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APPENDIX 1: SURVEY OF ISRAELI KNESSET 
 
A. QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
PART 1: Experiment 
 
We randomly assigned respondents to two conditions: 
 
Public supports: D_1 = הלועפב ךמות  ; D_2 = הכירצ ; D_3 = דעב  
Public opposes: D_1 = הלועפל  דגנתמ   ; D_2 = הכירצ  אל  ; D_3 = דגנ  
 
Translation: 
 
Public supports: D_1 = supports; D_2 = should; D_3 = for 
Public opposes: D_1 = opposes; D_2 = should not; D_3 = against 
 
 
The randomized values were inserted into the following scenario. 
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Translation: 
 
Now we will ask for your opinion about a hypothetical scenario. 
 
Ten armed terrorists emerged from an underground tunnel in northern Israel, close to the border 
with Lebanon. The terrorists were planning to attack a Jewish town, take civilian hostages, and 
bring them back to Lebanon. The IDF caught some of the terrorists, but others escaped back into 
Lebanon. Several IDF soldiers were wounded during the operation. 
 
The government deliberated whether Israel should send special forces and planes to attack the 
terrorist bases inside Lebanon. 
 
The security establishment is divided over whether Israel should carry out this military operation. 
Supporters say the operation would punish the terrorists, reduce the threat from the tunnels, and 
deter future attacks. Opponents say the operation would lead to IDF casualties, would cause 
terrorists to retaliate against Israeli cities, and would escalate into a large-scale military conflict. 
 
The public strongly [supports/opposes] taking military action against the terrorists. The media 
has covered the situation extensively, and polls show that more than 75% of voters think Israel 
[should/should not] attack the terrorist bases. Citizens have started demonstrating [for/against] 
the military action and sending letters to their representatives. 
 
In this situation, would you support or oppose sending special forces and planes to attack the 
terrorist bases? 
 

o Support strongly 
o Support somewhat 
o Oppose somewhat 
o Oppose strongly 
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PART 2: Direct inquiry 
 

 
 

 
 
Translation: 
 
In general, when you consider whether to use military force against a foreign adversary, to what 
extent do you consider each of the following factors? 
 
Public opinion in Israel 

o Not at all 
o Small extent 
o Medium extent 
o Large extent 
o Very large extent 
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PART 3: We measured each respondent’s expectations about what would happen if … 
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Translation: 
 
Now we would like you think more generally about the use of military force. Please review the 
following hypothetical situations. 
 
Let’s assume the Israeli government is considering going to war against a foreign enemy. If the 
public strongly opposed going to war, but the government decided to go to war, please rate the 
likelihood that each of the following events would happen in the short term: 
 
  

Unlikely 
Somewhat 

likely 
Very 
likely 

Extremely 
likely 

The government will lose 
support in the polls. O O O O 

The government will find it 
harder to get support for other 
domestic and foreign policies. 

O O O O 

The government will fall. O O O O 
If elections were held in the 
short term, the ruling parties 
would lose seats. 

O O O O 

 
Let’s assume the Israeli government is considering going to war against a foreign enemy. If the 
public strongly supported going to war, but the government decided not to go to war, please rate 
the likelihood that each of the following events would happen in the short term: 
 
  

Unlikely 
Somewhat 

likely 
Very 
likely 

Extremely 
likely 

The government will lose 
support in the polls. O O O O 

The government will find it 
harder to get support for other 
domestic and foreign policies. 

O O O O 

The government will fall. O O O O 
If elections were held in the 
short term, the ruling parties 
would lose seats. 

O O O O 
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B. RECRUITMENT MATERIALS AND PROCEDURES 
 
PART 1: Recruitment Letter to Knesset Members 
 

 ילבקמ דציכ ןחוב הז טקיורפ .תירבה תוצראבש XXX תואטירבינואמ םירוספורפ תוסחב רקחמב ףתתשהל ןמזומ ךנה
 .דחאכ םירבגו םישנל דעוימ ןולאשה .ץוח תוינידמ לע םיבשוח תוטלחה
 תסנכה ירבח לכל ץפומ הז ןולאש .םילשהל תוקד 15-כ חקיו יאקירמא ןולאש תמלשהב ךורכ רקחמה :רקחמה ילהנ
 יטירבה טנמלרפה ירבח םע יתאוושה רקחמ דיתעב ךורעל ונתנווכב .םינורחאה םירושעה ינשב וא הווהב לארשיב
  .תירבה תוצראב תוטילאו
 לש תוימינונאה תא רמשל םיביוחמ ונא תירקחמה ותונימא לע רומשל תנמ לעו ,דבלב ימדקא וניה הז רקחמ :תוידוס
  .קפסמ התאש תובושתל ךתוהז תא רשקל תורשפא אלל ןיטולחל תוימינונא ויהי ךלש תובושתה .םיפתתשמה
 XXX :אבה רושיקה לע שקה אנא ,ןולאשה תא ליחתהל
 המסיסה .דבלב יטרפה ךשומישל הדעונו ,תידוס,תישיא הניה וז המסיס .תורפס 6 תלעב המסיס ןיזהל שקבתת התא
 XXXXX :איה ךלש
 ךל חלשנש ףידעמ התא םא(.ךלש ירלולסה רישכמהמ ןולאשה לע הנעת אלש םישקבמ ונא ,ןולאשה לש טמרופה לשב
 )!תאז תושעל חמשנ ,ראודב וא ליימ-יאב ןולאשה לש חישק קתוע
 םיאשונב רקחמל ךתמורת תא םיכירעמו ,דואמ רקי ךנמזש םיעדוי ונא .הז רקחמב ךתופתתשה לע ךל םידומ ונא
  .םינותנה תא דבענש רחאל רקחמה תואצותב ךתוא ףתשל חמשנ .ולא םיבושח
    .:XXX ליימיאב XXX תטיסרבינואמ XXX 'פורפל הנפ אנא תולאש ךל שי םא
 ,הכרבב

XXX    
 
Translation: 
 
You are invited to participate in a survey sponsored by professors from XXX universities in the 
United States. This project examines how decision-makers think about foreign policy. The 
questionnaire is intended for men and women alike. 
Procedures: The survey consists of multiple choice questions and will take about 15 minutes to 
complete. This questionnaire is sent to all current members of the Knesset as well as those who 
served as Knesset members in the past two decades. We intend to conduct a comparative survey 
of members of the British Parliament and elites in the United States in the future.  
Confidentiality: This research is purely academic, and in order to maintain its academic integrity 
we are obligated to preserve the anonymity of the participants. Your answers will be entirely 
anonymous without a possibility to connect your identity to the responses you provide. 
To start the survey, please click on the following link: XXX  
You will be asked to insert a 6-digit password. This password is personal, confidential, and is 
intended for your personal use only. 
Your password is: XXXXX 
Because of the format, we ask that you not answer this survey from your cellular phone (if you 
prefer us to send you a hard copy, please let us know and we will be happy to do so!) 
We thank you again for your participation in this research. We know your time is valuable, and 
we appreciate your contribution to these important research areas. We are happy to inform you of 
the results of this survey after we process the data. 
If you have any questions, please email XXX from XXX University at XXX. 
Sincerely, 
XXX 
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PART 2: Introduction to the Survey  
 

 
 
 
Translation: 
 
Thank you for participating in this study. The survey should take about 15 minutes to complete. 
 
