological considerations 
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or idiosyncratic preferences (see Bølstad and Dinas, 2017). At the same time, voting for a party 

from another ideological bloc, or even abstaining, would be deemed as failing one's in-group and 

violating its norms. Hence, we hypothesize that:3 

H1: The stronger one's attachment to an ideological group, the more one is likely to vote 

for a party from one’s ideological party bloc regardless of the strength of one’s issue 

positions.  

 

In a similar vein, Huddy and colleagues (2015, 2018) demonstrated that Americans and 

Western Europeans with a strong attachment to their party exhibit higher levels of political 

participation, irrespective of the reported strength of agreement with their party’s issue platform. 

The authors interpret this finding as a form of party loyalty: taking action to help their preferred 

party win the election. We likewise expect strong ideological group attachments to elicit loyal 

ingroup behavior and therefore hypothesize that:  

H2: The stronger one's attachment to an ideological group, the more one is likely to 

participate in politics, regardless of the strength of one’s issue positions. 

 

Finally, we expect Israelis with a strong group attachment to display another form of loyal 

group behavior: either defensive or positive emotions in reaction to a threat or reassurance, 

respectively, to their group’s status and electoral success. Emotions in general, and anger and 

enthusiasm in particular, are known to propel political action and are therefore strong predictors 

 
3 Our hypotheses here are based on hypotheses enumerated in a grant proposal which was submitted three months 

prior to the fielding of Study 1 (see Appendix Section H). 
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of political participation (e.g., Groenendyk and Banks, 2014). Typically, "defensive group 

emotions are felt most intensely by the strongest group identifiers" (Huddy et al., 2018:  191), and 

this pattern should apply to positive emotions as well. We thus anticipate that Israelis with strong 

emotional and psychological attachment to an ideological group will display defensive emotions 

when they encounter information that compromises its status. Such information will be taken as 

implicating their in-group and therefore as a call to rally in its defense. In contrast, when exposed 

to information favorable to their ideological group’s standing and reputation, such individuals are 

expected to present strong positive emotional reactions, e.g., enthusiasm. 

H3: The stronger one's attachment to an ideological group, the more one is likely to exhibit 

defensive emotional reactions in response to information threatening its status, and 

positive emotional reactions in response to reassuring information. 

 

Methodology  

To test our hypotheses, we conducted two online surveys among Jewish Israelis, the majority 

ethnic group in Israel. Since the main ideological competition in Israel has traditionally been 

between the left and the right, our analyses focus on leftists and rightists, and relate to centrists 

only tangentially.  

  

Overview of the two studies 

Study 1 was fielded in July 2018, when an Israeli national election was not expected for at least 

another year, whereas Study 2 was fielded at the end of August 2019, less than 3 weeks before the 

September 2019 national election. Study 1 was intended to provide initial evidence for the 
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predictive power of ideological group attachment and Study 2 was designed to replicate Study 1 

and examine whether an ideological group attachment also predicts political participation.  

 

Samples 

Study 1. Using Midgam Panel, a company conducting online surveys in Israel, we surveyed 617 

Jewish Israelis between July 17 and 19, 2018. Our sampling strategy was designed to compare 

between leftists and rightists; accordingly, centrists were intentionally undersampled, while leftists 

were oversampled (for more details on the samples in the two studies and a comparison with a 

nationally representative sample, see Appendix Table A1). As a consequence, the sample is 

younger, slightly more secular, and more left-leaning than the national Jewish Israeli population: 

mean age is 38.9 (SD=12.8), the percentage of women is 50.1, 55.9% of the sample self-identified 

as right-wing, 16.9% as center, and 27.2% as left-wing.  

Study 2. Using the same survey company and sampling strategy as in Study 1, we surveyed 

703 Jewish Israelis between August 27 and September 1, 2019. As in Study 1, the sample is 

younger (Mage=42.4), more secular (30% non-observant), and more right (71%) and left (29%) 

than the national Jewish Israeli population. Political centrists were omitted to focus on respondents 

who are part of the two historically important ideological groups in Israel.  

Measures 

Attachment to an ideological group: To gauge Israelis' attachment to an ideological group, we 

adapted the 8-item partisan identity scale used by Bankert et al. (2017) and Huddy et al. (2018), 

which taps “a subjective sense of group belonging, the affective importance of group membership, 

and the affective consequences of lowered group status – all of which are crucial ingredients of a 
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social identity” (Huddy et al., 2018, 179). Respondents first answered a branching question tapping 

their general political identification: ‘right,’ ‘moderate right,’ ‘center,’ ‘moderate left,’ ‘left,’ and 

‘other.’ Those who identified with right or moderate right were considered as rightists; those 

identifying as left or moderate left – as leftists; and those identifying as center – as centrists. 

Respondents then answered eight "group attachment" items, adapted such that the “group” chosen 

in response to the branching question figured as the respondent's ideological group, including 

"when I talk about [rightists/leftists] I usually say 'us' as opposed to 'them,'" "when people criticize 

[rightists/leftists] I take this as a personal insult," and "when people say good things about 

[rightists/leftists] it makes me feel good".4 Notably, none of the eight items mentions policy issues 

or ideological stances. 

In both studies, the items were strongly correlated across the entire sample (αs=.88-.90), 

and an exploratory factor analysis, using the iterated principal factor method, revealed a single 

factor with eigenvalue greater than 1 (eigenvalues=3.97-4.45, 83%-87% of the variance 

explained). We thus created an Attachment to an Ideological Group (AIG) scale that varies 

between 0 and 1, with higher values denoting stronger attachment. In both studies, the AIG scores 

of rightists and leftists were similar (Study 1: Mrightists=.48; Mleftists=.53; Study 2: Mrightists==.52; 

Mleftists=.55). 

Issue-based ideology: In both studies, Israelis’ left-right policy preferences on security and 

foreign affairs were captured with a three-item Issue-based ideology scale tapping preferences 

concerning the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. The items required respondents to indicate their 

position on the following issues: (1) the establishment of a Palestinian state; (2) the future of Arab 

 
4  Appendix Tables B1-B2 present the wording of all eight items and the distribution of the responses in the two studies. 
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neighborhoods in Jerusalem; and (3) a peace agreement with the Palestinians. All items used a 4-

point scale (see Appendix Section J for full wording). These items showed high inter-correlation 

in both studies (αs=.85–.87) and were averaged to create an Issue-based ideology scale that ranges 

between 0 and 1 (higher values denoting more rightist/hawkish stance; Study 1: M=0.59; Study 2: 

M=0.68). Respondents were also asked to place themselves on a 7-point Ideological self-placement 

item (1-right, 7-left; Study 1: M=3.40; Study 2: M=3.10). Notably, the Issue-based ideology scale 

strongly correlated with the standard, single Ideological self-placement item in both studies (rs=-

.75–-.78; ps<.001, two-tailed tests throughout).  

Our key focus is loyalty within an ideological camp. From that perspective, it is important 

to determine the strength of one’s agreement with one’s ideological camp on key issues. We 

created an Aligned issue-based ideology measure that taps the extent to which one’s issue 

preferences align with the stances of one’s ideological camp on the Issue-based ideology scale, 

i.e., their strength of ideological alignment. This Aligned issue-based ideology measure varies 

between 0 and 1, with 0 indicating that the respondent’s stance on the three ideological issues 

deviates from that of the group (misalignment), while 1 indicates strong congruence on all three 

issues (aligned)5 (M=0.52 in both studies). 

Importantly, in both studies the correlation between the AIG scale and the Aligned issue-

based ideology measure emerged as moderate among both rightists (rs=.21-.25) and leftists 

(rs=.25-.39) (ps<.001). This suggests that, in Israel, the strength of policy positions and the 

strength of ideological group attachment are related yet clearly distinct within an ideological camp. 

In other words, a convinced leftist might not strongly agree with the establishment of a Palestinian 

 
5 In both studies, 11-12% of leftists and rightists scored 0 on this measure. 
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state or support a peace agreement, whereas a staunch rightist might not strongly oppose such 

steps.  

Voting intention: Respondents were asked about their voting intention, as follows: "If 

Knesset elections were held today, which party would you vote for?" Respondents were presented 

with a list of all parties which at the time had seats in the Knesset. They could also choose the 

option labeled "other" and manually add another party, or indicate that they were undecided or did 

not intend to vote. Our first dependent variable, In-bloc vote, is a dummy variable, with 1 denoting 

one's intention to vote for parties considered as part of one's ideological bloc, and 0 otherwise 

(Study 1: M=0.62; Study 2: M=0.71).6  

Political participation: In Study 2 we utilized three measures taken from the INES: (1) 

Intention to vote: Respondents were asked to indicate their intention to vote in the upcoming 

election, on a 4-point scale (‘certain no’ to ‘certain yes’; 75.8% answered ‘certain yes’); (2) 

Political discussion: Respondents were asked to what extent they discuss political matters with 

family and friends, on a 5-point scale (‘not at all’ to ‘to a large extent’; 72.8% chose the two highest 

categories); and (3) Online political participation: Respondents first indicated whether they use 

social media platforms; those who answered ‘yes’ were then asked three 5-point items (‘never’ to 

‘several times a day’), tapping the number of times they had performed the following actions on 

social media in the past week: (i) expressed their opinion on political topics; (ii) shared political 

posts by parties or politicians; and (iii) shared posts on political topics written by other people. 

Next, we created an Online political participation scale by averaging the three items (α=.88) and 

rescaling them to vary between 0 and 1 (M=.13).  

 
6 The note in Appendix Table A2 presents the ideological party bloc classifications. 
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Control variables: In all analyses, we control for the Aligned issue-based ideology measure 

which was expected to predict in-bloc voting and political participation. We also asked two policy-

based items that tapped respondents’ economic-based ideological orientation7 and support for 

Jewish religious law8, as Shamir and Arian (1999) have shown that these items predict voting in 

Israel. We rescaled these two items to capture one's correct ideological alignment and intensity of 

support on a given issue and used these 'aligned intensity' items as additional controls. 

Additionally, we control for demographic variables that were previously shown to predict the vote 

in Israel (Shamir and Arian, 1999): age, gender (female), education, and religiosity. 

In Study 2 we also control for attachment to a political party—a strong predictor of political 

participation in various European multi-party systems (Huddy et al., 2018)—to discriminate 

between the power of ideological group attachment and of political party attachment to predict 

Israelis’ political participation. To create a "partisan identity" measure, we used a 4-item scale 

taken from the INES, with the items gauging respondents’ attachment to the party they feel closest 

to. By averaging these items, we then created a Partisan identity scale (α=.83; M=.55), which was 

found to strongly correlate with the AIG scale (r=.55; p<.001). All control variables were set to 

vary between 0 and 1 (for descriptive statistics, see Appendix Table A2). 

 

Survey experiments  

 
7  Respondents answered a 4-point item asking whether they favored a capitalist or a socialist approach to the 

structuring of economic life in Israel (‘definitely socialist’ to ‘definitely capitalist’). In both studies this item only 

weakly correlated with the Issue-based ideology scale (rs=.09-.14).  
8  Respondents answered a 3-point item asking what should be prioritized in cases of a contradiction between 

democracy and Jewish religious law (‘upholding democracy’ to ‘keeping the Jewish law’).  
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To test H3, we implemented a vignette experiment in each study. In the experiments, respondents 

read a mock news article presenting either a threat or reassurance with regard to the status of their 

respective ideological groups. The purpose of these manipulations was to examine whether one’s 

attachment to an ideological group conditions one’s loyal emotional reaction to group-relevant 

information.9 In the main text we present the results for the Study 1 experiment, and in Appendix 

Section E we present the Study 2 experiment, which successfully replicates Study 1 experimental 

findings.  

Experiment: Study 1. Two versions of a mock news article elaborated on the then uncertain 

outcome of legal investigations into Prime Minister Netanyahu’s activities (Winer, 2018). 

Netanyahu was the head of the right-wing Likud party and of the right-wing coalition; and we 

anticipated that his indictment on bribery charges might compel him to step down, hurting the 

prospects of the ideological right to stay in power, whereas dropping the charges against him could 

substantially improve the right coalition’s prospects.  

