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Introduction and Methodology

On the 9™ of April 2019, the Israeli elections for the 21% Knesset were held and resulted in
what seemed to be a victory for Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu and his previous
coalition. However, less than two months after the elections, the Knesset dissolved and new

elections were announced for September 17", 2019.

While the 21% Knesset did not last long, this election cycle can be highly beneficial for the
analysis of voting trends amongst Israelis after ten years of Likud rule. Therefore, the ‘Macro
Center for Political Economics' used the opportunity to analyze the election results and to
indicate both demographic and Socio-Economic trends affecting voting patterns of Israelis.
Throughout the report, a total of 92 polling stations are highlighted which represent swing

voters. In addition, 214 ballots were flagged as ballots with potential for irregularities.

In order to analyze the results, the Macro Center for Political Economics made use of
Statistical Area (SA) zoning created by the Central Bureau of Statistics (CBS) in 2011.
Using this distribution and the 2013, 2015, and 2019 results from each of the over 10,000
ballots, the Macro Center for Political Economics created a unique database consisting of
election results in each SA during the past three elections. This database was combined with

the most recent Socio-Economic and demographic data available regarding each SA.

Using this database, the Macro Center for Political Economics was able to identify trends and
gain insights regarding voting patterns in Israel. These insights are based on a general
analysis of the results throughout the country as well as two in depth inquiries into voting
trends amongst Non-Jewish voters and immigrants from the former USSR. In addition,
further analysis identifies ballots with a high probability for irregularities during the 2019

election.

! Statistical areas are specific polygons within municipalities in which the residents Socio-Economic and
demographic backgrounds are quite similar. The amount of voters in each SA varies from a few hundred to as
much as 10,000 voters in bigger areas. The average amount of registered voters in each SA is 2,285.
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Classification of the Parties

The political map in Israel has changed significantly in the past decade, with many parties
forming and dissolving before and after one of the 4 election cycles held since 2009. With
that said, the map has always been based on four main party blocks, divided into two main
potential coalitions: (1) Central Left Zionist parties (CLZ) and (2) Arab parties, which
together form the Center-Left coalition; and (3) Right Wing parties (RW) and (4) Jewish-
Religious parties (JR), which together form the Right-Orthodox coalition.

While such a divide has been criticized as irrelevant in the current political climate, and in
fact coalitions based on different compositions were created after the 2009 and 2013
elections, this mode of classification is critical in order to allow comparison between the four
election cycles in spite of the different parties seeking support in each cycle. Thus, this
distribution will be used throughout the report, with in depth analysis of specific parties being

used when needed.

Table 1: Classification of Parties into Blocks, 2009-2019°

2009 2013 2015 2019
1. Yesh Atid .
1. Kadima 2. Labor L L?ﬁoﬁ'o”'“ 1. Blue & White
CLZ | 2. Labor 3. HaTnua 2 Yesh Atid 2. Labor
3. Meretz 4, Meretz 3' Meretz 3. Meretz
5. Kadima '
1. Ha'Likud . 1. Ha'Likud
1. Ha'Likud
2. lsrael Bgytenu 1. Ha'Likud-Beytenu | 2. Kulanu 2. lsrael B_eytenl_J
3. The National - . 3. The United Right
RW : 2. TheJewish Home | 3. The Jewish
Union \ 4. Kulanu
. 3. Otzma Le'lsrael Home .
4. The Jewish 4 Yahad 5. The New Right
Home ' 6. Zehut
1. Shas
JR 2. The United Torah
1. Raam-Taal .
1. The Joint 1. Hadash-Taal
Arab 2. Hadash .
List 2. Raam-Balad
3. Balad

% The list contains only parties that received more than 1.75% of the votes in each election cycle. Thus, all the
analyses in this section will be based on these parties alone, resulting in voting shares never adding up to exactly
100%.
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Part 1: National Analysis

Results by Potential Coalitions and Blocks
Unsurprisingly, when looking at the aggregative support for parties in each potential coalition

during the past four elections, it is evident that the RW-JR coalition has always received a
majority over the CLZ-Arab coalition, and has had positive margins ranging from 1.05%
(2013) to as much as 13.83% (2015). It is interesting to note that the election with the
smallest margin between the two coalitions is that in which the CLZ-Arab coalition had no
definitive leader and the CLZ block consisted of 5 parties, as opposed to 3 in all other
election cycles. This seems to counter the common perception that a "Two-Way Race"
between a Right wing candidate and a significant Center-Left frontrunner leads to closer
election results. Of course, it cannot be determined that the fractured composition of the CLZ
block was the reason for its relative success in 2013, but it does not seem to have negatively
affected the performance of the block at the ballot box. In all of those election campaigns
Benjamin Netanyahu, the leader of the Likud, the largest party in the RW camp was elected
prime minister. Nonetheless, in each election different figures from the CLZ participated in

the elections.

Chart 1: Voter Share of the Two Potential Coalitions, 2009-2019.
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The trend is even more evident when looking at the four blocks separately. During the 2013
elections, the CLZ block actually received more support than the RW block by a 3.4%

margin. However, the RW-JR coalition was victorious mostly because of the rise in support
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for JR parties during those elections. In 2015, CLZ parties suffered from a decrease of almost
6% in their support, and the margin between the CLZ and RW blocks was almost 14%. This
significantly surpassed the margin of 4% in 2009. The margin was narrowed in 2019 by
almost a third, both due to an increase in support for CLZ parties and a decrease for RW
parties. However, as seen above, this did not translate into a significant decrease in the gap
between the two potential coalitions, mainly due to the low performance of the Arab parties,

8.07%, the worst result for the parties since 2006.