The survey is written in the masculine form, but it is intended for both men and women. 
 
Any answers you provide will be kept confidential. When findings from this study are published, 
we will always report general results in a way that cannot be used to identify individual 
respondents, and we will not use the name of any respondent in any research material. 
 
If you would like a copy of our final report, or if you have any questions about this research, 
please contact us at XXX. If you have questions about your rights as a participant in this study, 
please contact XXX by email at: XXX. 
 
Thank you again for your participation! 
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PART 3: Recruitment Procedures 
 
We built a database of all 411 individuals who had served in the Knesset between June 1996 
(beginning of the 14th Knesset) and March 2015 (beginning of the 20th Knesset). After removing 
28 who had died before our survey began on July 2015, we were left with a sampling frame of 
383 individuals. 
 
We sought contact information for all 383 individuals through a variety of channels, including 
the Secretary of the Knesset, the Knesset Channel, party leadership offices in the Knesset, and 
other government offices. We found valid contact information for all 120 current Knesset 
members and 168 former members, covering 288 of the 383 individuals (75%) in the sampling 
frame. 
 
On July 10, 2015, we executed a soft launch of the on-line survey. The survey included a 
recruitment email, written in Hebrew (reproduced above), a link to the on-line survey, and an 
individual six-digit password that was pre-assigned to each member. In the following days, we 
emailed the invitation to all 288 members for whom we had obtained contact information. A few 
weeks later, we sent a reminder email to those who had not taken the survey. We sent another 
round of reminders a few weeks later. Between these rounds, we phoned current and former 
members to remind them to take the survey. In early August 2015, the Director of Academic 
Affairs at the Knesset, together with the Secretary of the Knesset, emailed all current Knesset 
members, repeating the information in our invitation and encouraging them to take the survey. 
 
In mid-August we sent those who had not responded a reminder email and attached an electronic 
copy of the survey that could be opened in Microsoft Word. Some printed the survey, filled it 
out, and faxed or emailed their answers back to us. Finally, in a few cases involving current 
Knesset members, a Hebrew-speaking member of our research team gave the Knesset members 
the survey directly and picked it up from them within a two-hour window. 
 
Participants were promised full anonymity: with the exception of the research team, participants 
were assured that identifiable information would not be released or reported. 
 
We took several steps to increase confidence that current and former Knesset members, rather 
than members of their staff, completed the questionnaires. First, in all recruitment materials we 
emphasized that the questionnaire should be filled out by the subject directly, and not by 
members of his or her staff. We reiterated this point in follow-up conversations and explained 
that the six-digit code we provided to access the on-line survey was personal, and must not be 
shared with others. Second, in the case of former Knesset members (76% of the completed 
interviews), a Hebrew-speaking member of the research team contacted the policymaker directly 
via phone or email, and confirmed that they were the one taking the survey. 
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C. DESCRIPTION OF THE SAMPLE 
 
Of the 288 current and former MKs for whom we found contact information at the time of our 
study, 87 (30%) answered the survey. 
 
Table 1 summarizes the demographic and political attributes of respondents, and compares them 
with the attributes of all 383 people in our sampling frame. As the table shows, our sample was 
representative on most dimensions, including gender, age, education, birthplace, and experience. 
If anything, levels of political experience in our sample were slightly higher than in the sampling 
frame as a whole. Approximately 67% of our respondents had served in more than one Knesset, 
compared with 61% in the sampling frame. Likewise, 43% of our respondents had been either a 
minister or a deputy minister, compared with 38% in the sampling frame. 
 
We also classified the parties to which members belonged when they served in the Knesset. The 
literature on political parties in Israel distinguishes five broad clusters of parties: left-wing 
parties, center parties, right-wing parties, Jewish religious parties, and Arab parties. Some 
members of our sampling frame switched parties—and even party clusters—while in office. To 
account for this fact, we computed the percentage of time each person spent in each cluster and 
recorded the average percentages in Table 1. Our sample closely matched the sampling frame for 
centrist and right-wing parties, while overrepresenting left-wing parties at the expense of Arab 
and Jewish religious parties. 
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Table 1: Demographic and Political Attributes of Knesset and Sample 
 

 
 
  

Gender
Male 83 81 2
Female 17 % 19 % -2 %

Age
30-49 years 14 % 17 % -3 %
50-59 years 17 25 -7
60-69 years 40 36 4
70 and over 29 23 6

Education
No college degree 18 % 17 % 2 %
College degree 37 33 4
Graduate degree 43 40 3
Rabbinical ordination 2 8 -6
Not reported 0 2 -2

Birthplace
Israel 74 % 68 % 5 %
Not Israel 26 32 -5

Elected to Current Knesset
Yes 24 % 31 % -7 %
No 76 69 7

Total Number of Knessets
One 33 % 39 % -6 %
Two or Three 39 32 7
Four or More 28 29 -1

Highest Ministerial Position
Never a minister 57 % 62 % -5 %
Deputy Minister 9 6 3
Minister 29 27 2
Prime Minister or Vice-PM 5 5 0

Party Affiliations
Left 40 % 26 % 14 %
Center 27 25 2
Right 25 25 0
Religious 4 17 -13
Arab 3 8 -4

FrameInterviews Difference
SamplingCompleted
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APPENDIX 2: ISRAEL PUBLIC SURVEY, MARCH 2016 
 
A. QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
PART 1: We measured the respondent’s preferences about economic, foreign, and religious 
policies. 
 

 

 

 
Translation:  
About the structure of economic life in the country, do you support more a capitalist or a socialist 
approach? 

o Definitely capitalist 
o More capitalist than socialist 
o More socialist than capitalist 
o Definitely socialist 

 
On matters of foreign affairs and security, do you support a dovish (left) or a hawkish (right) 
approach? 

o Definitely dovish (left) 
o More dovish (left) than hawkish (right) 
o More hawkish (right) than dovish (left) 
o Definitely hawkish (right) 

 
To what extent should the government require Jewish religious traditions in public life? 

o Never 
o Rarely 
o Often 
o Always 



14 
 

PART 2: We described the evaluation task. In the list below and in subsequent tables, we 
randomized the order of the three policy categories, and randomized the order of the four non-
policy categories. 
 

 
 
Translation: 
 
On the following screens we will describe a number of political parties. The parties are 
hypothetical; they are not real parties operating in Israel today. The vast majority of candidates in 
each party are Jews, and each party is expected to pass the electoral threshold and enter the 
Knesset. 
 