The first, ‘pro-left,’ article stated that indictments against Netanyahu on charges of bribery 

were imminent, which was expected to weaken the electoral prospects of the right-wing bloc to 

stay in power. The second, ‘pro-right,’ article stated that the charges against Netanyahu would be 

dropped shortly, raising the chances that the ideological right would stay in power. We deemed 

both scenarios realistic given that the charges against Netanyahu were unprecedented and that he 

vehemently denied all the allegations (Winer, 2018) (for the full vignettes, see Appendix Section 

G). Importantly, to test H3 we created a threat dummy variable which takes the value 1 if the 

 
9 Both experiments included deception, and therefore at the end of the survey respondents were debriefed as to the 

nature of the manipulation. 
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respondent read a ‘threatening’ article (e.g., a rightist respondent reading the pro-left article), and 

0 otherwise. 

After reading the vignette, respondents answered several items tapping their emotional 

reactions to the article, our main outcome variables. Previous studies have shown that "emotion is 

a well-documented prelude to action" (Huddy et al., 2015: 14). Specifically, "anger motivates 

political interest and protest activity, and positive enthusiasm is associated with political 

engagement" (Huddy et al., 2015: 2; see also Groenendyk and Banks, 2014; Huddy et al., 2021). 

Threat and reassurance to the status of one's political group are likely to arouse emotions and 

generate political activity among strong group supporters who are highly motivated to defend the 

group's status and advance it (Huddy et al., 2015). We thus tested whether the AIG scale conditions 

one's emotional reactions to a threat or reassurance to one's ideological group, anticipating that 

different emotional reactions will be mostly experienced by those high on the AIG scale. 

In our experiment, respondents were asked to indicate their reaction with respect to four 

emotions: anger, enthusiasm, concern, and satisfaction; response options ranged from ‘I did not 

feel any [emotion in question]’ to ‘I felt [the emotion in question] to a very great degree.’ Since 

anger and concern (or fear) have distinct behavioral consequences, with anger increasing political 

participation and concern increasing political contemplation (e.g., Groenendyk and Banks, 2014), 

we recoded the single Anger item to vary between 0 and 1 (M=.29), and similarly recoded the 

single Concern item (M=.22). The enthusiasm and satisfaction items emerged as highly correlated 

(r=.70; p<.001) and were combined into an Enthusiasm scale, ranging between 0 and 1 (M=.14). 

 

Estimation strategy 
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We first test whether the AIG scale predicts in-bloc voting (H1). Our analysis takes the following 

functional form: 

(1) 𝑦𝑖 = 𝛽
0

+ 𝛽
1

𝐴𝐼𝐺 𝑠𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑒 + Ω + ε 

where 𝑦𝑖 denotes voting for a party from one's ideological bloc (In-bloc vote); β1 captures the 

coefficient of the AIG scale among rightists or leftists, which we expect to be positive and 

significant; Ω is a vector of the abovementioned controls; and ε is an idiosyncratic error term.  

We next test whether AIG predicts political participation (H2) among rightists and leftists 

combined. This analysis takes the same functional form as in Equation (1), where 𝑦𝑖 denotes the 

three political participation measures, and Ω also includes Partisan identity scale. 

To test H3, which involves an experimental component, we estimate the following 

equation: 

(2) 𝑦𝑖 = 𝛽
0

+ 𝛽
1

𝐴𝐼𝐺 𝑠𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑒 + 𝛽
2

𝑇ℎ𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 + 𝛽
3

𝐴𝐼𝐺 𝑠𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑒 ∗

 𝑇ℎ𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 + 𝛽
4

𝑅𝑖𝑔ℎ𝑡 − 𝑤𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑠𝑢𝑝𝑝𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑒𝑟 + Ω + ε 

where 𝑦𝑖 denotes emotional reactions; β1 captures the difference in the coefficient of the AIG scale 

in the ‘reassuring’ condition; β2 captures the coefficient of the ‘threatening’ versus ‘reassuring’ 

condition when the AIG scale equals zero; our main estimate, β3, captures the difference in the 

effect of the AIG scale for respondents in the ‘threatening’ versus ‘reassuring’ condition, and we 

expect it to be significant, demonstrating that the AIG scale conditions emotional reactions to 

threatening/reassuring information (increase in the anger and concern emotions, decrease in the 

enthusiasm emotion); β4 captures the difference between rightists and leftists; and Ω is the vector 

of the same controls used to test H1.  
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Results 

Table 1 presents results from Study 1: in Models 1–2 the dependent variable is In-bloc voting. As 

can be clearly seen, in both models the AIG scale strongly predicts intention to vote for a party 

from one's ideological bloc, while other control variables, in particular the Aligned issue-based 

ideology scale, are less consistent predictors of in-bloc voting. 

The predicted probabilities of in-bloc voting for right-wing (Model 1) and left-wing (Model 

2) respondents are presented graphically in Figures 1a and 1b. In Model 1, holding all other 

variables constant at their respective means, the probability that a rightist with the lowest AIG 

score will vote for a right-wing party is 25.4% [95% CIs: 12.0-38.9], while for a rightist with the 

highest AIG score this probability is 91.1% [84.1-98.2]. In Model 2 the probability that a leftist 

with the lowest AIG score will vote for a left-wing party is 21.5% [1.0-42.0], while for a leftist 

with the highest AIG score this probability is 92.8% [85.4-100.2]. These results support H1. 

Notably, they are also replicated in Study 2 (see full results in Appendix Section D). Appendix 

Table D2 also shows that the AIG scale significantly predicts in-bloc voting regardless of whether 

Aligned issue-based ideology is included or excluded from the analysis, while Aligned issue-based 

ideology significantly predicts in-bloc voting in Study 1 only when AIG is excluded.  
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Table 1. Study 1 – Vote intention for parties from one's ideological bloc 

 (1) (2) 

 Rightist respondents Leftist respondents 

   

AIG scale 3.41*** 3.85*** 

 (0.75) (1.13) 

Aligned issue-based ideology 0.54 0.32 

 (0.47) (0.69) 

Aligned economic issue 0.68* 0.38 

 (0.28) (0.29) 

Aligned religious issue 0.20 0.01 

 (0.28) (0.64) 

Age -0.01 -1.43+ 

 (0.56) (0.77) 

Female 0.16 0.09 

 (0.31) (0.38) 

Religiosity 1.91** -1.83+ 

 (0.65) (1.04) 

Education  -0.24 -0.59 

 (0.46) (0.70) 

Constant -2.74*** -0.51 

 (0.60) (1.53) 

   

Observations 259 160 

Pseudo R-squared 0.217 0.143 
Robust standard errors in parentheses; ***p<0.001, **p<0.01, *p<0.05, +p<0.1. Results from logistic regressions.  
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Figure 1. Predicted probabilities based on Table 1  

Panel A. In-bloc voting among right-wing respondents (Model 1)  

 

Panel B. In-bloc voting among left-wing respondents (Model 2) 

 

Note. Predicted probabilities, and corresponding confidence intervals, of in-bloc voting for rightists (Panel A) and 

leftists (Panel B) across levels of the AIG scale, based on Models 1 and 2 of Table 1, respectively, holding other 

variables at their respective means.  
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Table 2 displays the test of H2, which pertains to political participation as a further measure 

of ideological loyalty. We combined the analyses for both rightists and leftists and in addition to 

the previously used controls we also control for the strength of Partisan identity. 

Table 2. Study 2 – Political participation 

 (1) (2) (3) 

 Intention to vote in 

the next election 

Political 

discussion 

Online political 

participation 

    

AIG scale 1.88** 3.21*** 0.18** 

 (0.61) (0.58) (0.06) 

Partisan Identity scale 0.32 0.99* 0.12* 

 (0.50) (0.47) (0.05) 

Aligned issue-based ideology -0.13 0.21 -0.01 

 (0.31) (0.25) (0.03) 

Aligned economic issue 0.10 0.66*** 0.01 

 (0.16) (0.13) (0.01) 

Aligned religious issue 0.18 0.07 0.01 

 (0.14) (0.10) (0.01) 

Age 1.06** -0.05 0.03 

 (0.41) (0.30) (0.04) 

Female 0.03 -0.42** -0.08*** 

 (0.21) (0.16) (0.02) 

Religiosity -0.03 -0.26 -0.03 

 (0.31) (0.25) (0.03) 

Education  -0.21 0.36 -0.02 

 (0.32) (0.23) (0.03) 

Cutpoint 1 -2.37*** -0.95*  

 (0.50) (0.40)  

Cutpoint 2 -1.56*** 1.53***  

 (0.45) (0.38)  

Cutpoint 3 0.24 4.02***  

 (0.43) (0.42)  

Constant   0.01 

   (0.04) 

    

Observations 599 599 522 

R-squared   0.12 
Robust standard errors in parentheses; ***p<0.001, **p<0.01, *p<0.05, +p<0.1. Models 1–2 use an ordered logit 

(ordinal) regression. Model 3 uses an OLS regression. 
 

Model 1 shows the results of an ordinal regression predicting intention to vote in the 

upcoming election (‘certain no’ to ‘certain yes’). The AIG scale strongly predicts intention to vote: 
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Holding all variables constant at their means, the probability that those with the lowest AIG score 

will select ‘certain yes’ is 62.0% [46.7, 77.3] while for those with the highest AIG score that 

probability is 91.5% [86.7, 96.2]. The AIG scale also strongly predicts political discussions (Model 

2) and online political participation (Model 3). The Partisan identity scale also predicts political 

discussion and online political participation, but to a lesser extent. These results provide robust 

support for the power of attachment to an ideological group to predict political participation.  

We also conducted several robustness tests, detailed in Appendix Section D. Inter alia, we 

conducted matching analyses intended to balance respondents with low and high AIG scores on all 

observables, and we replicated Tables 1–2 using a shorter, 4-item AIG scale. Overall, the results 

of the robustness tests further support H1 and H2. Still, these hypotheses were tested using 

observational data. Therefore, we test H3—whether an ideological-group attachment conditions 

defensive emotional reactions to status threats and reassurances—using two vignette experiments: 

The results of the Study 1 experiment are presented below while the results of the Study 2 

experiment—in Appendix Section E. 

 

Study 1 experimental results 

In this experiment, leftists and rightists were randomly assigned to read a vignette that was either 

threatening or reassuring to the status of their respective ideological camps.10 As expected, 

respondents assigned to the threatening condition reported feeling more negative emotions (anger 

and concern) and less positive emotions (enthusiasm) than those assigned to the reassuring 

condition (ps<.001; Cohen d's>.48) (full results are reported in Appendix Section C.) 

 
10 The results of the factual manipulation checks used in the two studies are detailed in Appendix Section F .  
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To test H3, we run three separate models predicting anger, concern and enthusiasm, 

respectively. Importantly, the AIG scale now interacts with the threat dummy variable, tapping the 

predictive power of that scale in the threatening versus reassuring condition. To examine the 

possibility that respondents’ issue-based ideology conditions their emotional response to the 

vignettes, the model also interacts the Aligned issue-based ideology item with the threat dummy.  

Figure 2 presents the predicted values for the three emotional reactions across levels of the 

AIG scale (left-hand column) and levels of the Aligned issue-based ideology scale (right-hand 

column).11 Clearly, the AIG scale strongly conditions one’s emotional reactions to the 

experimental vignettes across all three emotions, while the Aligned issue-based ideology scale 

does not.  

  

 
11 The results are presented in tabular format in Appendix Table C1. 
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Figure 2. Study 1 – experimental results (defensive emotions) 

   

Note. Results based on Appendix Table C1. The left-hand column displays the relationship between the AIG scale and 

defensive emotions in response to group status threat/reassurance. The right-hand column presents the relationship 

between ideological issue-based alignment and defensive emotions.  

 

For example, after reading a threatening article, respondents with the lowest AIG score 

reported a low level of concern: 0.05 in the 0–1 scale [-0.06, 0.16], while those with a high AIG 

score reported a rather high level of concern: 0.57 [0.45, 0.68]. In contrast, when reading the 

reassuring article, respondents’ AIG score did not predict concern at all. Similar results were 
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obtained for anger. As expected, the opposite results were obtained for enthusiastic responses, 

with AIG predicting enthusiastic reaction in the reassuring condition but not in the threatening 

condition. Overall, these results support H3.  

