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Firing Up The Right 

Palestinian Rocket Attacks and Israeli Public Opinion 

 

Marcus Chiu 

 

 

Does exposure to rocket fire from Gaza Strip in Israel affect Israeli public opinion towards the 

Israeli-Palestinian conflict? This paper relies on a multivariable regression model based upon 

Israeli electoral demographic data, merged with 2006 and 2009 pre-election studies conducted 

by The Israel National Election Studies. I find that residents of localities within rocket range 

during elections are typically more conservative on national security issues; less flexible on 

issues with the peace process; have a greater threat perception of Arabs; and are more likely to 

vote for right-wing parties. It is thus expected that there will be an increasing ideological 

rightward shift as the range of rocket fire from Gaza strip continues to extend further into Israel. 

 Keywords: rocket attacks, Gaza Strip, Israeli public opinion, Israeli-Palestinian conflict 

 

 

Since the al-Aqsa Intifada, Israel had experienced rocket attacks from Palestinian factions 

onto Israeli settlements. These attacks were minimal at first, with ranges that only reached Israeli 

settlements in and close to the perimeter of the Occupied Palestinian Territories. After Israel’s 

disengagement plan, which evacuated all Israeli settlements in Gaza and subsequently moved 

many of them to areas closer to the West bank, Hamas soon defeated Fatah in the 2006 elections 

and gained control of Gaza Strip. Rocket attacks increased dramatically in number, magnitude, 

and range, roughly all of which continues to originate from Gaza Strip. The context of rocket 

firing activity outside of warzones is relatively recent and limited to the Israeli-Palestinian 

conflict. Because of this and the sensitivity of the issue, the availability of data is very limited.  
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Much of the scholarly focus has thus instead focused on “acts of terrorism” as information is 

more robust in both time and space, and more easily accessible. These acts mainly include 

suicide bombings, bombings, and kidnappings, and occur most frequently in the West Bank 

(Judea and Samaria), but do not include rocket attacks that, as mentioned, originate from Gaza 

Strip. Consequently, there is little understanding as to the implications of rocket firing into Israel 

on Israeli public opinion and voting behavior. Noting a shift in the Israeli electorate further to the 

right, this paper examines the exposure to rocket fire as a contributing factor to this shift. 

To do this, a comparison is made between individuals both in and out of rocket range, and 

their attitudes towards several issues relating to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. The implications 

of the results are numerous and in some ways similar to current literature on terrorism and its 

effect on public opinion. My analysis shows that a conservative individual is more likely to be 

against the peace process and land-for-peace deals, especially in regards to neighborhoods in 

Jerusalem; they are likely to perceive Arabs in a more threatening manner; they tend to agree 

with more militaristic responses towards Palestinian attacks; and these changes in opinion can 

translate into changes in voting behavior. Increased rocket ranges and subsequent attacks are 

therefore counter-productive in regards to the peace process between Israelis and Palestinians. 

As a result of these conclusions, this paper presents a preliminary examination of the exposure to 

rocket fire and its effects on public opinion, expanding existing literature on terrorism into the 

realm of rocket attacks, and allowing for a more complete and concise study of threats from the 

Occupied Palestinian Territories towards Israel-Proper. 

In the next section, I will briefly examine the already established literature on terrorism in 

Israel and Israeli public opinion. Afterwards, I will move onto an overview of the data and 

method of analysis. The results will be interpreted in the proceeding section, and final comments 



Page | 3  
 

will be made in the conclusion. References to tables and figures will be made throughout this 

paper, a list of which can be found on page 26. 

The Literature 

Due to the lack of information and context specific nature of the issue of rocket attacks 

outside of warzones, the majority of academic work has focused on the issue of terrorism, which 

also occurs outside of the Israel-Palestine region. However, because the majority of activities 

classified under most academic definitions of “terrorism” occur in the West Bank, studies on the 

effects of “rocket attacks,” which mainly originate from Gaza Strip, have been largely ignored. 

There thus cannot be a detailed analytical study that encompasses all Palestinian attacks in Israel 

and on Israeli citizens. 

Terrorism, especially suicide bombing, is however very different from rocket attacks in this 

context. Suicide bombings are hard to detect and defend against; they can occur anywhere and 

cause severe damage if undetected. Rocket attacks on the other hand, originate from a single, 

generally-known location, and are highly inaccurate. The injury and death toll from both 

activities are illustrative of this – suicide bombing is much more effective in causing civilian 

casualties. Drawing from the nature of the activities, as well as geographical and contextual 

similarities, the literature on terrorism can nevertheless shed light on the effects of rocket firing. 

Although their characteristics pose different forms of security threats, they are similar in that 

they are carried out for the purpose of political gain, and for an increase in the perception of fear. 

The implications of both are therefore also similar, one of which, as we shall see later in the 

results section, is that terrorism shifts the Israeli electorate right (Arian 2001; Berrebi, Klor 2006; 

Berrebi Klor 2008; Gould, Klor 2010; Arian, Shamir 2011). 
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Israeli public opinion predictably reacts strongly to deaths of Israeli citizens (combatant 

and non-combatant) and that the perceived threat and the distrust of Arabs in general also 

increase (Herman, Yuchtman-Yaar 2002; Fielding, Penny 2008; Maoz, et al. 2002; Maoz, 

McCauley 2009). These have large and important impacts on the prospect of peace between 

Israelis and Palestinians, and contribute significantly to trends in public opinion. According to 

several opinion polls, such as those conducted by the Israel National Election Studies, the 

National Security and Public Opinion Project, the Joint Israeli-Palestinian Poll, and many 

others, some of the general trends that can be seen since the Second Intifada are that: 

- The majority of Israelis continue to support the idea of the two-state solution of “two 

states for two peoples.” 

- An overwhelming majority reject the idea that the peace process should be stopped. 

- Most Israelis favor the evacuation of some settlement blocs in West Bank as part of a 

peace agreement. 

- Attitudes towards (Israeli) Arabs have become increasingly negative. 

- There is growing distrust towards Palestinian (and Palestinian politicians) as “partners 

in peace,” although most recognize that there are no other viable solutions. 

- A majority are skeptical about any reconciliation with Hamas. 

Many of these trends (Shamir, Sagiv-Schifter 2006; Shamir, Shamir 2007; Meir, Bagno-

Moldavsky 2010; Arian, Shamir 2011) are widely attributed to the violence stemming from 

Palestinians in the West Bank and Gaza Strip. Studies on the effects of terrorism have 

mushroomed since the time of the al-Aqsa Intifada, as information and media coverage at the 

time of the Camp David Accords put the Israeli-Palestinian conflict in international spotlight. 

Using such data, which is widely available in comparison to that of rocket attacks, scholars have 
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applied and developed various models, most of which have shown and converged into a common 

consensus on the rightward-shifting effects of such violence. 

Other scholarly work have also focused on the effectiveness of terrorist activity, many of 

which suggest that these activities succeed in acquiring short term gains, mainly between 

Palestinian factions, whilst failing to induce overall government policy compliance (Haushofer, 

Biletzki, Kanwisher 2010; Abrahms 2012). Similarly, many focus on the effectiveness of the 

Israeli government in preventing further attacks (Dugan, Chenoweth 2012), to which a consensus 

has more or less been reached on the ineffectiveness of pure military tactics – both carrots and 

sticks should be used in resolving this conflict.  

While the numbers of such terrorist activities are on the decline – no suicide bombings 

have occurred in Israel for the past three years – rocket attacks are periodically increasing 

(Johnston Archive 2012; Jewish Virtual Library 1993). Especially in the context of the Arab 

Awakening and decreased restrictions on migration along the Gaza-Egypt border, improvements 

in rocket technology in Gaza Strip too, is on the rise. Having said this, the nature of academic 

literature should now likewise be shifting its focus onto the effects of rocket attacks, drawing on 

the insights gained from pre-existing work on terrorism. This paper serves for such a purpose. 

Overview of Data & Analysis 

The data used in this paper’s research comes from two main sources; from Ph.D. students – 

Anna Getmansky and Thomas Zeitzoff – at New York University’s Department of Political 

Science, as well as 2006 and 2009 pre-election studies performed by the late Asher Arian, and 

Michal Shamir at The Israel National Election Studies. In this section, I will provide an overview 

of the variables used in my research, and explain the empirical method of analysis. 
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Independent Variables 

The Getmansky-Zeitzoff dataset compiles demographic and electoral information for each 

locality in Israel. Also in the data are the two main independent variables to be used for the 

paper’s regression model: 

InRange  A dummy variable that determines whether a locality is in range of rocket 

attacks from Gaza Strip during an election period; 0 represents a locality 

not in range, and 1 represents one in range. 