We will provide the following information about each party: 
 

• Economic policy of the party 
• Foreign security policy of the party 
• Religious policy of the party 
• Gender of the party leader 
• One of the three largest parties? 
• Political experience of the party leader 
• Military experience of the party leader 

 
Please read the information carefully, and then tell us about your opinions about the parties. 
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PART 3: We independently randomized the attributes of each party. The randomized values were: 
 
 הגלפימה לש תילכלכ תוינידמ

 טלחהב תיטסילאיצוס 
 תיטסילטיפק רשאמ תיטסילאיצוס רתוי
 תיטסילאיצוס רשאמ תיטסילטיפק רתוי 
  טלחהב תיטסילטיפק 

 
  הגלפימה לש ןוחטיבו ץוח תוינידמ

 טלחהב )לאמש( תינוי      
 )ןימי( תיצינמ )לאמש( תינוי רתוי 
 )לאמש( תינוימ )ןימי( תיצינ רתוי 
 טלחהב )ןימי( תיצינ 

 
  הגלפימה לש תיתד תוינידמ

 יללכה רוביצה ייח לע לוחת אל םעפ ףא תיתד תידוהיה תרוסמהש
 יללכה רוביצה ייח לע לוחת תוקוחר םיתיעל תיתד תידוהיה תרוסמהש
 יללכה רוביצה ייח לע לוחת תופוכת םיתיעל תיתד תידוהיה תרוסמהש
 יללכה רוביצה ייח לע לוחת דימת תיתד תידוהיה תרוסמהש

 
  הגלפמה שאר לש רדגמה

 רכז
 הבקנ

 
  ?רתויב תולודגה תוגלפמה 3-מ תחא

 ןכ
 אל

 
  הגלפמה שאר לש יטילופ ןויסינ

 םינש0 
  1 הנש

 םינש 2 
… 

 םינש 30
 

  הגלפמה שאר לש יאבצה ונויסינ
 דבלב רידס הבוח תוריש
 רטוז ןיצק
 ריכב ןיצק
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Translation: 
 

Economic policy of the party = { 
 Definitely socialist –OR– 
 More socialist than capitalist –OR– 
 More capitalist than socialist –OR– 
 Definitely capitalist 
} 
 
Foreign security policy of the party = { 

Definitely dovish (left) –OR– 
More dovish (left) than hawkish (right) –OR– 
More hawkish (right) than dovish (left) –OR– 
Definitely hawkish (right) 

} 
 
Religious policy of the party = { 

Jewish religious traditions should never be applied in public life –OR– 
Jewish religious traditions should rarely be applied in public life –OR– 
Jewish religious traditions should often be applied in public life –OR– 
Jewish religious traditions should always be applied in public life –OR– 

} 
 
Gender of the party leader = { 

Male –OR– 
Female 

} 
 
One of the three largest parties? = { 

Yes –OR– 
No 

} 
 
Political experience of the party leader = { 

0 years, 1 year, 2 years, …, –OR– 30 years 
} 
 
Military experience of the party leader = { 

Compulsory service only –OR– 
Junior officer –OR– 
Senior officer 

} 
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PART 4: We asked respondents to evaluate four pairs of parties (A vs B, C vs D, E vs F, and G vs 
H), which varied randomly on all dimensions. The table below provides an example of what 
respondents saw.  
 

 
 
 
  



18 
 

Translation: 
 
Please read the description carefully. On the next screen, we will ask which party you prefer.  
 
 Party A Party B 
Economic policy of party Definitely socialist More capitalist than socialist  
Foreign security policy of 
party 

Definitely dovish (left) More dovish (left) than 
hawkish (right) 

Religious policy of party Jewish religious traditions 
should often be applied in 
public life 

Jewish religious traditions 
should rarely be applied in 
public life  

Gender of party’s leader Male Male 
One of three largest parties? No  Yes 
Political experience of party’s 
leader 

4 years 14 years 

Military experience of party’s 
Leader 

Senior officer Senior officer 

 
Before you tell us your opinion about the parties, we want to make sure that you read the table 
carefully. On which dimensions were the parties the same, and on which dimensions were they 
different? 
 
 The parties were the 

same on this dimension 
The parties were different 

on this dimension 
 
Economic policy of party 
 

O O 

 
Religious policy of party 
 

O O 

 
Foreign security policy of party 
 

O O 

 
Gender of party’s leader 
 

O O 

 
One of three largest parties? 
 

O O 

 
Political experience of party’s leader 
 

O O 

 
Military experience of party’s leader 
 

O O 
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Translation: 
 
Here is the description of the parties once again, for your reference. 
 
 
 Party A Party B 
Economic policy of party Definitely socialist More capitalist than socialist  
Foreign security policy of 
party 

Definitely dovish (left) More dovish (left) than 
hawkish (right) 

Religious policy of party Jewish religious traditions 
should often be applied in 
public life 

Jewish religious traditions 
should rarely be applied in 
public life  

Gender of party’s leader Male Male 
One of three largest parties? No  Yes 
Political experience of party’s 
leader 

4 years 14 years 

Military experience of party’s 
Leader 

Senior officer Senior officer 

 
 
Based on the information provided, please rate each party on a scale from 0 to 10, where 0 is 
strong lack of support and 10 is strong support for the party. 
 
Party A 
 

 
 
Party B 
 

 
 
If you had to choose, for which party would you vote? 

o Definitely Party A 
o Probably Party A 
o Probably Party B 
o Definitely Party B 

 
 
[Respondents completed this task four times, for parties A vs B, C vs D, E vs F, and G vs H.] 
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PART 5: We asked about the political views and demographic attributes of respondents. 
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Translation: 
 
Of the parties existing in Israel today, which one do you feel closest to? 

o Likud 
o Zionist Union 
o Jewish Home 
o Shas 
o United Torah Judaism 
o Meretz 

o Israel Beiteinu 
o Kulanu 
o Yesh Atid 
o United Arab List 
o Yachad

 
How often do you vote in the general elections for the Knesset? 

o Always 
o Almost always 
o Most of the time 
o Sometimes 
o Rarely 
o Never 

 
In the past two years, which of the following activities have you done? (Check all that apply) 

o I participated in a protest march, rally, or demonstration related to foreign affairs/security 
issues in Israel. 

o I participated in a protest march, rally, or demonstration related to economic/social issues 
in Israel. 

o I participated in a protest march, rally or demonstration related to the status of religion in 
public life in Israel. 

o I did work for one of the parties or one of the candidates, or worked in a political 
campaign. 

o I contributed money to a political party during the election year or to another group that 
supported or opposed the party. 

o I displayed a sign supporting a party or a political candidate outside my home, I put a 
sticker on my bumper or on my clothes. 

o I went to political gatherings, rallies, speeches, house meetings or similar events in the 
presence of representatives of a particular party. 

o During the campaign, I spoke with people and tried to explain to them why they should 
choose or not to choose a particular party or candidate. 

o None of these apply to me. 
 
How often do you follow the news in a daily newspaper, on TV, on the radio, or on the Internet? 

o Almost never 
o Rarely 
o Once a week 
o Twice a week 
o Almost every day 
o More than once a day 
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How old are you? 
 
