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Abstract:

Union parties are intended in most cases to inertasstrength of united parties in parliament iartthe
political arena in which they operate. However, ynimes, unifications do not increase the powethef
parties who joined together and vice versa. Ifvgoy did the parties continue to reunite? Behaviaral
institutional incentives outlined in the literatureay explain some casddeverthelessthere are places
such as Israel, where institutional incentives db explain union parties, yet we see this phenomeno
frequently. The fact that this social-political pleenenon continues to occur raises the questionrunde
what circumstances unification will pay off in tesrof electoral parties? After an examination otakes

of political parties in unions according to our idéfon, we were able to produce a model that drgla
some significant cases through three main factbessize of the parties, the extent to which theyage

to centralize their ideology after the unificatiand the ideological distance between them. When we
remove the ideological distance factor from the ebothe results were even more significant, which
explains the success of the union parties if theyewable to center themselves after the unification
condition that they were not large parties befbeeunification. The study presents different imgtiions

of the model and suggestions for further researche field.

Theoretical Background

After consulting a vast amount of literature, ijgparent to us that the unification of politicatges has
not been studied in depth. The main concentratafrtbe studies that do exist however, deal with the
main incentives that leads to the emergence of suaditations. Those unifications can be found in 3
categories. The first category takes the form obmplete merger in which all of the institutionstbé
political parties unite. The second category isvkm@s “Pre-Electoral Coalitions,” in which two oore
political parties run together within a shared. liBinally, the third category is known as “partial
unifications” in which some of the separated idégi of each political party are maintained by both
sides. As such, this paper will examine all thestepns of unifications, as from the second elestim
Israel. It should be noted that most of the uniftres that were formed in Israel are derived frdre t

second type.

The research in the field of party unification mmes two types of incentives - institutional and
behavioral. One of the main institutional incensifer party unification is the electoral systenoptrties
that create the elections to be less proportiorightrencourage unification. Such elements can be th
electoral method (the way in which votes translatéa seats in the parliament). The less propoatitime
electoral method, the more parties will unite (&p)d2006). Another non-proportional element maybe

high threshold that denies small parties from olitg seats in the parliament. In such cases, gaties



will seek to achieve cooperation with other pariiesorder to gain more political power (Belanger&

Godbout, 2010). In addition, there are some rufepanties' public funding, which can encourage the
parties to unite. Such rules might prioritize biggarties by giving them larger sums of public mpne

(Belanger&Godbout, 2010).

There is a variety of behavioral incentives for #mergence of such coalitions, in addition to the
institutional incentives. For example, parties thatve a similar ideology will be more likely to tai
(Golder, 2006). Sometimes the personal interestghef parties' leaders motivate them to initiate
unification (Kim, 1997). Another behavioral incertiis the parties' necessity to rebrand themsethes;
might be more likely in a complete multi-party mergBelanger&Godbout, 2010). In addition, the
willingness of parties to become a part of a gowemtal coalition in a parliamentary system miglsbal
encourage some parties to unite. These parties cantlbe a part of such coalition if they would iian
the elections alone, whether because they aredsmesi by the public as radical or because theyado n
have enough political powetr¢a y»on, 2009). This leads us to the most common behdviacantive

for the unification of parties, i.e., the wish atreasing political power, which is accomplishedybyting

more electoral resources and voters (Belanger&Ga2010 wsss yonom, 2009, Mair, 1990)

Mair (1990) conducted a quantitative-comparativeeaech study in which he examined the mergers and
separation of parties from 1945-1987 in Westernaigaties. He claims that the mergers and sepasation
of parties are not necessarily electorally profgaBurthermore, the intensity of the change oadypthat
merges with another, which led to electoral sucteksver than the intensity of change of separegiof
parties, which will led to electoral success. lditidn, the intensity of change of party mergerttied to
electoral failure is higher than the intensity bfinge of a parties’ separation that led to eletfaiare
(Mair, 1990).

Israel is an example of a country which has littigtitutional incentives for the unification of pias. It
has a proportional electoral method with a sindéeteral district, a low threshold, and public pest
funding law which benefits with lone parties. Howewve can find in Israel a vast amount of unifaat
among political parties, mainly in the form of pkectoral coalitionssfow, 2013). Therefore we might
assume that the main incentive for the unificatiohgarties in such places as Israel is the wisgtntarge

their political power.

Hence, the question we want to examineissit‘electorally profitable for parties to unite iplaces with
little institutional incentives such as IsraelBased on Mair's research, we assume that in nmfosteo

cases concerning the unification of political gstin Israel, the end result turned out to be leaterally



profitable. Consequently, the question that arises“under what circumstances will party unification

pay off in terms of electoral profit?”

According to Ziderman (2013), parties that appeatlifferent target audiences will succeed to inseea
their political power. This is because the pantidlscompete for the same target population, thél mot
be able to attract new electoral votes to themselaad the electoral success will be questiondble.
addition, it can be assumed that only a party widdcaggregate between different aspects couldcattr
more voters, or will establish itself better thawy ather party in the race. However, addressingroth
audiences can also get the expression of diffedeaiogy. Therefore, to the activists of the partwill
be difficult to accept the ideological concessitimst they will have to sacrifice for their party toite

with another party different than theirs.