InRange_cum The cumulative version of InRange that is on a scale from 0 to 3, where 0 

represents a locality not in range, and 3 represents a locality’s third 

election in range. Elections since rocket attacks are 2003, 2006, and 2009. 

 

As the range of rocket fire only increases, there can be no localities that become not in 

range after having been in range; the change in maximum rocket ranges after each election can 

be seen on figure 7 – page 46. Due to the sensitivity of the issue, the Israel Defense Forces 

restricts public access to data on the exact locations of rocket attacks; such information could be 

used to adjust and improve the accuracies of rockets by perpetrators in Gaza Strip. Despite 

lacking exact location of rocket landings, the inaccuracy, and therefore uncertainty of rocket 

attacks, can produce significant psychological effects simply through the exposure to attacks. 

The IDF publically announces rocket fire ranges and threats of imminent attacks through 

the Red Color early warning radar system, and other forms of communication. However, such 

information can only be produced after experiencing an attack. Using the logic that ranges only 

increase over time, it can therefore be plausibly assumed that individuals in localities in range 

know that they are exposed to potential rocket attacks. Those near the maximum range, on the 

other hand, have greater uncertainty as to their exposure, and do not know when they will be 

within range until after an attack. The InRange(_cum) variable accounts for these effects. 
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The final dataset, after merging the Getmansky-Zeitzoff dataset with those of the 2006 and 

2009 Israel national election studies by locality, is presented at the individual level. Accounting 

for the year, demographic variables will be used to control for possible confounding effects on 

Israeli public opinion. These include: 

Year A dummy variable; 0 and 1 represent 2006 and 2009, respectively. 

Male A dummy variable for sex, with 1 representing a male sex. 

AgeGroup Groups; 18-22; 23-29; 30-39; 40-49; 50-59; 60-69; 70-79; 80+. 

Consumption A measurement of household expenditure relative to the national average, 

as determined by the individual. Groups: much more than average; a little 

more than average; about the average; a little less than average; much less 

than average. This variable is used as a proxy for household income. 

%Jews The percentage Jewish population within a locality ranging from 0 to 1. 

 

Of these control variables, Male, AgeGroup, and Consumption are measured at the individual 

level, and thus locality as well, whereas the variables %Jews and InRange(_cum) are measured 

only at the locality level. A statistical summary of the two main rocket range variables, and all 

other variables, can be found in Appendix A on page 44. 

Dependent Variables 

Dependent variables, namely questions present in both the 2006 and 2009 election studies, 

are separated into four categories. A fifth category of questions specific to the 2009 survey will 

also be included. These categories and questions are: 

1. National Situation 

NS_Situation Perception of Israel’s current national security situation. 

NS_Plus5 Perception of Israel’s national security situation in five years’ time. 

GenSituation Perception of Israel’s general situation. 
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2. Peace Process 

AchievePce Whether a peace agreement can be achieved with the Palestinians. 

PceEndConflict Whether a peace agreement with Palestinians/Arabs will end conflict. 

StopPP Support for stopping the peace process even at the risk of another war. 

LandForPce Support for land-for-peace deals with Palestinians. 

Jerusalem Support for the return of Arab neighborhoods in Jerusalem as part of a 

peace agreement with Palestinians. 

TwoState Support for the establishment of a Palestinian state in Judea, Samaria, and 

Gaza Strip (the Occupied Palestinian Territories; borders unspecified). 

3. Perception of Arabs 

EmigrateArabs Support for government encouragement of the emigration of Arabs. 

ArabInjure Whether one worries about oneself and/or loved ones from being injured 

by Arabs. 

ArabGoal Perception of the “final goal” of Arabs towards Israel and Israeli-Jews. 

4. Voting Behavior 

SecurityVote Whether security issues will most influence vote. 

PeaceVote Whether the peace process will most influence vote. 

FavorParty The party an individual favors most; seven parties in this variable are 

arranged according to their position towards the establishment of a 

Palestinian state. More details on the variable can be found on page 39. 

RightVote A measurement of a locality’s percentage of right-wing votes. This is the 

only dependent variable not taken from the election studies but instead the 

Getmansky-Zeitzoff dataset. 

5. 2009 Specific 

SettlementEvac Opinion on the evacuation of settlement blocs as part of peace agreement. 

CastLead Opinion on the success of IDF’s operation Cast Lead in Gaza in 2008. 

FireReaction Opinion on method of response if rocket fire continues from Gaza. 

 

The actual wording of questions and more accurate descriptions of relevant variables will be 

displayed alongside regression tables. It should also be noted that the election studies are 
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separated into various versions performed in waves for the purpose of improving question 

formats; some questions are also directed at target audiences (i.e. specific questions that are only 

asked to Israeli-Jews and not Israeli-Arabs, although these questions are few in number). 

Across-the-board questions that are common in all versions have much higher numbers of 

observations. On the other hand, version specific questions have much smaller sample sizes. All 

observational sets are nevertheless randomized and representative of the Israeli electorate. 

Although most of the dependent variables are of the former question type, some are of the latter. 

As a robustness check, and for comparability, the results of the variables with larger observations 

are also restricted to the version-specific observations of variable PceEndConflict – this is due to 

its similarity in observational sets with all other version-specific questions. To serve as a visual 

comparison and to highlight areas of skepticism where changes in results occur, restricted results 

of across-the-board variables are shown along with the original. There appears to be little 

variation for most variables when restricted. 

The empirical method of analysis follows a simple multivariable regression model; where Y 

is any one of the dependent variables mentioned above. The control variables will appear in the 

order of their mention, with variables AgeGroup, Consumption, and %Jews to be shortened to 

“Age,” “Income,” and “Jews,” respectively for the purposes of presentation. 

Yilt = b0 + b1Yeart + b2Maleil + b3Ageilt + b4Incomeilt + b5Jewslt + b6InRange(_cum)lt + εilt 

As each observation is representative of an individual within a locality, subscripts i and l will 

represent the individual and locality levels respectively, with t denoting the year. The dependent 

variable RightVote – under the category of voting behavior – is a measurement of the locality 

rather than the individual; it will be denoted as Ylt. Each regression is then clustered at the 
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locality level as all individuals in the same locality face the same level of range exposure to 

rocket fire, as well as other locality level demographic data. 

Although there are many more questions of similarity between the 2006 and 2009 surveys, 

the purpose of this paper will focus the on Israeli public opinion towards the Israeli-Palestinian 

conflict and towards Arabs. As a result, questions related to the political, legal, and socio-

economic conditions of Israel will be put aside as a separate opportunity for the expansion of 

literature. The separation of selected questions into these five categories will allow for more 

detailed and robust interpretations of the effects of rocket attacks on Israeli public opinion, the 

implications of which will affect interactions between Israelis and Palestinians on the domestic 

and policy levels. 

Results 

Similar to the separate categories of dependent variables described above, I will begin first 

by examining the opinions regarding the national situation of Israel. I will then move on to 

questions that concern the peace process between Israel and the Palestinians, Israelis’ perception 

towards Arabs, changes in voting behavior, and then onto questions specific to the context of 

2009. The final category is to serve as consummation of the implications interpreted from the 

previous categories. Regression tables and figures – a list, to repeat, can be found on page 26 – 

are likewise categorized and will be referred to throughout this section. A more accurate wording 

of the questions, as well as their answer scales, can be found above each respective table. 

It should also be noted that %Jews often has a significant and large effect on many of the 

dependent variables analyzed. The considerable effects of this variable are shown to not be 

caused by outliers; this can be referred to in figure 8 in Appendix B – page 47. Nevertheless, this 
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and other control variables are not the focus of this paper, and thus will only be briefly 

mentioned here. 

National Situation 

A clear and obvious difference between the results of the variables in this category – in 

reference to tables 1.1 and 1.2 – is that the exposure to rocket fire certainly affects one’s 

perception of Israel’s security situation, but not towards the perception of Israel’s general 

situation; this illustrates the importance of other issues, such as the economic and democratic 

state of Israel, on the general Israeli public opinion. Counter to common perceptions, however, is 

the direction of the coefficient of InRange(_cum), which suggests that those who are in range of 

rocket fire think more positively of Israel’s national security situation. 