Chart 2: Voter Share of the Four Blocks, 2009-2019.
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In fact, the vote share of the Arab parties has been quite significant in all of the last three
elections. Theoretically, if Arab voter turnout was higher in 2013 and the Arab parties had
received a relatively similar amount of support as in 2015, the CLZ-Arab coalition would
have won a majority. In 2015, if it were not for the creation of the Joint Arab List and the
subsequent rise in Arab voter turnout, the CLZ-Arab coalition would have suffered an even
harsher drop than that which came to pass. Lastly, while CLZ parties were able to raise their
support in 2019 and narrow the gap between them and the RW block, this did not translate
into a higher number of MK's for the coalition due to the parallel decrease in support for the
Arab parties.
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The decrease in support for the Arab parties has also resulted in the lowest voter share for
sectorial parties (i.e. JR and Arab parties®) since 1996. Except during the 2013 elections, the
voter share of non-sectorial parties has been constantly rising since the abolition of the direct
voting system in 2001 and is now close to the rate of support held by these parties before the

initiation of the system following the 1992 elections.

Chart 3: Voter Share of the Non-Sectorial Blocks, 2009-2019
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Socio-Economic Analysis

In order to analyze the election results based on Socio-Economic trends, two main factors
were taken into account. Firstly, the Socio-Economic percentile of the municipality in which
the ballot was located, and secondly the poverty rate of the specific SA examined. Both
indicators are based on CBS surveys, but while the first is on a municipal level, meaning
every SA in the municipality is associated with the same percentile on a scale of 1-10 (10
being a stronger municipality), the second is on an SA level, meaning every SA within the
same municipality is given a different poverty rate on a scale of 1-10 (1 being a poorer SA).
While Socio-Economic percentiles will be used to identify trends on a national level, the
poverty rate indicator will be used to examine differences between voters in different SAs

within the same municipality.

Generally speaking, it is commonly asserted that voting for the two Non-sectorial blocks is
widely related to Socio-Economic factors, with the RW block performing well amongst
voters from low Socio-Economic percentiles and the CLZ block drawing mainly voters from

higher Socio-Economic percentiles. This assertion can be confirmed when looking at voter

¥ In this context the Jewish Home party and Israel Beytenu are not considered sectorial parties, as they are more
naturally related to the RW block.
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shares amongst percentiles 4-10 during 2019, while voters from percentiles 1-3 do not follow
this trend. This finding is mostly explained by the high percentage of Arab and JR voters in
percentiles 1-3. These voters are mostly driven by identity and demographic issues and thus

do not follow Socio-Economic trends.

As previously indicated, Socio-Economic percentiles have been found to be both statistically
significant and highly accurate in explaining voter share gaps between the RW and CLZ
blocks in municipalities from percentiles 4-10. The RW parties receive the majority of votes

in percentiles 4-7, and CLZ in percentiles 8-10.

Chart 4: Socio-Economic Percentile Effect on CLZ and RW Margin, 2019
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When further examining the results, it seems that while Socio-Economic factors are relevant
when assessing voter share gaps between the two blocks, they affect each block's voters
differently. While voter shares of the CLZ block are strongly affected by Socio-Economic
factors, RW parties are affected much less. For example, in a municipality from percentile 7,
CLZ parties are expected to receive a voter share that is 10.51% higher than the voter share in
a municipality from percentile 6. Meanwhile, the RW block's voter share will be only 6.97%
lower. In addition, Socio-economic percentiles can explain much more of the deviation in

voter share amongst CLZ parties than in RW parties.
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Chart 5: Socio-Economic Percentile Effect on the VVote % for Each Block, 2019
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The above finding is even more significant when examining the variation in voting shares
between SAs from the same municipality, mainly in those belonging to percentiles 5-10. By
comparing the results in each SA to the overall results in the municipality they belonged to,
two variables were created. Each variable represented the voter share for either the CLZ or
RW blocks in every SA as a percentage of the overall support for each block in the
municipality the SA belongs to. Thus, if the variable equals 0%, it indicates that the examined
block received the same percentage of votes in the SA as in the municipality, and if it equals
100%, then it indicates that the examined block received two times more support in the SA as

in the municipality.

These variables were used to determine if the variation in voter shares between SA's from the
same municipality can be related to the different poverty rate in each SA. As
abovementioned, regarding the support for both RW and CLZ parties, the variation between
SAs in municipalities from Socio-Economic percentiles 1-4 cannot be significantly explained

based on poverty rates.

Regarding municipalities from percentiles 5-10, The first significant finding is that the
variation in voting shares between SA's in the same municipality is more significant
amongst the CLZ block (average voter share variation of 26.47%) than the RW block
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(average voter share variation of 19.27%). This means that CLZ support tends to vary

inside municipalities more significantly than support for RW parties.

The second finding is that while the poverty rate in an SA can highly explain variations
in CLZ voter support, it is irrelevant in relation to RW support. Thus, while the CLZ
block tends to receive most of its votes from wealthier SAs in every municipality, the

RW block’s voter share in each SA cannot be statistically explained by its poverty rate.