Further, as we explained, the parties would likerite only if there will be a certain Ideologicfinity
(Golder, 2006). If we will take in considerationetifiact that parties would need to address different

supplementary target audiences, so there will begssarily, some ideological differences betweemth

But our first assumption is that the larger theoldgical distance between the parties, the less the
unification will pay off electorally. In the intar party level, this hypothesis stems from the ésthat
party activists would agree and support the urificaonly if they accept the parties as ideolodical
compatible, because then they will not be requicethake ideological concessiofisshwend & hooghe,
2008). At the level of the parties system, this hypothesemmed from the fact that it is not likely that
different parties with similar ideological princgd will manage to achieve something if they compete
with each other. That is, in a competitive systamabsolute similarity between two parties willdda

the fact that parties will hold between them a whattrition, so they recognize that unification wid

reduce competition between them, and thereforepaifl off for them to unite eventually.

Another hypothesis relates to the size of the @amiho seek to unite. By this hypothesis, unifaratiof
small parties will benefit less electorally tharfizations of large parties. That is because at,lmgh
unification would allow the small parties to pake threshold, but not necessarily position thena as
significant factor in coalition negotiations (Zeigen, 2013). In the level of the party system, caienot
explain how parties who had from the beginning kelectoral strength, will be able to increase their
electoral power significantly. In addition it istheure that it was their purpose from the firstcplalt is
reasonable to assume that the aim will be to miaitieir potential maximum power or to avoid fadur
From internal party, personal power struggles makenit difficult for electoral success in light thfe
union between the parties. That is, the possilaksti places will be few and contrary to the atyiin a

separate party; the amount of influence will bereased.



In contrast, the unifications of large and smaltipa can be more successful electorally, becausieei
inner level party, big parties forming with smallgarties will succeed to preserve their activigiaf is
because it will take from them few concessions taedsmall party activists would get a chance to ain
spot as part of a large party, that will make sbey get a proper representation. In the partyl leystem,
in terms of the large party, the united party wilit change its nature significantly. In addition, i
unification with a small party, the smaller partyllveventually be “swallowed up” by the larger part
and this is the way that the larger party couldcsed by on the one hand, neutralizing its political
competitor, and on the other hand, not lose itareafZeigerman, 2013). Unifications of large partill
be even more electorally successful by uniting olduger parties so that they may eliminate thajgést
rivals and avoid the competition. Both of the lapgeties will have access to the resources of thero
large party. This united party may signal to théew® that there could not be an alternative to thised

front.

The third hypothesis holds that as the consolidptaties succeed in placing the ideology of thaeahi
party toward the center of the ideological spectinnrelation to their previous ideology before the
unification, they will have better electoral sucteEhis hypothesis stems from the fact that inekel of
party system, the parties asking to rebrand thamsdly creating unification i.e. by Belanger & Godb
(2010), seek to get rid of their old image whetieavas slightly radical right or left. Thereforeanies
who will succeed in doing so will place themsehasthe center and will gain electoral success.
Explanation in the internal affairs of the partyhiat the party elite can indeed change the paptgidorm
without needing to unite and state the party ingbitical center and eventually try to win morebral
support and recruit more activists. However, the Wee elite and leaders of the party determines the
ideological platform depends at the base on thieistst Therefore unification of parties is a taolthe
hands of the elite to centralize the party withlating the need of activists (Zeigerman, 2013). feloe
that the party will have new ideological elemerdasda on its previous ideological concept along tith
consolidation as a centralized party will allovtatturn to new audiences without losing the actévigsho
supported them before. Our hypothesis is baseth@mssumption that most of the voters are located i

the center as well as most of the swing votes (BpWa57).

Research method and data

In order to examine our research hypotheses we &aakyzed all parties’ unifications in Israel, sitay
from the second Knesset elections. Even beforectimstruction of an Israeli state (1948) there were

political parties, mergers and splits; however wdrassed only the elections after 1948. This inbse



the electoral systems prior to the first Knessett@ns were different in their nature from tho$era
1948. Party unification is defined as the connectbtwo or more parties for the purpose of runrasg
joint list, or total or partial merger. It shoul@ Inoted that the analysis included only mergengotifical
parties who existed pre-term elections and have lbepresented or were close to pass the threshold.
Meaning, we did not include in the analysis unifiwas of political parties or movements that hat yei
been established parties or who had no represemtatithe Knesset before. In light of our definitjat

was not possible to treat unifications that werelen@wards the first elections in 1949, becausethas

no point of comparison between the parties beforter the unification. Thus, the analysis incld&2

cases of party unification (see Appendix 1).

The dependent variable, electoral gain, was defasethe increase in joint representation of parties
united in the elections. This variable was testgd@dmparing the number of seats that parties aed th
leaders had in the parliament prior the unificafiamning on their own or as a part of a differenion),
versus the number of seats in parliament won byénges running together in the first electionsiathe
unification. We did not use the percentage of vateaumber of votes received by each party because
some of the parties were part of a different uatfn; therefore there is no possibility to stamdtle
exact percentage of votes or number preciselylfarages. In order to build the index of politigain,

we compiled the number of seats received by eacthefparties comprising the union in previous
elections (al+a2+...ax). Then, we subtracted thia ffam the number of seats the merger had won in
the first elections after the unification (b). Thtise difference between them is the electoral ¢ginif

the result is less than - 0; it is an electoras [is (al+a2+...ax)=Y]

For example: Gahal party, in the election of tiexdesset (1965) was composed of Herut party and the
Liberal Party. In the election of thé"Knesset (1961), each one of those parties worea fal=17,
a2=17) and after the unification in 1965, the pavpn 25 seats (b=25). Hence, the party's electial

is -9[25-(17+17)=-9].