Additionally, those in range think more positively of Israel’s future national security 

situation. This is even more pronounced with individuals in localities that have consecutively 

been in range during elections; localities that have been in range for the third time during 

elections are likely to think more positively of Israel’s future security situation by slightly more 

than one unit, in comparison to those who are outside of rocket range. 

It is possible that these results occur not because individuals in range feel safer, but because 

individuals outside of range have the perception that the difference in danger would become 

much higher once one becomes in range. Those in range are likely to be more knowledgeable 

and experience in precautionary measures to rocket attacks. They would also be more wary that 

rocket attacks are highly inaccurate and that, in comparison to acts of terrorism, deaths are very 

rare. As rocket ranges are updated by the Israel Defense Forces, those in range will also know 

that government preparations and policies would be directed towards their localities. As 
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mentioned before, those just out of range would likely experience greater uncertainty in regards 

to their exposure and security. The fear of becoming exposed to rocket attacks could thus remain 

high for those yet in range. It therefore appears that being in range of rocket fire changes one’s 

relative perception of the nation’s security situation in a more positive light, which does not have 

a spillover effect towards the perception of the nation’s general situation. 

Similar to the effects of being in range and with higher levels of significance, the larger the 

share of Jewish population in one’s locality, the more positive s/he will be towards Israel’s future 

security situation; an individual in a pure Jewish locality is likely to think more positively by one 

integer. The effect of household consumption suggests that those who spend less tend to think 

more negatively about both the current and future security situation. Interestingly, sex has a very 

significant effect on the current security situation, with males half a unit more positive than 

females. Whatever the explanation, it is unlikely to be solely related to the IDF as the security 

force conscripts women who also have the right to serve in any position. 

The Peace Process 

As tables 2.1 and 2.2 – variables AchievePce and PceEndConflict, respectively – show, the 

year 2009 saw a shift to a more pessimistic view towards the viability of the peace process with 

the Palestinians; an average citizen would be less likely to believe that a peace agreement could 

be achieved, and even if such a deal were made, public opinion would be less convinced that 

conflict with the Palestinians and Arab states would end. Given the context of post-election civil 

conflict between Hamas and Fatah for administrative control over West Bank and Gaza Strip, as 

well as the subsequent lack of progress with the peace process, the negativity would be 

understandable. 
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Yet even when controlling for the general differences in attitudes from 2006 to 2009, those 

in range of rocket attacks still experience a minor increase in doubt towards the possibility of 

reaching a peace agreement. More significantly, however, is the share of Jewish population in 

one’s locality; complete Jewish localities are much more negative in this case by half an integer. 

However, the significance of these variables disappears when asked whether a peace agreement 

would end conflict. The differences between these two tables thus illustrate that the negative 

effects of the demographic variables, including InRange, are only applicable to the individual’s 

immediate situation, and not to what he believes to be the future situation. Although it cannot be 

interpreted from the results of PceEndConflict that individuals are more optimistic as with 

NS_Plus5, we do see that exposure to rocket fire does not strictly impede one’s hope for an end 

to conflict – due to a peace agreement – in the future. 

Nevertheless, as we see in the following tables, the immediate negative effects of being in 

range can be significant and large. When it comes to the issue of stopping the peace process 

altogether, as shown on table 2.3, the significance and effects of InRange(_cum) become even 

greater. The maximum effect of InRange_cum – the coefficient multiplied by three – is larger 

than that of %Jews, moving one to a more negative attitude towards the peace process. Although 

the coefficients do not appear to be numerically large, they should not be taken lightly as the 

variable only ranges from 1 to 4 and the implications of the question itself are many. 

Even though exposure to rocket fire leaves no significant imprint on whether a peace 

agreement would end conflict, the finding would be irrelevant if it was preferred for the peace 

process to be stopped; the potential effect of exposure. Moreover, the significance and effects 

increase when restricted to a smaller – more than half of its sample size – and suggests the 

variability of the effects to hold an even greater negative impact. Of course, current public 
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opinion trends show that a vast majority of Israelis are against the halting of the peace process, as 

shown by a lack in significant effects in the yearly difference, implying that Israelis are not 

increasingly favoring stopping the peace process over time. However, having controlled for this, 

being in range itself still pushes Israelis towards such a direction. Over time, the range of rocket 

fire only increases, increasing the number of Israelis affected by InRange and the maximum 

effect of InRange_cum after each election. Therefore a potential risk in rocket exposure is that 

such trends could stop, and perhaps even reverse. 

On land-for-peace deals, rocket fire exposure generally lacks a significant and large effect. 

However, as the restricted results suggests, exposure can have some significant effect depending 

on the sample. But with the larger observational set lacking this, it can nevertheless be 

interpreted that exposure does not have a major impact on land-for-peace deals. Other variables 

that are significant appear to have a negative effect on public opinion, shifting individuals to 

become less willing to exchange territories for peace. The effects become more pronounced 

when restricted, with household consumption and locality Jewish population having a very large 

significant effect; an individual whose household spends much less than the national average will 

be half a unit more pessimistic than one who spends much more than the national average, and 

likewise, individuals in Jewish localities will be more conservative by over half a unit. Keep in 

mind that, as with the previous question, this ranges from 1 to 4. 

In the case of land-for-peace deals specific to Arab neighborhoods in Jerusalem, however, 

the effect of InRange(_cum) increases and becomes highly significant. Even while controlling 

for the other variables – notably %Jews, which has a large and understandable coefficient given 

the nature of the Jerusalem question – InRange still has a relatively significantly large effect. On 

a scale from 1 to 4, those in range of rocket fire would be 0.356 units more conservative, and 
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those in their third election in range would more prefer to retain these neighborhoods by a 

coefficient of 0.564. Note that rockets fired from Gaza Strip, unlike those in the more recent 

attacks of 2012 had yet to reach localities near Jerusalem in 2009. That being said, those in range 

compared to those living in Jerusalem, would therefore be less willing to surrender Arab 

neighborhoods as part of a peace agreement. An overall implication of this is that an individual, 

who agrees that Arab neighborhoods should be returned, would be more inclined to believe that 

they should instead be retained. Given the importance of this “Jerusalem Question” in the peace 

process, reduced flexibility on this issue could be detrimental to the success of negotiations. 

On a similar note, the exposure to rocket attacks also has an effect on attitudes towards the 

establishment of a Palestinian state, albeit not as strong as those just mentioned. Coefficients are 

reduced and the significance of InRange(_cum) diminishes when restricted which, on a brighter 

side, illustrates room for skepticism towards the significance of the unrestricted results. The 

absence of a strong significant effect is understandable given the lack of viable alternative 

solutions to the conflict. However, the significant effects of other demographic controls do not 

appear to change as much. Seemingly counterintuitive, the Year effect shifts attitudes to a more 

conservative stance whereas the AgeGroup effect does the opposite. It is possible that this is due 

to the larger time and historical dimension present in AgeGroup, and other possible contextual 

confounders present in the Year variable. The coefficients of %Jews and AgeGroup remain quite 

large and significant as with the previous variable, but in this case, move in opposing directions; 

those older are more so “definitely” in support of the Two-State solution, whereas localities with 

greater Jewish populations tend to “definitely not” support the idea. 

Nonetheless, even though other demographic variables have a larger overall significant 

effect, it is much easier for the maximum potential effect of being in range to be achieved in 
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comparison to having a complete Jewish populated locality, and to have a household expenditure 

that is much more than the national average. The relatively smaller coefficients of InRange and 

InRange_cum should not be taken lightly in its size due to its incessant growth in range and 

cumulative effect. 

Perception of Arabs 

The questions asked in this section – the results of which can be found on tables 3.1-3.3 – 

serve to reveal greater implications of the effects of rocket fire; in each case, being in range 

would increase the negativity of one’s perception towards Arabs. It should, however, be 

mentioned that there were slightly more participants who preferred not to answer because of the 

sensitive nature of the questions; the number of observations are still large. 

The demographic effects on one’s attitude towards government encouragement of Arab 

emigration are understandable – those in older age groups, as with the results before, are more 

liberal and perhaps place more value on the democratic nature of Israeli society; those who with 

lower than average income tend to be more conservative, and may also want the promotion of 

Arab emigration to reduce competitiveness in the labor market and the spread of public welfare. 