Chart 6: Poverty Rate Effect on CLZ Results %A between SA and Municipality, 2019
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Chart 7: Poverty Rate Effect on RW Results %A between SA and Municipality, 2019
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Chart 8: Average %A between SA and Municipality Vote Share by Poverty Rate, 2019.
30% 24.8%

9 14.0%
15% 12.3%

6.2% 5.7%
.3%

0% -

=15% -

-14.3%
-18.8% °

=30% -

=25.1%

-45% -

-60% g5 995
1 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

s CLZ = RW

Combining the two findings allows for a few key insights:

e Voting for RW parties is more consistent across SAs within municipalities than voting
for CLZ parties. Thus, CLZ parties seem to be gaining support in specific SAs within
each municipality while RW parties are able to receive more consistent voting shares

within each municipality. It seems that Socio-Economic factors affect voter support

11
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for CLZ parties much more than they affect voter support for RW parties, both within
a municipality and between them.

e To put it simply, the CLZ block’s support is mainly based on wealthier individuals
belonging to higher Socio-Economic percentiles, but RW parties are successful at
garnering support from people regardless of their Socio-Economic background (the
decrease in support for RW parties in percentiles 8-10 is much lower than the
decrease in support for CLZ parties in percentiles 5-7).

Based on these two findings, it can be assessed that RW supporters are largely affected by
demographic factors when voting, namely the area and municipality in which they live, and

to a much lesser extent by Socio-Economic factors, which largely affect CLZ voters.

Target Areas Based on Comparison between Elections

SA analysis was completed by comparing results between the 3 past elections. This analysis
resulted in a list of 11 different SA's* potentially valuable due to one of four reasons:

1. 4 relatively large SA's (over 700 voters) in which voter support for the RW block
increased the most between 2015 and 2019 (RW parties could deepen the trend, while
CLZ parties could try to convert them again).

2. 4 SA's in which the CLZ block received a majority over the RW block during the
2013 and 2015 elections but lost in the 2019 election (RW parties could deepen the
trend, while CLZ parties could try to convert them again).

The eight abovementioned areas have shown higher support rates for CLZ parties in the past
and thus can be seen as potential SA's for future re-growth of the CLZ camp.

3. 3relatively large SA's in which voter support for the CLZ block increased the most
between 2015 and 2019 (CLZ parties could deepen the trend, while RW parties could
try to convert them again)..

4. 2 SA's in which the RW block received a majority over the CLZ block during the
2013 and 2015 elections but lost in the 2019 election (CLZ parties could deepen the
trend, while RW parties could try to convert them again).

These areas can be seen as both important areas to prevent the loss of votes for the CLZ camp

and areas in which further growth potential for both camps exists.

* The two SAs from Pardes-Hana Karkur appear in both tables since they are relevant for more than one reason.

12
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Table 3: Target SA's based on Vote Change 2015-2019

78000002

90000523 | 65.16 16.61 21.93 -50.77 2496 59.85
79000134 | 71.64 19.07 21.79 -42.4 762 51.04
30001343 | 59.81 33.02 18.74 -24.24 2053 75.1
65000064 | 56.74 33.81 -22.07 179.89 4838 64.53
78000010 | 46.08 47.11 -28.56 59.17 2689 76.23
50000715 | 26.83 63.41 -37.07 50.58 753 67.19

Table 4: Target SA's, Flipped Support in 2019 in Comparison to 2013 and 2015

24000010

30001321 455 44.72 -5.11 -0.65 0.78 2994 51.36
11130001 | 48.36 45.93 -22.97 -4.96 2.43 5457 78.59

78000002 | 48.27 45.71 -32.95 -16.3 2.56 5578 68.21
1120001 43.62 46.93 177 5.86 -3.31 514 76.26

78000010 | 46.08 47.11 10.23 34.91 -1.02 2689 76.23

13
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Part 2: The Non-Jewish Population

General Observations

In the past three elections, voter turnout amongst the Arab population differed significantly, a
fact mostly attributed to the establishment of the Joint Arab List (referred to in this analysis
as the Joint List) in 2015 and its dissolution prior to the 2019 election. This trend can be seen
both in Non-Jewish municipalities and in Non-Jewish SA’s in mixed cities around the
country. In 2019, a decrease in voter turnout was evident in almost every Non-Jewish
municipality and the rate of decrease could not be explained by any socio-economic

factor, on a municipal or SA level.

Chart 9: Voter Turnout, 2013-2019.
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As for party support amongst Non-Jewish voters, support for CLZ parties rose significantly in
2019, surpassing the rate of decrease in support seen during 2015 and more than doubling its
support during 2013. With that said, this finding is misleading due to the low voter turnout
amongst the Non-Jewish population in 2019. Most 2015 voters who did not vote in 2019
were Joint List supporters, while supporters of other parties arrived at the ballot stations at the
same rate as before. Therefore, the rise in the vote share of CLZ parties as a percentage
of the votes cast does not, in itself, indicate a numeral rise in votes for these parties. Due
to that, this chapter will incorporate analyses of voting shares as a percentage of all registered
voters and not as a percentage of only the votes cast. Such analysis will be referred to as

analysis of “absolute support” as opposed to analysis of “voter support”.