What is your highest level of formal education? 

o I have not finished high school 
o I finished high school 
o I studied towards a first degree 
o I completed my BA 
o I studied towards/completed my MA 
o I studied towards/completed my doctorate 

 
Which of the following answers best describes your level of religiosity? 

o Secular 
o Traditional 
o Religious 
o Orthodox 

 
The average gross income per capita is NIS 8800 per month. Is your income: 

o Much below average 
o A little below average 
o Similar to average 
o A little above average 
o Much above average 
o Refuse to answer 

 
Gender 

o Male 
o Female 

 
If you served in the IDF, did you serve in an active combat zone? 

o I did not serve in the IDF 
o I served in the IDF but not in an active combat zone 
o I served in the IDF in an active combat zone 

 
If you served in the IDF, which of the following reflects your military service? 

o Regular compulsory service only 
o Junior officer 
o Senior officer 
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B. DESCRIPTION OF THE SAMPLE 
 

Table 2: Descriptive Statistics 

 
  

Security Policy
Definitely dovish 9 %
More dovish than hawkish 27
More hawkish than dovish 39
Definitely hawkish 25

Economic Policy
Definitely socialist 11 %
More socialist than capitalist 53
More capitalist than socialist 30
Definitely capitalist 5

Religious Policy
Never require 36 %
Rarely require 40
Often require 16
Always require 8

Gender
Female 52 %
Male 48

Age
18-30 years 29 %
31-49 years 38
50 and over 33

Education
High school or less 31 %
Some college 23
College degree 28
Graduate study 18

Income
Much below average 21 %
Below average 16
Similar to average 17
Above average 23
Much above average 11
Not reported 11

Military Service
Did not serve 23 %
Served but no combat 53
Served in combat zone 24

Military Rank
Did not serve 23 %
Compulsory only 64
Officer 12

Religiosity
Secular 60 %
Traditional 18
Religious 15
Orthodox 8

Political Party
Yesh Atid 23 %
Likud 17
Zionist Union 15
Jewish Home 15
Meretz 9
United Torah Judiasm 6
Kulanu 5
Israel Beiteinu 5
Yachad 2
Shas 2
United Arab List 1
Not reported 0

Exposure to News
More than once a day 49 %
Almost every day 34
Twice a week 10
Once a week 4
Rarely 2
Almost never 1

Frequency of Voting
Always 82 %
Almost always 10
Most of the time 2
Sometimes 2
Rarely 2
Never 1

Political Activism
Some activities 48 %
No activities 52
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C. METHODS 
 
Each of the 1,067 respondents evaluated 4 pairs of parties: A vs B, C vs D, E vs F, and G vs H. 
After each pair we asked, “If you had to choose, which party would you vote for?” For the main 
analyses in the article, we assigned each party a score of 100 if the respondent said they would 
definitely or probably vote for the party, and a score of 0 if the respondent said they would 
definitely or probably not vote for the party. Operationalizing the dependent variable in this way 
allowed us to interpret the treatment effects in the article as percentage-point changes in public 
support. As shown later in this appendix, though, our substantive conclusions remained the same 
when we operationalized the dependent variable in other ways. 
 
Having assigned each party a score based on the voters’ expressed preferences, we stacked the 
data from all 8 parties, resulting in 1,067 × 8 = 8,536 observations. We regressed the parties’ 
scores on dummy variables for interactions of the voter’s position and the party’s position, as 
well as indicators for the military experience, political experience, and gender of the party leader, 
and the size of the party. Given that each respondent contributed 8 responses to this regression 
model, we clustered the standard errors by respondent. 
 
Table 3, below, gives the estimated coefficients and standard errors from the regression model 
we used to compute the treatment effects in Figures 3 and 4 of the article. On security policy, 1 = 
Definitely Dovish, 2 = Leans Dovish, 3 = Leans Hawkish, and 4 = Definitely Hawkish. On 
economic policy, 1 = Definitely Socialist, 2 = Leans Socialist, 3 = Leans Capitalist, and 4 = 
Definitely Capitalist. On the role of religion, 1 = Never, 2 = Rarely, 3 = Often, and 4 = Always. 
For all three issues, the omitted reference categories were Voter = 4 & Party = 4. For military 
experience, the omitted reference category was “mandatory only”, and for political experience, 
the omitted reference category was 0-5 years. 
 

Table 3: Regression Model of Selection in Israel 

Variable Coefficient Standard Error 
   
Security Policy   
Voter=1 & Party=1 -6.08 3.93 
Voter=1 & Party=2 -4.88 3.62 
Voter=1 & Party=3 -25.06 3.45 
Voter=1 & Party=4 -42.69 3.66 
Voter=2 & Party=1 -16.26 2.59 
Voter=2 & Party=2 -7.80 2.54 
Voter=2 & Party=3 -24.88 2.60 
Voter=2 & Party=4 -35.79 2.56 
Voter=3 & Party=1 -38.22 2.28 
Voter=3 & Party=2 -24.63 2.32 
Voter=3 & Party=3 -8.00 2.26 
Voter=3 & Party=4 -13.45 2.33 
Voter=4 & Party=1 -42.10 2.82 
Voter=4 & Party=2 -29.78 2.74 
Voter=4 & Party=3 -8.48 2.76 
 
Economic Policy 

  

Voter=1 & Party=1 8.82 4.77 
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Voter=1 & Party=2 11.34 4.93 
Voter=1 & Party=3 -4.48 4.70 
Voter=1 & Party=4 -18.78 5.00 
Voter=2 & Party=1 5.70 4.24 
Voter=2 & Party=2 8.90 4.22 
Voter=2 & Party=3 -5.64 4.24 
Voter=2 & Party=4 -11.79 4.22 
Voter=3 & Party=1 -10.18 4.35 
Voter=3 & Party=2 -2.51 4.36 
Voter=3 & Party=3 6.44 4.33 
Voter=3 & Party=4 1.85 4.40 
Voter=4 & Party=1 -9.60 6.86 
Voter=4 & Party=2 -6.37 6.91 
Voter=4 & Party=3 11.57 6.09 
 
Role of Religion 

  

Voter=1 & Party=1 0.49 3.73 
Voter=1 & Party=2 -3.25 3.74 
Voter=1 & Party=3 -19.70 3.76 
Voter=1 & Party=4 -36.10 3.70 
Voter=2 & Party=1 -11.06 3.68 
Voter=2 & Party=2 -4.33 3.68 
Voter=2 & Party=3 -14.65 3.76 
Voter=2 & Party=4 -25.69 3.72 
Voter=3 & Party=1 -37.57 4.14 
Voter=3 & Party=2 -15.99 4.12 
Voter=3 & Party=3 4.24 3.97 
Voter=3 & Party=4 -10.75 4.04 
Voter=4 & Party=1 -35.02 5.75 
Voter=4 & Party=2 -20.27 5.45 
Voter=4 & Party=3 -1.38 4.70 
 
Military Experience 

  

Junior officer 1.90 1.24 
Senior officer 2.58 1.23 
 
Political Experience 

  

6-10 years 5.04 1.70 
11-15 years 7.57 1.66 
16-20 years 8.65 1.62 
21-25 years 4.61 1.64 
26-30 years 7.05 1.68 
 
Other Attributes 

  

Leader is male 0.91 1.01 
Large party 2.69 0.96 
Constant 77.50 5.70 
   
Observations 8,536  
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D. EFFECTS OF POLICY POSITIONS 
 

Figure 1: Effects of Policy Positions on Vote Choice (As Shown in the Article) 

 
Note: Figure shows the effect of policy positions on the percentage of respondents who voted for the party. 
 
 

In addition to asking which party subjects preferred, we measured the strength of their 

preferences, and we asked them to rate each party individually on a scale of 0 to 10. When we 

operationalized our dependent variable to take into account the strength of voters’ preferences 

(Figure 2), or studied party ratings rather than the comparisons between the parties (Figure 3), 

our conclusions about the absolute and relative effects of security policy remained unchanged. 
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Figure 2: Effects of Policy Positions on the Strength of Voters’ Preferences 

 
Note: Strength of preference was measured on a scale in which 100=definitely preferred the party, 67=probably 
preferred the party, 33=probably preferred the opposing party, and 0=definitely preferred the opposing party. 