In the Study 2 experiment (Appendix Section E), we randomize both status threat (whether 

one’s ideological camp will likely win or lose the election) and issue threat (depending on one’s 

ideological camp, whether or not negotiations with the Palestinians are likely to resume). Results 

show that AIG strongly conditions one’s emotional reactions to a status threat or reassurance, 

providing additional support for H3.  

 

Discussion 

To date, research into attachment to ideological groups has been conducted almost exclusively in 

the US two-party system (but see Pickup et al. 2021). Our study extends the scope of these 

investigations to Israel, a setting where the effect of this phenomenon is arguably less likely to be 

felt, owing to pronounced issue-based cleavages. Nonetheless, our results demonstrate empirically 

that such affinities are an important element in political and public opinion in Israel and, in all 

probability, in multi-party polities at large.  

Various contemporary multi-party systems are characterized by electoral volatility and 

weakening of party-voter ties (Oesch and Rennwald, 2018). In this perpetually changing electoral 

landscape, voters’ attachment to an ideological group might constitute a stabilizing force, 

mitigating support for anti-establishment and extreme political groups (cf. Huddy et al. 2021). 

While we did not examine the latter possibility in the current paper, this is a promising avenue for 

future studies. Pressing questions that deserve future research attention include: How common is 
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AIG within other multi-party systems? Who is most, or least, likely to have a strong AIG? Does 

AIG vary across political contexts and if so, which aspects of the political system promote weak 

or strong ideological identities? Are ideological identities stronger, for example, in systems in 

which coalitional governments are formed by ideologically aligned parties than in systems in 

which the left-right axis has been changed by the intrusion of populist parties or parties that do not 

fall on the traditional axis. 

Voters’ attachment to ideological groups can mitigate the impact of partisan instability and 

foster closer alignment between citizens and policy makers (Debus and Müller, 2013). Even as the 

electoral fortune of individual parties rise and fall, the share of votes allocated to an ideological 

bloc can remain stable (e.g., Rahat et al., 2016). Group attachments also enhance political 

representation: Although the importance of party identification to vote choice has declined in some 

settings in recent years, the link between citizens and elected politicians in parliamentary systems 

is nonetheless largely sustained, through the association of the former with one of the political-

ideological blocs. Parties can gain popular support by belonging to one of the blocs operating in a 

given political arena. A disregard of voters’ attachment to ideological groups might therefore 

hinder parties’ efforts to communicate with voters and obtain their support. From this perspective, 

voters’ attachment to an ideological group not only stabilizes the party system, but also enhances 

representative democracy at large. 

This paper has analyzed responses of Israeli leftist and rightist participants. However, in 

recent decades, a new centrist party bloc has emerged and gained traction in many multi-party 

systems, including the Israeli political arena (Shamir, 2015). One might wonder to what extent 

centrists’ vote choices are governed by issue versus identity considerations: Do centrists vote based 

on ideology, group attachment, or both? Our study (see Appendix Section I) provides tentative 
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support that centrists are also affected by their attachment to the center ideological group. More 

research on centrist voters is in order, insofar as, supporters of the ideological center constitute a 

substantial section of the contemporary electorate in many countries besides Israel.   

This paper is not without limitations.  First, our samples are not representative of the Israeli 

Jewish population, and it remains an open question whether a study using a probability-based, 

representative sample (such as the INES studies) would replicate our results. Second, we tested 

the importance of attachment to an ideological group only in one multi-party system, and there is 

a clear need to further demonstrate the importance of identity-based ideology in other multi-party 

systems.  

Furthermore, our results are based on correlational data, and the experimental effects were 

moderated by an AIG scale which was not experimentally manipulated. Future research should 

experimentally vary the intensity of ideological identity to examine its causal effect. Panel studies 

can also shed light on change in the AIG scale over time. Relatedly, more advanced theoretical and 

empirical research is needed to shed light on the causal relationship between ideological-group 

attachment and ideological orientations. Are issue positions affected by attachment to an 

ideological group, or vice versa? Or perhaps the relation is reciprocal? Much progress in this matter 

has been achieved in the American context (e.g., Levendusky, 2009). More research is needed on 

the causal ordering of ideological group attachment and issue preferences in multi-party systems. 

These limitations notwithstanding, the studies reported in this paper document the power 

of an ideological group identity to shape vote choice and increase political engagement in a 

complex and volatile multi-party system.  In this way, ideological identities add stability to multi-

party systems and deserve greater attention from political behavior researchers than they have 

received to date.  



31 
 

References 

Amiran R (2015) The Mob is the new elite. Available at: https://news.walla.co.il/item/2836707. 

Arian A and Shamir M (1983) The Primarily Political Functions of the Left-Right Continuum. 

Comparative Politics 15(2): 139–158. 

Arian A and Shamir M (2001) Candidates, parties and blocs: Israel in the 1990s. Party Politics 

7(6): 689–710.  

Bankert A, Huddy L and Rosema M (2017) Measuring Partisanship as a Social Identity in Multi-

Party Systems. Political Behavior 39(1): 103–132. 

Bargsted MA and Kedar O (2009) Coalition-Targeted duvergerian voting: How expectations 

affect voter choice under proportional representation. American Journal of Political Science 

53(2): 307–323.  

Bølstad J and Dinas E (2017) A Categorization Theory of Spatial Voting: How the Center 

Divides the Political Space. British Journal of Political Science 47: 829–850. DOI:  

Bustikova L (2009) The Extreme Right in Eastern Europe: EU Accession and the Quality of 

Governance. Journal of Contemporary European Studies 17(2): 223–239.  

Conover PJ and Feldman S (1981) The Origins and Meaning of Liberal/Conservative Self-

Identifications. American Journal of Political Science 25(4): 617–645. 

Converse PE (1964) The Nature of Belief Systems in Mass Publics. In: Apter DE (ed.) Ideology 

and Discontent. New York: Free Press, pp. 206–261. 

de Vries CE, Hakhverdian A and Lancee B (2013) The Dynamics of Voters’ Left/Right 

Identification: The Role of Economic and Cultural Attitudes. Political Science Research 

and Methods 1(2): 223–238. 

Debus M and Müller J (2013) Do the Coalition Preferences of Voters Affect the Outcome of the 



32 
 

Government Formation Process? West European Politics 36(5): 1007–1028.  

Devine CJ (2015) Ideological Social Identity: Psychological Attachment to Ideological In-

Groups as a Political Phenomenon and a Behavioral Influence. Political Behavior 37(3): 

509–535.  

Ellis C and Stimson JA (2012) Ideology in America. Cambridge University Press. 

Fortunato D, Stevenson RT and Vonnahme G (2016) Context and Political Knowledge: 

Explaining Cross-National Variation in Partisan Left-Right Knowledge. The Journal of 

Politics 78(4): 1211–1228.  

Freeder S, Lenz GS and Turney S (2019) The Importance of Knowing ‘What Goes With What’ 

Reinterpreting the Evidence on Attitude Stability. The Journal of Politics 81(1): 274–290. 

Freire A (2008) Party polarization and citizens’ left-right orientations. Party Politics 14(2): 189–

209.  

Green D, Palmquist B and Schickler E (2002) Partisan Hearts and Minds: Political Parties and 

the Social Identities of Voters. New Haven: Yale University Press. 

Groenendyk EW and Banks AJ (2014) Emotional rescue: How affect helps partisans overcome 

collective action problems. Political Psychology 35(3): 359–378.  

Huddy L (2001) From Social to Political Identity: A Critical Examination of Social Identity. 

Political Psychology 22(1): 127–156. 

Huddy L, Mason L and Aarøe L (2015) Expressive Partisanship: Campaign Involvement, 

Political Emotion, and Partisan Identity. American Political Science Review 109(1): 1–17.  

Huddy L, Bankert A and Davies CL (2018) Expressive Versus Instrumental Partisanship in 

Multi-Party European Systems. Political Psychology 39(S1): 173–199.  

Huddy L, Smirnov O, Snider K, et al. (2021) Anger, Anxiety, and Selective Exposure to 



33 
 

Terrorist Violence. Journal of Conflict Resolution. DOI: 10.1177/00220027211014937. 

Kalmoe NP (2020) Uses and Abuses of Ideology in Political Psychology. Political Psychology 

41(4): 771–793.  

Levendusky M (2009) The Partisan Sort: How Liberals Became Democrats and Conservatives 

Became Republicans. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.  

Malka A and Lelkes Y (2010) More than Ideology: Conservative-Liberal Identity and 

Receptivity to Political Cues. Social Justice Research 23(2): 156–188.  

Mason L (2018a) Ideologues without issues: The polarizing consequences of ideological 

identities. Public Opinion Quarterly 82(S1): 280–301. 

Mason L (2018b) Uncivil Agreement: How Politics Became Our Identity. University of Chicago 

Press. 

Oesch D and Rennwald L (2018) Electoral competition in Europe’s new tripolar political space: 

Class voting for the left, centre‐right and radical right. European Journal of Political 

Research 57(4): 783–807. 

Pickup M, Kimbrough EO and de Rooij EA (2021) Expressive Politics as (Costly) Norm 

Following. Political Behavior. DOI: 10.1007/s11109-020-09667-6. 

Rahat G, Hazan RY and Ben-Nun Bloom P (2016) Stable Blocs and Multiple Identities: The 

2015 Elections in Israel. Representation 52(1): 99–117. 

Roccas S and Brewer MB (2002) Social Identity Complexity. Personality and Social Psychology 

Review 6(2): 88–106.  

Shamir M (2015) Introduction: The 2013 Elections and the Israeli Democracy. In: Shamir M 

(ed.) The Elections in Israel ‒ 2013. Jerusalem: The Israel Democracy Institute, pp. 8–25. 

Shamir M and Arian A (1999) Collective Identity and Electoral Competition in Israel. American 



34 
 

Political Science Review 93(2): 265–277. 

Turner JC, Hogg MA, Oakes PJ, et al. (1987) Rediscovering the Social Group: A Self-

Categorization Theory. Oxford: Basil Blackwell. 

van der Eijk C, Schmitt H and Binder T (2005) Left–Right Orientations and Party Choice. In: 

Thomassen J (ed.) The European Voter. Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 166–190. 

Winer S (2018) Netanyahu suspected of trying to help media tycoon sell news site – report. 

Available at: https://www.timesofisrael.com/netanyahu-suspected-of-trying-to-help-media-

tycoon-sell-news-site-report/. 

 

  



35 
 

The Importance of Attachment to an Ideological Group in Multi-Party Systems:  

Evidence from Israel  

 

Online Appendix 

 

Section A: Sample comparison, descriptive statistics, and participation rates 

Section B: The AIG scale – item wording and distributions 

Section C: Additional analyses of Study 1 experiment  

Section D: Robustness tests and additional empirical analyses 

Section E: The Study 2 survey experiment—description and results 

Section F: The factual manipulation checks in the two survey experiments 

Section G: The text of the experimental vignettes  

Section H: The grant proposal which preceded the two studies 

Section I: Study 1 results among centrists  

Section J: Analyses based on previous INES datasets  

  



36 
 

Section A: Sample comparison, descriptive statistics, and participation rates 

 

Sample comparison. Table A1 presents a comparison of main demographic and political 

characteristics in our two samples with those of the 2015 Israeli National Election Study (INES). 

Overall, our two samples are similar to the INES in terms of gender composition, college 

education, and the average of respondents’ ideological self-placement. They deviate from the 

INES in respondents’ average age (our respondents are younger), religiosity (our respondents are 

overall less religious and more secular), and political tendency (our respondents are less likely to 

be centrists, due to deliberate under-sampling of centrists in both studies). 

Descriptive statistics. Table A2 presents the descriptive statistics of the main variables in 

each study. 

Participation rates in the two studies. In Study 1, the participation rate (AAPOR, 2016, pp. 