14
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Chart 10: Non-Jewish Voter Support by Party, 2013-2019
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Chart 11: Non-Jewish Absolute Support by Party, 2013-2019
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As demonstrated from the two charts above, an analysis based on absolute support is more
revealing than one based on voter support. Three interesting findings can be deduced:

1. Absolute support for the Joint List in 2015 was 26.7% higher than support for
all Arab parties in 2013. When looking merely at voter support, it seems to have
risen by only a few percentage points.

2. Absolute support for both Meretz and other CLZ parties rose slightly in 2015 even
though their share of voter support decreased between 2013-2015.

15
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3. The rise in support for all CLZ parties during 2019 is significant even when
looking at the absolute support. Support for Meretz rose by 217.5% and for other
CLZ parties by 66%.

Forthcoming is an in depth analysis of voter trends amongst the Non-Jewish population in
three main fields: Support for the Arab parties amongst Arab voters® in Non-Jewish
municipalities, Support for Meretz by Non-Jewish voters in those municipalities, and voting

trends of Non-Jewish voters in mixed cities.

Support for the Arab Parties
It is a general assumption, significantly backed by this research, that the variance in voter

turnout in the last three elections is highly explained by the establishment and
dissolution of the Joint List in 2015. Since reports indicate there is a high probability that
the List will be re-established before the upcoming election, it can be assumed that voter
turnout amongst Arab voters will rise come September 17™. Therefore, a main goal of this
analysis is to try to indicate which SA’s show the greatest potential for voter turnout
increases based on their trends in the past three elections. Such SA’s could be seen as areas
where direct campaigning by the Joint List has the highest potential of generating positive

outcomes.®

The first indication for such areas is based on a district based analysis. Generally speaking, in
all three elections the highest Arab voter turnout was in the Central district and the
lowest was in the Haifa (2013) or Southern districts (2015 and 2019). Between 2013
and2015, turnout has increased in all but the southern district, a finding that indicates Arab

voters in the south are less supportive of the Joint List than voters elsewhere.

> Note that referring to Non-Jewish voters includes the Druze sector while referring to Arab voters excludes this
sector.

® It is important to note that despite in depth analysis, there was no significant evidence to explain voter trends
based on various socio-economic or demographic factors.

16
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Chart 12: Voter Turnout amongst Arab Voters by District, 2013-2019
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The district in which both the increase in voter turnout between 2013 and 2015 and the
decrease between 2015 and 2019 was most significant is the Haifa district. In 2015, voter
turnout climbed by over 25%, only to plummet by almost 30% in 2019. Thus, in the Haifa
district, one in every 6 registered voters voted in 2015 but did not do so in 2019, amounting
to approximately 26,500 "lost votes”. This indicates that the region is most responsive to the
establishment and dissolution of the Joint List and therefore has the largest potential for a
voter turnout increase if the list were to be re-established. By comparison, in the Northern
district, which includes three times more Arab voters than Haifa, one in every 9 registered
voters voted in 2015 but did not do so in 2019, amounting to approximately 57,000 "lost
votes". This means that despite the Haifa district having only a third of the amount of voters

as the Northern district, it has half as many "lost votes" as in the North.

Due to the abovementioned findings, an analysis was conducted to identify the SAs in the
Haifa region which showed both the highest increase in voter turnout between 2013-2015 and
the sharpest decrease between 2015-2019. The following SA's were found:

e 5410002, Jisr az-Zarqga (62% Decrease).

e 6370004, Arara (49% Decrease).

e 27100034, Um Al-Fahm (48% Decrease).

e 13270003, Ma‘ale Iron (44.5% Decrease).

17
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e 13270004, Ma‘ale Iron (42.7% Decrease).
In these 5 SA’s alone, the Arab parties "lost" over 6,700 votes due to the 2019 decrease in
voter turnout. Since these SA’s also saw an increase during 2015, if the Joint List was to be

re-established, these "lost votes" have a high potential of return.

Chart 13: Voter Turnout in Targeted SAs, Haifa District, 2013-2019.
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In addition to the Haifa district, the same analysis was conducted amongst the Northern
district SAs since it is the largest district among the non-Jewish population. 4 of the 5 SAs
found to be relevant in the Northern district were in Nazareth and thus the city holds a high
potential of voter return in the upcoming election. With that said, the rate of increase in the 4
SAs between 2013 and 2015, as well as in Nazareth as a whole, was less significant than in
other areas. Therefore, the potential voter increase does not lie solely on the re-establishment
of the Joint List. The 4 SAs are:

e 73000034 (46% decrease).

e 73000044 (40% decrease).

e 73000043 (40% decrease). This SA saw a decrease in voter turnout between 2013 and

2015, thus it has a lower support potential for a re-establishment of the Joint List.

e 73000012 (40% decrease).

18
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Chart 14: Voter Turnout in Targeted SAs, Northern District, 2013-2019
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The fifth SA found is the municipality of Ein Maahal (SA 5320002). This municipality had
high rates of voter turnout in both 2013 and 2015, 61% and 73% respectively, much higher
than the voter turnout amongst Arabs throughout Israel. However, it suffered from a very low
turnout in 2019 of 44%.

Support for Meretz

Much has been said about the steep rise in support for the Meretz party amongst Non-Jewish
voters during the 2019 elections. As mentioned above, the party more than tripled the amount
of votes it received from Non-Jewish voters from 11,418 votes in 2015, 1.69% of absolute
support, to 34,358 in 2019, 5.38%. While the rise was evident in almost all Non-Jewish SAs,
some socio-economic trends can explain the extent of the increase in different areas. While
analysis on a national perspective does not suggest such trends, a district based analysis

shows socio-economic trends in the Haifa and Central districts.