 
 

Figure 3: Effects of Policy Positions on Ratings of Parties 

 
Note: Respondents rated each party from 0 (worst) to 10 (best), which we rescaled to run from 0 to 100. 
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Figure 4: Effects of Policy Positions, All Respondents Regardless of Attentiveness 

 
Note: The figure combines the 1,067 respondents who passed the attention checks and the 210 who did not. 
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E. EFFECTS OF POLICY POSITIONS, BY OTHER ATTRIBUTES OF THE PARTY 
 

Figure 5: Effects of Security Policy, by Party’s Position on Other Issues 

 
Note: Parties were coded as left on economic policy if they were “definitely socialist” or “more socialist than 
capitalist,” and left on religious policies if they thought religion should “never” or “rarely” be applied in public life. 

 
 

Figure 6: Effects of Security Policy, by Party’s Extremity on Economic Policy 

 
Note: Parties were coded as extreme on economic policy if they were “definitely socialist” or “definitely capitalist,” 
and moderate if they took intermediate positions. 
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Figure 7: Effects of Security Policy, by Party’s Extremity on Religious Policy 

 
Note: Parties were coded as extreme on religious policy if they said religion should “never” or “always” be applied 
in public life, and moderate if they took intermediate positions. 
 
 
 
 

Figure 8: Effects of Security Policy, by Party’s Extremity on Economics and Religion 

 
Note: See previous figures for coding of extreme versus moderate positions on economics and religion. 
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Figure 9: Effects of Security Policy, by Party Leader’s Political Experience 

 
 
 
 

Figure 10: Effects of Security Policy, by Party Leader’s Military Experience 
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Figure 11: Effects of Security Policy, by Party Leader’s Gender 

 
 
 
 

Figure 12: Effects of Security Policy, by Size of Party 
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F. EFFECTS OF POLICY POSITIONS, BY DEMOGRAPHIC ATTRIBUTES OF THE RESPONDENT 
 

Figure 13: Effects of Security Policy, by Respondent’s Gender 

 
 
 

 
Figure 14: Effects of Security Policy, by Respondent’s Age 
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Figure 15: Effects of Security Policy, by Respondent’s Education 

 
 
 
 
 

Figure 16: Effects of Security Policy, by Respondent’s Income 

 
Note: Approximately 11% of respondents did not provide their income. They are excluded from this figure. 
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Figure 17: Effects of Security Policy, by Respondent’s Military Experience 

 
 
 
 
 

Figure 18: Effects of Security Policy, by Respondent’s Religiosity 

 
Note: Not Secular includes traditional, religious, and orthodox Judaism. 
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G. EFFECTS OF POLICY POSITIONS, BY POLITICAL ATTRIBUTES OF THE RESPONDENT  
 

Figure 19: Effects of Security Policy, by Respondent’s Party Affiliation 

 
Note: Meretz, Zionist Union, and United Arab List were coded as left parties; Kulanu, United Torah Judaism, and 
Yesh Atid were coded as center; and Israel Beiteinu, Jewish Home, Likud, Shas, and Yachad were coded as right. 
 
 

Figure 20: Effects of Security Policy, by Respondent’s Exposure to News 

 
Note: High news exposure = “more than once per day” (49%). Medium news exposure = “almost every day” (34%). 
The remaining respondents were classified as having low news exposure. 
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Figure 21: Effects of Security Policy, by Respondent’s Frequency of Voting 

 
 
 
 

Figure 22: Effects of Security Policy, by Respondent’s Level of Political Activism 

 
Note: We asked, “In the past two years, which of the following activities have you done? (Check all that apply).” 
Respondents showed political activism if they checked at least one of the 8 activities. 
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H. EFFECTS OF NON-POLICY ATTRIBUTES OF THE PARTY 
 

Figure 23: Effects of Non-Policy Attributes, with Interactions 
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APPENDIX 3: U.S. PUBLIC SURVEY, APRIL 2017 
 
A. QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
PART 1: We measured the respondent’s preferences about economic, foreign, and religious 
policies. 
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PART 2: We described the evaluation task. In the list below and in subsequent tables, we 
randomized the order of the three policy categories, and randomized the order of the four non-
policy categories. 
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PART 3: We independently randomized the attributes of each candidate. The randomized values 
were: 
 

Economic policy = { 
 Definitely socialist (large government role) –OR– 

More socialist (large government role) than capitalist (small government role) –OR– 
  More capitalist (small government role) than socialist (large government role) –OR– 
 Definitely capitalist (small government role) 
} 
 
Foreign policy = { 

Definitely dovish (diplomatic) –OR– 
More dovish (diplomatic) than hawkish (military) –OR– 
More hawkish (military) than dovish (diplomatic) –OR– 
Definitely hawkish (military) 

} 
 
Role of religion = { 

Religion should play no role in shaping government policy in the U.S. –OR– 
Religion should play a small role in shaping government policy in the U.S. –OR– 
Religion should play a medium role in shaping government policy in the U.S. –OR– 
Religion should play a large role in shaping government policy in the U.S. 

} 
 
Race = { 

White –OR– 
Black –OR– 
Hispanic 

} 
 
Gender = { 

Male –OR– 
Female 

} 
 
Years in politics = { 

0 years, 1 year, 2 years, …, –OR– 30 years 
} 
 
Home region = { 

Northeast –OR– 
Midwest –OR– 
South –OR– 
West 

} 
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PART 4: We asked respondents to evaluate four pairs of candidates (A vs B, C vs D, E vs F, and 
G vs H), which varied randomly on all dimensions. The table below provides an example of what 
respondents saw.  
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[Respondents completed this task four times, for candidates A vs B, C vs D, E vs F, and G vs H.] 
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PART 5: We asked about the political views and demographic attributes of respondents. 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 



47 
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B. DESCRIPTION OF THE SAMPLE 
 
 

Table 4: Descriptive Statistics 

 
  

Security Policy
Definitely dovish 15 %
More dovish than hawkish 50
More hawkish than dovish 27
Definitely hawkish 9

Economic Policy
Definitely socialist 5 %
More socialist than capitalist 28
More capitalist than socialist 39
Definitely capitalist 28

Religious Policy
No role 46 %
Small role 21
Medium role 20
Large role 14

Gender
Female 56 %
Male 44

Age
18-34 years 34 %
35-55 years 33
56 and over 34

Education
High school or less 32 %
Some college 23
College degree 28
Graduate study 16

Income
Less than $30K 27 %
$30 - 59.9 K 29
$60K or more 42
Not reported 3

Race
White 73 %
Black 9
Hispanic 12
Asian 4
Other 3

Region
Northeast 19 %
Midwest 23
South 35
West 23

Religiosity
Not at all important 22 %
Not too important 18
Somewhat important 27
Very important 33

Political Party
Democrat 38 %
Independent 37
Republican 25

Follow Political News
Most of the time 33 %
Some of the time 35
Only now and then 21
Hardly at all 11

Turnout in 2016 Election
Voted 75 %
Didn't vote 25

Political Activism
Some activities 23 %
No activities 77
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C. METHODS 
 
Each of the 1,420 respondents evaluated 4 pairs of candidates: A vs B, C vs D, E vs F, and G vs 
H. After each pair we asked, “If you had to choose, which candidate would you vote for?” For 
the main analyses in the article, we assigned each candidate a score of 100 if the respondent said 
they would definitely or probably vote for the candidate, and a score of 0 if the respondent said 
they would definitely or probably not vote for the candidate. Operationalizing the dependent 
variable in this way allowed us to interpret the treatment effects in the article as percentage-point 
changes in public support. As shown later in this appendix, though, our substantive conclusions 
remained the same when we operationalized the dependent variable in other ways. 
 