The variable ranged from a loss of 13 seats (43 gain of 14 seats. The mean of the electoral gfai
the 22 chosen cases was -1.13, meaning, the pariesunited lost 1.13 seats on average after the
unification. The median of this variable was a loss of 1 sadtthe standard deviation 6.93. It can be
seen that 12 unifications turned out to be eletioss, compared to 9 unifications that turned asian

electoral profit and one unification that did nesé or gain seats in the parliament (see appendix 1

Another option to test the independent variablelettoral gain is to take into consideration thee $f
the party before the unification. Meaning, lookiaigthe percentage of successes and failures gieen t

electoral size before the unification. Hence thasiable is tested using the number of seats wothbéy



united party compared to the achievements of tieeipus party (y1 from the previous paragraph) in
relation to the size of the parties before thetjammification (al+a2+...ax): [y1l/ (al+a2+...ax)]*10®:y
The variable ranges between a gain of 140% tosdb$0%, while the mean is of 2.96%, the median
was a loss of 10% and standard deviation 45.7.

The first independent variable is the ideologidatahce between the parties that made up the atidit

This variable was defined as the extent to whicttigmthat made up the unification distinct frontlea
other , in terms of views and positions on issde®li@gion and state, economy - society and segufio
examine the ideological distance between the martiee analyzed the party platforms of election
campaigns before the unification under the same pade we created (see Appendix 2, Data attached in
separate appendix). Each party was rated by statsroencerning the three topics and the pre-utidina
platforms were coded by two judges. In all of tketesments we found high reliability between the two
judges - over 90% agreement by the index of Kripjpeff's alpha, except two categories approached to
90% agreement (measures are detailed in Appendibhddughout the reliability test, platform encagbn

of the parties after the unification were alsonigd, as we will use them for the third variable.

Afterwards, we calculated the average of each pamtyevery topic by the grades received for each
statement. If no information was available abostglatform specific statement, it was not includethe
average calculation. To comply with the ideologidstances of each of the subjects (religion aatest
economy - Society and Security), we compiled tHéeinces between the average score received by
each party prior to consolidation and the averageesthat was received by each of the other patiats
made up the unification, then the sum of the diffiee was divided by the number of parties. Evelytual
we averaged the ideological distances in each subjed created a mutual measure that stands for the
ideological distance between the parties prioruhification. The ideological distance ranges frorh50
(smallest ideological distance between the pattiasmade up the unification) to 2.2 (biggest idgatal
distance between the parties that made up thecatiifn). Then, we recoded the categories of thialvter

that ranged from O (small ideological distance)lt@large ideological distance), see Appendix 4. The
mean of the ideological distance is 0.48, which msethat the average was roughly in the middle
(medium ideological distance). The Median was 0ab@ the standard deviation 0.28. Some of the
parties, before the unification, had no referemcedame of the issues and therefore it was not Iplesti
stand on their ideological distance in some caiegoFor example, the Agudat Israel party (195d)ruit
discuss in its platform any historical sources ahive security issue or the financial-social agenda
Similarly, the Black Panthers party did not discties security issue its platform either. Here theeze

two cases formed with missing values that relatethé ideological distance of two unification party
cases (Hazit Datit Turatit - 1955 and Hadash - 1977



The second independent variable is the size op#rées that created the unification. This variable
defined as the structural figure of the partiesardimg their sizes before the unification. In orttiecheck
the size of the parties we created a nominal vigriabnsisting of three categories. 1= Unificatidn o
Small parties, 2= Unification of large parties wigmall parties, 3= Unification of large parties.eTh
parties were coded according to the number of gkatswon in the election prior the unification. &m
parties were considered as parties with 5% (6 sedke Knesset) or less of the seats, while Ipayties
were considered as parties with more than 5% ok#as. In cases where the unification consisted of
more than two parties, we addressed the size ofwbdargest parties. 10 of the cases were of small
parties, 7 were of large and small parties and %amfe parties (see Appendix 5). The median was
category 2 unification of small and large parti@$.this variable we created two dummy variables; th
first addressed small parties, therefore categagniains the same, while categories 2 and 3 watedco
as 0. The second, addressed large parties, thereftegory 3 was coded as 1 while categories 2and

were coded as 0.

The third independent variable, ideological cemtedion of the party was defined as the extent hictw
the unified party was able to put its ideology lie ttenter of the ideological spectrum in relationihe
ideology of the parties who compose it. For thisppse, we had to examine the party ideology alter t
unification. Similar to the first independent vénlieyz, we coded the platforms of the parties at tret f
election they ran as a unified party, calculate@ach and every one of the subjects (religion aatet,s
economy-society and security) its average scoreu¥ée the average calculation of the ideology ef th
parties prior to consolidation on each of the issasg it has been calculated for constructing trst fi
independent variable, but this time we calculatexldverage score received by the two parties tegeth
In the next step, we looked at the distances (bgutating the difference) of the average scorehef t
parties on the continuum of ideological pre-cortation and after, from the midpoint of the ideotagi
index selected (for example, the ideology of religand state ranged from 1 to 5 and so midpoiBt is
and ideology on economic issues - social and ggdmdex ranges from 1 to 4 and so midpoint is.2.5)
Afterwards, we deduced the ideological distancenftbe center of every party, after the unification
each and every subject, of the distance calcufated the center - prior the unification. That isshave
got measures that examine the extent to which thiedl party radicalized positions in each of the
subjects, or moved closer to the center of the day@nesented by the parties prior to consolidatBmif

it turns out that the score was negative, that mehe party radicalized its positions from the eent
while a positive score indicates the approach efpiirty to the center. On the next stage, we aemte
common variable, which consisted of a compositiuot @n average) of the centralization degree oh eac

topic. This variable of centralization measurediuesin the minimal score of -1.92 to a maximal sadre



0.91. Only 5 cases out of 22 cases turned out hiaa 0, so the party centralized slightly. Theamef
the centralization variable was -0.44, the med@aA2 and the standard deviation of 0.74 (see Apgrend
6).

