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Abstract

Citizens in many countries are forced to make political decisions un-

der the threat of terrorism. This paper explores the e¤ects of rocket at-

tacks from the Gaza Strip on voting patterns in Israeli elections between

1999 and 2015. Relying on a micro-level dataset of claims for rocket-

related property damages as a proxy for the severity of the rocket threat,

I �nd that an additional one thousand claims in a locality increases

right-bloc parties� vote-share by about 4 percentage points. Recent

attacks, initial exposure and geographical proximity lead to stronger

e¤ects on voting behavior. The results are driven by actual exposure of

the locality to rocket �re rather than by the mere threat of an attack.
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1 Introduction

Many societies around the world are faced today with the prospect of terror-

ism on their own soil. Terrorism is broadly de�ned in this paper as the use of

violence and threats to intimidate or coerce, especially for political purposes.

Since the September 11, 2001 terrorist attack in the United States, there have

been several additional major terrorist attacks against democratic countries.

In recent years, Spain, the UK, Germany and France have been attacked by

terrorist organizations while Japan and South Korea have been facing an es-

calating rocket threat from North Korea. Regardless of the type of weapon

used, numerous factors may a¤ect how the public responds to a terrorist at-

tack, such as the timing, the location and the scale of the attack. This paper

explores the electoral e¤ects of the threat of rocket attacks perpetrated by

Palestinian terrorist organizations operating in the Gaza Strip against Israel.

Using six rounds of national elections held in Israel from 1999 to 2015, I ana-

lyze whether and which features of rocket attacks from the Gaza Strip a¤ect

political preferences in Israel.

Palestinian terrorist organizations started to �re rockets from the Israeli-

occupied Gaza Strip in 2001 and have continued to do so ever since. Their

rocket arsenal improved over time and enabled them to reach targets further

away from the Strip and cause more destruction. To measure variation in the

intensity of the rocket threat over time and across space, I use detailed data on

claims for rocket-related damages. According to Israeli law, the government

fully compensates for property damages caused by hostilities, such as rocket

attacks. I use data obtained from the Israel Tax Authority on rocket-related

claims for the period 2000-2015 (in total, more than ten thousand claims for

southern and central Israel). For each claim, there is information on location,

incident date and monetary compensation.

Relying on a treatment intensity identi�cation strategy, I �nd that an addi-

tional one thousand claims in a locality increases right-bloc parties�vote-share

by about 4 percentage points. This �nding is highly robust to various changes,

including in the set of election rounds and localities included in the analysis.
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Additional analysis shows that rocket attacks closer to election date, initial

exposure of the locality to direct rocket �re, greater geographical proximity to

the impact point and large-scale attacks all yield stronger e¤ects on election

outcomes.

My study builds on two lines of research in the literature. The �rst studies

the goals of terrorist groups and examines whether the terrorists were able to

achieve them. The second estimates the electoral e¤ects of terrorism using

various measures of the intensity of terrorist attacks.

The extensive research on the e¤ectiveness of terrorism typically relies on

cross national analysis. For example, Pape (2003) argues that terror attacks

are mostly e¤ective, while Abrahms (2006; 2012) reaches the opposite conclu-

sion. Given the cross-sectional nature of these studies it is di¢ cult to infer

causality from them.

Focusing on the Israeli-Palestinian context, Berrebi and Klor (2006) dis-

tinguish between two types of Palestinian terrorist organizations �moderate

and extremist. The main goal of moderate organizations is to establish a sov-

ereign Palestinian state in the West Bank and the Gaza Strip while the main

goal of extremist organizations is to destroy Israel and establish a state in

accordance with the borders of British Mandate Palestine. Kydd and Walter

(2002; 2006) as well as Bueno de Mesquita and Dickson (2007) examine an-

other goal of the terrorists: mobilizing more supporters. Provoking a harsh

reaction from Israel might radicalize the Palestinian population and bolster

support for extremists. Jaeger et al. (2012) �nd that local Israeli violence dis-

courages Palestinians from supporting moderate political positions, but only

for a short time period of about 90 days.

In the Israeli political landscape, left and right are de�ned primarily by

security and peace issues. With respect to the con�ict with the Palestinians,

left-leaning parties are more willing to make territorial concessions while right-

leaning parties tend to reject them. Moreover, right-leaning parties in Israel

are viewed as more likely to respond forcefully to terrorist attacks (Pe ey,

Hutchison and Shamir, 2015). Berrebi and Klor (2008) �nd that the occurrence

of local terror attacks causes Israelis to vote increasingly for hardliner right-
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bloc parties. Gould and Klor (2010) rely on survey data and describe a more

nuanced reaction to terror attacks. They show that Israelis are more willing to

support territorial concessions to the Palestinians up to a certain threshold of

terror intensity (measured by the number of fatalities). Beyond this threshold,

Israelis adopt a less accommodating position.1 In this paper, I �nd that rocket

attacks from Gaza increase support for the right political bloc in Israel, which

in turn likely makes the Israeli-Palestinian con�ict more persistent and di¢ cult

to resolve. Thus, it is not serving the goals of the moderate Palestinians, nor

does it necessarily bene�t the extremists.

Research on the electoral e¤ects of terrorism and other forms of politically

motivated violence typically exploits voters�di¤erential exposure to incidents

or casualties. For example, Karol and Miguel (2007) document a lower vote-

share for the Republican president George W. Bush in 2004 compared to 2000,

in states that saw more Iraq insurgency-related casualties. Montalvo (2011)

examines elections held immediately after a terrorist bombing attack in Spain

in 2004 and compares two groups of Spanish voters: Spanish nationals abroad

who voted before the attack and local residents who voted after it occurred. He

�nds that the terror attack led to lower support for the incumbent conservative

party among the latter group of voters. Kibris (2011) analyzes the 1991 and

1995 general elections in Turkey, and �nds higher support for right-wing parties

in districts that saw more security-force casualties.

A few recent studies attempt to distinguish between the political e¤ects

of the mere threat of terrorist attacks and the e¤ects of actual attacks. One

way to do this is by comparing failed and successful terrorist attacks, as the

former capture the threat and the latter capture both the threat and the actual

exposure. The identi�cation assumption is that conditional on trying to carry

out a terrorist attack, the success or failure of the attempt can be treated

as plausibly exogenous. For example, Brodeur (2015) �nds that compared to

1Ben Bassat et al. (2012) also examine the e¤ect of terrorism on Israelis�willingness to
grant territorial concessions. They document the same non-linear e¤ect of the number of
Israeli fatalities on political views. However, when they measure terrorism by the economic
costs of the con�ict (focusing on the tourism sector), they do not �nd an e¤ect on individuals�
political attitudes.
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failed attacks, successful terror attacks in the US lead to higher vote-shares

of Republican candidates in gubernatorial elections. In a somewhat di¤erent

context, Jones and Olken (2009) analyze the political e¤ects of assassinations

by comparing the consequences of successful and failed assassination attempts.

They �nd that successful assassinations of autocrats substantially raise the

probability that a country transitions to democracy.