Having assigned each candidate a score based on the voters’ expressed preferences, we stacked 
the data from all 8 candidates, resulting in 1,420 × 8 = 11,360 observations. We regressed the 
candidates’ scores on dummy variables representing interactions of the voter’s position and the 
candidate’s position, as well as dummy variables for the candidate’s political experience, and 
dummy variables measuring whether the candidate and the voter were similar with respect to 
gender, race, and geographic region. Given that each respondent contributed 8 responses to this 
regression model, we clustered the standard errors by respondent. 
 
Table 5, below, gives the estimated coefficients and standard errors from the regression model 
we used to compute and plot the treatment effects in Figures 5 and 6 of the article. On security 
policy, 1 = Definitely Dovish, 2 = Leans Dovish, 3 = Leans Hawkish, and 4 = Definitely 
Hawkish. On economic policy, 1 = Definitely Socialist, 2 = Leans Socialist, 3 = Leans Capitalist, 
and 4 = Definitely Capitalist. On the role of religion, 1 = No Role, 2 = Small Role, 3 = Medium 
Role, and 4 = Large Role. For all three issues, the omitted reference categories were Voter = 4 & 
Candidate = 4. Other omitted reference categories were political experience = “0-5 years,” 
gender = “F voter & M candidate,” race = “Different races,” and region = “Different regions.” 
 

Table 5: Regression Model of Selection in the U.S. 

Variable Coefficient Standard Error 
   Security Policy   
Voter=1 & Candidate=1 7.34 3.46 
Voter=1 & Candidate=2 -0.85 3.60 
Voter=1 & Candidate=3 -16.35 3.51 
Voter=1 & Candidate=4 -25.11 3.55 
Voter=2 & Candidate=1 -0.45 3.01 
Voter=2 & Candidate=2 -0.51 2.99 
Voter=2 & Candidate=3 -12.71 3.04 
Voter=2 & Candidate=4 -21.86 3.00 
Voter=3 & Candidate=1 -18.03 3.21 
Voter=3 & Candidate=2 -10.74 3.15 
Voter=3 & Candidate=3 -3.47 3.16 
Voter=3 & Candidate=4 -1.95 3.17 
Voter=4 & Candidate=1 -17.65 4.37 
Voter=4 & Candidate=2 -18.24 4.57 
Voter=4 & Candidate=3 -4.20 4.29 
 

Economic Policy   
Voter=1 & Candidate=1 -5.13 3.58 
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Voter=1 & Candidate=2 -7.46 3.40 
Voter=1 & Candidate=3 -23.95 3.68 
Voter=1 & Candidate=4 -27.23 3.55 
Voter=2 & Candidate=1 -6.38 2.05 
Voter=2 & Candidate=2 -7.81 2.09 
Voter=2 & Candidate=3 -17.62 2.02 
Voter=2 & Candidate=4 -24.76 2.10 
Voter=3 & Candidate=1 -27.73 1.91 
Voter=3 & Candidate=2 -20.77 1.97 
Voter=3 & Candidate=3 -5.55 1.94 
Voter=3 & Candidate=4 -7.12 1.96 
Voter=4 & Candidate=1 -34.44 2.43 
Voter=4 & Candidate=2 -21.79 2.36 
Voter=4 & Candidate=3 -2.79 2.37 
 

Role of Religion   
Voter=1 & Candidate=1 2.43 2.51 
Voter=1 & Candidate=2 -7.76 2.55 
Voter=1 & Candidate=3 -18.01 2.55 
Voter=1 & Candidate=4 -33.68 2.54 
Voter=2 & Candidate=1 -9.88 2.90 
Voter=2 & Candidate=2 -8.85 2.87 
Voter=2 & Candidate=3 -8.60 2.90 
Voter=2 & Candidate=4 -27.32 2.79 
Voter=3 & Candidate=1 -29.95 2.84 
Voter=3 & Candidate=2 -9.56 2.85 
Voter=3 & Candidate=3 -7.14 2.90 
Voter=3 & Candidate=4 -10.77 2.92 
Voter=4 & Candidate=1 -31.92 3.67 
Voter=4 & Candidate=2 -15.87 3.55 
Voter=4 & Candidate=3 -8.83 3.35 
 

Region   
Both Northeast 0.76 1.91 
Both Midwest 4.19 1.65 
Both South 1.33 1.41 
Both West 4.89 1.68 
 

Political Experience   
6-10 years 3.79 1.53 
11-15 years 6.23 1.54 
16-20 years 7.67 1.55 
21-25 years 8.94 1.49 
26-30 years 8.81 1.54 
 

Gender   
F voter & F candidate 2.32 1.22 
M voter & F candidate 1.71 0.95 
M voter & M candidate 1.04 0.98 
 

Race   
Both white 1.66 0.97 
Both black 10.19 2.34 
Both Hispanic 0.50 1.93 
   
Constant 79.52 4.08 
   
Observations 11360  
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D. EFFECTS OF POLICY POSITIONS 
 

Figure 24: Effects of Policy Positions on Vote Choice (As Shown in the Article) 

 
Note: Figure shows the effect of policy positions on the percentage of respondents who voted for the candidate. 
 

 
 

Figure 25: Effects of Policy Positions on the Strength of Voters’ Preferences 

 
Note: Strength of preference was measured on scale in which 100=definitely preferred the candidate, 67=probably 

preferred the candidate, 33=probably preferred the opponent, and 0=definitely preferred the opponent. 
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Figure 26: Effects of Policy Positions on Ratings 

 
Note: Respondents rated each candidate from 0 (worst) to 10 (best), which we rescaled to run from 0 to 100. 

 
 
 

Figure 27: Effects of Policy Positions, All Respondents Regardless of Attentiveness 

 
Note: The figure combines the 1,420 respondents who passed the attention checks and the 631 who did not. 
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E. EFFECTS OF POLICY POSITIONS, BY OTHER ATTRIBUTES OF THE CANDIDATE 
 

Figure 28: Effects of Security Policy, by Candidate’s Position on Other Issues 

 
Note: Candidates were coded as left on economic policy if they were “definitely socialist” or “more socialist than 
capitalist,” and left on religion if they thought religion should “a small role” or “no role” in policy. 
 
 

Figure 29: Effects of Security Policy, by Candidate’s Economic Policy 

 
Note: Candidates were coded as extreme on economic policy if they were “definitely socialist” or “definitely 
capitalist,” and moderate if they took intermediate positions. 
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Figure 30: Effects of Security Policy, by Candidate’s Religious Policy 

 
Note: Candidates were coded as extreme on religious policy if they said religion should “never” or “always” be 
applied in public life, and moderate if they took intermediate positions. 
 