Findings

First of all, if we examine the electoral gain osd of the parties who united in Israel, we can see
interesting data. First, as we presented, therenare cases in which unification has not been beiaéf
(12 to 9). Besides, when considering the gap betvwedectoral gain and electoral loss, it can be sean
the greatest profit to whom party unification agdvin Israel is 14 seats, which belongs to the keans

it ran up to 1981 (the Labor Party and Mapam) aleiifp Ratz. This in comparison to the highest
electoral loss of 13 seats that belongs to Israefm the elections of 1999. In addition, the mefthe
electoral gain in the cases of electoral loss i91-5while the mean of electoral gain in the caskes
electoral profit is 5.11. This suggests that thmergjth of the loss may be greater than the strewigthe
profit, i.e. it becomes clear that in light of thiedings regarding the parties which united in &rdhe
parties wishing to unite have a bigger chance sihtp and when they lose the loss is greater than th
profit they make when they succeed. However, tliferdince is in less than one seat only. In addition

four of the cases were of an electoral gain of omly seat.

In order to examine the hypotheses we ran a muiklitea regression model using the ordinary least
squares OLS (see table below). In addition, in ooty to run the model itself, we changed the alalg
"ideological centralization", so that it will randeom 0 to 1. We inserted into the model the depeand
variable, which is the electoral profit (Y) and tmelependent variables, which is ideological dis&an
between the parties prior to unification (X1), tHeological centralization of the united party (X&hall
size parties (X3) and Large size parties (X4). &heation of the regression models that allow ptetjc

the electoral using independent variables is:
Y= 0.55-4.88X1+7.26X2-2.38X3- 9.02X4

The constant coefficient of the equation is 0.58 &nnot significant (P> 0.05). The coefficient, iefn
relates to the slope of the first independent édgiss -4.88. Hence, the increase in the standamdmam
(smallest ideological distance) to a maximum (bgggdeological distance) of the ideological disenc
between the parties that build up the unificatioh lead to a loss of 4.88 seats if we hold the afshe
independent variables constant. The slope codifficiEthe ideological distance variable is not gigant
(P> 0.05). The coefficient which relates the slop¢he second independent variable is 7.26. Thezefo
the increase in the standard minimum (ideologicalagization) to a maximum (largest ideological
centralization) of the ideological centralizatiohtloe united party leads to an increase of 7.2&saahe



electoral gain if we hold the rest of the indepenidariables constant. However the slope coefftoctdn
ideological centralization variable is not sigrdfit. The Dummy variable slopes regarding size 228-
(for small parties) and -9.02 (for large partieEherefore, if we hold the rest of the variablesstant,

unifications of large parties lead to a larger ®lead loss of 8.47 seats compared to the othes sife
parties while unification of small parties leadsetectoral loss of 1.83 seats, and unificationaofé and
small parties leads to electoral gain of 0.55 sddtavever, the only coefficient that is significaist

regarding the large parties (p<0.05) while the fieht regarding to small parties is not signifita
(P>0.05).

First Completed Regression Model

Independent Variables Dependent Variable: Electoral
Profit
Ideological Distance -4.88 (-0.191)*
Ideological Centralization 7.26 (0.264)*
Unification of Small parties -2.38 (-0.165)*
Unification of large parties -9.02 (-0.55)***
Constant 0.55*
R2 0.414**
N 20
*P>0.1
** 0.05<P<0.1
*** P<0.05

We examined standardized coefficients of each einttibeta) in order to compare the extent of their
effects on the electoral gain. It indicates that\hriable with the strongest influence on eledtprafit is
large party size, although the effect is oppogitedr hypothesispéd = -0.55). The second variable that
effects electoral gain is the degree of centratimat(32 = 0.264).



According to the model, the ideological distancenreen the parties prior to the unification, thessif
the parties, and the ideological centralizatiorthaf united party explains 41.4% of the variancehim

electoral profit variable. The model is not sigeéfint but approaches to significance P=0.07 (0.08<B<

To examine why the model coefficients are not stigtlly significant while the model itself approes
significance, we examined whether there is mullivefrity between the independent variables. We
found that the tolerance index of each variable bigger than 0.1 (tol> 0.1) and therefore therads
multicollinearity between the variables (see ApperTd.

As we expected, we found a negative effect ondkelogical distance variable and positive effecttan
ideological centralization variable on the dependemiable. However the effect of both of them was
insignificant (graph 1). It indicates that we canrgject the null hypotheses for both of the vdealat a
confidence level of 95%. Therefore, both of the dtigeses regarding the effect of ideological digtanc
and ideological centralization were refuted byfirg model. The relationship between electorahgdd
ideological distance was indeed negative, but & waaker than the relationship between other viasab
However, concerning this variable we can see théteme cases in particular show in a way the
correlation. According to the index we have bukie smallest ideological distance (0) between Hrégs
that made up the unification belongs to Habait Hage party in 2013. It was a unification between
Mafdal and Tkuma, which gained eventually 7 seits-third best achievement of the cases. In cdntras
the highest ideological distance (1) belonged tadlsAchat which ran in 1999 and consisted from the

coalition of the Labor party, Meimad and GesheilisHarty lost 13 seats- the largest electoral loss.
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Graph 1- Correlation between ideological distarioedectoral gain.

As we expected, we found that the effect of thellemsize parties is negative compared to unifaanf

small and large parties. However, the fact thatcthefficient is not significant indicates that wenaot

reject the null hypothesis at a confidence leved%f. Therefore the hypothesis regarding the ssiwzd!

of the parties was refuted. While we expectednd fi positive effect of unifications of large pastion

the electoral gain, we found a significant invee$ect. This indicates that unifications of largartes

with other large parties leads to a larger elettoss than unification of small parties or smaitldarge
parties. This finding can be generalized to the lelpopulation of parties unifications in a confiden
level of 95%.