In this respect, an interesting and important question is whether the e¤ect

on Israeli voting patterns I document is driven by the mere threat of a rocket

attack or by actual exposure to rocket �re. Getmansky and Zeitzo¤ (2014)

examine this issue by exploiting the expanding range of the rocket arsenal

held by terrorist organizations in the Gaza Strip over time. Only municipalities

within rocket range are under the threat of an attack.2 They �nd that voters in

municipalities which entered rocket range between 1999 and 2009, increased

their support for right-bloc parties by 2 to 6 percentage points. Crucially,

however, Getmansky and Zeitzo¤ (2014) did not have data on actual rocket

attacks. The data I use on claims for rocket-related property damages allow

me to proxy for the severity of the attacks across di¤erent locations within

rocket range. I �nd that what makes Israelis move to the right politically is

exposure to actual rocket attacks and not the mere threat of an attack.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 describes the data

and Section 3 presents the empirical strategy. Results are presented in Section

4. Section 5 concludes.

2 Data

2.1 Rocket Attacks

Palestinian terrorist organizations started to �re rockets from the Israeli-

occupied Gaza Strip on southern Israel in 2001. The severity of the attacks

2Israel has about 1,200 localities, divided into about 250 municipalities. A municipality
is either an urban locality, a local council or a regional council. Urban localities are populous
cities, local councils are less populated localities and regional councils include several small
villages and communities.
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increased after the Israeli pullout from the Strip in 2005. The growing rocket

threat led Israel to initiate three large-scale military operations: �Cast Lead�

(2008/9), �Pillar of Defense� (2012) and �Protective Edge� (2014). During

all three operations, the Palestinians were able to launch a large number of

rockets deep into Israel.

2.1.1 Claims for Rocket-related Damages

A natural way to measure variation over time and across space in the severity

of the rocket threat is to use the number of rocket hits. However, these data

are not available to researchers. To capture the intensity of the attacks I

instead use data on claims for rocket-related damages. The data were obtained

from the Israel Tax Authority (ITA) and include all rocket-related claims for

property damages from January 1, 2000 to June 30, 2015.3 For each claim,

there is information on location, incident date and monetary compensation.4

In total, for the period 2000-2015 and for the entire country there are data

on ten thousand claims, and the total compensation awarded for these claims

stands at about 200 million NIS (roughly �fty million US dollars).5 Figure

1 shows the quarterly number of rocket-related claims for property damages

from 1999 to 2015, and highlights the six quarters in which national election

rounds were held. The number of claims turns positive after the attacks begin

in 2001, grows over time and peaks during the three Israeli military operation

in Gaza.6

[Figure 1]

3Elster, Zussman and Zussman (2017b) originally obtained the data on rocket-related
claims for property damages from the ITA.

4It is important to note that after each rocket attack ITA sta¤ arrives at the scene of
the attack and assesses property damage. Therefore, when claiming compensation, there is
little possibility to deceive government insurance.

5The data also include about 18,000 claims for property damages caused by rocket attacks
from Lebanon. These data will not be part of the main analysis in this paper. I will only
incorporate it in the analysis as a robustness test in section 4.2.3.

6Elster, Zussman and Zussman (2017b) provide a more detailed discussion of this chronol-
ogy.
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The number of rocket-related claims for property damages varies a lot

across Israeli localities. Out of about 1,200 localities with voters, residents of

148 localities �led at least one rocket-related claim from 2000 to 2015. Figure 2

divides these 148 localities into four groups according to the cumulative num-

ber of claims for rocket-related property damages their residents �led during

this period. The �gure shows that while residents of most localities have �led

less than ten claims, residents of four localities have �led more than one thou-

sand claims. Importantly, these four localities are rather large: together they

had a population of about 0.6 million in 2015. In that year, the population in

all 148 localities was 4.3 million, more than half of total Israeli population.

[Figure 2]

2.1.2 Rocket Range

Part of the spatial variation in the number of rocket-related claims for prop-

erty damages stems from the growing range of rockets at the hands of the

terrorist organizations operating in the Gaza Strip. I infer from the data on

rocket-related claims the maximum range of rockets that were �red before each

election round.7 As can be seen in Figure 3, the rockets launched from the

Gaza Strip reached a range of 11km by the 2003 elections. This range did not

change by the 2006 elections, but expanded to 38km by 2009, 68km by 2013

and 136km by 2015.

[Figure 3]

The rocket range calculated using this method may produce an underesti-

mate since the terrorist organizations operating in Gaza might not be using

their longest-range rockets at each point in time. For this reason, I also mea-

sure the maximum range by analyzing media coverage of the Palestinian rocket

arsenal. Speci�cally, I use the online archive of the Jerusalem Post newspaper

7Speci�cally, I calculate the aerial distance between the location of each damaged prop-
erty and the Gaza Strip. I then de�ne the maximum rocket range by the furthest calculated
distance up to each election round between 2003 and 2015.
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to locate articles which contain an o¢ cial Israeli estimate of this range between

January 2000 and June 2015. I uncovered about 70 such articles and collec-

tively they provide similar estimates of the maximum range of rockets held by

the terrorist organizations in Gaza (12km by 2003-2006, 40km by 2009, 85km

by 2013 and 160km by 2015).

2.2 Elections Data

Since rocket �re from the Gaza Strip began in 2001, most of the analysis in

this paper focuses on the six rounds of national elections held in Israel between

1999 and 2015. Voting data were obtained from the Israeli Central Elections

Committee.8 For each polling station, the data include the total number of

eligible voters, voter turnout, and support for each political party. Most of

the analysis in this paper aggregates the electoral data to the locality-level.

There are about 1,200 localities with voters. Israeli citizens vote for their

preferred party and not for any individual candidates. The 120 seats in the

Israeli parliament are assigned proportionally to each party that received votes

(as long as it crosses a vote threshold).9

Appendix Table A1 shows the vote share of each Israeli party in elections

held since 1984, and classi�es them by political blocs (left, center and right).

Until the 2006 election round, this classi�cation into blocs is based on Arian

and Shamir (2008) and has been previously used by Berrebi and Klor (2008)

and by Gould and Klor (2010). In later election rounds, the classi�cation of

parties into blocs is taken from Getmansky and Zeitzo¤ (2014) and Jha and

Shayo (2016).

Appendix Figure A1 compares the nation-wide vote-shares for each politi-

8Data on voting patterns are available online. Links to the online data-
up to 2009: http://isdc.huji.ac.il,
for 2013: http://www.votes-19.gov.il, and for 2015: http://www.votes20.gov.il.
9During the 1999-2015 period, two election rounds were an exception to the rule described

above. First, the 1999 elections allowed for split ticket voting; i.e. each voter cast a ballot
in support of a political party for the parliamentary elections and a di¤erent ballot for
the elections for prime minister. My analysis will only focus on the parliamentary results.
Second, in 2001, a round of national elections was held only for prime minister. This round
is excluded from the analysis in this paper.
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cal bloc over time. The �gure shows that the right political bloc had a stable

support of about 40-50 percent of the Israeli electorate between the 1984 and

2015 election rounds. The support for the left political bloc peaked in 1992

with almost 50 percent of the nation-wide vote-share, but had lost support

since then and until 2009. The center political bloc gained power since 1992,

as the left was weakening. In the last two election rounds (2013 and 2015),

these trends somewhat reversed.

Summary statistics on the main variables used in the analysis are provided

in Appendix Table A2.

3 E¤ect of Rocket Attacks on Voting Patterns

In this section I explore the e¤ects of rocket attacks on voting patterns in the

Israeli elections for parliament between 1999 and 2015. The main outcome of

interest is the locality-level support for the right political bloc, measured by

right-bloc parties�vote-share (i.e. the number of votes for the right political

bloc divided by the number of valid votes). I begin with two graphical illus-

trations of the e¤ect of rocket attacks on support for the right political bloc,

and then turn to describing the empirical strategy.

3.1 Illustration of the Political E¤ects of Rocket At-

tacks

The �rst illustration of the e¤ect of rocket attacks on voting patterns is pre-

sented in Figure 4. This �gure plots average changes in the per locality right-

wing bloc-share between consecutive elections from 1999 to 2015 for �ve dif-

ferent categories of exposure to rocket �re from Gaza. The �rst category

includes localities whose residents did not �le claims for rocket-related prop-

erty damages between elections. The other four categories include localities

whose residents �led 1-10, 11-100, 101-1,000 or above 1,000 claims between

elections. The �gure shows an increase in support for the right political bloc

only when the residents of the locality �led above 10 rocket-related claims for
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property damages between elections. The e¤ect seems particularly large for

localities whose residents �led more than 1,000 claims.