The effects of InRange(_cum), however, are even greater. They show that while the origins of 

rocket attacks are outside of Israel-proper, individuals in range of fire would be more willing to 

support the reduction of the Arab population inside of Israel. 

A similar effect can be seen towards the worry of injury of oneself or one’s loved ones by 

Arabs, with an InRange_cum coefficient increasing after restriction to 0.190 towards a more 

threatened position. With high statistical significance, the implications are that although the 

origins of rocket attacks are foreign (in the Occupied Territories); there is also an increased 
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threat perception among Israelis of Arabs domestically. As rocket range extends further north, 

the Israeli populace will become more negative in their perceptions of Arabs as a whole, even 

after controlling for other variables. 

This is also the case for those of lower household expenditures, which can be expected due 

to greater similarities in socio-economic positioning and thus physical interaction, as well as the 

reasons mentioned above. The effects of the remaining demographic variables are, however, 

more ambiguous, with their significance large but effects relatively small. The changing 

perceptions between 2006 and 2009 may not necessarily be a trend, but instead due to the 

context of violence; where the 2006 election saw greater conflict with and between Palestinian 

factions, and the latter saw the end of the IDF’s operation Cast Lead and a cessation of violence. 

In the final question of this section we see, again, greater threat perception towards the 

intention of Arabs. With the recent flurry of rocket attacks from Gaza Strip, where the majority 

of radical Palestinian factions reside, the shift in attitudes is predictable. Although the Year 

variable suggests that such a rightward shift in attitudes has increased, we cannot know whether 

or not this is a trend, due to the limited time frame of this study; whether these changes are 

reactionary or permanent is questionable. The results illustrated by these three variables provide 

clearer insights as to what this means for the state of Israel’s relationship with its Arab 

population and neighbors, and Israel’s democratic and demographic policies; matters that should 

be expanded in future work. 

Voting Behavior 

In looking at the coefficients of InRange(_cum) on table 4.1, we see that being in range is 

highly significant in pushing individuals towards basing their voting decisions on security issues. 
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As the two dependents are dummy variables, the low coefficients still have a relatively large 

effect; the votes of those in their third election in range are more likely to be influenced by 

security issues by 30%, than those out of range. What is implied by this, in comparison to the 

results of PeaceVote, is that those who are in range care more about the promotion of security 

issues than the peace process. As a result, we see that even in the voting behavior of an 

individual, exposure to rocket attacks promotes more militaristic, rather than diplomatic, policies 

in regards to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. If the effect of being in range is sustained as the 

maximum range of rocket fire from Gaza Strip extends, we will see an Israeli electorate that 

would be increasingly inclined to vote based on security policies after each election period. 

This is clearly shown in tables 4.2 and 4.3; the former illustrates an individual’s preferred 

party, and the latter highlights the share of right-wing votes received on the locality level. In both 

cases we see a general electorate shift towards right-wing parties for 2009 in comparison to 2006, 

and in both cases, we see that exposure to rocket fire has a highly significant and large added-

contribution to such rightward shift.  

Although other demographic variables also have significant effects, they only appear on the 

individual level, with those in higher age groups being more liberal, and those in higher Jewish 

populated localities and of lower income being more conservative; the effect of AgeGroup on the 

locality level is too low to have any consequential implications. However, the effects of exposure 

to rocket attacks remain significant and large on both the individual and locality level for voting 

behavior. At the individual level, a person in range is likely to shift further right by a coefficient 

of 0.414 (on a scale of 1 to 7 for the most popular parties/pre-election coalitions). With the 

unrestricted sample size of voting on the locality level, localities that are in range, in comparison 

to those that are not, tend to have 32.6% more right-wing votes, and with a maximum of 48.6% 
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for those in their third election in range. When restricted, the confidence levels and coefficients 

of InRange(_cum) are reduced but nevertheless remain relatively significant and large. 

A caveat is that localities nearer to the Gazan perimeter may already have high right-vote 

shares prior to becoming in range. However, as it can be seen on figure 9 of Appendix B, this 

does not appear to be so; although there are right-wing districts close to the perimeter of Gaza 

Strip, in general, most of the districts near Gaza lean more towards the center/center-left party 

Kadima. Additionally, the cumulative version of the InRange and the Year variables already take 

into account the shift in share of right votes in localities over time. It can thus be plausibly said 

that the exposure to rocket attacks by being in range, as illustrated by these two tables, 

significantly impacts the voting behavior of individuals and localities by further shifting the 

electorate to more conservative positions. 

The fact that these election studies were taken weeks before parliamentary elections 

illustrates even larger implications; we see not only changes in public opinion, which may not 

necessarily be sustained, but changes in voting behavior at the time of elections. Simply put, 

exposure to rocket attacks can translate into more votes for right-wing parties and thus long-

lasting policy outcomes, with increasing effects of InRange(_cum) after each election period. 

2009 Specific 

Similar to territorial swaps in Jerusalem, table 5.1 suggests that high Jewish populated 

localities and low income households tend to be more conservative and prefer to retain 

settlement blocs, regardless of size. The significance and effects are very large, but could likely 

be due to these settlement blocs being composed of large Jewish and below average income 

families in the first place. Yet even after controlling for these, we see that being in range still has 
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a noticeable impact; the relatively small coefficients of InRange(_cum) cannot be said to be 

inconsequential, especially when the dependent variable is on a scale of 1 to 3, and, again, when 

taking into account the nature of the InRange(_cum) variable. 

When then comparing the two variables in tables 5.2 and 5.3, we see another example 

illustrative of how individuals in range are more likely to hold increasingly militaristic attitudes, 

especially in response to threats of rocket attacks. After restricting the observational set in table 

5.3, we see an even more pronounced effect, particularly with InRange_cum, showing the 

variability of the coefficient. However, as can be seen in the previous table, being in range has no 

ascertainable effect on one’s attitude towards the success of military operations by the Israel 

Defense Forces. Therefore, although individuals in range may be more militaristic compared to 

those out of range, they may not necessarily have trust (or lack thereof) in the IDF. The 

dependent variables used in this category have further highlighted the overall shifts in attitudes 

caused by being in range of rocket attacks from Gaza Strip. 

Conclusion 

While it appears that the demographic controls, namely a locality’s share of Jewish 

population, had greater significant effects than exposure to rocket fire in determining changes in 

public opinion, it should be noted that the composition of a locality can change in any direction 

over time, whereas localities can only become in range, and not “get out” of range. Additionally, 

the number of elections in which a locality experiences in range of rocket fire accumulates over 

time; it can only increase. Although the time frame of the data is limited, the characteristics of 

the InRange(_cum) variable should nevertheless emphasize the significance of its implications, 

even when the coefficients are lower than that of the demographic controls. 
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The ideological positioning of large Jewish populated localities and lower income 

individuals are clear throughout the results of this and previous variables; they are generally 

more conservative. The fact that the effect of being in range can at times match the coefficients 

of these controls should further indicate the greater consequences of rocket attacks. An 

expansion of the dataset to include the most recent rocket fire data and election study – of 2012 

and 2013 respectively – would likely show more pronounced effects compared to what has been 

shown here in this paper. 

That being said, regardless of the reasons for continued and improved rocket fire from 

Gaza Strip into Israel, be it for retaliation or for limited political gains against Israel and/or other 

Palestinian factions, such attacks are counter-productive to the progression of the peace process 

between Israelis and Palestinians. Literature on the effects of terrorism on Israeli public opinion 

and its trends shows that these conservative shifts are subject to reversals and not necessarily 

permanent or sustained. However, with continued periodic rocket attacks, especially prior to 

Knesset elections, these threats from Gaza Strip will not only further push the Israeli public 

opinion to the right, but also produce tangible votes for parties on more conservative platforms, 

leading to a more right-wing Israeli government with more hawkish policy outcomes. It could 

also be strategically beneficial for right-wing parties to call for elections after experiencing a 

period of increased rocket attacks, and possibly even provoke such a barrage in the first place. 

The effect on both public opinion and actual voting behavior thus provides a channel in 

which changes in public opinion can translate into changes in government policies that have 

larger and longer lasting consequences. The implications of such shifts to more conservative 

positions are that diplomatic channels of reconciliation, such as the peace process, would be 

abandoned for more militaristic approaches to retaliate against attacks from Gaza, as well as 
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other security focused policies; what these policies are and how they will be implemented 

remains to be seen. The overall changes in this, however, are relatively small given that general 

trends in public opinion show that the majority of Israelis remain for the peace process. But that 

is not to say that positions cannot begin to move against such trends; it should be remembered 

that rocket attacks have only recently become a serious Israeli national security concern, whereas 

the trends identified typically begin from the al-Aqsa Intifada. 