49–50) was 14.1%: The survey company sent out a total of 4,385 invitations to complete the 

survey, and 617 respondents provided a usable response (AAPOR, 2016, p. 49): 617 / 4,385 = 

0.141.12 In Study 2, the participation rate was 6.0%: The survey company sent out a total of 11,650 

invitations, and 703 respondents provided a usable response (AAPOR, 2016, p. 49): 703 / 11,650 

= 0.06.13 

  

 
12 Out of the 4,385 recipients, only 905 started the survey (about 300 were screened out due to a quota). 
13 Out of the 11,650, only 1,218 started the survey (about 500 were screened out due to a quota). 
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Table A1. Comparing our samples with a nationally representative sample 

 Study 1 (July 

2018) 

Study 2 (Aug-

Sept. 2019) 

INES 2015 

National Sample 

(Jewish 

population) 

  

    

Age (Mean; SD) 38.9 (12.8) 42.5 (15.4) 47.8 (19.1) 

Women (% of sample) 50.1% 49.6% 50.2% 

College education (% of sample)  42.5 48.4 46.3% 

Observance of religious tradition    

Not at all 30.0% 29.5% 21.1% 

A little bit 41.2% 35.9% 47.6% 

A lot 19.0% 16.5% 20.6% 

Observe all of it 9.9% 18.2% 10.6% 

Ideological group (based on 5-pt 

"political tendency" item)14 

   

Right (either 'right' or 'moderate right') 55.9% 71.3% 52.8% 

Center 16.9% 0% 27.3% 

Left (either 'left' or 'moderate left') 27.2% 28.7% 19.9% 

    

Average ideological self-placement 

(7-pt scale; 7-left) 

3.4 3.1 3.3 

    

 

 

 
14 About 9 percent of respondents in the INES indicated, in the political-tendency item, either "other" or that they did 

not identify with either political tendency. These respondents were excluded from our calculations. 
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Table A2. Descriptive statistics of the two samples 
       

 Study 1 (July 2018) Study 2 (Aug-Sept 2019) 

 N Mean SD N Mean SD 

       

Age (0-18; 1-64 in Study 1; 74 in Study 2) 617 0.45 0.28 703 0.44 0.27 

Female  617 0.50 0.50 703 0.50 0.5 

Religiosity (0- no religious tradition; 1- observes all tradition) 617 0.36 0.31 703 0.41 0.36 

Education (0- less than HS graduate ; 1- academic education) 610 0.68 0.34 703 0.70 0.35 

Issue-based ideology scale (0- left-wing ideology; 1- right-wing ideology) 610 0.59 0.30 703 0.62 0.30 

Aligned issue-based ideology  610 0.52 0.34 703 0.52 0.35 

7-pt Self-placement ideology (0- right; 1- left) 617 0.40 0.29 703 0.35 0.31 

4-pt Ideological strength (0- center; 1- extreme ideologue) 617 0.51 0.35 703 0.61 0.30 

AIG scale 617 0.48 0.23 703 0.53 0.21 

4-pt Economic (Soc.-Cap.) ideology (0- def. socialist; 1- def. capitalist) 527 0.38 0.27 703 0.45 0.27 

3-pt Religious law support (0- prefers democracy; 1- prefers the Halacha) 592 0.34 0.38 703 0.39 0.41 

Intention to vote for right-wing parties 617 0.36 0.48 703 0.54 0.50 

Intention to vote for left-wing parties 617 0.21 0.41 703 0.20 0.40 

Intention to vote for an in-bloc party 513 0.62 0.49 703 0.71 0.45 

Partisan-identity scalea - - - 599 0.55 0.24 

Intention to vote in next electiona (1- certain no; 4- certain yes) - - - 703 3.67 0.66 

Political discussiona (1- not at all; 4- to a large extent) - - - 703 2.95 0.81 

Online political participationa - - - 615 0.13 0.21 

Anger 617 0.29 0.29 703 0.25 0.30 

Concern 617 0.22 0.28 703 0.33 0.32 

Enthusiasm 617 0.14 0.21 703 0.17 0.25 
       

Note. a asked only in Study 2. In Study 1, and following commonly used classifications (e.g., Manekin et al., 2019), the Zionist Camp, Meretz and Joint List were 

coded as left-wing parties, while the Likud, HaBayit HaYehudi, Yisrael Beiteinu, Yahadut HaTora, Shas, Yachad, Otzma Yehudit, and Zehut – as right-wing 

parties. In Study 2, the Labor-Gesher, Democratic Camp-Meretz, and Joint List were coded as left-wing parties, while the Likud, Yemina, Yisrael Beiteinu, Yahadut 

HaTora, Shas, Otzma Yehudit, and Noam – as right-wing parties. 
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Section B: The AIG scale – item wording and distributions 

Table B1. Item wording and distribution of the 8-item AIG scale – Study 1 

Item Ideological 

group 

% agree to a 

very great 

extent 

% agree to a 

great extent 

% agree to a 

certain 

extent 

% agree to a 

limited 

extent 

% disagree Average for 

each item 

(varies 0-1)15 

1) When I talk about rightists/leftists/supporters 

of the center, I usually say “us” as opposed to 

“them” 

Rightists: 17.4 25.5 25.2 14.8 17.1 .53 

Leftists: 11.3 28.0 37.5 14.3 8.9 .55 

Centrists: 4.8 25.0 25.0 20.2 25.0 .41 

2) I am interested in what people think about 

rightists/leftists/supporters of the center 

Rightists: 11.0 20.0 31.9 23.8 13.3 .48 

Leftists: 8.9 24.4 31.6 27.4 7.7 .50 

Centrists: 3.9 21.2 39.4 22.1 13.5 .45 

3) When people criticize 

rightists/leftists/supporters of the center, I take 

this as a personal insult 

Rightists: 7.0 16.8 28.7 22.6 24.9 .40 

Leftists: 9.5 20.8 33.9 20.8 14.9 .47 

Centrists: 1.0 6.7 21.2 24.0 47.1 .23 

4) I have a lot in common with other supporters 

of the right/left/center 

Rightists: 11.0 32.5 36.2 16.2 4.1 .58 

Leftists: 13.7 44.1 32.7 7.7 1.8 .65 

Centrists: 3.9 26.9 40.4 17.3 11.5 .49 

5) If the right/left/center bloc is weak in the 

surveys, this has a negative impact on my mood 

Rightists: 6.4 15.9 26.4 21.7 29.6 .37 

Leftists: 5.4 26.8 33.3 19.6 14.9 .47 

Centrists: 1.9 9.6 23.1 23.1 42.3 .26 

6) When I meet another supporter of the 

right/left/center bloc I feel a connection with that 

person 

Rightists: 6.1 22.3 27.0 22.6 22.0 .42 

Leftists: 4.2 20.8 38.7 22.0 14.3 .45 

Centrists: 1.0 15.4 38.5 16.4 28.9 .36 

7) When I talk about the right/left/center bloc in 

Israel, I refer to this bloc as “my political camp” 

Rightists: 13.6 29.9 26.4 18.6 11.6 .54 

Leftists: 16.7 39.3 20.2 18.5 5.4 .61 

Centrists: 3.9 26.9 30.8 19.2 19.2 .44 

8) When people say good things about 

rightists/leftists/supporters of the center, it makes 

me feel good 

Rightists: 14.5 32.8 25.2 18.3 9.3 .56 

Leftists: 12.5 31.0 33.9 16.1 6.6 .57 

Centrists: 4.8 27.8 31.7 19.2 16.4 .46 

Note. NRightists = 345; NLeftists = 168; NCentrists = 104. 

  

 
15 Higher scores denote stronger group attachment. 
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Table B2. Item wording and distribution of the 8-item AIG scale – Study 2 

Item Ideological 

group 

% agree to a 

very great 

extent 

% agree to a 

great extent 

% agree to a 

certain 

extent 

% agree to a 

limited 

extent 

% disagree Average for 

each item 

(varies 0-1)16 

1) When I talk about rightists/leftists, I usually 

say “us” as opposed to “them” 

Rightists: 18.4 25.0 32.5 13.2 11.0 .57 

Leftists: 18.8 21.3 36.1 12.4 11.4 .56 

2) I am interested in what people think about 

rightists/leftists 

Rightists: 11.4 25.4 37.1 17.4 8.8 .53 

Leftists: 4.5 22.8 32.2 28.2 12.4 .45 

3) When people criticize rightists/leftists, I take 

this as a personal insult 

Rightists: 7.0 18.2 33.1 20.2 21.6 .42 

Leftists: 9.9 19.3 30.7 20.3 19.8 .45 

4) I have a lot in common with other supporters 

of the right/left 

Rightists: 12.8 32.1 38.3 10.6 6.1 .59 

Leftists: 13.9 43.1 34.7 6.9 1.5 .65 

5) If the right/left bloc is weak in the surveys this 

has a negative impact on my mood 

Rightists: 8.0 17.8 33.1 22.0 19.2 .43 

Leftists: 13.4 28.2 34.2 15.8 8.4 .56 

6) When I meet another supporter of the right/left 

bloc, I feel a connection with that person 

Rightists: 8.8 17.6 36.5 20.8 16.4 .45 

Leftists: 6.4 25.3 35.6 20.8 11.9 .48 

7) When I talk about the right/left bloc in Israel, I 

refer to this bloc as “my political camp” 

Rightists: 16.4 28.3 31.7 13.2 10.4 .57 

Leftists: 18.8 39.1 25.7 8.9 7.4 .63 

8) When people say good things about 

rightists/leftists, it makes me feel good 

Rightists: 16.2 30.7 29.3 16.0 7.8 .58 

Leftists: 11.9 35.6 36.1 10.9 5.5 .59 

Note. NRightists = 501; NLeftists = 202.  

  

 
16 Higher scores denote stronger group attachment. 
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Section C: Additional analyses of Study 1 experiment  

As noted in the main text, the experimental treatments exerted the expected effect with respondents 

assigned to the threatening condition reported feeling more negative emotions (anger and concern) 

and less positive emotions (enthusiasm) than those assigned to the reassuring condition. 

Specifically, respondents assigned to read a threatening article reported feeling more anger 

(M=.35; SD=.29) compared to those assigned to read a reassuring article (M=.21; SD=.28) 

(t(511)=5.46; p<.001; Cohen d=.48). Those assigned to read a threatening article also reported 

feeling more concern (M=.29; SD=.31) than those assigned to read a reassuring article (M=.13; 

SD=.23) (t(511)=7.09; p<.001; Cohen d=.63). In contrast, those assigned to read a threatening 

article reported feeling less enthusiasm (M=.06; SD=.14) than those assigned to read a reassuring 

article (M=.21; SD=.25) (t(511)=8.23; p<.001; Cohen d=.73). 

In Table C1 below we present the tabular format of the Study 1 experimental results used 

to test H3 (these results were used to create Figure 2 in the main text.) As can be seen in the third 

row in the table, the Threat X AIG scale interaction term is significant is all three model, with the 

AIG scale conditioning the effect of the threatening information on respondents' emotional 

reactions.17 Notably, the Aligned issue-based ideology scale does not seem to condition the effect 

of the threatening information with the Threat X Aligned issue-based ideology interaction term 

much weaker than the Threat X AIG scale interaction term as well as insignificant, in all three 

models. 

 

 

 

  

 
17 In both studies, we used OLS regressions to analyze the experimental results, but employing instead ordered 

logistic (ordinal) regressions in the Anger and Concern models hardly affected the results. 