[Figure 4]

A second illustration of the e¤ect of rocket attacks on support for the

right political bloc is presented in Figure 5. In this �gure, Israeli localities

are divided into six groups according to the earliest date they were directly

exposed to rocket �re from Gaza. This division creates �ve treatment groups

and a control group. Speci�cally, residents of 7 localities �led at least one

rocket-related claim for property damages before the 2003 election round, 19

localities before 2006, 51 localities before 2009, 86 localities before 2013, and

148 localities before 2015.10 Residents of the about 1,000 remaining localities

were not directly exposed to rocket �re from Gaza. For each group I calculate

an index of the mean right-bloc parties�vote-share between the 1984 and 2015

election rounds. I normalize this index to 1 in the elections of 1999 (i.e. the

last elections before the rocket attacks from Gaza began). The Figure does

not suggest the existence of pre-trends: the voting patterns of the di¤erent

groups were quite similar before the 1999 elections. In contrast, after the

rocket attacks started, a relative increase in the support for the right political

bloc emerged. Looking at the last election round, one can observe a striking

pattern: the right-bloc parties�vote-share is higher the earlier the locality was

exposed to rocket �re.

[Figure 5]

3.2 Empirical Strategy

The identi�cation of causal e¤ects on voting patterns relies on the exogenous

nature of the temporal and spatial variation in the intensity of the rocket

attacks. In particular, I start by estimating the following equation:

10Note that each group contains all localities that were exposed to rocket �re before a
given election round. For example, the 19 localities exposed before 2006 consist of the 7
localities that were exposed before 2003 and an additional 12 localities that were exposed
between 2003 and 2006.
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Right Sharelt = �+ �Claimslt + �l + �t + "lt, (1)

where Right Share is the right-bloc vote-share in locality l at election year t

(i.e. the number of votes for the right political bloc divided by the number of

valid votes in a locality in a given election); Claims is the number of rocket-

related claims for property damages in locality l between elections (divided by

one thousand); � is a locality �xed-e¤ect; � is an election year �xed-e¤ect; and

"lt is a well-behaved error term clustered at the locality level. The equation is

estimated by OLS using population weights.11 My interest is in the � coe¢ -

cient, which represents the causal e¤ect of rocket attacks on voting patterns.

I estimate this equation for all Israeli localities with voters between the 1999

and 2015 election rounds. Later, I add to this equation locality-speci�c time

trends and explore di¤erent sets of localities, election rounds and weighting

schemes. I also estimate this equation using more disaggregated data. Finally,

I examine the e¤ect of rocket attacks on alternative political outcomes.

4 Results

4.1 Main Finding

The main �nding of the paper is presented in column 1 of Table 1, which

provides results from estimating equation (1). I �nd that an additional one

thousand claims in a locality between elections increases right-bloc vote-share

by about 4 percentage points. This is a relative e¤ect, above and beyond the

nation-wide e¤ect of the rocket attacks, which I cannot measure. To illustrate

the relative e¤ect, take for example the period between the 2006 and 2009

election rounds. Multiplying the estimated e¤ect of rocket attacks from equa-

tion (1) by the number of rocket-related claims between 2006 and 2009 and

the number of eligible voters in each locality implies that almost 10,000 more

voters supported the right (which translates into about 0.35 additional man-

11I use population weights to take into account the fact that more highly populated
localities have a larger impact on the results of national elections.
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dates in the parliament). Moreover, Figure 5 suggests that the political e¤ect

of rocket attacks is to an extent cumulative. The �gure shows that in 2009, the

di¤erence in support for the right political bloc between residents of localities

that have been exposed to rocket �re from Gaza before 2003 and residents of

localities that have never been exposed reaches almost 20 percentage points.

This is especially meaningful given that Israeli elections are often very tight.

In fact, in the 2009 election round, �Kadima��the leading party from the

center won 28 seats, one more than the leading party from the right (�Likud�).

However, Likud�s leader, Netanyahu was asked to form a government by Pres-

ident Peres following talks with delegations from all parties represented in the

parliament.

The �nding presented in column 1 of Table 1 will serve as my baseline

throughout the paper. I next perform a large set of robustness checks.

[Table 1]

4.2 Robustness Checks

To test for the robustness of the main �nding of this paper, I �rst add locality-

speci�c time trends to equation (1). Then, I explore di¤erent sets of election-

rounds and localities. Finally, I include in the analysis measures of the intensity

of other terrorist threats faced by Israel, use di¤erent weights and test for

reverse causality.

4.2.1 Locality-speci�c Time Trends

Locality-speci�c time trends should capture changes over time in the support

for the right political bloc within each locality, that may be due to various

developments e.g. changes in average income or levels of education. However,

such developments could themselves be impacted by rocket attacks and thus

including the trends is problematic. In columns 2 and 3 of Table 1, I add

linear and quadratic locality-speci�c time trends to equation (1), respectively.

Even tough inclusion of locality-speci�c time trends might soak away much of

the variation in the dependent variable, the estimated e¤ect of rocket-related
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claims for property damages remains positive and signi�cant, and ranges be-

tween 2 and 3 percentage points.

4.2.2 Excluding Speci�c Election Rounds and Localities

Additional robustness checks are presented in Table 2. First, I check whether

the results are driven by any particular election round. In columns 2-7 of

Panel A, I omit in turn each of the six election rounds between 1999 and 2015.

The estimated e¤ect remains positive and signi�cant and ranges from 3 to 5

percentage points. Second, as evident in Figure 2, residents of four localities

(Sederot, Ashdod, Ashqelon and Be�er Sheba) �led more than a thousand

claims per locality between 1999 and 2015. In columns 2-5 of Panel B, I omit

in turn each of these localities from the analysis. Results are robust to these

changes.

[Table 2]

4.2.3 Other Terrorist Threats

During the 2006 Second LebanonWar, northern Israel su¤ered a massive rocket

attack launched by Hezbollah, a Lebanese terrorist organization.12 The main

�nding of this paper is robust to excluding northern localities from the analysis

(column 6 of Panel B). In addition, during the Second Palestinian uprising

against Israel between 2000 and 2005, localities in the West Bank su¤ered an

especially high number of non-rocket terrorist attacks. Excluding West Bank

localities from the analysis does not change the estimated rocket e¤ect (column

7 of Panel B).

I further investigate the e¤ect of other terrorist threats in Panel C of Table

2, where instead of excluding northern and West Bank localities, I incorporate

in the analysis data on rocket attacks from Lebanon and information on non-

rocket terrorist attacks against Israel.

12Elster, Zussman and Zussman (2017a), who analyze the housing market e¤ects of rocket
attacks from Lebanon, provide a more detailed description of this event.
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First, the above mentioned dataset on rocket-related claims includes about

18,000 claims related to Hezbollah�s rocket attacks between 2000 and 2015

(almost all of them occurred during the Second Lebanon War in 2006). In col-

umn 2 of Panel C, I add to equation (1) the number of rocket-related claims

for property damages caused by rocket attacks from Lebanon per locality be-

tween elections (divided by 1,000). The estimated e¤ect of rockets from Gaza

remains unchanged. The e¤ect of rocket attacks from Lebanon is also positive

and signi�cant, albeit smaller (about 0.9 percentage points). A possible ex-

planation for the smaller e¤ect is that while the con�ict with the Palestinian

is at the core of the cleavage between left and right political blocs in Israel,

the con�ict with Lebanon is less controversial.