Even as the peace process continues, a shift to a more conservative position on specific 

issues of contention would lead to greater inflexibility and stall negotiations; Israelis would be 

less likely to approve of land-for-peace deals in regards to Arab neighborhoods in Jerusalem and 

in the evacuation of settlements. At the time of such conflicts, hope for achievable peace 

agreements and the two-state solution too, will diminish. Similar to the trends, the perception of 

Arabs both in and outside of Israel will also deteriorate, which is likely to lead to a greater deficit 

of trust in Israeli-Palestinian/Arab interactions on all levels, as well as increasing discrimination 

and threat perception towards Arabs. Much of the negative attitudes are also directed specifically 

to factions in Gaza Strip, which will make any prospects of peace from the conciliation between 

Hamas and Fatah increasingly difficult. 

Still, interestingly, individuals in range are more optimistic towards both Israel’s current 

and future national security situation. They become more security orientated in terms of what 

issues most influence their vote, and more militaristic in their responses to attacks from Gaza, 

and yet, as the lack of correlation between InRange(_cum) and opinion on the success of 

operation Cast Lead shows, there is not necessarily trust in the Israel Defense Forces’ ability to 

provide sufficient security. It therefore appears that the state’s capabilities in military operations 
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are not the only cause for hope among Israelis; this is also supported by the trends of increasing 

public confidence in the Israeli political echelon (Meir, Bagno-Moldavsky 2010). 

Although the effects are, for the most part, relatively small, they are highly significant and 

will only increase over time if rocket attacks are to continue. Under the data of just two elections 

three years apart, one can already see the effects increasing dramatically over the long run. The 

results of this paper show that these effects are generally aligned with the literature on terrorism 

and some negative public opinion trends, even to the extent of continuing them. What is more 

worrying, are the positive public opinion trends opposed by the effects of rocket attack exposure. 

As these effects increase over time, it is possible to see the reversal of trends to a point where 

individuals would be less supportive of the peace process, the two-state solution, settlement 

evacuation, and the like. 

As rocket attacks increasingly become the mode of terror by Palestinian factions, more in-

depth studies would be needed to accurately illustrate their effects on the Israeli – and the 

Palestinian – populace, especially as there are vital differences between the characteristics of 

rocket attacks and terrorist acts. The changing dynamics of rocket attacks also remain to be seen; 

how will the effective performance of the Iron Dome rocket defense system change the overall 

effects of rocket exposure on Israeli public opinion, and how will rocket attack strategies and 

their effects change when their range covers all of Israel? The purpose of this paper is to serve as 

a preliminary report on the effects of such attacks on Israeli public opinion, and expand the 

literature by providing an alternative analysis of the effects of Palestinian threats. Hopefully, the 

focus of academic work will begin to turn towards this issue as data becomes more readily 

available to the public. 
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Tables – National Situation 

 

NS_Situation 

In your opinion, what is the country's situation nowadays from a national security perspective? 

Worst Situation 1  2  3  4   5  6  7  8  9  Best Situation 

NS_Plus5 

5 Years from now, what will be the country's situation from a national security perspective? 

Worst Situation 1  2  3  4   5  6  7  8  9  Best Situation 

 

Table 1.1 – Perspective on Current and Future Security Situation of Israel 

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

  NS_Situation NS_Situation   NS_Plus5 NS_Plus5 

Year 0.103 0.111 
 

0.0874 0.0791 

 
(0.168) (0.173) 

 
(0.222) (0.225) 

Male 0.542*** 0.553*** 
 

-0.0557 -0.0447 

 
(0.161) (0.160) 

 
(0.230) (0.229) 

AgeGroup 0.0560 0.0553 
 

0.0252 0.0238 

 
(0.0486) (0.0489) 

 
(0.0619) (0.0623) 

Consumption -0.105* -0.108* 
 

-0.201** -0.204** 

 
(0.0615) (0.0618) 

 
(0.0927) (0.0929) 

%Jews 0.117 0.100 
 

1.004*** 0.967*** 

 
(0.240) (0.259) 

 
(0.277) (0.283) 

InRange 0.399** 
  

0.611** 
 

 
(0.179) 

  
(0.261) 

 
InRange_cum 

 
0.171 

  
0.380* 

  
(0.118) 

  
(0.223) 

Constant 3.799*** 3.841*** 
 

4.289*** 4.351*** 

 
(0.375) (0.381) 

 
(0.481) (0.484) 

Number of Obs 722 722 
 

574 574 

      
Standard errors clustered at locality level in parentheses 

  
="* p<0.10  ** p<0.05  *** p<0.01"       

 

Note: The variable NS_Minus5 for perspectives on Israel’s previous national security situation 

was also computed, but lack of significant results made it irrelevant for the purposes of this 

paper’s analysis. 
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GenSituation 

In your opinion, what is the general situation of Israel? 

1. Very Good  2. Good 3. So-So 4. Bad  5. Very Bad 

 

Table 1.2 – Perspective on the General Situation of Israel 

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

  GenSituation GenSituation   GenSituation GenSituation 

Year -0.140* -0.140* 
 

-0.109 -0.107 

 
-0.0838 -0.0836 

 
-0.12 -0.119 

Male 0.043 0.0439 
 

0.107 0.108 

 
-0.0537 -0.0538 

 
-0.0908 -0.0907 

AgeGroup -0.0449*** -0.0449*** 
 

-0.0261 -0.0261 

 
-0.0139 -0.0139 

 
-0.023 -0.023 

Consumption 0.101*** 0.100*** 
 

0.110*** 0.110*** 

 
-0.0176 -0.0175 

 
-0.0284 -0.0286 

%Jews -0.257*** -0.259*** 
 

-0.369** -0.371** 

 
-0.0967 -0.0943 

 
-0.148 -0.146 

InRange 0.0366 
  

0.0548 
 

 
-0.0613 

  
-0.0923 

 
InRange_cum 

 
0.0339 

  
0.0274 

  
-0.0402 

  
-0.0635 

Constant 3.258*** 3.258*** 
 

3.142*** 3.146*** 

 
-0.132 -0.128 

 
-0.237 -0.235 

Number of Obs 2191 2191 
 

719 719 

      
Standard errors clustered at locality level in parentheses 

  
="* p<0.10  ** p<0.05  *** p<0.01"       

 

Note: Regressions (3) and (4), as shown by the number of observations, are of the restricted 

version of the GenSituation variable. 
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Tables – The Peace Process 

 

AchievePce 

In your opinion is it possible to reach a peace agreement with the Palestinians? 

1. Definitely  2. I Think So  3. I Think Not  4. Definitely Not  

 

Table 2.1 – Prospect of Achieving Peace with the Palestinians 

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

  AchievePce AchievePce   AchievePce AchievePce 

Year 0.334*** 0.331*** 
 

0.241*** 0.247*** 

 
(0.0703) (0.0731) 

 
(0.0876) (0.0894) 

Male -0.0209 -0.0197 
 

-0.120* -0.116 

 
(0.0409) (0.0410) 

 
(0.0709) (0.0712) 

AgeGroup -0.0203* -0.0203* 
 

-0.000409 -0.000832 

 
(0.0121) (0.0119) 

 
(0.0179) (0.0179) 

Consumption 0.00488 0.00311 
 

0.0123 0.0113 

 
(0.0224) (0.0226) 

 
(0.0290) (0.0292) 

%Jews 0.452*** 0.430*** 
 

0.600*** 0.595*** 

 
(0.131) (0.155) 

 
(0.142) (0.153) 

InRange 0.182* 
  

0.167* 
 

 
(0.101) 

  
(0.0937) 

 
InRange_cum 

 
0.0858 

  
0.0615 

  
(0.0627) 

  
(0.0598) 

Constant 2.221*** 2.257*** 
 

2.102*** 2.119*** 

 
(0.168) (0.195) 

 
(0.200) (0.209) 

Number of 

Obs 
2185 2185 

 
717 717 

      
Standard errors clustered at locality level in parentheses 

  
="* p<0.10  ** p<0.05  *** p<0.01"       

 

Note: Regressions (3) and (4), as shown by the number of observations, are of the restricted 

version of the AchievePce variable. 
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PceEndConflict 

If we reach a peace agreement with the Palestinians and with the Arabs states, in your opinion, 

will this end the Arab-Israeli conflict or not? 