We can see the effect of larger party size by #aenples bellow. All of the cases of unificationsarfge
parties resulted with an electoral loss. Indeed léingest electoral loss (-13) was of Israel Aclaat,
unification of small and large parties (Gesher Mainand the Labor Party). But the next four casabeof
largest electoral loss were of unification of langerties. Halikud Beitenu in 2013 was a unification
between Israel Beitenu and Halikud, two large parth the 2009 elections (15 and 27 seats), togethe
they lost 11 seats. Halikud- Gesher- Tzomet in 18@&tions was a unification of two large parties
according to the 1992 elections (tzomet-8, Halikud gesher-32), Together they lost 8 seats in 1996.
Gahal in the 1965 elections was also a unificatibtwo large parties (liberal- and Herut- 17 sefats

each party); the unification resulted with a l0E9 seats.



To improve the significance of the entire model tmdreate a model that we can deduce reality,ave h
decided to remove the variable of the ideologidatasice from the model. If we take the ideological
distance variable out of the model and run theaggion model with only the three independent vigtab
(ideological centralization, small parties unifioats and large parties unification), while the pettage
of variance explained by the model decreases lethercent to 38.72%, the significance of the entir

model improved (P=0.02) and the model become sogmif (P <0.05) see table below.

Second regression model- without ideological distaiDV

Independent Variables Dependent Variable: Electoral
Profit

Small parties -1.47 (-0.108)*

Large parties -8.03 (-0.496)***

Ideological Centralization 8.02 (0.302)**

Constant -2.83*

R2 0.3872***

N 22

*P>0.1

** 0.05<P<0.1 in a one tail t-test

*** P<0.05

The new regression equation Y& -2.82+8.02X2-1.47X3-8.03X4

Here, the independent variable coefficients thiatego the large parties and small parties sthgsitathe
same (significant for the large parties and indigant for the small). But in this model the coeiffint of
ideological centralization approaches significaiitea one-tail t-test (0.05<P<0.1). Meaning, we can
generalize the findings that related to it at aficiemce level of 90%. The slope coefficient of ittepcal
centralization become larger and remains positiReother words, removing the ideological distance
variable helps to increase the significance ofethire model and to verify the null hypothesis ilezel

of 90% regarding the ideological centralization.



Now we can see in graph 2 the effects of ideoldgdieatralization on the electoral gain. Analysisttod
findings indicates that the parties who managectdntralize themselves (that is, the value of the
centralization was bigger than 0) gain more seeltile as long as the parties radicalized their tpmss,
the more they electorally lost. The extreme exampleow the correlation between the two variablgs. B
the index that we have built, the largest centasilin of a party was 0.91, and it belongs to Hat#dchi
party, from election 2009. This party gained 13tseagether. In contrast, the highest radicalizatio
1.92) belongs to Halikud Beitenu in elections 20d@)sisting of the consolidation of HaLikud ancaksr

Beitenu. This party lost 11 joint seats.

Graph 2- Correlation between Ideological Centrélimato Electoral gain
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Finally, we tried to run the regression with theatbral gain measured by the percentage of success
regarding their shared size before the unificatiblowever, the whole regression model was not

significant (p>0.05), and all of the coefficienteng not significant.

Discussion and Conclusions

In this research we tested under what circumstanodiation of parties in Israel turned out to be
electorally profitable. This kind of study is impant because we know that there are not enough
institutional incentives for parties to cooperaigether in Israel, therefore the main possibleritige is

the electoral gain parties want to achieve as altre$ the unification. Given that we have showatth



most unifications in Israel do not pay off electlyat is notable that we still witness the existe of this
phenomenon - even in the last elections, the gmpvimmportance of trying to explain when such a

unification succeeds and when not.

We were able to create a model that explains aicesimount of the unification of political partyses
throughout the variables included in our study hlgpees. Nevertheless, despite what we thought about
the ideological distance between consolidated gmrthat would be the main variable to explain the
electoral success, ultimately its exclusion frora thodel showed more meaningful results. That is, we
were able to show that the size of the party (myaiatge parties) and their ability to center ideplo

together explains when parties gain more electaretess.

However, all of our hypotheses were rejected toesdegree. First, as we explained, the impact of the
ideological distance on the electoral gain is smidiénce, there is no certainty that as big as the
ideological distance between the parties, the rtioeg lose electoral impact. This can be explaingd b
Zeigermans' claim (2013) — in order for party wafion to succeed, the parties should addressugrio
audiences in a complementary manner. Meaning, ghewld also as a whole, display ideology that does
not contradict each other but also should focuglentifying sectors or different audiences. Largéthye
separated parties should manage different suhijecisder for the unification to succeed. In thipoea

we have examined only their distance from one ardthterms of three main important issues. However
it might be that closeness or ideological distanaes less important to the study of electoral gains
accumulated by party unification, what more impottare the differences between the parties on d$ssue
they highlight. Measure of ideological closeness loa a basis for the will of parties to unite, Esnced

by Golder (2006), but it is not necessarily a gotga of electoral success. Gshwend & Hooghe (2008)
argued that separate party activists will not supfi® unification if perceive the party with whdtmey
unite ideologically far from them, however, everhié party loses the support of its activists, dynbe

able to win the support of new voters in light loé totality that it displays.