In the district of Haifa, voter support for Meretz in each SA typically ranges from around 4%
to 17%. This variation correlates with two socio-economic factors: the percentage of
residents in the SA that hold a Bagrut diploma and the poverty rate of the SA’.

" In this document, the poverty rate is based on a scale of 1-10 (10 being the poorest) determined by a 2012
survey conducted by the CBS in over 1,000 SAs throughout the country.
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Chart 15: % of Bagrut Holders and 2019 Voter Turnout, Non-Jewish SAs in the Haifa

District
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Chart 16: Poverty Rate and 2019 Voter Turnout, Non-Jewish SAs in the Haifa District
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From both charts it is evident that in the Haifa district, a SA with a higher percentage of
Bagrut holders and a lower poverty rate has greater potential voter support the Meretz party.
Based on this, we can indicate two SAs in which, based on their socio-economic factors,
Meretz has the highest potential for growth amongst Non-Jewish voters in the Haifa district:

e 13260001, Basma (6,431 voters).

e 60000006, Baga al-Gharbiyye (6,189 voters).
In the Central District, no correlation can be found between the poverty rate in the SA and
voter support for Meretz, but this might be due to a lack of enough relevant observations
needed to form a decisive finding. Regarding Bagrut holder rates, such a correlation can be

found, but due to the larger variation in voter support, it is less indicative.
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Chart 17: % of Bagrut Holders Effect on 2019 Voter Turnout, Non-Jewish SAs in the
Central District.
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Based on these regressions, we can indicate two SAs in which Meretz has the highest
potential for growth amongst Non-Jewish voters in the Central district:

e 12900001, Zemer (4,610 voters).

e 27300007, Taibe (3,633 voters).
Regarding the North and South districts, no correlation between socio-economic factors and
voter support for Meretz can be determined. This might be explained by various factors
including the fact that these districts contain a larger number of small villages that are more

prone to group-based voting.

Moreover, it is quite evident that the rate of support for Meretz amongst Non-Jewish voters in
the Central district is much higher than the average support for the party amongst all Non-
Jewish voters. Approximately 8,500 of the almost 35,000 votes cast for the party by Non-
Jewish voters, over 24%, came from the Central district even though only 10% of all Non-
Jewish registered voters come from this district. The highest support in the district was in
Kafr Qasim while the lowest was in Taibe. However, support in Taibe was still higher than

overall support for Meretz amongst Non-Jewish voters.
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Chart 18: Registered Voters and Meretz Voters, Non-Jewish Population, 2019.
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While support for the party amongst Non-Jewish voters in the district was always high, the
rate of support in 2019 was almost 2.5 times higher than in the previous election. While in
2015 Meretz received votes from 3.3% of all registered Non-Jewish voters in the district, in
2019 it received over 11.0%.

Voting Trends in Mixed Cities
According to the CBS, there are 8 mixed cities in Israel: Jerusalem, Haifa, Tel-Aviv Jaffa,

Lod, Maalot-Tarsiha, Nazareth Illit, Acre and Ramle. Overall, these cities consist of 41 SAs
that are regarded as Non-Jewish. While these SAs probably include a small number of Jewish
voters, this is statistically insignificant. Thus, they will be analyzed as representing the Non-

Jewish vote in mixed cities.

When looking at all cities together, it is evident that voter turnout in the relevant SAs is
somewhat affected by poverty rates: the poorer the population of the SA is, the lower the

turnout. This is most evident in the city of Haifa.
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Chart 20: Poverty Rate's Effect on 2019 Voter Turnout, Non-Jewish SAs in Mixed
Cities

80%

0,
60%

= *
§ 50% ® $ $
: S ek I
g 0, o ‘
g 30% $ 4
20% Y
®
10%
0
0% T T T T T T T T 1
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Poverty Rate

Chart 21: Poverty Rate's Effect on 2019 Voter Turnout, Non-Jewish SAs in the City of
Haifa

70%

60% —

E ° ¢
£ 50%
E \‘\
§ 40% L
"6 \Q
> 30% R? = 0.860! ‘
()
20% T T T T T T 1
3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Poverty Rate

During 2019, voter turnout in each city's relevant SAs decreased both in reference to 2015
and in reference to 2013. All but one city, Lod, saw an increase in voter turnout between
2013 and 2015. This suggests that the voters in Lod are least affected by the establishment
and dissolution of the Joint List.
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Table 6: Voter turnout in Non-Jewish SAs mixed cities, 2013-2019

City Voter Turnout | Voter Turnout %A Voter Turnout %A %A
% 2013 % 2015 2013-2015 % 2019 2015-2019 | 2013-2019
Lod 49.96 49.03 -0.01 33.66 -31.35 -32.62
Jerusalem 31.12 34.39 10.49 23.05 -32.98 -25.94
Maalot- 62.6 72.72 16.15 51.6 -29.03 -17.57
Tarsiha
Ramle 50.09 60.23 20.24 41.68 -30.79 -16.78
Tel-Aviv 51.84 59.44 14.64 48.29 -18.74 -6.84
Jaffa
Haifa 49.29 55.36 12.31 46.11 -16.69 -6.44
Nazareth 56.76 60.57 6.71 54.33 -10.3 -4.27
Hlit
Acre 49.6 61.24 23.45 48.62 -20.6 -1.97

From the above chart, it can be determined that Maalot-Tarsiha and Ramle are the two mixed
cities with the most significant variation in voter turnout between the last three elections.
Similarly to the conclusions previously shown in this chapter, this indicates that Non-Jewish
voters in these two cities are most likely to positively respond to a potential re-establishment
of the Joint List.