1. Certainly  2. I Think So  3. I Think Not  4. Certainly Not 

 

Table 2.2 – Will a Peace Agreement end Conflict? 

  (1) (2) 

  PceEndConflict PceEndConflict 

Year 0.194** 0.196** 

 
(0.0908) (0.0907) 

Male -0.0612 -0.0596 

 
(0.0755) (0.0756) 

AgeGroup 0.00493 0.00477 

 
(0.0216) (0.0216) 

Consumption -0.0149 -0.0152 

 
(0.0294) (0.0294) 

%Jews 0.249 0.248 

 
(0.160) (0.160) 

InRange 0.0577 
 

 
(0.105) 

 
InRange_cum 

 
0.0197 

  
(0.0611) 

Constant 2.595*** 2.600*** 

 
(0.183) (0.181) 

Number of Obs 721 721 

   
Standard errors clustered at locality level in parentheses 

="* p<0.10  ** p<0.05  *** p<0.01" 
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StopPP 

To what extent do you agree with the following statements? 

- "The peace process should be stopped even at the risk of another war" 

1. Definitely Do Not Agree 2. Do Not Agree 3. Agree  4. Definitely Agree 

 

Table 2.3 – Should the Peace Process be Stopped? 

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

  StopPP StopPP   StopPP StopPP 

Year 0.0686 0.0651 
 

0.0667 0.0629 

 
(0.0547) (0.0564) 

 
(0.0685) (0.0701) 

Male 0.0472 0.0480 
 

0.0172 0.0228 

 
(0.0447) (0.0448) 

 
(0.0599) (0.0596) 

AgeGroup -0.0429*** -0.0431*** 
 

-0.0518*** -0.0517*** 

 
(0.0125) (0.0125) 

 
(0.0183) (0.0184) 

Consumption 0.0283 0.0273 
 

0.0474* 0.0450* 

 
(0.0191) (0.0191) 

 
(0.0252) (0.0251) 

%Jews 0.223** 0.183* 
 

0.383*** 0.369*** 

 
(0.0871) (0.0993) 

 
(0.113) (0.126) 

InRange 0.194*** 
  

0.242*** 
 

 
(0.0703) 

  
(0.0929) 

 
InRange_cum 

 
0.110** 

  
0.155*** 

  
(0.0434) 

  
(0.0559) 

Constant 1.761*** 1.807*** 
 

1.606*** 1.628*** 

 
(0.110) (0.113) 

 
(0.141) (0.149) 

Number of Obs 1482 1482 
 

709 709 

      
Standard errors clustered at locality level in parentheses 

 
="* p<0.10  ** p<0.05  *** p<0.01"       

 

Note: Regressions (3) and (4), as shown by the number of observations, are of the restricted 

version of the StopPP variable. 
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LandForPce 

To what extent do you agree with the following statements? 

- "Territories should be exchanged for peace" 

1. Definitely Do Not Agree 2. Do Not Agree 3. Agree  4. Definitely Agree 

 

Table 2.4 – Should Territories be exchanged for Peace? 

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

  LandForPeace LandForPeace   LandForPeace LandForPeace 

Year -0.209*** -0.201*** 
 

-0.282*** -0.273*** 

 
(0.0761) (0.0757) 

 
(0.0893) (0.0892) 

Male 0.0333 0.0335 
 

0.0452 0.0419 

 
(0.0534) (0.0533) 

 
(0.0815) (0.0812) 

AgeGroup 0.00803 0.00771 
 

0.0217 0.0214 

 
(0.0144) (0.0144) 

 
(0.0215) (0.0215) 

Consumption -0.0683** -0.0673** 
 

-0.0973*** -0.0954*** 

 
(0.0276) (0.0275) 

 
(0.0310) (0.0307) 

%Jews -0.279** -0.274** 
 

-0.653*** -0.641*** 

 
(0.133) (0.120) 

 
(0.166) (0.167) 

InRange -0.115 
  

-0.146 
 

 
(0.108) 

  
(0.115) 

 
InRange_cum 

 
-0.111 

  
-0.126* 

  
(0.0718) 

  
(0.0684) 

Constant 3.073*** 3.070*** 
 

3.506*** 3.492*** 

 
(0.188) (0.179) 

 
(0.236) (0.236) 

Number of 

Obs 
1474 1474 

 
698 698 

      
Standard errors clustered at locality level in parentheses 

   
="* p<0.10  ** p<0.05  *** p<0.01"       

 

Note: Regressions (3) and (4), as shown by the number of observations, are of the restricted 

version of the LandForPce variable. 
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Jerusalem 

As part of peace agreement should Israel be prepared to return Arab neighborhoods of Jerusalem 

or should it continue to retain them, even at the price of preventing a permanent agreement? 

1. Definitely Return 2. Should Return 3. Should Retain 4. Definitely Retain 

 

Table 2.5 – Return or Retain Arab Neighborhoods in Jerusalem 

  (1) (2) 

  Jerusalem Jerusalem 

Year 0.195* 0.195* 

 
(0.100) (0.105) 

Male -0.153** -0.143* 

 
(0.0769) (0.0779) 

AgeGroup -0.0264 -0.0264 

 
(0.0244) (0.0245) 

Consumption 0.0754** 0.0725* 

 
(0.0374) (0.0380) 

%Jews 0.706*** 0.686*** 

 
(0.190) (0.215) 

InRange 0.356*** 
 

 
(0.124) 

 
InRange_cum 

 
0.188** 

  
(0.0774) 

Constant 1.725*** 1.762*** 

 
(0.253) (0.278) 

Number of Obs 702 702 

   
Standard errors clustered at locality level in parentheses 

="* p<0.10  ** p<0.05  *** p<0.01" 
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TwoState 

In your opinion, should Israel agree or not agree to the establishment of a Palestinian state in 

Judea, Samaria, and the Gaza Strip as part of a permanent peace agreement? 

1. Definitely  2. Think So  3. Think Not  4. Definitely Not 

 

Table 2.6 – The Establishment of a Palestinian State 

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

  TwoState TwoState   TwoState TwoState 

Year 0.272*** 0.268*** 
 

0.194* 0.190* 

 
(0.0784) (0.0808) 

 
(0.103) (0.104) 

Male -0.144*** -0.143*** 
 

-0.175** -0.172** 

 
(0.0464) (0.0466) 

 
(0.0719) (0.0720) 

AgeGroup -0.0770*** -0.0768*** 
 

-0.0606*** -0.0603*** 

 
(0.0135) (0.0136) 

 
(0.0229) (0.0229) 

Consumption 0.0353 0.0334 
 

0.0513 0.0497 

 
(0.0225) (0.0230) 

 
(0.0332) (0.0331) 

%Jews 0.572*** 0.549*** 
 

0.494*** 0.486** 

 
(0.139) (0.161) 

 
(0.183) (0.187) 

InRange 0.204** 
  

0.146 
 

 
(0.100) 

  
(0.106) 

 
InRange_cum 

 
0.109* 

  
0.100 

  
(0.0606) 

  
(0.0623) 

Constant 1.868*** 1.904*** 
 

1.840*** 1.853*** 

 
(0.178) (0.199) 

 
(0.237) (0.239) 

Number of Obs 2132 2132 
 

702 702 

      
Standard errors clustered at locality level in parentheses 

  
="* p<0.10  ** p<0.05  *** p<0.01"       

 

Note: Regressions (3) and (4), as shown by the number of observations, are of the restricted 

version of the TwoState variable. 
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Tables – Perception of Arabs 

 

EmigrateArabs 

To what extent do you agree with the following statements? 

- "The government should encourage the emigration of Arabs from the country" 

1. Definitely Do Not Agree 2. Do Not Agree 3. Agree  4. Definitely Agree 

 

Table 3.1 – Government Encouragement of Arab Emigration 

  (1) (2) 

  EmigrateArabs EmigrateArabs 

Year -0.0478 -0.0420 

 
(0.0893) (0.0896) 

Male -0.0537 -0.0450 

 
(0.0863) (0.0866) 

AgeGroup -0.0535** -0.0529** 

 
(0.0213) (0.0213) 

Consumption 0.0867*** 0.0833*** 

 
(0.0282) (0.0286) 

%Jews 0.158 0.0924 

 
(0.188) (0.188) 

InRange 0.310*** 
 

 
(0.0992) 

 
InRange_cum 

 
0.183*** 

  
(0.0578) 

Constant 2.603*** 2.673*** 

 
(0.213) (0.214) 

Number of Obs 570 570 

   
Standard errors clustered at locality level in parentheses 

="* p<0.10  ** p<0.05  *** p<0.01" 

 

Note: Although the number of observations is high, there were many who decided not to respond 

to the question due to its sensitive nature. 
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ArabInjure 

To what extent are you worried or not worried that you or your family members may be injured 

by Arabs in your daily lives? 