42 
 

Table C1. Study 1 – emotional reactions to the experiment (Figure 2) 
 (1) (2) (3) 

Dependent variable Anger Concern Enthusiasm 

    

AIG scale 0.21* -0.03 0.53*** 

 (0.09) (0.08) (0.07) 

Threat 0.01 -0.09 0.15** 

 (0.07) (0.07) (0.05) 

Threat X AIG scale 0.27* 0.54*** -0.54*** 

 (0.13) (0.13) (0.08) 

Right-wing supporter -0.07+ -0.10* 0.05 

 (0.04) (0.04) (0.03) 

Aligned issue-based ideology  -0.02 -0.03 0.04 

 (0.06) (0.05) (0.04) 

Threat X Aligned issue-based ideology -0.01 -0.01 -0.05 

 (0.08) (0.08) (0.06) 

Aligned economic issue 0.00 -0.03+ 0.01 

 (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) 

Aligned religious issue 0.02 -0.00 0.03+ 

 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

Age -0.03 0.03 0.00 

 (0.05) (0.05) (0.04) 

Female 0.06* 0.02 0.01 

 (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) 

Religiosity -0.07 -0.09+ -0.06 

 (0.05) (0.05) (0.04) 

Education  -0.03 -0.04 -0.08** 

 (0.04) (0.04) (0.03) 

Constant 0.16* 0.29*** -0.09+ 

 (0.08) (0.07) (0.05) 

Calculated coefficient for the AIG 

scale in the threat condition 

0.48*** 0.52*** -0.01 

(0.09) (0.11) (0.05) 

Observations 419 419 419 

R-squared 0.19 0.20 0.32 

Robust standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.1. Results from OLS Models. The 

dependent variables vary 0–1. AIG stands for Attachment to an Ideological Group. 
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Section D: Robustness tests and additional empirical analyses 

As stated in the main text, we conducted several robustness checks and sensitivity analyses. First, 

in the main text (Models 1–2 in Table 1), we provide results showing that, in Study 1, the AIG 

scale strongly predicted respondents’ intentions to vote for parties from their respective ideological 

blocs (in-bloc). In Table D1 below, we present a replication of these results in Study 2, which was 

fielded shortly before the September 2019 national election. Model 1 of Table D1 demonstrates 

that the AIG scale strongly predicts rightists’ intention to vote for right-wing parties, replicating 

findings of Study 1.  

In contrast, in Model 2, the AIG scale does not reliably predict leftists’ intention to vote for 

left-wing parties: The coefficient is in the right direction but only approaches statistical 

significance (p=.129; two-tailed tests throughout). This indicates that many leftists might have 

voted strategically (cf. Kedar, 2012), opting tso support the centrist Kachol-Lavan party – which 

prior to the election was seen as the main competitor to the right-wing Likud party, in terms of the 

chances to form the next coalition. That said, an increase in AIG scores among leftists in Study 2 

meaningfully predicts in-bloc voting: The probability that a leftist with the lowest AIG score will 

vote for a left-wing party is 46.7% [20.3-73.1], while for a leftist with the highest AIG score this 

probability is 79.3% [63.8-94.8]. Overall, Study 2 partially replicates the voting results obtained 

in Study 1. 

Second, in Tables D2-D3 below we present an extension of Table 1 in the main text and 

Appendix Table D1, i.e., the tables presenting the voting results in Study 1 and Study 2, 

respectively. In these tables we start with presenting a model without the AIG scale as all other 

regressors are in the model (Models 1 and 4 in each table). This model provides us with a baseline 
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model, prior to adding the AIG scale. In these models, the Aligned issue-based ideology measure 

is a strong predictor of the vote, especially in Study 2.  

In Models 2 and 5 we present a model that replaces the Issue-based ideology measure with 

the AIG scale. These models help examine whether the AIG scale is a stronger predictor of the vote 

compared to the Aligned issue-based ideology measure. Indeed, in three of the four comparisons 

(all but leftist respondents in Study 2), the pseudo-R Squared is higher in the models with the AIG 

scale compared to the Aligned issue-based ideology measure. Models 3 and 6 in each table are 

identical to the main results in Table 1 in the main text and Appendix Table D1, presenting models 

that included both the AIG and the Aligned issue-based ideology measures. Overall, these tables 

suggest that the AIG scale is strong predictor of the vote, and, generally, also a stronger predictor 

of the vote compared to the Aligned issue-based ideology measure. 

Third, the results presented in Table 2 in the main text do not include an interaction between 

the AIG scale and a rightist respondent. In Table D4 we add such an interaction to each of the three 

models in Table 2 in the main text, using the same model specifications. These interactions emerge 

statistically insignificant. Fourth, Model 3 in Table 2 in the main text shows that our AIG scale 

predicts an Online political participation scale that comprises three items (expressing opinion on 

a political topic; sharing posts by parties or politicians; and sharing others' posts on political 

topics). Table D5 endorses and strengthens this finding: The AIG scale strongly predicts each of 

the three items. 

 Fifth, as an additional robustness test we also employed matching analyses (Ho et al., 

2007). The rationale is that respondents with high and low scores on the AIG scale might differ 

with regard to various covariates, impacting the results of our observational analyses (Tables 1–2 

in the main text). The object of the matching analyses was to reduce model dependence by 
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rendering respondents who scored high and low on the AIG scale as equal as possible on the other 

control variables (Ho et al., 2007). To this end, we employed Hainmueller’s (2012) Entropy 

Balancing reweighting technique and balanced, among rightists and leftists separately, the high 

and low ideological-group attachment scores on all the control variables we had used in the original 

analyses. This test can be regarded as stringent, since it substantially reduces variance in our main 

independent variable, the AIG scale.  

The results of the matching analyses are presented in Table D6 (for rightists) and Table D7 

(for leftists). As can be seen, even after equalizing (or nearly so) high and low ideological-group 

attachment on all covariates, those with a high score, among both rightists and leftists, emerged as 

more likely to vote for ingroup parties (Model 1 in Tables D6 and D7), and as more likely to be 

politically active (Models 2–4). Overall, these results provide additional support that attachment 

to an ideological group predicts political behavior and judgment.18 

Sixth, we replicated Tables 1–2 using a shorter, 4-item AIG scale, based on the items of 

Bankert and colleagues' (2017) abridged 4-item Partisan identity scale. We did so to reduce 

concerns that our results are merely the by-product of different scale construction, since the 8-item 

AIG scale is arguably a more precise measure compared to other items such as the Aligned issue-

based ideology (3 items) or the Partisan identity scale (4 items). Tables D8–D9 replicate Tables 

1–2 in the main text, with the original 8-item AIG scale replaced by the shortened 4-item version 

(αs=.84–87). The results in Tables D8–D9 are very similar to those in the Tables 1–2, assuaging 

concerns over differences in scale construction and measurement properties. 

 
18 Following Kam and Trussler's (2017) recommendation, we also ran similar analyses for our experimental results 

(based on the model specifications of Tables C1 and E1 in this appendix). These results (not shown) generally 

demonstrate that, even after matching on observables, those with high AIG scores are more likely to defensively react 

to the experimental vignettes.  
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Finally, we reran all models in Tables 1 and 2 in the main text, as well as Table C1 in this 

Appendix, several times, each time dropping one of the control variables—basically "jackknifing" 

the specifications of these regression models (for example, in Table 1 we have 7 control variables, 

and accordingly we ran 7 models, each time dropping one of the controls.) These analyses, 

intended to allay concerns that the main results are model specific, are very similar to the results 

of the main analyses reported in the main text or the Appendix. 
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Table D1. Study 2 replication of voting results presented in Table 1  

 (1) (2) 

 Rightist respondents Leftist respondents 

   

AIG scale 3.33*** 1.47 

 (0.58) (0.97) 

Aligned issue-based ideology 1.43*** 1.63** 

 (0.37) (0.61) 

Aligned economic issue 0.42* 0.50+ 

 (0.19) (0.27) 

Aligned religious issue 0.44* 0.15 

 (0.20) (0.41) 

Age 0.70 -0.22 

 (0.47) (0.60) 

Female -0.32 -0.03 

 (0.24) (0.34) 

Religiosity 0.62 -0.61 

 (0.46) (0.87) 

Education  -0.39 0.47 

 (0.34) (0.51) 

Constant -1.99*** -1.78+ 

 (0.55) (0.99) 

   

Observations 501 202 

Pseudo R-squared 0.191 0.097 
Robust standard errors in parentheses; ***p<0.001, **p<0.01, *p<0.05, +p<0.1 (two-tailed test). Results from 

logistic regressions. AIG stands for Attachment to an Ideological Group. 
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Table D2. Study 1 – Vote intention for parties from one's ideological bloc, extended table 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

 Rightist respondents Leftist respondents 

       

AIG scale  3.59*** 3.41***  3.99*** 3.85*** 

  (0.73) (0.75)  (1.09) (1.13) 

Aligned issue-based ideology 0.95*  0.54 1.04  0.32 

 (0.42)  (0.47) (0.63)  (0.69) 

Aligned economic issue 0.72** 0.71** 0.68* 0.28 0.40 0.38 

 (0.26) (0.27) (0.28) (0.27) (0.28) (0.29) 

Aligned religious issue 0.32 0.25 0.20 0.34 -0.02 0.01 

 (0.25) (0.27) (0.28) (0.53) (0.64) (0.64) 

Age -0.05 -0.06 -0.01 -1.22 -1.44+ -1.43+ 

 (0.50) (0.54) (0.56) (0.78) (0.77) (0.77) 

Female 0.11 0.19 0.16 0.12 0.07 0.09 

 (0.30) (0.32) (0.31) (0.37) (0.38) (0.38) 

Religiosity 1.82** 1.95** 1.91** -1.35 -1.96+ -1.83+ 

 (0.59) (0.64) (0.65) (0.98) (1.03) (1.04) 

Education  -0.28 -0.18 -0.24 -0.77 -0.57 -0.59 

 (0.43) (0.46) (0.46) (0.65) (0.69) (0.70) 

Constant -1.37** -2.62*** -2.74*** 0.63 -0.38 -0.51 

 (0.51) (0.57) (0.60) (1.29) (1.52) (1.53) 

       

Observations 259 260 259 160 160 160 

Pseudo R-squared 0.143 0.213 0.217 0.078 0.142 0.143 
Robust standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.1. Results from logistic regressions. 
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Table D3. Study 2 – Vote intention for parties from one's ideological bloc, extended table 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

 Rightist respondents Leftist respondents 

       

AIG scale  3.44*** 3.33***  2.24* 1.47 

  (0.55) (0.58)  (0.87) (0.97) 

Aligned issue-based ideology 1.53***  1.43*** 1.92***  1.63** 

 (0.34)  (0.37) (0.58)  (0.61) 

Aligned economic issue 0.47* 0.43* 0.42* 0.52* 0.53+ 0.50+ 

 (0.18) (0.19) (0.19) (0.26) (0.27) (0.27) 

Aligned religious issue 0.42* 0.59** 0.44* 0.18 0.29 0.15 

 (0.18) (0.19) (0.20) (0.39) (0.39) (0.41) 

Age 0.56 0.34 0.70 -0.20 -0.03 -0.22 

 (0.43) (0.45) (0.47) (0.60) (0.59) (0.60) 

Female -0.38+ -0.25 -0.32 -0.03 -0.22 -0.03 

 (0.23) (0.23) (0.24) (0.34) (0.32) (0.34) 

Religiosity 0.80+ 0.65 0.62 -0.60 -0.87 -0.61 

 (0.42) (0.45) (0.46) (0.85) (0.86) (0.87) 

Education  -0.22 -0.40 -0.39 0.52 0.41 0.47 

 (0.33) (0.34) (0.34) (0.50) (0.48) (0.51) 

Constant -0.58 -1.41** -1.99*** -1.25 -1.65+ -1.78+ 

 (0.43) (0.51) (0.55) (0.90) (0.96) (0.99) 

       

Observations 501 501 501 202 202 202 

Pseudo R-squared 0.129 0.163 0.191 0.088 0.068 0.097 
Robust standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.1. Results from logistic regressions. 
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Table D4. Table 2 – with an interaction between right-wing support and AIG scale 

 (1) (2) (3) 

Dependent variable Intention to vote in the  

next election 

Political 

discussion 

Online political 

participation 

    

AIG scale 2.91* 3.34*** 0.20+ 

 (1.30) (0.93) (0.12) 

Right-wing supporter -0.01 -0.58 0.02 

 (0.79) (0.59) (0.07) 

AIG scale X Right-wing -1.23 -0.20 -0.02 

 (1.35) (0.94) (0.13) 

Partisan-identity scale 0.33 1.03* 0.12* 

 (0.50) (0.47) (0.05) 

Aligned issue-based ideology  -0.07 0.30 -0.01 

 (0.32) (0.26) (0.03) 

Aligned economic issue 0.06 0.60*** 0.01 

 (0.16) (0.13) (0.01) 

Aligned religious issue -0.00 -0.14 0.02 

 (0.19) (0.14) (0.02) 

Age 0.90* -0.23 0.03 

 (0.43) (0.31) (0.04) 

Female -0.00 -0.47** -0.08*** 

 (0.22) (0.17) (0.02) 

Religiosity 0.37 0.17 -0.03 

 (0.41) (0.30) (0.04) 

Education  -0.22 0.35 -0.02 

 (0.32) (0.23) (0.03) 

Cutpoint 1 -2.46** -1.57*  

 (0.86) (0.63)  

Cutpoint 2 -1.65* 0.92  

 (0.83) (0.61)  

Cutpoint 3 0.15 3.43***  

 (0.82) (0.63)  

Constant   -0.01 

   (0.07) 

    

Observations 599 599 522 

R-squared   0.12 

Robust standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.1. Models 1–2 use an ordered logit 

(ordinal) regression while Model 3 uses an OLS regression. The dependent variable in Model 3 varies 0–1, with 

higher values denoting higher levels of online political participation. AIG stands for Attachment to an Ideological 

Group.  
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Table D5. Separate analyses of the three Online political participation items 

 (1)   (2) (3) 

Dependent variable How often 

expressed opinion 

on a political topic? 