Lastly, looking at voter trends amongst Non-Jewish voters in Tel Aviv-Jaffa shows that
in 2019, for the first time, voter support for CLZ parties surpassed the support for the
Arab parties. It's also evident that the rise in absolute support for the Joint List in 2015
did not come at the expense of CLZ parties, rather deriving from a rise in voter turnout.
Therefore, it can be assessed that if the Joint List was to be re-established, it would not affect

voter potential for CLZ parties amongst Non-Jewish voters in Tel-Aviv Jaffa.
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Chart 22: Absolute support for CLZ and Arab parties, Non-Jewish SAs in Tel Aviv-
Jaffa, 2013-2019
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Another important finding regards the distribution of the votes amongst the CLZ
parties. Counter to trends of all Non-Jewish voters in Arab municipalities and in every other
mixed city, in Tel-Aviv Jaffa the rise in support for CLZ parties excluding Meretz was
steeper than the rise in support for Meretz. Therefore, Non-Jewish voting patterns in

Tel-Aviv Jaffa show high potential for CLZ parties in general, not only for Meretz.

Chart 23: Absolute support for Meretz and other CLZ parties, Non-Jewish SAs in Tel
Aviv-Jaffa, 2013-2019
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Part 3: Immigrants from the former USSR

During the 1990's around one million immigrants from the former USSR immigrated to
Israel. As a result they became a significant political force and shaped the Israeli political
landscape in the past few decades. Traditionally, in general, former USSR immigrants vote to
RW parties. Nonetheless, in two separate cases, in which the CLZ camp was headed by
former Chiefs of the General Staff of the IDF, the majority of immigrants from the former
USSR voted to the CLZ camp, which ended in a victory for that camp (1992 and 1999).

In 1999, Avigdor Lieberman retired from the Likud and formed his party — Israel Beytenu.
The party's power grew significantly during the first decade of the 2000', and reached a pick
of 15 seats in the 2009 election campaign. The party is an integral part of the RW block,
however traditionally appeals to immigrants from the former USSR, and this constitute the
basis for its power. Beyond hawkish positions on political issues, the party is trying to
promote issues with high relevance to the immigrants from the former USSR — issues of
immigration absorption, civil marriages, and allowing less religious coercion on issues

important to this community. Large parts of their campaign take place in Russian.

During the 2013 election campaign Lieberman and Netanyahu decided on running together in
the election. Their joint list managed to get 31 seats in the Knesset, 11 of them are of
members of Lieberman’s party — Israel Beytenu. In the 2015 election campaign the party lost
almost half of their seats in the Knesset and managed to get only 6 seats. This might be the

result of two reasons:

e In 2014 it has been revealed that senior officials in the party were involved in a major
corruption case with 15 sub-affairs in amounts that add up to 15 million NIS.

e Immigrants from the former USSR no longer vote significantly based on their
identity, but many of them vote based on other patterns — attitudes regarding the
Israeli-Palestinian conflict, socio-economic issues, etc. In addition, many parties, both
in the RW camp and in the CLZ camp included representatives in their lists that
emigrated from the former USSR.

In the 2019 elections, after publications of election surveys in which his party did not cross

the needed threshold to get into the Knesset, Lieberman managed to get 5 seats. While this
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result is not flattering, it was enough in order to prevent the establishment of a new
government, and following Lieberman's belligerent line, Netanyahu did not manage to

establish a coalition, and re-elections were announced.

Even though it's been 20 years since the last time the CLZ camp managed to get the
majority of votes from former USSR immigrants, they are still considered to be key votes to
win any election campaign, and both camps can use this potential in order to win the next
elections. Lieberman's moves since the elections in April this year made sure that the interests
of the former USSR immigrant would become a significant component in the upcoming re-
election. In light of the fact the Lieberman aspired to be the decisive factor in the upcoming

elections different parties are most likely to attempt and gain the support of their vote.

Due to data constrains, it is only possible to monitor and analyze voting patterns in SAs
which the share of new immigrants from the former USSR is significantly larger compared to
the population. The information provided in this section refers to ballots and SAs in which
more than 30% of the voters are immigrants who came to Israel during the 1990's from
Europe. It is most likely to assume that the results of the elections in those ballots are highly

affected by the voting patterns of Russian immigrants.

On average, in SAs in which 30% are former USSR immigrants, in 2019 Israel Beytenu
managed to receive 12.0% of the votes and in 2015 13.6%. In 2013 Israel Beytenu united
with the Likud. They managed to receive 37.2% of the voters in those SAs. In 2015, when
Lieberman's party participated in a separate list, only 32.0% of the voters in those SAs voted
Likud. In the 2019 elections, on average 36.0% of the voters in those areas voted Likud, in

line with the rising trend in the party's voting.