1. Very Worried  2. Worried  3. Not Worried 4. Not At All Worried 

 

Table 3.2 – Perceived Threat of Arabs 

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

  ArabInjure ArabInjure   ArabInjure ArabInjure 

Year 0.187*** 0.192*** 
 

0.269*** 0.275*** 

 
(0.0431) (0.0431) 

 
(0.0752) (0.0751) 

Male 0.290*** 0.288*** 
 

0.426*** 0.420*** 

 
(0.0479) (0.0481) 

 
(0.0724) (0.0728) 

AgeGroup -0.0280** -0.0281** 
 

-0.0335* -0.0339* 

 
(0.0119) (0.0119) 

 
(0.0191) (0.0190) 

Consumption -0.0509*** -0.0492*** 
 

-0.0467* -0.0439* 

 
(0.0162) (0.0162) 

 
(0.0246) (0.0245) 

%Jews -0.109 -0.0873 
 

-0.122 -0.105 

 
(0.0781) (0.0746) 

 
(0.126) (0.122) 

InRange -0.223*** 
  

-0.279*** 
 

 
(0.0480) 

  
(0.103) 

 
InRange_cum 

 
-0.149*** 

  
-0.190*** 

  
(0.0366) 

  
(0.0633) 

Constant 2.336*** 2.307*** 
 

2.189*** 2.163*** 

 
(0.0914) (0.0912) 

 
(0.163) (0.158) 

Number of Obs 2188 2188 
 

716 716 

      
Standard errors clustered at locality level in parentheses 

  
="* p<0.10  ** p<0.05  *** p<0.01"       

 

Note: Regressions (3) and (4), as shown by the number of observations, are of the restricted 

version of the ArabInjure variable. 
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ArabGoal 

In your opinion, what is the Arabs' final goal? 

1. Get back some territories from 1967 war 

2. Get back all territories from 1967 war 

3. Conquer the state of Israel 

4. Conquer the state of Israel and eliminate a significant part of the Jewish population in Israel 

 

Table 3.3 – The Perceived Intentions of Arabs 

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

  ArabGoal ArabGoal   ArabGoal ArabGoal 

Year 0.365*** 0.358*** 
 

0.378*** 0.378*** 

 
(0.0965) (0.101) 

 
(0.111) (0.113) 

Male -0.0131 -0.0103 
 

0.0381 0.0460 

 
(0.0480) (0.0480) 

 
(0.0884) (0.0888) 

AgeGroup 0.0354** 0.0355** 
 

0.0377 0.0375 

 
(0.0143) (0.0143) 

 
(0.0255) (0.0256) 

Consumption 0.0395 0.0363 
 

0.0261 0.0235 

 
(0.0243) (0.0253) 

 
(0.0375) (0.0374) 

%Jews 0.639*** 0.600** 
 

0.570*** 0.555** 

 
(0.200) (0.236) 

 
(0.219) (0.235) 

InRange 0.369*** 
  

0.298** 
 

 
(0.141) 

  
(0.127) 

 
InRange_cum 

 
0.225** 

  
0.167* 

  
(0.0872) 

  
(0.0860) 

Constant 1.750*** 1.806*** 
 

1.761*** 1.791*** 

 
(0.225) (0.266) 

 
(0.266) (0.276) 

Number of 

Obs 
2117 2117 

 
697 697 

      
Standard errors clustered at locality level in parentheses 

  
="* p<0.10  ** p<0.05  *** p<0.01"       

 

Note: Regressions (3) and (4), as shown by the number of observations, are of the restricted 

version of the ArabGoal variable. 
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Tables – Voting Behavior 

 

Of the following issues, which will have the greatest influence on your vote in the upcoming 

elections? 

 

*Both have been converted into dummy variables 

 

SecurityVote    PeaceVote 

The Security Situation  The peace process with Palestinians and with Syria 

 

Table 4.1 – Are these Issues Most Influential for Your Vote 

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

  SecurityVote SecurityVote   PeaceVote PeaceVote 

Year 0.0541 0.0496 
 

-0.0315 -0.0309 

 
(0.0397) (0.0393) 

 
(0.0282) (0.0286) 

Male -0.0614* -0.0576 
 

0.00183 0.000487 

 
(0.0360) (0.0358) 

 
(0.0238) (0.0238) 

AgeGroup 0.0137 0.0142 
 

0.000348 0.000252 

 
(0.0118) (0.0117) 

 
(0.00714) (0.00713) 

Consumption 0.0185 0.0169 
 

-0.0300*** -0.0296*** 

 
(0.0141) (0.0140) 

 
(0.00978) (0.00989) 

%Jews 0.112** 0.103* 
 

-0.155*** -0.152*** 

 
(0.0528) (0.0539) 

 
(0.0532) (0.0560) 

InRange 0.138*** 
  

-0.0500 
 

 
(0.0517) 

  
(0.0343) 

 
InRange_cum 

 
0.100*** 

  
-0.0307* 

  
(0.0379) 

  
(0.0175) 

Constant 0.115 0.127 
 

0.379*** 0.374*** 

 
(0.0795) (0.0811) 

 
(0.0697) (0.0729) 

Number of 

Obs 
684 684 

 
684 684 

      
Standard errors clustered at locality level in parentheses 

   
="* p<0.10  ** p<0.05  *** p<0.01"       
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FavorParty 

In sum, which of these parties do you favor/support the most? 

 

*This is a generated variable. Parties are ordered from 1, the most accepting of Palestinian 

sovereignty, to 7, the least accepting. In other words, parties of higher numerical value are more 

conservative. However, this variable should be taken with a grain of salt as the difference 

between each integer is not equivalent to the difference in party ideology. 

1. Meretz   2. Kadima   3. Labor   4. Shas   5. Yisrael Beitenu   6. Likud   7. The Jewish Home 

 

Table 4.2 – Most Favored Party 

  (1) (2) 

  FavorParty FavorParty 

Year 0.558*** 0.552*** 

 
(0.122) (0.124) 

Male 0.0847 0.0906 

 
(0.0917) (0.0920) 

AgeGroup -0.0614** -0.0611** 

 
(0.0270) (0.0270) 

Consumption 0.0716* 0.0687* 

 
(0.0379) (0.0383) 

%Jews 1.011*** 0.955*** 

 
(0.175) (0.202) 

InRange 0.414*** 
 

 
(0.135) 

 
InRange_cum 

 
0.224** 

  
(0.0899) 

Constant 2.398*** 2.475*** 

 
(0.213) (0.237) 

Number of Obs 1386 1386 

   
Standard errors clustered at locality level in parentheses 

="* p<0.10  ** p<0.05  *** p<0.01" 

 

Note: Due to the dynamic nature of Israeli elections, many parties are specific to 2006 and 2009 

elections for various reasons. Thus, only parties with significant number of votes are included. 

Ideological positioning of parties is based on their platforms, which can be found below: 

www.israelvotes.com/platforms.php 
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RightVote 

 

*This is a non-survey dependent variable from the Getmansky-Zeitzoff dataset. The variable 

measures the percentage of right-wing votes in a locality for elections. In general, right-wing 

parties are based on the Shamir and Arian (1999) classification of Israeli parties. 