How often shared 

posts by parties or 

politicians? 

How often shared 

others' posts on 

political topics? 

    

AIG scale 1.66** 2.41*** 2.45*** 
 (0.63) (0.67) (0.62) 
Partisan-identity scale 0.53 1.45* 1.30* 
 (0.54) (0.57) (0.54) 
Aligned issue-based ideology  0.01 -0.41 -0.47 
 (0.31) (0.31) (0.31) 
Aligned economic issue 0.02 0.27+ 0.14 
 (0.14) (0.15) (0.14) 
Aligned religious issue 0.07 0.17 0.12 
 (0.12) (0.13) (0.12) 
Age 0.31 -0.16 0.53 
 (0.37) (0.37) (0.37) 
Female -0.86*** -0.57** -0.69*** 
 (0.20) (0.21) (0.20) 
Religiosity -0.12 -0.07 -0.26 
 (0.33) (0.31) (0.34) 
Education  -0.32 -0.24 0.08 
 (0.29) (0.30) (0.28) 

Cutpoint 1 1.51*** 2.65*** 2.43*** 
 (0.45) (0.48) (0.47) 
Cutpoint 2 2.51*** 3.76*** 3.67*** 
 (0.46) (0.51) (0.49) 
Cutpoint 3 3.42*** 5.08*** 5.00*** 
 (0.47) (0.54) (0.52) 
Cutpoint 4 4.87*** 6.36*** 5.86*** 
 (0.53) (0.56) (0.53) 
    
Observations 522 522 522 

Robust standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.1. All models use an ordered logit 

(ordinal) regression. AIG stands for Attachment to an Ideological Group. 
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Table D6. Matching analysis, among rightists, of results in Tables 1–2 in the main text 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

Dependent variable Vote for right-wing 

parties (Study 1) 

Intention to vote in the  

next election  

(Study 2) 

Political discussion 

(Study 2) 

Online political 

participation (Study 2) 

     

High AIG scale 1.09*** 0.91*** 1.11*** 0.11*** 

 (0.31) (0.21) (0.18) (0.02) 

Constant 0.25   0.08*** 

 (0.21)   (0.01) 

Cutpoint 1  -3.39*** -2.52***  

  (0.30) (0.21)  

Cutpoint 2  -2.20*** -0.42***  

  (0.18) (0.12)  

Cutpoint 3  -0.62*** 1.79***  

  (0.13) (0.15)  

     

Observations 259 501 501 420 

R-squared    0.07 
Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.1. AIG stands for Attachment to an Ideological Group. 
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Table D7. Matching analysis, among leftists, of results in Tables 1–2 in the main text 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

Dependent variable Vote for left-wing 

parties (Study 1) 

Intention to vote in the  

next election  

(Study 2) 

Political discussion 

(Study 2) 

Online political 

participation (Study 2) 

     

High AIG scale 1.07** 0.71+ 1.27*** 0.09** 

 (0.37) (0.40) (0.28) (0.03) 

Constant 0.19   0.10*** 

 (0.26)   (0.02) 

Cutpoint 1  -3.63*** -3.78***  

  (0.52) (0.59)  

Cutpoint 2  -2.91*** -0.82***  

  (0.38) (0.20)  

Cutpoint 3  -1.31*** 1.31***  

  (0.23) (0.22)  

     

Observations 160 202 202 195 

R-squared    0.04 
Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.1. AIG stands for Attachment to an Ideological Group.  
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Table D8. Table 1 (Study 1) with an abridged 4-item AIG scale  

 (1) (2) 

 Rightist respondents –  

 intention to vote for right-

wing parties 

Leftist respondents –  

intention to vote for left-

wing parties 

   

Shortened AIG scale 2.81*** 3.25*** 

 (0.64) (0.92) 

Aligned issue-based ideology  0.57 0.44 

 (0.46) (0.69) 

Aligned economic issue 0.67* 0.37 

 (0.27) (0.30) 

Aligned religious issue 0.21 0.08 

 (0.27) (0.61) 

Age -0.04 -1.43+ 

 (0.55) (0.77) 

Female 0.09 0.17 

 (0.31) (0.38) 

Religiosity 1.96** -1.79+ 

 (0.63) (1.00) 

Education  -0.24 -0.63 

 (0.45) (0.68) 

Constant -2.45*** -0.34 

 (0.57) (1.47) 

   

Observations 259 160 

Pseudo R-squared 0.206 0.146 
Robust standard errors in parentheses; ***p<0.001, **p<0.01, *p<0.05, +p<0.1 (two-tailed test). Results from 

logistic regressions.  
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Table D9. Table 2 (Study 2), with an abridged 4-item AIG scale 

 (1) (2) (3) 

Dependent variable Intention to vote in 

the next election 

Political discussion Online political 

participation 

    

Shortened AIG scale 1.34* 1.79*** 0.13* 

 (0.53) (0.49) (0.06) 

Partisan-identity scale 0.46 1.47** 0.14* 

 (0.51) (0.46) (0.05) 

Aligned issue-based ideology  -0.11 0.29 -0.01 

 (0.32) (0.25) (0.03) 

Aligned economic issue 0.12 0.67*** 0.01 

 (0.16) (0.12) (0.01) 

Aligned religious issue 0.19 0.09 0.01 

 (0.14) (0.10) (0.01) 

Age 1.03* -0.08 0.03 

 (0.41) (0.29) (0.04) 

Female 0.01 -0.46** -0.08*** 

 (0.21) (0.16) (0.02) 

Religiosity -0.08 -0.37 -0.03 

 (0.31) (0.25) (0.03) 

Education  -0.17 0.42+ -0.02 

 (0.32) (0.23) (0.03) 

Cutpoint 1 -2.57*** -1.35***  

 (0.50) (0.39)  

Cutpoint 2 -1.76*** 1.07**  

 (0.45) (0.36)  

Cutpoint 3 0.03 3.49***  

 (0.43) (0.39)  

Constant   0.03 

   (0.04) 

    

Observations 599 599 522 

R-squared   0.11 

Robust standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.1. Models 1–2 use an ordered logit 

(ordinal) regression. Model 3 uses an OLS regression. The dependent variable in Model 3 varies 0–1, with higher 

values denoting higher levels of online political participation. AIG stands for Attachment to an Ideological Group.  
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Section E: The Study 2 survey experiment—description and results 

In this experiment we manipulated Status threat and reassurance as well as Issue threat and 

reassurance, in a 2 (status: threat/reassurance) X 2 (issue: threat/reassurance) fully-crossed 

factorial design. Unlike the Study 1 experiment, this design allows us to directly contrast the extent 

to which potential threats or reassurances to group status or to issue positions, conditional on 

attachment to an ideological group and issue-based ideology, respectively, affect action-oriented 

emotions, and thus also to test whether group or ideological factors better predict emotional 

reactions to new information.  

The experiment capitalized on the proximity of the September 2019 elections and the 

attendant uncertainty regarding, first, their results, and second, subsequent resumption of Israeli-

Palestinian peace negotiations in light of the expected announcement of President Trump’s "deal 

of the century" (Eichner, 2019). Specifically, at the time of the survey, it was unclear whether the 

ideological right, headed by Netanyahu, or the center-left would win the election and form the next 

coalition. In addition, Trump’s "deal of the century" was expected to be announced after the 

election, but the specific details of this initiative were unknown and it was unclear whether or not 

it would require Israel to resume negotiations with the Palestinians and offer territorial concessions 

(Eichner, 2019). 

In the experiment, respondents were randomly assigned to read one of four fictitious news 

articles. The first paragraph of all four articles cited a mock election poll to the effect that either 

the right-wing party bloc or the center-left party bloc is expected to win the election (i.e., by 

receiving more than 50 percent of the Knesset seats) and form the next coalition. The text was 

made to resemble the wording of a generic news article reporting the latest election poll, and was 



57 
 
 

accompanied by charts depicting the number of seats each party and each ideological bloc was 

expected to win. Moreover, the results presented to respondents only slightly deviated from those 

of certain actual polls publicized in the preceding weeks, i.e., such results were quite realistic.19 A 

status threat dummy variable was set as 1 if respondents read the paragraph threatening their 

ideological group’s status (e.g., a rightist respondent reading the ‘center-left wins’ paragraph), and 

0 otherwise.  

The second paragraph focused on issues: Respondents read that senior members of the 

party which was expected to form the next coalition (the rightist Likud or the centrist Kachol-

Lavan) (i) were getting ready to resume negotiations with the Palestinians after the election, as 

well as mulling potential territorial concessions that Trump’s "deal of the century" would probably 

stipulate; or (ii) categorically rejected the option of resuming negotiations with the Palestinians, 

since Trump’s "deal of the century" was unlikely to pressure Israel in that direction. An issue threat 

dummy variable was set as 1 if respondents read the paragraph that threatened their issue 

preference (e.g., a rightist respondent reading the ‘negotiations will resume’ paragraph), and 0 

otherwise.  

After reading the article, respondents answered the same four items tapping emotional 

reactions as in Study 1 (anger, enthusiasm, concern, and satisfaction), followed by several 

demographic variables, and then were debriefed. We created an Anger item, scaled to vary between 

0 and 1 (M=.25) and a similarly-scaled Concern item (M=.33). The enthusiasm and satisfaction 

 
19 For example, several weeks prior to the fielding of the survey, an election poll showed that the center-left bloc 

was expected to win 61 seats in the next election (https://www.maariv.co.il/elections2019/news/Article-705537) and 

four days after this survey ended (September 5, 2019), another election poll showed that the right-wing bloc is 

expected to win 60 seats (https://www.maariv.co.il/elections2019/news/Article-717467). 

https://www.maariv.co.il/elections2019/news/Article-705537
https://www.maariv.co.il/elections2019/news/Article-717467
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items again emerged as highly correlated (r=.82; p<.001) and were combined into an Enthusiasm 

scale, ranging from 0 to 1 (M=.17).   

As in Study 1, the experimental treatments exerted the expected effect with respondents 

assigned to both threatening conditions (either 'status threat' or 'issue threat') reported feeling more 

negative emotions (anger and concern) and less positive emotions (enthusiasm) than those 

assigned to the reassuring conditions (either 'status reassurance' or 'issue reassurance''). 

Specifically, respondents assigned to read a status threatening article reported more anger (M=.34; 

SD=.33) compared to those assigned to read a status reassuring article (M=.17; SD=.25) 

(t(701)=7.66; p<.001; Cohen d=.58). Those assigned to read a status threatening article also 

reported feeling more concern (M=.43; SD=.34) than those assigned to read a status reassuring 

article (M=.25; SD=.28) (t(701)=8.03; p<.001; Cohen d=.61). In contrast, those assigned to to read 

a status threatening article reported feeling less enthusiasm (M=.06; SD=.15) than those assigned 

to read a status reassuring (M=.27; SD=.28) (t(701)=11.64; p<.001; Cohen d=.88). 