In addition, the hypothesis concerning the sizthefparties not only refuted but the opposite veamd.
That is, we found that unifications of large pastiisplay a large electoral loss, however we cannot
account if unifications of small parties or smaitldarge parties will display a loss or electoraing So,

in Israel, small parties that will choose to unitd still have a chance of having an electoralngai may

be that unification of small parties allows thempi@sent the unification as a central party, ant th
attract more voters deem them a worthy alternatgpecially in an election campaign with a very
proportional elements, like in Israel. Additionallye can suggest an explanation for this findingemw

large parties unite, that means that their shaizssl is very big, meaning that they have reached the



maximum electoral impact they can get, therefosy thave mostly better chances to lose than to gain
more votes. Therefore, their incentive to unite milge that they want to avoid a failure than tcaegé

their electoral achievements.

This finding is very interesting in light of thetést developments in the Israeli politics. The shodd
increased as part of the new governance law, winiait be expressed by small parties that will have
difficulties to pass the new threshold and willlse unite with each other. The law was largelyigiesd
to weaken the smaller parties and reduce the nuofbearties. However, the findings show that small
parties will actually get a chance to increaserthewer in the merger, so if the expression ofrtbe law
will be setting up new subsidiary parties, the gaiil probably not be achieved and the effectivenef

the small parties will rise with increasing pol&igower.

This possibility reveals our definition of electbgain to be methodologically weak. It is possithiat if

the parties would run separately in the same eledti which merged, they would have gained less
electoral achievements than those won running begeMeaning, the best comparison of what electoral
gain is should be made between how much the umigety actually gained, to how much could the
parties have gained if they had run separatelyhan dame elections, and not compared to previous
elections. However, such testing cannot be dongaligtin relation to our data. Pre-election polanc
indicate future accomplishment that parties mayieaghbut some unification are made long before the
elections, then it is impossible to know how theeve would answer the polls if the parties ran
separately. In other words, it is difficult for tescomply empirically with the prediction of theeetoral
achievements of each of the parties if they araminghapart, so we chose to look at the achievements

before the election.

The third hypothesis has been verified to someatedVe found a connection between electoral gains
and the ability of the united party to centralize ideology, comparing the ideology presented ey th
individual parties before the unification. Howevttris connection is almost significant, only if wake

the ideological distance out of our analysis. Tihathy we can say with only 90% confidence thabeyp
centralizing its ideology will gain more electoralpact. It is possible that the findings turned twbe

not significant in the first model because of theaf amount of cases included in the analysis. Hewne

we considered all the possible cases in Israehah@ sample of them. Therefore it will be inteirgsto

test the hypothesis with a larger number of casessibly by attaching more party unifications ihait
states similar to Israel in terms of institutiofiratentives, i.e., the proportional elements of ¢hextoral

system.



In addition to the refuted hypotheses, there amaraber of possible weaknesses in our research thetho
First, to meet the ideological differences betwdenparties and to determine the extent of unifiacty
centralization, we analyzed the separated parttfoplas along with the platforms after unification.
However, using party platforms might have a largeklof data. Initially, not all parties had clearda
accessible platforms. Therefore, using the codiagep we analyzed posters and statement papers
presented at the election campaigns, and also dagosources, which presented the parties. Thahys
there have been many times statements on codirgdidgot have a reference. Also we tested they part
platforms in the first elections prior to unificaii but it is reasonable the party has history anauighout

the history their positions on various issues hiaagnged, and therefore loyalty to the party is not
influenced by its ideology as expressed in thefqiat at the elections but under the identificatibased

on another aspect, for example - sociological.

Another problem related to the data analysis idahethat we tested using the same code pagersate
regarding the parties operating in different timerigds. It can be assumed that parties operating in
different periods will seek to highlight variousigs. To reduce this problem as much as possikle, w
tried to build the code page so that its statemetitdoe general enough and the examination coead b
performed on all cases in a way that allows comsparbetween them. In addition, in the securitygs#u
can be stated in a much more clear way, on thainetime point that the views of the parties have
changed, and therefore the parties who actedhtsl teach point (1967 war), were coded by different
phrases, in comparison to the parties who acted tifis time point.

Perhaps the electoral achievements of each partgfiected by external factors that are not rel&tetie
unification. For example, a particular period oeewthat changed the important issues on the agamtia
therefore the united party was no longer relevariiecame more relevant. Meaning, there can be many
variables that can explain electoral success wéiiemot related unification itself. It is difficuid control

all possible alternative explanations, but whatdgdi us was poor theoretical literature regardirgy th
unification of political parties and due to the hredological constraints, we chose to derive hysehe

concerning the variables found in the literature.

There are a number of further researches that eanbtained and will add additional insights and
explanations, and perhaps will confirm the hypotisese proposed. First, as we have suggested edrlier
is possible to make a comparative study. This stuitlyadd more cases of unifications to analyzerfro
different countries with different institutionaldantives similar to those prevailing in Israel. Hwer, in

this case we will have to determine various indicathat were proposed to examine the variables. To

conduct research of this type, we can use data thenManifesto Project which is a relatively rel@ab



measure by which we can compare political partiemfdifferent countries. The main disadvantage of

this database is that it lacks the information Ibtha parties who united.

Another potential future research will use a défgrindex to examine the ideology or the electprafit.

For instance, instead of basing on the party platfoto test the ideology, or to examine the electio
results in the elections that preceded the unifinatwe can use the pre-election surveys (sucthas t
Israel election studies). First, it is necessarfirtd out what the positions are that support aaltipal
party ideologically and secondly, to try to predictw many seats those parties would have recefved i
they ran separately. The problem with using tha détisrael election studies is that the data exigts
from the election campaign of 1969, which reducesnefurther the amount of cases, which is poor in
itself that can be treated. Second, election serf&we changed from time to time and therefore we
cannot be confident that all the parties who tolalc@ on the unification will appear. A third profiethe

use of surveys, does not always give a reliablevansince they are based on the perceptions of the

respondents and their willingness to answer sinaesavers.