Second, I add another measure of the intensity of rocket attacks, namely

the number of rocket-related fatalities. Despite the considerable property dam-

ages caused by rocket attacks there have only been a few dozen rocket-related

fatalities during the entire period under investigation. The rocket �re from

Gaza led to 42 civilian fatalities between 2001 and 2015, and the rocket �re

from Lebanon led to 44 civilian fatalities.13 In column 3 of Panel C, I further

add to equation (1) an indicator for localities where at least one civilian was

killed by a rocket attack �red from either Gaza or Lebanon. I �nd that rocket-

related fatalities also have a positive, but insigni�cant, e¤ect on the support

for the right political bloc. The e¤ect of rocket-related claims for property

damages slightly decreases in size as these two measures of intensity of rocket

attacks are correlated.

Finally, column 4 of Panel C, adds to the estimated equation an indica-

tor for localities that lie within a natural area where at least one civilian was

killed by hostilities other than rocket �re between the 1999 and 2015 election

rounds.14 Almost 1,000 civilians were killed by these hostilities during this

13Data on all rocket-related civilian fatalities are from the National Insurance Institute of
Israel.
14The data on fatalities were collected using standard sources, mainly B�Tselem (The

Israeli Information Center for Human Rights in the Occupied Territories). The data have
been previously used by Jaeger and Paserman (2008), Shayo and Zussman (2011), and by
Romanov, Zussman and Zussman (2012) among many others.
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period. The e¤ect of non-rocket terror-related fatalities is positive and signif-

icant (about 0.7 percentage points).15 At the same time, the estimated e¤ect

of rocket attacks from Gaza remains positive and signi�cant while the e¤ect of

rockets from Lebanon and the e¤ect of rocket-related fatalities remain positive

but insigni�cant.

4.2.4 Alternative Weights

Columns 5 and 6 of Panel C address the question of weights. Column 5

estimates the baseline speci�cation without weights, while column 6 uses the

number of eligible voters in the locality as weights. Results prove robust to

both changes.

4.2.5 Reverse Causality

A remaining concern about the analysis is that the location of rocket hits may

be endogenous to the political orientation of localities.16 In practice, it would

be very hard to target particular localities based on the contemporaneous

changes in their political attitudes, given that the information on the trends in

political attitudes is not widespread, and since Palestinians have limited means

(Gould and Klor, 2010). Nevertheless, to address this concern, I reverse the

roles of the dependent and independent variables of equation (1), regressing

the number of rocket-related claims between elections on the lagged right-bloc

vote-share in the locality. The results presented in column 7 of Panel C provide

no evidence of reverse causality.

In summary, the main �nding of this paper is robust to a variety of changes

and are not driven by reverse causality.

15The positive e¤ect of terror-related fatalities on the support for the right political bloc
is in line with �ndings in previous research (e.g. Berrebi and Klor, 2008).
16To illustrate, in a very di¤erent context, Alesina, Piccolo and Pinotti (2016) show that

criminal organizations strategically use terror and violence to in�uence elections in Italy.
They �nd that regions with a greater presence of criminal organizations are characterized
by abnormal increases in homicides during the year before elections.
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4.3 Which Attacks A¤ect Voters�Behavior The Most?

Various features of the rocket attacks may in�uence their impact on voters.

Table 3 examines four main such features: the timing of the attack, initial vs.

later attacks, the geographical proximity of the voter to the impact point and

the scale of the attack.

[Table 3]

4.3.1 Timing of Attacks

To analyze the e¤ect of rocket attacks closer to election date, I replace the

number of rocket-related claims for property damages per locality between

elections in equation (1) with the number of rocket-related claims only within

a year before the elections. Results of this analysis are reported in column 2 of

Table 3. The estimated e¤ect of claims that are �led within a year before the

elections is signi�cantly larger than the baseline estimated e¤ect and stands

at almost 5 percentage points (the p-value for the di¤erence between these

coe¢ cients is 0.045). The results suggest that terror attacks that are closer to

the election date have a stronger e¤ect on voting behavior.17

There are two possible explanations for this result. First, voters tend to

weigh their recent experiences more heavily in forming their political views

(Achen and Bartels, 2004). Second, during election year, there is added em-

phasis on government performance in the media and in the public debate, and

thus terror attacks during this time may have greater in�uence on political

views (Bali, 2007).18

17Gassebner, Jong-A-Pin and Mierau (2008) also �nd that the electorate is short-sighted
with respect to its voting behavior. Relying on 800 elections in 115 countries over the period
1968�2002, they show that terror attacks lead to replacement of the incumbent government
when they occur a year before the election, but this e¤ect is no longer signi�cant if the lag
is larger than a year.
18An interesting question is whether the decision to go for elections in Israel was motivated

by terrorist campaigns. Israeli parliamentary elections are supposed to take place every four
years, but the parliament may decide by an ordinary majority to dissolve itself and call
for unscheduled early elections. In fact, all elections for the Israeli parliament during the
period analyzed here preceded their original scheduled dates. While the last operation in
Gaza preceded the decision of the parliament to dissolve itself, the �rst two operations took

16



4.3.2 Initial vs. Later Attacks

In order to distinguish between the e¤ect of initial versus later rocket attacks

in a locality, column 3 of Table 3 excludes from the analysis observations

of localities in election years beyond the �rst elections following the initial

attack. It turns out that the impact of initial attacks has a particularly strong

e¤ect on the electorate. Speci�cally, an additional one thousand rocket-related

claims for property damages in the initial attack increases right-bloc vote-

share by about 8 percentage points (the p-value for the di¤erence between this

coe¢ cient and the baseline estimated coe¢ cient is 0.028).

One possible explanation for this �nding is that the public may become less

sensitive to persistent terrorist attacks over time as individuals tend to habit-

uate and adjust themselves to chronic terrorism (Yechiam, Barron and Erev,

2005; Waxman, 2011; Becker and Rubinstein, 2011).19 Another possibility is

that some voters are loyal supporters of the left political bloc without regard

to the number of rocket attacks in their locality. Thus, there is a limit that

the right-bloc vote-share approaches but cannot exceed. With little room for

the right to grow, the relationship between rockets and votes will be reduced

in subsequent rocket attacks.20

4.3.3 Geographical Proximity

My empirical strategy assumes that the e¤ect of rocket attacks on voting be-

havior is local, i.e. voters react more to attacks that occur in their hometown

than in the rest of the country. The following analyses examine whether the

place after the announcement of an early election which alleviates this concern. The fact
that these two operations took place around elections, �ts the pattern of earlier Palestinian
terrorist campaigns, which typically chose the timing of their attacks around elections in
Israel to achieve their goals (Kydd and Walter, 2002).
19In a di¤erent context, Jha and Shayo (2016) also examine the habituation of Israeli

voters to new information. They conduct an experiment exposing selected individuals to
�nancial markets. They �nd that this exposure mainly a¤ects the voting decisions of indi-
viduals who had not actively invested in the period preceding their experiment and has less
of an e¤ect on experienced investors.
20For example Gartner, Segura and Wilkening (1997) document a declining e¤ect of Cal-

ifornia�s �killed in action�in Vietnam on the likelihood that survey respondents supported
or opposed the president�s policy.
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e¤ect is even more localized. To perform the analysis I use data on rocket-

related claims for property damages at the locality-statistical area (neighbor-

hood) level. Data on voting is available at the level of the polling station

and I obtained from the Israeli Central Bureau of Statistics (CBS) the match-

ing between polling stations and neighborhoods of Israel. While most of the

1,200 localities in Israel are small and consist of a single neighborhood, there

are 70 large localities with multiple neighborhoods. On average, there are 50

neighborhoods in these localities.