Effects in the issue threat versus reassurance conditions were quite similar, although effects 

sizes were smaller. Respondents assigned to read an issue threatening article reported more anger 

(M=.32; SD=.32) compared to those assigned to read an issue reassuring article (M=.18; SD=.27) 

(t(701)=6.35; p<.001; Cohen d=.48). Those assigned to read an issue threatening article also 

reported feeling more concern (M=.40; SD=.33) than those assigned to read an issue reassuring 

article (M=.28; SD=.31) (t(701)=4.96; p<.001; Cohen d=.37). In contrast, those assigned to read 

an issue threatening article reported feeling less enthusiasm (M=.14; SD=.22) than those assigned 

to read an issue reassuring article (M=.20; SD=.27) (t(701)=3.33; p<.001; Cohen d=.25). 
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In order to formally test H3, we interacted the AIG scale with the status threat dummy, and 

the Aligned issue-based ideology measure – with the issue threat dummy. Figure E1 below 

presents predicted values for the three emotional reactions (anger, concern, and enthusiasm). In 

the left-hand column, we plot the marginal effect of the AIG scale in the status threat and 

reassurance conditions, while in the right-hand column we plot the marginal effect of the Aligned 

issue-based ideology in the issue threat and reassurance conditions. The figure clearly shows that 

the AIG scale strongly conditions one’s emotional reactions to a status threat or reassurance. 

Aligned issue-based ideology also conditions emotional reactions, but the effects are not nearly as 

strong as in the case of the AIG scale (see Table E1 below for the results in a Tabular format). 

These results clearly provide additional evidence in support of H3. 
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Figure E1. Study 2 – Predicted defensive emotions in response to status and issue threat 

and reassurance 

 

Note. The left-hand column shows the effect of the AIG scale on defensive emotions in response to status 

threat/reassurance. The right-hand column presents the effect of ideological issue-based alignment on defensive 

emotions in response to issue threat/reassurance. Solid line represents the reassuring condition; dashed – the 

threatening condition. 
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Table E1. Study 2 – emotional reactions to the experiment 

  (1) (2) (3) 

Dependent variable Anger Concern Enthusiasm 

    

AIG scale 0.10 -0.00 0.55*** 

 (0.07) (0.08) (0.07) 

Status threat -0.11* -0.14* 0.08+ 

 (0.05) (0.06) (0.04) 

Status threat X AIG scale 0.54*** 0.64*** -0.54*** 

 (0.10) (0.11) (0.08) 

Right-wing supporter -0.00 -0.03 0.02 

 (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) 

Issue threat 0.06+ 0.07+ -0.03 

 (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) 

Aligned issue-based ideology  -0.07+ -0.00 -0.07+ 

 (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 

Issue threat X Aligned issue-based ideology 0.17** 0.10 -0.05 

 (0.06) (0.06) (0.05) 

Aligned economic issue -0.01 0.00 -0.01 

 (0.01) (0.02) (0.01) 

Aligned religious issue 0.02 0.01 0.01 

 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

Age -0.14*** -0.15*** -0.02 

 (0.04) (0.04) (0.03) 

Female 0.05* 0.06* -0.03+ 

 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

Religiosity -0.00 0.02 0.01 

 (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 

Education  0.02 0.06+ 0.01 

 (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) 

Constant 0.08 0.19** 0.02 

 (0.06) (0.07) (0.06) 

Calculated coefficient for the AIG scale in a 

status threat situation 

0.64*** 0.64*** 0.02 

(0.07) (0.08) (0.04) 

Calculated coefficient for aligned issue-based 

ideology in an issue threat situation 

0.10* 0.09+ -0.12** 

(0.05) (0.05) (0.04) 

Observations 703 703 703 

R-squared 0.28 0.25 0.29 

Robust standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.1. Results from OLS Models. The 

dependent variables vary 0–1. AIG stands for Attachment to an Ideological Group.  
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Section F: Factual manipulation checks in the two survey experiments 

In both studies, we implemented factual manipulation checks (Kane and Barabas, 2019), with a 

view of examining whether respondents accurately comprehended the fictitious articles.  

Study 1. After reading the vignette in Study 1, respondents were required to answer a 

comprehension question. The two versions of the experimental vignette projected the messages, 

respectively, that Netanyahu will / will not be indicted, and that the right-wing ideological bloc is 

likely to lose in the next election / form the next coalition. Accordingly, respondents were asked 

whether, based on the article they had read, the power of the right-wing bloc is "expected to grow 

stronger or weaker, or to remain unchanged, as a consequence of pressing / dismissing charges 

against Netanyahu" (Response options: expected to grow stronger; expected to grow weaker; 

expected to remain unchanged; don’t know). 

As expected, in the ‘pro-left’ condition (the right-wing bloc is likely to lose the next 

election), 70.3 percent of respondents reported that, based on the article, the right-wing bloc is 

expected to become weaker in the next elections. In the ‘pro-right’ condition (the right-wing bloc 

is likely to form the next coalition), 90.1 percent of respondents reported that, based on the article, 

the power of the right-wing bloc in the next elections is expected either to remain unchanged (44.4 

percent) or to increase (45.7). We had not anticipated a large number of respondents to state that 

the right-wing bloc would become stronger if the charges against Netanyahu were dropped. 

However, the article predicts that the right-wing bloc is likely to maintain its power and head the 

next coalition, and this message might have led some respondents to conjecture that dropping the 

charges would effectively strengthen the power of the right-wing bloc. 
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Study 2. After reading the vignette in Study 2, respondents were asked two comprehension 

questions. The first asked which bloc is expected to form the next coalition (Response options: the 

right-wing bloc; the center-left bloc; a unity government will likely be formed; don’t know). The 

second question asked whether negotiations between Israel and the Palestinians are likely to 

resume after the election (Response options: yes, negotiations are likely to resume; no, negotiations 

are unlikely to resume; don’t know). 

 Responses to both these questions were overwhelmingly accurate. Specifically, 95.6 

percent of those in the pro-right condition reported that the right-wing bloc was likely to form the 

next coalition, while in the pro-left condition, 88.2 percent stated that the center-left bloc was likely 

to do so. Overall, the first factual manipulation check was answered correctly by 92% of 

respondents. Regarding the second question, 90.1 percent of those who had read that negotiations 

were likely to resume after the election reported this projection, while 97.4 percent of those who 

had read that negotiations were unlikely to resume after the election predicted that outcome. 

Overall, the second factual manipulation check was answered correctly by 93.6% of respondents.  
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Section G: The text of the experimental vignettes 

Study 1 vignettes: 

All respondents read: 

Now we will ask you to read the contents of a short news article that was recently published on 

one of Israel’s leading news websites. Immediately after reading the article, please, answer 

several questions about it: 

 

Version 1: Serious charges against Netanyahu (threat for the right / reassurance for the left): 

Political projections: Netanyahu likely to be charged 

Is Benjamin Netanyahu’s term as Prime Minister about to come to a dramatic end? This 

evening’s major news broadcasts report a growing likelihood that charges of bribery will be 

pressed against Netanyahu in Cases 1000 and 4000, and it seems highly probable that charges 

will also be brought in Case 2000. The reports state that senior figures in the Attorney General’s 

office are convinced Netanyahu will face severe charges. These predictions are based on the 

testimonies and investigative materials obtained recently through the cooperation of several state 

witnesses who had worked under the Prime Minister in the past. One report asserts that a senior 

official in the Attorney General’s office considers the new testimonies and investigative 

materials robust. The official added that, in light of recent discussions among the executive staff 

of the Attorney General’s office, he expects in the coming months an announcement by Attorney 

General Avichai Mandelblit that Netanyahu will face charges. 

 

It is unclear how Netanyahu will respond to such a scenario. However, several political 

correspondents reported this evening that charges against Netanyahu will almost certainly lead 

various coalition parties to demand the Prime Minister’s resignation. Senior Likud officials are 

also expected to call for Netanyahu’s resignation, to prevent a significant damage to Likud in the 

next elections. In discussing the political ramifications of prosecuting Netanyahu, one reporter 

said that, even if Netanyahu does not resign, the likely serious charges against him would 

undermine the right-wing bloc in the next elections and change the balance of power in Israeli 

politics. 

 

 

 

Version 2: Charges against Netanyahu will be dropped (reassurance for the right / threat to the 

left): 

Political projections: Charges against Netanyahu will likely be dropped. 
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Will the current investigations against Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu come to 

nothing? This evening’s central news broadcasts report that charges of bribery against Netanyahu 

in Cases 1000 and 4000 will likely be dropped, and, in all probability, the other cases will also be 

closed with no indictment. The reports state that senior figures in the Attorney General’s office 

are convinced Netanyahu will not face charges – this, despite the testimonies and investigative 

materials obtained recently through the cooperation of several state witnesses who had worked 

under the Prime Minister in the past. One report asserts that a senior official in the Attorney 

General’s office considers the new testimonies and investigative materials unreliable. The 

official added that, in light of the recent discussions among the executive staff of the Attorney 

General’s office, he expects in the coming months an announcement by Attorney General 

Avichai Mandelblit that the charges against Netanyahu will be dropped. 

 

It is unclear how Netanyahu would respond to the unlikely scenario of facing charges. In the 

past, the Prime Minister intimated that he had no intention of resigning, even if indicted. 

Accordingly, several political commentators reported this evening that, should Netanyahu face 

less severe charges, with no bribery allegations, the various coalition parties will not demand his 

resignation. In this case, senior Likud officials will probably not call for Netanyahu to step down 

either, and he will continue to lead the Likud party in the next elections. In discussing the 

political ramifications of dropping charges against Netanyahu, one reporter said that the closure 

of the cases against him would help the right-wing bloc to maintain its power in the next election 

and subsequently lead the coalition. 
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Study 2 vignettes: 

All respondents read: 

Now we will ask you to read the contents of a short news article that was recently published on 

one of Israel’s leading news websites. Immediately after reading the article, please, answer 

several questions about it: 

 

Version 1: Center-left wins; negotiations will resume (status threat to the right / status 

reassurance for the left; and issue threat to the right / issue reassurance for the left): 

New Poll Indicates that the Center-Left Is Leading; Israel Expected to Resume Negotiations with 

the Palestinians Following the Elections 

The results of a new poll indicate that the upcoming elections will bring to power the center-left 

bloc. According to the poll, conducted earlier this week for Channel 12 News among a 

representative sample of adult Israelis, the center-left, excluding Yisrael Beiteinu, will gain 61 

seats in the Knesset, raising the odds that the Blue and White party will form the next coalition. 

The poll shows that, for the first time in six months, Blue and White has emerged as the leading 

candidate to head the next government, with 33 seats against Likud’s 30. The Joint List is 

predicted to win 12 seats, the Democratic Union, led by Nitzan Horowitz – 10, Yamina, led by 

Ayelet Shaked – 8, Yisrael Beiteinu – 8, United Torah Judaism – 7, and Shas and Labor-Gesher 

– 6 seats each. The poll projects that the Otzmah Yehudit party will garner only 1.8% of votes, 

and Zehut, with only 0.8% of votes, will fail to pass the threshold.  

At the same time, based on new information obtained today, senior Blue and White officials 

intend to rejoin the Palestinians at the negotiating table in the wake of the elections. Discussions 

among senior figures behind the closed doors have made it clear that, after the election, Israel 

will come under heavy international pressure to resume negotiations with the Palestinians, under 

President Trump’s anticipated Peace Plan. Some of the officials stated overtly that Israel is 

committed to the success of the peace plan and ready to negotiate, including relief measures to 

aid Palestinians in the West Bank and Gaza and, if required, even territorial compromises. They 

likewise claim that the negotiations will be backed by a coalition majority and, if need be, also 

by the Joint List from outside the coalition. At this stage, however, preparations for negotiations 

remain secret, out of concern that publicity would damage the Blue and White’s popularity with 

voters. 