Additionally, we can focus on each of the casestioead as a case study and examine whether the
unification was the main explanation for the eleatmutcome, whether it is profit or loss. Thattas
conduct a thorough and comprehensive study thaneiltralize external influences on electoral ressul
Such a study will enable a focus on many factorduding the circumstances preceding the electimh a

the union of parties together.

Summary
In conclusion, we can say that the issue of unificeof parties requires further research in otdeeach

a more comprehensive understanding of the causesififations, due to the electoral failures which
outweigh the successes. This study examined thede factors explaining the conditions under which
unifications in terms of electoral profit is considd profitable: ideological distance between thgigs'
unification, size prior to unification, and the ent to which they manage to centralize their idgglo
These factors are intended to explain partiesiaatibns where institutional incentives do not dinte
sufficient grounds to unite, as in Israel. Our tjyeses were derived from the meager literatureetkiats

on the subject, and that is one of the reasonbythetheses were refuted. New hypotheses whichare n
based on existing literature may lead to differestults and learn more about the subject. However,
may not decree general conclusions regarding paenification, and we may need to examine individual
unification case studies to get real insight duethte nature of the Israeli political dynamic that
experienced large changes frequently. We beliesfethiis study can serve as a starting point fostbdy

of this subject in depth and more meaningful.
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Appendix 1- The cases and the distribution of theethdent variable- electoral gain

Year Party Parties United Number of | Number of[ Electoral
Unification shared seats| seats won gain
(separated) running
together
1955 Hazit Mizrahi+ Hapoel 2+8=10 11in 1955 1
Leumit Hamizrahi
Meuhedet
1955 Hazit Datit | Agudat Israel+ Poalei 3+2=5 6in 1955 1
Turatit Agudat Israel
1965 Gahal Herut+ The Liberal 17+17=34 | 25in 1965 -9
Party
1965 Maarach Mapai+ Ahdut 42+8=50 45 in 1965 -5
Haavoda
1969 Maarach Mapam+ The Labor | 8+45+10=63 | 56 in 1969 -7
Party (Maarach

1965+Rafi)

1973 Likud Gahal+ Hamerkaz | 26+2+4+1=33| 39in 1973 6
Hahofshi+ The Great
Israel Movement+
Hareshima
Hamamlachtit
1977 Hadash Rakach+ The Black 4+0=4 5in 1977 1
Panthers

1981 Maarach Maarach+Ratz 32+1=33 47 in 1981 14




1984 Maarach Maarach 1981+ 47+1=48 44 in 1984 -4
Independent Liberals

1992 Meretz Mapam+ Shinui+ Ratg 3+2+5=10 | 12in 1992 2

1992 Yahadut | Agudat Israel+ Degel 5+2=7 4in1992 -3
Hatura Hatura

1996 Likud- Likud+ Tzomet 32+8=40 32in 1996 -8
Tzomet-
Gesher

1999 Israel The Labor Party+ 34+5=39 26 in 1999 -13
Achat Gesher+ Meimad

1999 Halchud Tkuma+ Herut+ 2+3+2=7 4 in 1999 -3
Haleumi Moledet

2003 Hadash- Hadash+ Ta'al 3+1=4 3in 2003 -1

Ta'al

2003 Halchud | Tkuma+Moledet+Israel 1+2+4=7 7 in 2003 0
Haleumi Beitenu

2003 Meretz- Meretz+ The 10+2=12 6 in 2003 -6

The Democratic Choice
Democratic

Choice-
Shachar

2006 Ichud Moledet+ Tkuma+ 2+2+6=10 9in 2006 -1
Leumi- Mafdal
Mafdal

2006 Raam-Taal Raam+Taal 2+1=3 4 in 2006 1




2009 | Likud-Achi Likud+ Achi 12+2=14 27 in 2009 13

2013 HaBait Mafdal+ Tkuma 3+2=5 12 in 2013 7
Hayehudi

2013 HaLikud- Likud+ Israel Beitenu 27+15=42 31in 2013 -11

Beitenu

Mean:
-1.13

Appendix 2- The coding page
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Appendix 3- Reliability test for the statementgstuf coding page

Statements N cases N decisions Reliability
Al-Religious Values 73 146 0.963
A2- Religion in 73 146 0.918
Institutions
A3- Sabbath 73 146 0.986
A4- Marriage 73 146 0.994
B1- Government 73 146 0.927
Intervention
B2- Allowances 73 146 0.899
B3- Taxes 73 146 0.938
B4- Government 73 146 0.898
Investments
C1- Actions for 16 32 0.911
Security- Before 1967
C2- Relations With 16 32 0.911
Arabs- Before 1967




C3- Greater Israel- After 57 114 0.922
1967
C4- Army Control over 57 114 0.902
the Occupies territoriest
After 1967
C5-  Territories  for 57 114 0.948
Peace- After 1967
Appendix 4- Distribution of the first independesiriable- Ideological distance
Party Ideological Ideological Ideological Computed
Unification Distance- Distance- Distance- Ideological
Security Socio- State and Distance
Economic Religion
Hazit Leumit
Meuhedet
1955 0.357 0 0 0.097
Hazit Datit
Turatit 1955 Missing value Missing value 0 Missing value
Gahal 1965 0.178 0.55 0 0.273
Maarach
1965 0.535 0.272 0.15 0.382
Maarach
1969 0.95 0.621 0.192 0.762
Likud 1973 0 1 0.301 0.543
Hadash 19771 Missing value 0 0 Missing value