On general it can be seen that the joint list of the Likud and Yisrael Beytenu ended up to be a
failure — only 46.8% of the voters in those regions voted to RW parties. Nonetheless, both in
2015 and in 2019, when they competed separately, the support for the RW camp rose
significantly to 63.2% and 61.1% respectively. Regarding the CLZ camp, no significant
changes where demonstrated in the past 3 election campaigns. In 2013, when Israel Beytenu
and the Likud joined forces, the percentage of voting for CLZ parties was the highest and
stood on 32.7%. In the 2019 elections the voting percentage for that camp stood on average
on 26.2%.

27



177NN
MACRO

n'3'In n7373%7 137100
THE CENTER FOR POLITICAL ECONOMICS

Chart 24: voting patterns in SAs with 30% or more of former USSR immigrants, 2013-
2019
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Among the selected ballots, in the 2019 national campaign, 109,750 people voted for
Lieberman, which constituted 65.2% of all people who voted to the party. In the south, main
voting cities include Ashdod, Be'er Sheva and Ashkelon; in the Center cities include Bat
Yam, Petah-Tikvah, Rishon Letzion and Netanya; and in the North the main cities are Haifa

and its surroundings (mainly the Krayot and Nesher), Nazareth Illit and Karmiel.

Among SAs in which 30% or more are Russian immigrants, Ma'a lot-Tarshiha has the highest
voting percentage for Lieberman's party — 24.7%. Other prominent cities include Ashkelon
(21.8%), Nazareth Illit (21.7%), Karmiel (18.5%), Migdal Haemek (16.6%), and Ashdod
(16.4%). Cities with the largest number of voters for Lieberman's party among those SAs
include Haifa and the Krayot (16,324), Ashdod (13,502), Be'er Sheva (7,509), Bat Yam
(7,431), and Ashkelon (6,943).
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among relevant® statistical areas

# of % of votes | # of votes in .
City Yo of votes relevant in relevant relevant Yo of voters in
in the city the city
ballots ballots ballots

South
Ashdod 12.3% 37 16.4% 13,502 93.7%
Be'er Sheva | 9.5% 35 14.8% 7,509 80.8%
Ashkelon 13.1% 16 21.8% 6,943 76.2%
Kiryat Gat 10.0% 8 14.9% 2,118 76.8%
Arad 15.3% 5 15.3% 1,979 100.0%
Sderot 10.1% 4 14.5% 1,086 83.9%

Center
Bat Yam 12.1% 32 13.4% 7,431 94.9%
Petah Tikvah | 5.5% 28 10.5% 5,431 74.4%
Rishon 5.2% 24 10.0% 5,305
Letzion 72.7%
Netanya 6.5% 29 10.2% 4,713 67.3%
Holon 4.0% 20 7.0% 2,757 67.7%
Rehovot 4.0% 12 5.3% 1,429 48.0%
Lod 9.7% 9 14.1% 2,380 80.1%
Tel-Aviv 1.1% 30 4.8% 2,412 84.3%

North
Haifa 6.8% 38 14.0% 8,760 89.1%
Krayot’ 8.9% 30 12.4% 7,564 86.1%
Nazareth Illit | 20.7% 12 21.7% 4,236 95.7%
Karmiel 16.3% 10 18.5% 3,655 90.5%
Hadera 6.6% 14 8.7% 2,789 88.4%
Naharia 8.3% 7 11.7% 1,965 75.8%
Akko 9.7% 7 13.8% 1,684 72.4%
Afula 8.0% 5 14.9% 1,463 70.2%

® Statistical areas in which 30% or more are immigrants who came to Israel from Europe during the 1990's

? Kiryat Ata, Kirtay Bialic, Kiryat Motzkin, Kiryat Yam
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Migdal 15.3% 5 16.6% 1,665

Haemek 81.1%

Maalot- 16.5% 3 24.7% 1,600

Tarshiha 91.1%
Jerusalem and West Bank

Jerusalem 1.2% 16 5.7% 1,447 45.5%

Arieal 14.2% 5 14.2% 1,425 100.0%

84% of the people who voted Lieberman reside in cities which their socio-economic status is
defined as middle class (municipalities in deciles 4-7). This is in line with voting patterns to
the RW camp in general. When examining only regions in which many Russian immigrant
reside, the number is even larger — 95%. 44% of the votes Lieberman received from SAs in
which many immigrants from the former USSR reside, are of people who live in
municipalities in the 5" socio-economic percentile. Those figures are not surprising, as have
been shown above, people who reside in stronger municipalities tend to vote to CLZ parties,

and people who reside in weaker municipalities tend to vote to Arab parties or JR parties.

Chart 25: Support for Yisrael Beytenu among the general population and the selected
SAs, based on municipality socio-economic percentile, 2019
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As abovementioned, it has been 20 years since the last time the majority of immigrants from
the former USSR voted to the CLZ camp. Yet, as it has been shown — without the Russian
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vote the RW camp doesn't have a majority. Therefore, it is expected that both the RW camp
and the CLZ camp would compete on their vote. The fight over the vote of former USSR
immigrants may be particularly acute as the CLZ camp managed to receive the majority of
Russian votes only when it was headed by a former chief of the general staff, just like in
those elections. The 2019 election campaign is the first time since 1999 in which the camp is

headed by a former chief of the general staff.