 

 

 

Version 2: Right-wing wins; negotiations will resume (status reassurance to the right / status 

threat for the left; and issue threat to the right/ issue reassurance for the left): 
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New Poll Indicates that the Right is Leading; Israel Expected to Resume Negotiations with the 

Palestinians Following the Elections 

 

The results of a new poll indicate that the right will stay in power after the elections. According 

to the poll, conducted earlier this week for Channel 12 News among a representative sample of 

adult Israelis, the center-left, excluding Yisrael Beiteinu, will gain 63 seats in the Knesset, 

raising the odds that the Likud will form the next coalition. The poll shows that Likud, headed by 

Benjamin Netanyahu, is the leading candidate to head the next government, with 34 seats against 

Blue and White’s 29. Yamina, led by Ayelet Shaked, is predicted to win 13 seats, the Joint List – 

9 seats, Shas, United Torah Judaism and Yisrael Beiteinu – 8 seats each; the Democratic Union, 

led by Nitzan Horowitz – 7 seats; and Labor-Gesher – 4 seats. The poll projects, however, that 

the Otzmah Yehudit party will garner only 1.8% of votes, and Zehut, with only 0.8% of votes, 

will fail to pass the threshold.  

At the same time, based on new information obtained today, senior Likud officials intend to 

rejoin the Palestinians at the negotiating table in the wake of the elections. Discussions among 

senior figures behind the closed doors have made it clear that, after the election, Israel will come 

under heavy international pressure to resume negotiations with the Palestinians, under President 

Trump’s anticipated Peace Plan. Some of the officials stated overtly that Israel is committed to 

the success of the peace plan and ready to negotiate, including relief measures to aid Palestinians 

in the West Bank and Gaza and, if required, even territorial compromises. They likewise claim 

that the negotiations will be backed by a coalition majority and, if need be, also by the Joint List 

from outside the coalition. At this stage, however, preparations for negotiations remain secret, 

out of concern that publicity would damage the Blue and White’s popularity with voters. 

 

 

 

 

Version 3: Center-left wins; negotiations will not resume (status threat to the right / status 

reassurance for the left; and issue reassurance to the right / issue threat for the left): 

New Poll Indicates that the Center-Left Is Leading; Israel Not Expected to Resume Negotiations 

with the Palestinians Following the Elections 

 

The results of a new poll indicate that the upcoming elections will bring to power the center-left 

bloc. According to the poll, conducted earlier this week for Channel 12 News among a 

representative sample of adult Israelis, the center-left, excluding Yisrael Beiteinu, will gain 61 

seats in the Knesset, raising the odds that the Blue and White party will form the next coalition. 

The poll shows that, for the first time in six months, Blue and White has emerged as the leading 

candidate to head the next government, with 33 seats against Likud’s 30. The Joint List is 

predicted to win 12 seats, the Democratic Union, led by Nitzan Horowitz – 10, Yamina, led by 

Ayelet Shaked – 8, Yisrael Beiteinu – 8, United Torah Judaism – 7, and Shas and Labor-Gesher 

–6 seats each. The poll projects that the Otzmah Yehudit party will garner only 1.8% of votes, 

and Zehut, with only 0.8% of votes, will fail to pass the threshold.  
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At the same time, based on new information obtained today, senior Blue and White officials 

categorically rule out the possibility of rejoining the Palestinians at the negotiating table in the 

wake of the elections. Discussions among senior figures behind the closed doors have made it 

clear that, after the election, Israel is unlikely to come under heavy international pressure to 

resume negotiations with the Palestinians. The officials further claim that, in its anticipated 

Peace Plan, President Trump’s administration will take the possibility of any territorial 

compromise off the agenda. Some of the officials stated overtly that Israel will not be required to 

contribute to economic aid advanced to the Palestinian population as part of the deal. They 

stipulated, moreover, that such aid will be forthcoming only on condition that the Palestinians do 

not initiate hostilities. 

 

 

 

Version 4: Right-wing wins; negotiations will not resume (status reassurance to the right / status 

threat for the left; and issue reassurance to the right / issue threat for the left): 

New Poll Indicates that the Right Is Leading; Israel Not Expected to Resume Negotiations with 

the Palestinians Following the Elections 

 

The results of a new poll indicate that the upcoming elections will bring to power the center-left 

bloc. According to the poll, conducted earlier this week for Channel 12 News among a 

representative sample of adult Israelis, the center-left, excluding Yisrael Beiteinu, will gain 61 

seats in the Knesset, raising the odds that the Blue and White party will form the next coalition. 

The poll shows that, for the first time in six months, Blue and White has emerged as the leading 

candidate to head the next government, with 33 seats against Likud’s 30. The Joint List is 

predicted to win 12 seats, the Democratic Union, led by Nitzan Horowitz – 10, Yamina, led by 

Ayelet Shaked – 8, Yisrael Beiteinu – 8, United Torah Judaism – 7, and Shas and Labor-Gesher 

– 6 seats each. The poll projects that the Otzmah Yehudit party will garner only 1.8% of votes, 

and Zehut, with only 0.8% of votes, will fail to pass the threshold.  

 

At the same time, based on new information obtained today, senior Blue and White officials 

categorically rule out the possibility of rejoining the Palestinians at the negotiating table in the 

wake of the elections. Discussions among senior figures behind the closed doors have made it 

clear that, after the election, Israel is unlikely to come under heavy international pressure to 

resume negotiations with the Palestinians. The officials further claim that, in its anticipated 

Peace Plan, President Trump’s administration will take the possibility of any territorial 

compromise off the agenda. Some of the officials stated overtly that Israel will not be required to 

contribute to economic aid advanced to the Palestinian population as part of the deal. They 

stipulated, moreover, that such aid will be forthcoming only on condition that the Palestinians do 

not initiate hostilities. 
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Section H: The grant proposal which preceded the two studies 

We did not formally pre-registered our hypotheses, experimental condition, and empirical analyses 

on an online platform (e.g., AsPredicted, OSF), yet the two studies in this research are based in 

large part on a grant proposal one of the authors of the paper submitted to an Israeli grant agency 

(the Israeli Institute) in April 2018, three months before we fielded our first study.20  

 Specifically, the first two hypotheses enumerated in the grant proposal (p. 5 in the proposal) 

are very similar to the three hypotheses we offer in the paper. In addition, an experimental design—

almost identical to the Study 2 experimental design—is described on p. 7 in the proposal, and it is 

clearly stated that the expectation is that the "bloc identity" measure (i.e., the AIG scale), "will 

condition responses to threats and reassurances to the social status of one's ideological bloc." 

Finally, in footnote #4 in the proposal (p. 6 of the proposal) it is stated that the empirical analyses 

will focus on those identifying as 'left' or 'right' and not those identifying as 'center' since the center 

bloc "is a relatively new bloc".  

Of course, there are some differences between the grant proposal and the actual survey 

instruments and analyses of the result (e.g., the Study 1 experiment was changed since Israel was 

not expected to have a national election any time soon at the time of the survey; the items of the 

AIG scale were changed from the 4-item scale used in Huddy et al. (2015) to the 8-item scale used 

in Bankert et al. (2017) to tap more fully the group-based dimension of social identity). But we 

can confidently say that we stayed true to the main hypotheses, design choices, and estimation 

strategies that were detailed in the grant proposal.  

 
20 A link to the anonymized grant proposal can be found at: https://101c9b88-9960-4dc7-900a-

b135cb3ea709.filesusr.com/ugd/a739fd_8ebfceec898f4d8c85664cc7b813f209.pdf. 

https://101c9b88-9960-4dc7-900a-b135cb3ea709.filesusr.com/ugd/a739fd_8ebfceec898f4d8c85664cc7b813f209.pdf
https://101c9b88-9960-4dc7-900a-b135cb3ea709.filesusr.com/ugd/a739fd_8ebfceec898f4d8c85664cc7b813f209.pdf
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Section I: Study 1 results among centrists  

The study focuses on the effects of attachment to an ideological group among leftists and rightists 

in Israel, and therefore respondents who self-identified as supporting the Center bloc are 

deliberately under-sampled: In total, only 104 centrists are included in our datasets, all surveyed 

in Study 1. This section provides tentative evidence that attachment to their ideological group also 

affects centrists’ political judgments.  

We run several logistic regressions in which the dummy variable is intention to vote for a 

center party (Yesh Atid or Kulanu; see also Manekin et al., 2019). Used as a sole independent 

variable, the AIG scale predicts the intention to vote for a Center party among centrists (b=2.42; 

SE=.89; p=.006). Adding to this model the Issue-based ideology measure hardly affects the 

coefficient of the AIG scale (b=2.48; SE=1.03; p=.016), with the Issue-based ideology variable 

emerging as insignificant (b=-.09; SE=.98; p=.924).21 Finally, adding the covariates used in Table 

1 in the main text does not change the effect of the AIG scale on the vote (b=3.52; SE=1.23 

p=.004).22 These results suggest that ideological-group attachment among centrists might also 

explain voting intentions, although we stress that the small size of our sample renders these results 

highly tentative. 

  

 
21 The number of observations in the first model is 104 and in the second, 101. 
22 The number of observations in this model is 91. 



71 
 
 

Section J: Analyses based on previous INES datasets 

Utilising four recent Israel National Election studies (INES),  we found correlations between the 

3-item Issue-based ideology scale and the 7-point Ideological self-placement item. 23 The data were 

obtained via the INES website and comprised the 2006, 2009, 2013, and 2015 Israeli national 

elections.  

 Our analyses incorporated three INES items: (i) In your opinion, is it possible to reach a 

peace agreement with the Palestinians? [Certain Yes; Think yes; Think no; Certain no]; (ii) In 

your opinion, should Israel agree or disagree to the establishment of a Palestinian state in Judea, 

Samaria, and the Gaza strip under the framework of a permanent agreement? [Definitely should 

agree; Think that should agree; Think that should disagree; Definitely should disagree]; (iii) Should 

Israel be prepared to return, or should it continue to keep the Arab neighborhoods of Jerusalem, 

even at the cost of precluding a permanent agreement? [Definitely should agree to hand over; 

Should hand over; Should continue to keep; Definitely should continue to keep.] 

These items were singled out as essential to the left-right, Hawkish-Dovish ideological 

dimension in Israel, and also because their wording remained unchanged in all the surveys between 

2006 and 2015. As in the main text, the results below are based only on responses of Jewish Israeli 

participants.  

In each election, the three items exhibited high reliability (α=.70 in 2006, .63 in 2009, .79 

in 2013, and .76 in 2015) and, as described in the main text of the paper, we created an Issue-based 

ideology scale by averaging the values obtained in each election.  

 
23 See https://www.tau.ac.il/~ines/elections.html. 
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Correlations: 

The correlation between the 3-item Issue-based ideology scale and the 7-point Ideological self-

placement item was .43 (p<.001; N=493) in 2006; .50 (p<.001; N=314) in 2009; .56 (p<.001; 

N=669) in 2013; and the highest, at .58 (p<.001; N=595), in 2015. Overall, the average correlation 

in the four elections stood at .52.  

 

Correlations, contingent on college education: 

Previous studies in the United States indicate that ideological consistency is displayed mostly by 

highly educated Americans (Freeder et al., 2019; Kinder and Kalmoe, 2017). To establish if this 

pattern also holds in Israel – or alternatively, if Israelis display ideological consistency regardless 

of education level – we compare the correlation between the 3-item Issue-based ideology scale 

and the 7-point Ideological self-placement item among Israelis with a higher education (college) 

and among Israelis who lack such education.  

Our analyses show stronger correlations among Israelis with a college education, but for 

most elections the differences are not substantial. In 2006, the correlation between Issue-based 

ideology scale and Ideological self-placement item in these two populations was almost identical: 

.42 (p<.001; N=217) among those without college education, and a similar .42 (p<.001; N=233) 

among their college-educated counterparts. In 2009, this discrepancy was large: a correlation of 

.37 (p<.001; N=165) among those without college education, compared with .65 (p<.001; N=147) 

among the college-educated population. We note, however, that of the four INES datasets used for 

the purposes of our study, the 2009 sample is the smallest. In 2013, the correlation difference was 
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again rather small: .53 (p<.001; N=400) among those without college education, compared with 

.59 (p<.001; N=266) among those with college education. The difference in 2015 was only slightly 

larger than in 2013: .53 (p<.001; N=328) among those without college education, compared with 

.60 (p<.001; N=263) among the college-educated.  

Overall, the correlation between Issue-based ideology scale and Ideological self-placement 

item is substantial among respondents with and without college education. This further 

corroborates the contention that many Israelis – and not only highly educated – display consistency 

in their ideological leanings. 
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