In columns 4-6 of Table 3, I replace the dependent variable of equation

(1) with the right-bloc vote-share in neighborhood n at election year t.21 Col-

umn 4 examines the e¤ect of rocket-related claims for property damages in

the entire locality on right-bloc vote-share in the neighborhood. The estimated

e¤ect is 4 percentage points, as in the baseline speci�cation. Column 5 ex-

amines the same e¤ect only in the 70 large localities mentioned above, i.e.

localities that have more than one neighborhood (residents of 32 of these lo-

calities �led at least one rocket-related claim for property damages). Focusing

on neighborhoods in these large localities, the estimated e¤ect of rockets in

the entire locality remains about 4 percentage points. Within these localities,

a voter might be in�uenced more strongly by rocket hits in his neighborhood

than by attacks in the rest of the locality. To investigate this possibility, I

now also replace the independent variable of equation (1) with the number of

rocket-related claims for property damages in neighborhood n between elec-

tions (divided by one thousand). Results of this analysis are presented in

column 6 and suggest that rocket hits in the neighborhood of the voter have a

much larger e¤ect (about 16 percentage points) on the support for the right

political bloc.

A possible explanation for this result is that the information on rocket hits

for a voter from these neighborhoods is more salient �i.e. the voter is more

likely to witness or hear about the event. Moreover, people care a lot more

about events that a¤ect them directly than about distant events.22

21Speci�cally, I use data on voting at this disaggregated level and add to equation (1)
neighborhood �xed-e¤ects. Error terms are clustered by neighborhoods.
22This brings to mind Adam Smith�s (1790) famous quote: �Let us suppose that the
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4.3.4 Scale of Attacks

Gould and Klor (2010) show that the e¤ects of terrorism are nonlinear. They

�nd that up to a certain point terror attacks make Israelis more willing to make

territorial concessions, but beyond this threshold, more terror attacks make

Israelis less accommodating to Palestinian territorial demands. To explore

the possibility of a non-linear e¤ect of the rocket threat on voting patterns, I

replace the continuos number of rocket-related claims for property damages in

equation (1) with indicators for di¤erent scales of rocket attacks. In column 7

of Table 3, I use indicators for localities whose residents �led 1-10, 11-100, 101-

1,000 or more than 1,000 claims between elections (just like in Figure 4). The

results suggest that the support for the right bloc is positive and signi�cant

only in localities whose residents �led at least 101 claims between elections.23

In sum, recent attacks, initial exposure, geographical proximity to impact

point and large scale attacks increase the estimated e¤ect of rocket attacks on

political outcomes.

4.4 Threat vs. Actual Exposure

The e¤ect of rockets on electoral outcomes might re�ect either the direct dam-

age they cause, the mere threat of an attack or both. As mentioned above,

Getmansky and Zeitzo¤ (2014) �nd that voters in municipalities which entered

rocket range between 1999 and 2009, increased their support for right-bloc par-

ties by 2 to 6 percentage points. They thus claim that the mere threat of an

attack a¤ects voting. However, Getmansky and Zeitzo¤ (2014) did not have

data on actual rocket attacks. The data I use on claims for rocket-related

great empire of China [...] was suddenly swallowed up by an earthquake and let us consider
how a man of humanity in Europe, who had no sort of connection with that part of the
world, would be a¤ected upon receiving intelligence of this dreadful calamity. [...] If he was
to lose his little �nger tomorrow, he would not sleep tonight; but, provided he never saw
them, he will snore with the most profound security over the ruin of a hundred millions of
his brethren, and the destruction of that immense multitude seems plainly an object less
interesting to him, than this paltry misfortune of his own.�
23It is important to note, however, that most large attacks occurred close to the dates of

elections and it is thus possible that this non-linear e¤ect may capture to some extent the
timing of the attacks.
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property damages allow me to proxy for the severity of the attacks across

di¤erent locations within rocket range, and to further investigate this issue.

First, I conduct an analysis similar to that Getmansky and Zeitzo¤ (2014)

carried out. Speci�cally, I estimate the following equation for the election

rounds between 1999 and 2009:

Right Shareit = �+ �Rangeit + �i + �t + "it, (2)

where Right Share is the right-bloc vote-share in municipality i at elec-

tion year t (i.e. the number of votes for the right political bloc divided by the

number of valid votes in a municipality in a given election); Range is a binary

indicator of whether municipality i is within rocket range one day before elec-

tion t;24 � is a �xed-e¤ect for a municipality (i.e. either an urban locality, a

local council, or a regional council); � is an election year �xed-e¤ect; and "it
is a well-behaved error term clustered at the municipality level. The equation

is estimated by OLS using population weights. My interest is in the � coe¢ -

cient, which identi�es the e¤ect of being within rocket range on the right-bloc

vote-share.

Column 1 of Table 4 provides results from estimating equation (2). The

estimated e¤ect of entering the rocket range on the right-bloc vote-share is

about 2 percentage points. This result is in line with the �ndings presented in

Table 4 of Getmansky and Zeitzo¤ (2014).25

[Table 4]

I now turn to distinguish between the political e¤ects of the mere threat

of rocket attacks and the e¤ects of actual attacks. I add to equation (2)

the number of rocket-related claims for property damages per municipality

24The range is based on Getmansky and Zeitzo¤ (2014) who rely on the website of the
Home Front Command of the Israeli Defense Force and report a maximum rocket range of
10km by 2003, 20.4km by 2006 and 43km by 2009.
25There are two di¤erences between my estimation and that of Getmansky and Zeitzo¤

(2014). First, they include a vector of lagged time-varying locality-level controls. Second,
they do not use locality population as weights.
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between elections (divided by one thousand).26 Results from estimating this

extended equation are presented in column 2 of Table 4. The results reveal

that the e¤ect on the right-bloc vote-share is mainly driven by municipalities

within rocket range whose residents �led rocket-related claims for property

damages (their support for the right increases by about 4.5 percentage points

per one thousand additional claims). Entering the rocket range per se has an

insigni�cant positive e¤ect on the support for the right political bloc.

Next, I show that the results do not depend on how the rocket range is

measured. While columns 1 and 2 rely on the range reported by Getmansky

and Zeitzo¤ (2014), in column 3 the rocket range is inferred from the data on

rocket-related claims for property damages (see Figure 3) and in column 4 the

rocket range is based on the maximum rocket range reported in the Jerusalem

Post. Using these alternative range measures has no qualitative e¤ect on the

results.

To further demonstrate that it is the actual hits and not the threat of

attacks that a¤ect political outcomes, I return to the baseline speci�cation,

estimating equation (1) at the locality level between the 1999 and 2015 election

rounds. I add to this equation the Range indicator for localities within rocket

range one day before elections. In column 5, the rocket range is inferred from

the data on rocket-related claims for property damages, and in column 6 the

range is based on Jerusalem Post articles. The analyses at this disaggregated

level show that the e¤ect on the support for the right political bloc is entirely

driven by actual attacks. While the estimated e¤ect of an additional one

thousand claims in a locality between elections increases right-bloc vote-share

by about 4 percentage points, the estimated e¤ect of entering the rocket range

is small and insigni�cant.

The public response to rockets can be thought of as a struggle to collect

reliable information in an uncertain environment. Kydd and Walter (2006) ar-

gue that terrorist violence is a form of costly signaling. Since terrorists are too

weak to impose their will directly, they need to provide credible information

26By 2009, out of about 250 Israeli municipalities, residents of 16 municipalities �led
claims for rocket-related property damages.
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to the voters whose behavior they hope to in�uence. The greater the damage

a terrorist organization is able to cause, the more credible its threat to impose

future damage, and the more likely the voter is to change her behavior. Based

on the results presented above, I argue that the range of the rockets is a weak

signal, while the destruction of property in the voters�hometown is a strong

signal. These �ndings are also consistent with the literature in psychology re-

garding the �personal experience�hypothesis: local residents who are exposed

to risk without su¤ering bad outcomes are more likely to base future decisions

on this (positive) experience (see e.g. Yechiam, Barron and Erev, 2005). Thus,

voters in localities within rocket range that were not directly exposed to rocket

�re, should not necessarily change their political decisions.