 
 
Figure 31: Effects of Security Policy, by Candidate’s Extremity on Economics and Religion 

 
Note: See previous figures for coding of extreme versus moderate positions on economics and religion. 
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Figure 32: Effects of Security Policy, by Candidate’s Political Experience 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Figure 33: Effects of Security Policy, by Candidate’s Gender 
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Figure 34: Effects of Security Policy, by Candidate’s Race 

 
 
 
 

 
 

Figure 35: Effects of Security Policy, by Candidate’s Region 
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F. EFFECTS OF POLICY POSITIONS, BY DEMOGRAPHIC ATTRIBUTES OF THE RESPONDENT 
 

Figure 36: Effects of Security Policy, by Respondent’s Gender 

 
 
 

 
Figure 37: Effects of Security Policy, by Respondent’s Age 
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Figure 38: Effects of Security Policy, by Respondent’s Education 

 
 
 
 
 

Figure 39: Effects of Security Policy, by Respondent’s Income 
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Figure 40: Effects of Security Policy, by Respondent’s Race 

 
 
 

Figure 41: Effects of Security Policy, by Respondent’s Home Region 

 
Note: Northeast = Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, 
Rhode Island, Vermont. Midwest = Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, 
North Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota, Wisconsin. South = Alabama, Arkansas, Delaware, District of Columbia, 
Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, 
Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, West Virginia. West = Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, 
Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, Washington, Wyoming. 
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Figure 42: Effects of Security Policy, by Respondent’s Religiosity 

 
Note: We asked, “How important is religion in your life?” Low = “Not at all important” or “Not too important”; 
Medium = “Somewhat important”; High = “Very important” 
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G. EFFECTS OF POLICY POSITIONS, BY POLITICAL ATTRIBUTES OF RESPONDENTS 
 

Figure 43: Effects of Security Policy, by Respondent’s Party Affiliation 

 
Note: Independents include people who said they were independent, identified with another party, or expressed no 
preference. 
  
 

Figure 44: Effects of Security Policy, by Respondent’s Interest in Politics 

 
Note: We asked how often people follow what’s going on in government and public affairs. High interest = “Most of 
the time”; Medium interest = “Some of the time”; Low interest = “Hardly at all” or “Only now and then” 



63 
 

Figure 45: Effects of Security Policy, by Respondent’s Voter Turnout 

 
 
 
 
 

Figure 46: Effects of Security Policy, by Respondent’s Level of Political Activism 

 
Note: People showed political activism if, in the past year, they: attended local political meetings; put up a political 
sign; worked for a candidate or campaign; or donated money to a candidate, campaign, or political organization. 
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APPENDIX 4: U.S. PUBLIC SURVEY, SEPTEMBER 2017 
 
A. QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
PART 1: We measured the respondent’s preferences about economic, foreign, and religious 
policies. 
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PART 2: We described the evaluation task. In the list below and in subsequent tables, we 
randomized the order of the three policy categories, and randomized the order of the four non-
policy categories. 
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PART 3: The economic policies of all candidates were held constant at “More capitalist (small 
government role) than socialist (large government role),” and the religious policies of all 
candidates were held constant at “Religion should play a small role in shaping government 
policy in the U.S.” We independently randomized the following attributes of each candidate. 

 
Foreign policy = { 

Definitely dovish (diplomatic) –OR–  
More dovish (diplomatic) than hawkish (military) –OR– 
More hawkish (military) than dovish (diplomatic) –OR– 
Definitely hawkish (military) 

} 
 
Race = { 

White –OR– 
Black –OR– 
Hispanic 

} 
 
Gender = { 

Male –OR– 
Female 

} 
 
Years in politics = { 

0 years, 1 year, 2 years, …, –OR– 30 years 
} 
 
Party = { 

Democrat –OR– 
Republican 

} 
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PART 4: We asked respondents to evaluate four pairs of candidates (A vs B, C vs D, E vs F, and 
G vs H), which varied randomly on foreign policy, party, race, gender, and years in politics. We 
held candidates’ policies on the economy and the role of religion constant. The table below 
provides an example of what respondents saw.  
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[Respondents completed this task four times, for candidates A vs B, C vs D, E vs F, and G vs H.] 
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PART 5: We asked about the political views and demographic attributes of respondents. 
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B. DESCRIPTION OF THE SAMPLE 
 

Table 6: Descriptive Statistics 

 
  

Security Policy
Definitely dovish 18 %
More dovish than hawkish 50
More hawkish than dovish 25
Definitely hawkish 7

Economic Policy
Definitely socialist 8 %
More socialist than capitalist 26
More capitalist than socialist 34
Definitely capitalist 32

Religious Policy
No role 56 %
Small role 18
Medium role 16
Large role 10

Gender
Female 51 %
Male 49

Age
18-34 years 46 %
35-55 years 42
56 and over 12

Education
High school or less 12 %
Some college 24
College degree 51
Graduate study 13

Income
Less than $30K 26 %
$30 - 59.9 K 31
$60K or more 41
Not reported 2

Race
White 80 %
Black 6
Hispanic 5
Asian 6
Other 3

Region
Northeast 17 %
Midwest 21
South 40
West 23

Religiosity
Not at all important 38 %
Not too important 14
Somewhat important 21
Very important 26

Political Party
Democrat 31 %
Independent 31
Republican 37

Follow Political News
Most of the time 39 %
Some of the time 44
Only now and then 13
Hardly at all 5

Turnout in 2016 Election
Voted 79 %
Didn't vote 21

Political Activism
Some activities 26 %
No activities 74



73 
 

C. METHODS 
 

Each of the 1,461 respondents evaluated 4 pairs of candidates: A vs B, C vs D, E vs F, and G vs 
H. After each pair we asked, “If you had to choose, which candidate would you vote for?” For 
the main analyses in the article, we assigned each candidate a score of 100 if the respondent said 
they would definitely or probably vote for the candidate, and a score of 0 if the respondent said 
they would definitely or probably not vote for the candidate. Operationalizing the dependent 
variable in this way allowed us to interpret the treatment effects in the article as percentage-point 
changes in public support. As shown later in this appendix, though, our substantive conclusions 
remained the same when we operationalized the dependent variable in other ways. 
 
Having assigned each candidate a score based on the voters’ expressed preferences, we stacked 
the data from all 8 candidates, resulting in 1,461 × 8 = 11,688 observations. We regressed the 
candidates’ scores on dummy variables for interactions of the voter’s position and the 
candidate’s position on foreign policy, as well as dummy variables for the voter’s position on 
economic policy and the role of religion, and dummy variables measuring whether the candidate 
and the voter were similar with respect to party, gender, and race. Given that each respondent 
contributed 8 responses to this regression model, we clustered the standard errors by respondent. 
 
Table 7, below, gives the estimated coefficients and standard errors from the regression model 
we used to compute and plot the treatment effects in Figures 7 of the article. On security policy, 
1 = Definitely Dovish, 2 = Leans Dovish, 3 = Leans Hawkish, and 4 = Definitely Hawkish. The 
omitted reference category was Voter = 4 & Candidate = 4. On economic policy, 1 = Definitely 
Socialist, 2 = Leans Socialist, 3 = Leans Capitalist, and 4 = Definitely Capitalist, with Voter = 1 
as the omitted reference category. On the role of religion, 1 = No Role, 2 = Small Role, 3 = 
Medium Role, and 4 = Large Role, with Voter = 1 as the omitted reference category. Other 
omitted reference categories were party = “D voter & D candidate”, political experience = “0-5 
years,” gender = “F voter & M candidate,” and race = “Different races.” 
 