 

Table 4.3 – Locality’s Share of Votes for Right-Wing Parties 

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

  RightVote RightVote   RightVote RightVote 

Year 0.247*** 0.243*** 
 

0.234*** 0.239*** 

 
(0.0573) (0.0661) 

 
(0.0592) (0.0638) 

Male -0.00127 0.00124 
 

-0.0219 -0.0156 

 
(0.0102) (0.0106) 

 
(0.0160) (0.0162) 

AgeGroup -0.00930** -0.00925* 
 

-0.00668 -0.00715 

 
(0.00454) (0.00486) 

 
(0.00578) (0.00609) 

Consumption -0.000153 -0.00311 
 

-0.00438 -0.00585 

 
(0.00557) (0.00726) 

 
(0.00850) (0.00953) 

%Jews 0.134 0.0948 
 

0.203 0.194 

 
(0.144) (0.192) 

 
(0.142) (0.171) 

InRange 0.326*** 
  

0.239** 
 

 
(0.106) 

  
(0.0943) 

 
InRange_cum 

 
0.162** 

  
0.103* 

  
(0.0651) 

  
(0.0528) 

Constant 0.151 0.211 
 

0.125 0.149 

 
(0.150) (0.207) 

 
(0.157) (0.193) 

Number of Obs 2202 2202 
 

718 718 

      
Standard errors clustered at locality level in parentheses 

  
="* p<0.10  ** p<0.05  *** p<0.01"       

 

Note: Regressions (3) and (4), as shown by the number of observations, are of the restricted 

version of the RightVote variable. 
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Tables – 2009 Specific 

 

SettlementEvac 

What is your position on the evacuation of Jewish settlements in Judea, Samaria, and Gaza, as 

part of permanent agreement? 

1) They should not be evacuated under any circumstances 

2) Willing to evacuate small and isolated settlements 

3) Willing to evacuate all settlements including large blocs 

 

Table 5.1 – Evacuation of Settlement Blocs as Part of Peace Agreement 

  (1) (2) 

  SettlementEvac SettlementEvac 

Male 0.245*** 0.236*** 

 
-0.0713 -0.0726 

AgeGroup 0.0424** 0.0424** 

 
-0.0175 -0.0177 

Consumption -0.0842*** -0.0829*** 

 
-0.025 -0.0248 

%Jews -0.830*** -0.846*** 

 
-0.119 -0.118 

InRange -0.166** 
 

 
-0.0769 

 
InRange_cum 

 
-0.0753* 

  
-0.0449 

Constant 2.546*** 2.548*** 

 
-0.151 -0.152 

Number of Obs 346 346 

   
Standard errors clustered at locality level in parentheses 

="* p<0.10  ** p<0.05  *** p<0.01" 
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CastLead 

In your opinion, was the IDF’s operation “Cast Lead” in Gaza Strip successful or not? 

1. Very Successful 2. Rather Successful 3. Not So Successful 4. Not At All Successful 

 

Table 5.2 – The Success of IDF Operation Cast Lead in 2008 

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

  CastLead CastLead   CastLead CastLead 

Male 0.0257 0.0254 
 

0.0279 0.0284 

 
-0.0552 -0.0555 

 
-0.0782 -0.0785 

AgeGroup -0.00232 -0.00229 
 

-0.012 -0.0119 

 
-0.0153 -0.0153 

 
-0.0239 -0.024 

Consumption -0.00866 -0.00854 
 

-0.00733 -0.00809 

 
-0.022 -0.0219 

 
-0.036 -0.0358 

%Jews -1.257*** -1.263*** 
 

-1.218*** -1.224*** 

 
-0.113 -0.112 

 
-0.163 -0.162 

InRange -0.0195 
  

0.0219 
 

 
-0.0869 

  
-0.116 

 
InRange_cum 

 
0.00408 

  
0.0268 

  
-0.0476 

  
-0.0828 

Constant 3.305*** 3.305*** 
 

3.275*** 3.277*** 

 
-0.141 -0.141 

 
-0.212 -0.212 

Number of Obs 1026 1026 
 

341 341 

      
Standard errors clustered at locality level in parentheses 

 
="* p<0.10  ** p<0.05  *** p<0.01"     

 

Note: Regressions (3) and (4) are models restricted to the observational set of the variable 

SettlementEvac. 
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FireReaction 

How in your opinion should Israel react if the firing from Gaza Strip on Israeli settlement 

continues? 

1) Conquer all of Gaza Strip anew and stay there 

2) Initiate one-time operations against firings without staying there 

3) Act mainly through diplomatic moves and not by military force 

 

Table 5.3 – Reaction to Continued Rocket Fire from Gaza Strip 

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

  FireReaction FireReaction   FireReaction FireReaction 

Male -0.0136 -0.0183 
 

0.00691 -0.00464 

 
-0.0365 -0.0368 

 
-0.06 -0.06 

AgeGroup 0.0746*** 0.0748*** 
 

0.0583*** 0.0582*** 

 
-0.00929 -0.00926 

 
-0.0161 -0.0161 

Consumption -0.0314* -0.0301* 
 

-0.0318 -0.0293 

 
-0.0163 -0.0164 

 
-0.0206 -0.0209 

%Jews -1.030*** -1.048*** 
 

-0.966*** -0.977*** 

 
-0.0523 -0.0526 

 
-0.0889 -0.0891 

InRange -0.168*** 
  

-0.215** 
 

 
-0.0539 

  
-0.0953 

 
InRange_cum 

 
-0.0655** 

  
-0.118*** 

  
-0.0317 

  
-0.036 

Constant 2.673*** 2.673*** 
 

2.672*** 2.672*** 

 
-0.0791 -0.0793 

 
-0.113 -0.113 

Number of Obs 1026 1026 
 

344 344 

      
Standard errors clustered at locality level in parentheses 

 
="* p<0.10  ** p<0.05  *** p<0.01"       

 

Note: Regressions (3) and (4) are models restricted to the observational set of the variable 

SettlementEvac. 
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Appendix A 

 

Figure 1 – Summary of Independent Variables 

Independent Variables         

Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

InRange 2416 0.147765 0.35494 0 1 

InRange_cum 2416 0.192053 0.519949 0 3 

Year 3129 0.386705 0.487073 0 1 

Male 3129 0.479067 0.499642 0 1 

AgeGroup 3092 3.967982 1.878881 1 8 

IncomeGroup 2874 3.187891 1.282366 1 5 

%Jews 2554 0.849067 0.302546 0 1 

 

 

Figure 2 – Summary of National Situation Variables 

National Situation         

Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

NS_Situation 1021 4.169442 2.106406 0 8 

NS_Plus5 812 4.730296 2.485949 0 8 

GenSituation 3109 3.190737 1.116146 1 5 

Note: NS_Situation and NS_Plus5 are ranged from 1 to 9 in the survey, but 0 to 8 correspondingly in the dataset. 

 

Figure 3 – Summary of Peace Process Variables 

The Peace Process         

Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

AchievePce 3090 2.75178 0.989524 1 4 

PceEndConflict 1023 2.876833 0.952122 1 4 

StopPP 2277 1.985068 0.926445 1 4 

LandForPce 2268 2.554233 1.062313 1 4 

Jerusalem 995 2.566834 1.087845 1 4 

TwoState 3033 2.293439 1.088565 1 4 
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Figure 4 – Summary of Arab Perception Variables 

Perception of Arabs         

Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

EmigrateArabs 858 2.786713 1.011006 1 4 

ArabInjure 3110 2.154019 0.958989 1 4 

ArabGoal  3009 2.799269 1.16103 1 4 

 

 

Figure 5 – Summary of Voting Behavior Variables 

Voting Behavior           

Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

SecurityVote 964 0.338174 0.473334 0 1 

PeaceVote 964 0.124481 0.330301 0 1 

FavorParty 1923 3.641186 1.868243 1 7 

RightVote 2413 0.393391 0.303705 0.003887 0.998379 

 

 

Figure 6 – Summary of 2009 Specific Variables 

2009 Specific           

Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

SettlementEvac 382 1.829843 0.749348 1 3 

CastLead 1168 2.22089 0.975716 1 4 

FireReaction 1169 1.976048 0.716327 1 3 
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APPENDIX B 

 

Figure 7 – Map of Rocket Ranges Prior to Elections in Israel 
 

 

Note: There is a variety of rockets used by factions in Gaza Strip, each with their own range 

limit that changes with technological improvements. The InRange(_cum) variable is based on the 

maximum range in which these factions can fire. Range lines are roughly created based on 

example localities present in my data. The actual max range at each point will thus be a little 

further. Since 2012, rocket ranges have extended past Tel Aviv, Jerusalem, and Dimona. 
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Figure 8 – Scatterplots of %Jews Variable 
 

 

 

Note: The scatter plots have been created to test for possible outliers affecting coefficient results 

for the variable %Jews. 
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Figure 9 – Map of Israeli Electoral Demographics (2009) 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: http://uselectionatlas.org/FORUM/index.php?topic=145133.0 

 