In conclusion, the main �nding of this paper is mainly driven by actual

exposure and not by the mere threat of rocket attacks.

4.5 Alternative Voting Outcomes

Rocket attacks may a¤ect political outcomes in various ways. For example,

Waxman (2011) claims that people with greater con�dence in their views are

less likely to change their opinion as a result of a major event, like a terrorist

attack. Bali (2007) further argues that individuals who are ambivalent, on

the verge of deciding between approval and disapproval for a policy, are more

likely to change their views as a result of external conditions. To explore this

issues, I estimate equation (1) and replace Right Share by di¤erent political

outcome measures. Results are presented in Table 5.

[Table 5]

As mentioned above, the main dividing line between the right and the left

in Israeli elections concerns the Israeli-Palestinian con�ict. Centrist parties are

more ambivalent about this issue, and could in principle join a coalition led

by a Prime Minister from either the right or the left political bloc. In columns

2 and 3 of Table 5, I analyze the e¤ect of rocket attacks on the vote-share

of the center and left political blocs, respectively. In line with the arguments
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of Waxman (2011) and Bali (2007), I �nd a large negative e¤ect on centrist

voters and no e¤ect on left-bloc parties� vote-share. Taken together, these

results suggest that most of the e¤ect of rocket attacks is on swing voters who

choose to move to the right. This enables the formation of a stable right-

leaning parliamentary majorities in Israel.

Next, I turn to explore the e¤ect of rocket attacks on di¤erent segments

within the right political bloc. The e¤ect of rocket attacks on the �Likud��

the leading party of the right political bloc, might be very di¤erent from the

e¤ect on religious ultra-Orthodox parties. Ultra-Orthodox voters tend to vote

according to the views of their spiritual leader (a Rabbi) and are therefore

less likely to be impacted by rocket attacks. Indeed, while the e¤ect of rocket

attacks on the vote-share of the �Likud�is 9.5 percentage points (column 4),

the vote-share of religious ultra-Orthodox parties is not signi�cantly a¤ected

by rocket attacks (column 5). Finally, in column 6, I explore the mobilization

e¤ect of the rocket threat by examining turnout rates (the number of valid

voters divided by the number of eligible voters in the locality). The estimated

e¤ect of rocket attacks on the turnout rate is small and insigni�cant.27

In sum, the rocket threat shifted political support in Israel from the center

to the right, mainly to the "Likud" party and did not a¤ect turnout.

5 Conclusion

This paper presents a thorough examination of whether terrorist rocket attacks

from Gaza are a¤ecting voting patterns in Israel. To explore this issue, I rely

on two detailed datasets for the period 1999-2015: one on Israeli national

elections for parliament and the other on rocket-related claims for property

damages. The identi�cation of causal e¤ects relies on the exogenous nature

of the temporal and spatial variation in the intensity of the rocket attacks.

The main �nding is that an additional one thousand rocket-related claims in

27The same non-result is documented in Berrebi and Klor (2008), who show that terror
fatalities in Israel do not a¤ect the turnout rate and in Getmansky and Zeitzo¤ (2014), who
�nd no evidence for an e¤ect of rocket range on turnout.
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a locality increases right-bloc parties�vote-share by 4 percentage points. This

result is robust to various changes and is not driven by reverse causality.

Several features of the rocket attacks from Gaza in�uence the strength of

this e¤ect. The shift to the right is stronger (a) when the rocket attacks are

closer to the date of national elections; (b) in the election round immediately

following the initial exposure of the locality to rocket �re; (c) when the voter�s

neighborhood is under direct attack and (d) following massive rocket attacks.

In addition, I �nd that voting patterns are mainly driven by actual exposure

and not by the mere threat of rocket attacks.

Finally, I �nd a large negative e¤ect of rocket attacks on centrist voters

and no e¤ect on left-bloc parties�vote-share. This implies that the terrorist

attacks primarily a¤ected voters whose views on the Israeli-Palestinian con�ict

were not solid. Turnout rates do not seem to be a¤ected by the rocket attacks

from Gaza, which lead to the conclusion that the higher support for the right

political bloc re�ects changes in voters�preferences, rather than in electoral

composition.
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Table 1 

Effect of Rocket Attacks on Support for the Right Political Bloc 

1999-2015 Election Rounds 

Dependent variable: right share 

 

Baseline 

Locality-specific 

Linear 

Time Trend 

Locality-specific 

Quadratic 

Time Trend 

 (1) (2) (3) 

Rocket-related claims (/1,000) 0.040*** 0.024*** 0.031*** 
 (0.007) (0.008) (0.010) 
Locality FEs Yes Yes Yes 

Election year FEs Yes Yes Yes 

Observations  6,901 6,901 6,901 
R-squared 0.976 0.983 0.987 
Notes. “Right share” is the number of votes for the right political bloc divided by the number of valid 

votes in a locality in a given election. “Rocket-related claims” is the number of claims for rocket-

related property damages per locality between elections (divided by 1,000). Column (1) presents 

results from estimating the baseline specification of this paper. Columns (2) and (3) include locality-

specific linear and quadratic time trends, respectively. 

Estimated by OLS using locality population as weights. All regressions include locality fixed-effects 

and election year fixed-effects. Standard errors, clustered by locality, in parentheses.  

*, **, *** represent statistical significance at the 10, 5, and 1 percent levels. 

Sources. Voting data are from the Israeli Central Elections Committee. Data on claims for rocket-

related property damages are from the Israel Tax Authority. See text for details. 
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Table 2 

Robustness Checks 

 

 

Panel A: Excluding Election Rounds 

Dependent variable: right share 

 Baseline 

Exclude 

1999 

Exclude 

2003 

Exclude 

2006 

Exclude 

2009 

Exclude 

2013 

Exclude 

2015 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Rocket-related claims (/1,000) 0.040*** 0.040*** 0.034*** 0.033*** 0.043*** 0.053*** 0.041*** 
 (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.010) (0.008) (0.015) (0.006) 
Locality FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Election year FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Observations  6,901 5,831 5,749 5,754 5,746 5,718 5,707 
R-squared 0.976 0.978 0.979 0.979 0.975 0.975 0.977 
   

   

Panel B: Excluding Localities 

1999-2015 Election Rounds 

Dependent variable: right share 

 

Baseline 

Exclude 

Sederot 

Exclude 

Ashdod 

Exclude 

Ashqelon 

Exclude 

Be'er-

Sheba 

Exclude 

Northern 

Localities 

Exclude 

West 

Bank 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Rocket-related claims (/1,000) 0.040*** 0.044*** 0.036*** 0.038*** 0.038*** 0.042*** 0.038*** 
 (0.007) (0.007) (0.009) (0.008) (0.008) (0.009) (0.007) 
Locality FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Election year FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Observations  6,901 6,895 6,895 6,895 6,895 3,995 6,202 
R-squared 0.976 0.976 0.976 0.976 0.976 0.977 0.977 
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Panel C: Including Other Terrorist Threats , Different Weights and a Reverse Causality Test 
1999-2015 Election Rounds 

Dependent variable: right share 

Rocket-

related 

claims 

  Other Terrorist Threats Different Weights  

 

Baseline 

Lebanese 

Rocket 

Threat 

Rocket-

related 

Fatalities 

Non- 

rocket 

Terrorism 

Without 

Weights 

Eligible 

Voters as 

Weights 

Reverse 

Causality 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Rocket-related claims (/1,000) 0.040*** 0.040*** 0.035*** 0.035*** 0.039*** 0.040***  
 (0.007) (0.007) (0.009) (0.008) (0.008) (0.007)  

Lebanese rocket-related claims  0.009** 0.006 0.007    

  (0.004) (0.004) (0.005)    

Rocket-related fatalities   0.007 0.008    

   (0.009) (0.010)    
Other terror-related fatalities    0.007**    
    (0.004)    
Lagged right share       -0.001 
       (0.007) 
Locality FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Election year FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Observations  6,901 6,901 6,901 6,901 6,901 6,901 5,690 
R-squared 0.976 0.976 0.976 0.976 0.958 0.977 0.373 
Notes. “Right share” is the number of votes for the right political bloc divided by the number of valid votes in a locality in a given 

election. “Rocket-related claims” is the number of claims for rocket-related property damages per locality between elections (divided 

by 1,000). In all three panels, column (1) replicates the results of the baseline specification which includes all Israeli localities and the 

six election rounds held between 1999 and 2015. 