Maarach

1981 0.478 0.235 0.451 0.479
Maarach1984 0.357 0.668 0.301 0.555
Meretz 1992 0.164 0.47 1 0.701

Yahadut
Hatura 1992 0 0.16 0 0.004
Likud-
Tzomet-
Gesher 1996 0.357 0.588 0.301 0.518
Israel Achat
1999 1 0.47 0.795 1
Halchud
Haleumi

1999 0.235 0.414 0.795 0.611
Hadash-Ta'a

2003 0 0 0.451 0.142

Halchud
Haleumi
2003 0.357 0.423 0.602 0.582
Meretz- The
Democratic
Choice-
Shachar 2003 0.714 0.352 0.903 0.86
Ichud Leumi-
Mafdal 2006 0.117 0.705 0.903 0.745




Raam-Taal
2006 0 1 0.401
Likud-Achi
2009 0.357 0.545 0.753 0.711
HaBait
Hayehudi
2013 0 0.15 0 0
HaLikud-
Beitenu 2013 0.114 0.235 0.301 0.236
Mean 0.31 0.37 0.41 0.48

Appendix 5- Distribution of the second independeatable- Size of parties prior the unification

Party Unification Parties United Number of shared
seats (separated
Hazit Leumit Mizrahi+ Hapoel 2+8=10 Small+Large
Meuhedet 1955 Hamizrahi
Hazit Datit Turatit Agudat Israel+ Poalei 3+2=5 Small
1955 Agudat Israel
Gahal 1965 Herut+ The Liberal Party 17+17=34 Large
Maarach 1965 Mapai+ Ahdut Haavoda 42+8=50 Large
Maarach 1969 Mapam+ The Labor Party 8+45+10=63 Large
(Maarach 1965+Rafi)
Likud 1973 Gahal+ Hamerkaz 26+2+4+1=33 Small+Large

Hahofshi+ The Great

Israel Movement+




Hareshima Hamamlachtil

Hadash 1977 Rakach+ The Black 4+0=4 Small
Panthers
Maarach 1981 Maarach+Ratz 32+1=33 Small+Large
Maarach1984 Maarach 1981+ 47+1=48 Small+Large
Independent Liberals
Meretz 1992 Mapam+ Shinui+ Ratz 3+2+5=10 Small
Yahadut Hatura 1992  Agudat Israel+ Degel 5+2=7 Small
Hatura
Likud-Tzomet- Geshef Likud+ Tzomet 32+8=40 Large
1996
Israel Achat 1999 | The Labor Party+ Geshen+ 34+5=39 Small+Large
Meimad
Halchud Haleumi 1999 Tkuma+ Herut+ Moledet 2+3+2=7 Small
Hadash-Ta’al 2003 Hadash+ Ta'al 3+1=4 Small
Halchud Haleumi 2008 Tkuma+Moledet+Israel 1+2+4=7 Small
Beitenu
Meretz- The Meretz+ The Democratig 10+2=12 Small+Large
Democratic Choice- Choice
Shachar 2003
Ichud Leumi-Mafdal | Moledet+ Tkuma+ Mafda 2+2+6=10 Small
2006
Raam-Taal 2006 Raam+Taal 2+1=3 Small
Likud-Achi 2009 Likud+ Achi 12+2=14 Small+Large




HaBait Hayehudi 2013 Mafdal+ Tkuma 3+2=5 Small
HaLikud-Beitenu 2013  Likud+ Israel Beitenu 27+15=42 Large
Appendix 6- Distribution of the third independeatriable- Ideological centralization
Party Ideological Ideological Ideological Computed
Unification Centralization- Centralization- Centralization- Ideological
Security Socio-Economics | State and Religion Centralization
Hazit Leumit
Meuhedet 1955 -0.5 0 0 -0.5
Hazit Datit
Turatit 1955 1 -1.25 0 -0.25
Gahal 1965 0.15 0.415 -1 -0.435
Maarach 1965 -0.25 -0.29 0.125 -0.415
Maarach 1969 -0.68 -0.31 -0.17 -1.16
Likud 1973 0 -0.31 0.125 -0.185
Hadash 1977 0 0.67 -0.25 0.42
Maarach 1981 0.33 -0.5 0.375 0.205
Maarach1984 -0.83 -0.71 0.25 -1.29
Meretz 1992 -0.13 -0.67 -0.5 -1.3
Yahadut Hatura
1992 0 0.83 0 0.83
Likud-Tzomet-
Gesher 1996 0 0.38 -1 -0.62
Israel Achat
1999 -0.36 0 0.18 -0.18
Halchud -0.16 -0.05 0.52 0.31




Haleumi 1999

Hadash-Ta’al

2003 0 -0.42 0.125 -0.295
Halchud
Haleumi 2003 0 -0.45 0 -0.45

Meretz- The

Democratic
Choice-Shachar

2003 -1 -0.04 -0.5 -1.54
Ichud Leumi-

Mafdal 2006 -0.165 -141 0.5 -1.075
Raam-Taal 2006 0 0 0 0
Likud-Achi 2009 -0.17 0.33 0.75 0.91

HaBait
Hayehudi 2013 0 0.18 -1 -0.82
HaLikud-
Beitenu 2013 -0.42 -0.5 -1 -1.92
Mean -0.14 -0.18 -0.11 -0.44
Appendix 7- Multi-collinearity test
Variable Tolerance

Ideological Distance 0.849

Ideological Centralization 0.856

Unifications of Small parties 0.693

Unifications of Large parties 0.652