Table 7: Regression Model of Selection in the U.S., with Party Labels 

 
Variable Coefficient Standard Error 
   
Security Policy   
Voter=1 & Candidate=1 10.91 3.23 
Voter=1 & Candidate=2 2.05 3.18 
Voter=1 & Candidate=3 -15.68 3.26 
Voter=1 & Candidate=4 -26.80 3.15 
Voter=2 & Candidate=1 -1.38 2.92 
Voter=2 & Candidate=2 6.11 2.89 
Voter=2 & Candidate=3 -9.53 2.90 
Voter=2 & Candidate=4 -23.64 2.88 
Voter=3 & Candidate=1 -18.24 3.06 
Voter=3 & Candidate=2 -10.40 3.05 
Voter=3 & Candidate=3 3.04 3.06 
Voter=3 & Candidate=4 -2.50 3.08 
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Voter=4 & Candidate=1 -19.10 4.21 
Voter=4 & Candidate=2 -6.30 4.35 
Voter=4 & Candidate=3 -2.41 3.88 
 
Economic Policy 

  

Voter=2 0.40 0.53 
Voter=3 -0.14 0.53 
Voter=4 0.15 0.54 
 
Role of Religion 

  

Voter=2 -0.48 0.31 
Voter=3 -0.62 0.31 
Voter=4 0.17 0.40 
 
Party 

  

D voter & D candidate 52.20 2.36 
I voter & R candidate 26.31 1.89 
I voter & D candidate 25.92 1.90 
R voter & R candidate 55.04 1.58 
R voter & D candidate -2.38 1.57 
 
Political Experience 

  

6-10 years 5.94 1.30 
11-15 years 7.63 1.38 
16-20 years 9.80 1.33 
21-25 years 11.30 1.45 
26-30 years 11.19 1.38 
 
Gender 

  

F voter & F candidate 2.00 1.10 
M voter & F candidate 1.04 0.82 
M voter & M candidate 1.51 0.83 
 
Race 

  

Both white 2.49 0.89 
Both black 5.93 2.82 
Both Hispanic 4.63 3.15 
   
Constant 21.76 3.08 
   
Observations 11,688  

 
  



75 
 

D. EFFECTS OF POLICY POSITIONS 
 

Figure 47: Effects of Security Policy on Vote Choice (As Shown in the Article) 

 
Note: Figure shows the effect of policy positions on the percentage of respondents who voted for the candidate. 

 
 

Figure 48: Effects of Policy Positions on the Strength of Voters’ Preferences 

 
Note: Strength of preference was measured on a scale in which 100=definitely preferred the candidate, 67=probably 
preferred the candidate, 33=probably preferred the opponent, and 0=definitely preferred the opponent. 
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Figure 49: Effects of Policy Positions on Ratings 

 
Note: Respondents rated each candidate from 0 (worst) to 10 (best), which we rescaled to run from 0 to 100. 

 
 
 

Figure 50: Effects of Policy Positions, All Respondents Regardless of Attentiveness 

 
Note: The figure combines the 1,461 respondents who passed the attention checks and the 119 who did not. 
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E. EFFECTS OF POLICY POSITIONS, BY OTHER ATTRIBUTES OF THE CANDIDATE 
 

Figure 51: Effects of Security Policy, by Candidate’s Political Party 

 
 
 
 

Figure 52: Effects of Security Policy, by Candidate’s Political Experience 
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Figure 53: Effects of Security Policy, by Candidate’s Gender 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 54: Effects of Security Policy, by Candidate’s Race 
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F. EFFECTS OF POLICY POSITIONS, BY DEMOGRAPHIC ATTRIBUTES OF THE RESPONDENT 
 

Figure 55: Effects of Security Policy, by Respondent’s Gender 

 
 
 

 
Figure 56: Effects of Security Policy, by Respondent’s Age 
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Figure 57: Effects of Security Policy, by Respondent’s Education 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 58: Effects of Security Policy, by Respondent’s Income 
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Figure 59: Effects of Security Policy, by Respondent’s Race 

 
 
 

Figure 60: Effects of Security Policy, by Respondent’s Home Region 

 
Note: Northeast = Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, 
Rhode Island, Vermont. Midwest = Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, 
North Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota, Wisconsin. South = Alabama, Arkansas, Delaware, District of Columbia, 
Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, 
Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, West Virginia. West = Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, 
Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, Washington, Wyoming. 
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Figure 61: Effects of Security Policy, by Respondent’s Religiosity 

 
Note: We asked, “How important is religion in your life?” Low = “Not at all important” or “Not too important”; 
Medium = “Somewhat important”; High = “Very important” 
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G. EFFECTS OF POLICY POSITIONS, BY POLITICAL ATTRIBUTES OF THE RESPONDENT 
 

Figure 62: Effects of Security Policy, by Respondent’s Party Affiliation 

 
Note: Independents include people who were independent, identified with another party, or expressed no preference. 
 
 

Figure 63: Effects of Security Policy, by Respondent’s Interest in Politics 

 
Note: We asked how often people follow what’s going on in government and public affairs. High interest = “Most of 
the time”; Medium interest = “Some of the time”; Low interest = “Hardly at all” or “Only now and then” 
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Figure 64: Effects of Security Policy, by Respondent’s Voter Turnout 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 65: Effects of Security Policy, by Respondent’s Level of Political Activism 
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H. EFFECTS OF NON-POLICY ATTRIBUTES OF THE CANDIDATE 
 

Figure 66: Effects of Non-Policy Attributes, With Interactions 

 
 

Figure 67: Rate of Voting for Democratic Candidate, by Voter’s Party 
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Figure 68: Rate of Voting for Democratic Candidate, 
by Voter’s Party and Proximity to the Candidate 
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APPENDIX 5: MOST IMPORTANT PROBLEM 
 
Did our U.S. experiments occur at a time when foreign policy was unusually important to 
American voters? To assess this possibility, we analyzed survey data about the “most important 
problem” facing the country. 
 
We analyzed the marpor1_perc variable in the annual time series by Heffington, Park, and 
Williams (2019), which covers the years 1939–2015. The variable measures the percentage of 
Americans who named a foreign policy issue as the most important problem facing the country. 
For the years 1939–2015, the median annual value was 23%, and the mean annual value was 
26%.  
 
To obtain comparable values for April 2017 and September 2017, the months when our U.S. 
surveys were fielded, we applied the coding rules described in Heffington, Park and Williams 
(2019) to Gallup aggregate survey data at news.gallup.com/poll/1675/most-important-
problem.aspx (accessed October 24, 2017). Specifically, we classified the following problems as 
relating to foreign policy: Situation with North Korea; International issues, problems; Wars/War 
(nonspecific)/Fear of war; Terrorism; National Security; Situation in Iraq/ISIS; Lack of military 
defense; Situation with Russia; War/conflict between Middle East Nations; Foreign 
Policy/Foreign aid/Focus overseas; and Foreign trade/Trade deficit. 
 
In several cases, Gallup reported that less than 0.5% of respondents had given an answer choice, 
without specifying the exact amount. When we rounded all instances of <0.5% down to 0, the 
percentage of Americans naming a foreign policy issue as the most important problem facing the 
country was 16% in April 2017 and 12% in September 2017. When we instead treated all 
instances of <0.5% as if they were 0.5%, the percentage of Americans naming a foreign policy 
issue as the most important problem facing the country was 17.5% in April 2017 and 14% in 
September 2017. 
 
We conclude that the perceived importance of foreign policy (measured by the most important 
problem question) was lower than usual during our survey, increasing confidence that the 
powerful effects we found were not due to the timing of our experiments 