Panel A: columns (2)-(7) omit in turn each of the six election rounds between 1999 and 2015. 

Panel B: columns (2)-(5) omit in turn four Israeli localities that are outliers in terms of their exposure to rocket attacks from Gaza. 

Column (6) omits northern Israeli localities within 72km of the Israel-Lebanon border. Column (7) omits West Bank localities. 

Panel C: columns (2)-(4) add measures of additional terrorist attacks against Israel. Column (2) adds “Lebanese rocket-related claims” 

i.e. the number of rocket-related claims for property damages caused by rocket attacks from Lebanon per locality between elections 

(divided by 1,000). Column (3) adds “Rocket-related fatalities” – an indicator for localities where at least one civilian was killed by a 

rocket attack fired from either Gaza or Lebanon. Column (4) further adds “Other terror-related fatalities” – an indicator for localities 

that lie within a natural area where at least one civilian was killed by hostilities other than rocket fire. Column (5) estimates the baseline 

specification without weights. Column (6) estimates the baseline specification with the number of eligible voters in the locality as 

weights. In column (7) the dependent variable is the number of rocket-related claims in the locality, and the explanatory variable is 

“Lagged right share” – the number of votes for the right political bloc divided by the number of valid votes in a locality in the previous 

elections. This column excludes the 2015 election round from the analysis and does not employ any weights.  

Regressions in all three Panels include locality fixed-effects and election year fixed-effects. Estimated by OLS using locality population 

weights (except for columns (5)-(7) of Panel C). Standard errors, clustered by locality, in parentheses.  
*, **, *** represent statistical significance at the 10, 5, and 1 percent levels. 

Sources. Voting data are from the Israeli Central Elections Committee. Data on claims for rocket-related property damages are from 

the Israel Tax Authority. The data on fatalities were collected using standard sources, mainly the National Insurance Institute of Israel 

and B'Tselem (The Israeli Information Center for Human Rights in the Occupied Territories). See text for details. 
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Table 3 

Features of Rocket Attacks That Affect Voters' Behavior 

1999-2015 Election Rounds 

Dependent variable: right share 

Level of analysis: 

Locality 

Level 

Neighborhood 

Level 

Locality 

Level 

 

Baseline 

Timing 

of 

Attacks 

Initial 

Rocket 

Attacks 

Geographical 

Proximity 

to the Impact Point 

Scale 

of 

Attacks 

 

   

All 

Localities 

Only 

Large Localities  

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Rocket-related claims in the 0.040***  0.078*** 0.041*** 0.039***   
locality between elections (0.007)  (0.025) (0.004) (0.005)   
        

Rocket-related claims within a  0.049***      
year before the elections  (0.007)      
        

Rocket-related claims in the      0.160***  
neighborhood      (0.035)  
        
1-10 claims       0.003 
       (0.009) 
11-100 claims       0.002 
       (0.013) 
101-1,000 claims       0.032*** 
       (0.011) 
Above 1,000 claims       0.039*** 
       (0.006) 
Locality FEs Yes Yes Yes No No No Yes 

Neighborhood FEs No No No Yes Yes Yes No 

Election year FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Observations  6,901 6,901 6,721 13,558 7,118 7,118 6,901 
R-squared 0.976 0.976 0.975 0.964 0.968 0.968 0.976 
Notes. “Right share” is the number of votes for the right political bloc divided by the number of valid votes in a locality (or 

neighborhood) in a given election. “Rocket-related claims” is the number of claims for rocket-related property damages per 

locality between elections (divided by 1,000). “Rocket-related claims in the year before elections” is the number of claims 

for rocket-related property damages per locality between a year before election and election date (divided by 1,000). “Rocket-

related claims in the neighborhood” is the number of claims for rocket-related property damages per locality-statistical area 

between elections (divided by 1,000). “1-10 claims”, “11-100 claims”, “101-1,000 claims”, and “Above 1,000 claims” are 

indicators for localities whose residents filed 1-10, 11-100, 101-1,000 or above 1,000 claims for rocket-related property 

damages between elections, respectively. 
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Column (1) replicates the results of the baseline specification. In column (2) the explanatory variable is the number of rocket-

related claims only within a year before the elections. Column (3) excludes from the analysis observations of localities in 

election years beyond the first elections after they were initially targeted by rockets.  

In columns (4) and (5) the dependent variable is the “Right share” in the neighborhood and the explanatory variable is the 

number of rocket-related claims in the entire locality. In column (6) the dependent variable is the “Right share” in the 

neighborhood and the explanatory variable is the number of rocket-related claims in the neighborhood. The analysis in 

columns (5) and (6) is restricted to large localities that have more than one neighborhood. In column (7) the dependent 

variable is the “Right share” in the locality and the explanatory variables are four indicators for localities whose residents 

filed 1-10, 11-100, 101-1,000 or above 1,000 additional rocket-related claims between elections. 

All regressions include locality fixed-effects (or neighborhood fixed-effects) and election year fixed-effects. Estimated by 

OLS using locality population as weights (except for columns (4)-(6) since population size is not available on an annual basis 

for the neighborhood level). Standard errors, clustered by locality (or neighborhood), in parentheses. 
*, **, *** represent statistical significance at the 10, 5, and 1 percent levels. 

Sources. Voting data are from the Israeli Central Elections Committee. Data on claims for rocket-related property damages 

are from the Israel Tax Authority. See text for details. 
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Table 4 

Threat vs. Actual Exposure 

Dependent variable: right share 

Level of analysis: Municipality level  Locality level 

Election rounds in the analysis 1999-2009   1999-2015 

Maximum rocket range is based on: 

Getmansky 

and Zeitzoff 

(2014) 

Claims 

Submitted 

to ITA 

Media 

Coverage  

Claims 

Submitted 

to ITA 

Media 

Coverage 

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

In range 0.024** 0.014 0.011 0.011  -0.006 -0.007 
 (0.011) (0.011) (0.012) (0.011)  (0.006) (0.006) 
Rocket-related claims in the municipality  0.045*** 0.049*** 0.049***    
  (0.009) (0.009) (0.009)    
Rocket-related claims in the locality      0.042*** 0.042*** 
      (0.009) (0.008) 
Municipality FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes  No No 

Locality FEs No No No No  Yes Yes 

Election year FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes  Yes Yes 

Observations  1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000  6,901 6,901 
R-squared 0.979 0.980 0.980 0.980  0.976 0.976 
Notes. “Right share” is the number of votes for the right political bloc divided by the number of valid votes in a municipality (or 

locality) in a given election. “In range” is an indicator for municipalities (or localities) which entered the range of rockets up to one 

day before elections. “Rocket-related claims in the municipality” is the number of claims for rocket-related property damages per 

municipality between elections (divided by 1,000). “Rocket-related claims in the locality” is the number of claims for rocket-related 

property damages per locality between elections (divided by 1,000). 

The level of analysis in columns (1)-(4) is the municipality and the election rounds included are 1999, 2003, 2006 and 2009. Columns 

(5)-(6) use a more disaggregated level of analysis, namely the locality, and add the 2013 and 2015 election rounds to the analysis. 