As could be seen above, 65% of the people who voted to Lieberman's party come from SAs
in which many new immigrants from Russia reside. 93.7% of Liebermann votes in Ashdod,
94.9% in Bat-Yam, 89.1% in Haifa, 86.1% in the Krayot are in SAs in which many Russian

reside. Furthermore, his constituency includes mainly voters from the lower middle class.

There are a few areas in which the potential of converting Lieberman voters to the CLZ camp
is higher. Both CLZ and RW camp leaders could focus on those areas. On Average, voting
percentage for Yisrael Beitenu stood at 4.14%. Voting percentage for CLZ parties was on
average 34%. In 19 SAs the percentage of voters who voted to Lieberman's party was
significantly higher than average (8% or more) and the voting percentage for CLZ camp was

40% or higher.

Table 8: Relevant SAs with high percentage of voting to CLZ parties

Socio- SA % voted % voted to Voters
Municipality SA Economic | poverty | Lieberman CLZz turnover
percentile rate 2019 parties %

Gita 12060001 - - 13.9% 52.9% 69.5%

Hadera 65000041 6 2 8.5% 40.1% 70.8%

40000521 4 15.2% 41.3% 55.5%

40000417 8 15.1% 42.4% 49.6%

Haifa 40000613 7 8 12.9% 41.1% 44.2%

40000911 4 10.8% 53.9% 61.9%

40000821 6 9.0% 49.8% 50.1%

40000621 8 12.1% 40.0% 49.6%

Karmiel 11390022 6 5 9.3% 41.5% 61.2%

P 79000232 7 4 12.2% 40.8% 65.7%
Tikvah

83000112 - 19.0% 47.1% 62.1%

83000121 5 12.8% 40.8% 52.1%

Rishon 83000315 6 10.8% 40.1% 51.9%

L etzion 83000425 7 4 10.2% 46.5% 60.3%

83000222 3 9.4% 41.3% 67.9%

83000313 2 9.0% 45.3% 60.2%

83000312 2 8.5% 47.7% 60.1%
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83000413 4 8.1% 50.9% 63.2%

Rehovot 84000116 7 4 8.5% 47.0% 64.0%

Among those SAs there are only 2 cities in which this trend was dominant — Rishon Letzion
and Haifa. It is worth mentioning that in those two cities there are other areas with relative
higher support for Lieberman with large support for the CLZ camp as well. In Haifa, SAs
which are relevant to this analysis are SAs with a high poverty rate, while in Rishon Letzion,

most areas are with low poverty rate.

In addition, it is also worth mentioning that in almost the entire 19 SAs voters turnout is
lower than the annual average (In the Haifa SAs, voting percentage was only 51.8%,
compared to the 68.5% nationwide average). There is no significant change in voters'
turnout in those SAs from 2013 to 2019. This might mean two things. First — that relative to
other areas in which immigrants from the former USSR reside, those SAs are more leaning
towards the CLZ camp. By targeting those areas the CLZ camp could make sure they
increase voters' turnout which are more likely to support them but did not vote in previous
elections. In addition, this might mean that effective work could assist in converting voters
from voting based on their identity as Russians into voting based on other criteria such as
socio-economic status. On the other hand, RW parties could focus their campaign in those
regions in order to ensure that immigrants from the former USSR vote with according to the

trend of this population.

In addition, other SAs which might be relevant for both camps are those with the highest rise
in support for the CLZ camp. In 63.6% of the relevant SAs there has been some rise in
support for the CLZ camp. In 18 of those SAs the rise in support was meaningful and larger
than 10 percentage points. Again, 6 of those SAs are in Haifa, however another 5 are in Tel-
Aviv. The majority of those SAs are with a high score on the poverty rate. Only in Lod and in
Pardes Hana-Karkur there are poor SAs in which the support for the CLZ camp grew. While
CLZ parties could use this trend and deepen the phenomena, RW parties could focus on

making sure they don't continue to lost votes in those SAs.

Nonetheless, it is worth mentioning that in some of the SAs the support for the CLZ
decreased significantly. In 4 SAs the decrease between 2015 and 2019 was larger than 5

percentage points and the support for CLZ larger than 20%. This means that perhaps with the
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right strategy CLZ parties could regain the support in those SAs and RW parties could

deepen the phenomena. Those SAs include:

e Netanya, 74000411

e Petah-Tikvah, 79000411
e Aloney Yitzhak, 8680001
e Jerusalem, 30000848

Table 9: Relevant SAs with the largest rise in support for the CLZ camp between 2015
and 2019

62000522 6
40000633 10 26.1% 13.9%
40000632 9 32.2% 20.8%
40000334 ; 7 28.3% 17.2%
40000413 6 29.6% 18.5%
40000613™ 8 41.1% 30.1%
40000416 8 35.2% 24.6%
21000003 4 8 20.7% 9.8%
70000054 4 4 32.7% 22.1%
78000010 7 3 47.1% 29.6%
79000132 7 6 46.0% 32.7%
83000112 ; - 47.1% 28.3%
83000425 4 46.5% 36.3%
50000822 8 7 56.7% 32.0%
50000715 8 6 63.4% 42.1%
50000814 8 7 74.2% 58.5%
50000824 8 8 30.4% 15.5%
50000745 8 8 42.7% 28.7%

1% This SA also was mentioned in the previous table as an SA with higher than average support for CLZ.
! This SA also was mentioned in the previous table as an SA with higher than average support for CLZ.
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