In columns (1)-(2) the maximum rocket range is based on the estimations presented by Getmansky and Zeitzoff (2014). In columns 

(3) and (5) rocket range is calculated from data on claims for rocket-related property damages. In columns (4) and (6) the range is 

based on media coverage of the rocket threat in the Jerusalem Post. 

All regressions include municipality fixed-effects (or a locality fixed-effect) and election year fixed-effects. Estimated by OLS using 

municipality (or locality) population as weights. Standard errors, clustered by municipality (or locality), in parentheses. 

 *, **, *** represent statistical significance at the 10, 5, and 1 percent levels. 

Sources. Voting data are from the Israeli Central Elections Committee. Data on claims for rocket-related property damages are from 

the Israel Tax Authority. See text for details. 
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Table 5 

Effect of Rocket Attacks on Alternative Voting Outcomes 

Between 1999 and 2015 

Dependent variable: 

 

Right 

share 

 

Center 

share 

 

Left 

share 

 

Likud 

Share 

Ultra-

Orthodox 

Share 

 

Turnout 

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

Rocket-related claims (/1,000) 0.040*** -0.034*** 0.003 0.095*** -0.014 0.005 
 (0.007) (0.011) (0.010) (0.022) (0.016) (0.006) 
Locality FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Election year FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Observations  6,901 6,901 6,901 6,901 6,901 6,901 
R-squared 0.976 0.882 0.754 0.878 0.976 0.927 
Notes. “Right share”, “Center share” and “Left share” are the number of votes for the right, center or left political bloc 

divided by the number of valid votes in a locality in a given election, respectively. “Likud share” is the vote-share of 

the leading party of the right political bloc, and “Ultra-Orthodox share” is the vote-share of religious ultra-Orthodox 

parties. “Turnout rate” is the number of valid voters divided by the number of eligible voters in the locality in a given 

election. “Rocket-related claims” is the number of claims for rocket-related property damages per locality between 

elections (divided by 1,000). All regressions include locality fixed-effects and election year fixed-effects. Estimated by 

OLS using locality population as weights. Standard errors, clustered by locality, in parentheses.  

 *, **, *** represent statistical significance at the 10, 5, and 1 percent levels. 

Sources. Voting data are from the Israeli Central Elections Committee. Data on claims for rocket-related property 

damages are from the Israel Tax Authority. See text for details. 
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Figure 1 
Quarterly Number of Claims for Rocket-Related Property Damages 

Q2/1999-Q1/2015 

 
Notes. The figure shows the quarterly number of claims for rocket-related property damages in Israel. 
The figure only includes claims related to rocket attacks from Gaza. The data on claims cover the period 
between 2000-2015, but before 2001 there were no rocket attacks from Gaza. The highlighted bars are 
the quarters of the three major Israeli operations in Gaza: "Cast Lead" (Q4/2008-Q1/2009), "Pillar of 
Defense" (Q4/2012) and "Protective Edge" (Q3/2014). The vertical lines denote quarters in which 
national elections were held. 
Sources. Data on claims for rocket-related property damages are from the Israel Tax Authority. See text 
for details. 
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Figure 2 
Distribution of Claims for Rocket-Related Property Damages 

In 148 localities whose residents filed at least one claim between 1999 and 2015 

 
Notes. The figure shows the distribution of the cumulative number of claims for rocket-related property 
damages between 1999 and 2015 in the 148 localities (out of 1,200 localities with voters) whose 
residents filed at least one claim for rocket-related property damages. The figure only includes claims 
related to rocket attacks from Gaza. 
Sources. Data on claims for rocket-related property damages are from the Israel Tax Authority. See text 
for details. 
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Figure 3 
Rocket Range 

2003-2015 Election Rounds 
 

 

Notes. The map shows the maximum range of rockets launched from the Gaza Strip into Israel 
by election rounds. 
Sources. GIS Lab, Department of Geography, The Hebrew University of Jerusalem. Maximum 
range is calculated from data on claims for rocket-related property damages obtained from the 
Israel Tax Authority. See text for details. 



38 
 

Figure 4 
Support for the Right Political Bloc and Rocket-Related Claims 

Change between consecutive elections from 1999 to 2015 

 
Notes. The figure plots average changes in the per locality right-bloc parties' vote-share between 
consecutive elections from 1999 to 2015 for five different categories of exposure to rocket fire 
from Gaza. The first category includes localities whose residents did not file claims for rocket-
related property damages between elections. The other four categories include localities whose 
residents filed 1-10, 11-100, 101-1,000 or above 1,000 claims between elections. 
Sources. Voting data are from the Israeli Central Elections Committee. Data on claims for 
rocket-related property damages are from the Israel Tax Authority. See text for details. 

 

-.
02

0
.0

2
.0

4
.0

6
.0

8

C
ha

n
g

e 
in

 r
ig

h
t-

b
lo

c 
vo

te
-s

ha
re

 

None 1-10 11-100 101-1,000 Above 1,000

Additional claims



39 
 

 

 

Figure 5 
Support for the Right by First Date of Exposure to Direct Rocket Fire 

1984-2015 Election Rounds 

 
Notes. The figure displays the level of support for the right political bloc in Israeli localities by 
the earliest date they were exposed to direct rocket fire from Gaza. Specifically, residents of 7 
localities filed at least one rocket-related claim for property damages before the 2003 election 
round, 19 localities before 2006, 51 localities before 2009, 86 localities before 2013, and 148 
localities before 2015. Residents of the about 1,000 remaining localities with voters did not file 
any such claims. The figure plots indices of the mean right-bloc parties' vote-share between 1984 
and 2015 for each group (the right-bloc parties' vote-share is normalized to 1 in 1999). 
Sources. Voting data are from the Israeli Central Elections Committee. Data on claims for 
rocket-related property damages are from the Israel Tax Authority. See text for details. 
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Table A1 
Parties in Political Blocs  

(Vote-shares in parentheses) 
                                                   Blocs 

Election year Right Center Left 
Likud (32%) 
Zomet-Hathia (4%) 
Mafdal (4%) 
Shas (3%) 
Yahadut haTorah (2%) 
Morasha (2%) 
Tami (1%) 
Kach (1%) 
Ometz (1%) 

Shinui (3%) 
Yahad (2%) 

Labor (35%) 
Chadash (3%) 
Progressive peace 
movement (2%) 
Raz (2%) 
 

1984 

Right (50%) Center (5%) Left (42%)  
Likud (31%) 
Yahadut haTorah (4%) 
Shas (5%) 
Mafdal (4%) 
Hathia (3%) 
Zomet (2%) 
Moledet (2%) 
Degel Hatorah (1%) 

Shinui (2%) 
 

Labor (30%) 
Raz (4%) 
Chadash (4%) 
Mapam (3%) 
Progressive peace 
movement (1%)  
Mada (1%) 
 

1988 

Right (52%) Center (2%) Left (43%)  
Likud (25%) 
Zomet (6%) 
Shas (5%) 
Mafdal (5%) 
Yahadut haTorah (3%) 
Moledet (2%) 

 Labor (35%) 
Meretz (10%) 
Chadash (2%) 
Mada (2%) 

1992 

Right (46%) Center (0%) Left (49%)  
Likud (25%) 
Shas (9%) 
Mafdal (8%) 
Israel Baaliya (6%) 
Yahadut haTorah (3%) 
Moledet (2%) 

The Third way (3%) Labor (27%) 
Meretz (7%) 
Chadash- Balad (4%) 
Mada-Raam (3%) 
 
 

1996 

Right (53%) Center (3%) Left (41%)  
Likud (14%) 
Shas (13%) 
Israel Baaliya (5%) 
Mafdal (4%) 
Yahadut haTorah (4%) 
haIchud haLeumi (3%) 

haMerkaz (5%) 
Shinui (5%) 
 

Labor (20%) 
Meretz (8%) 
Chadash (3%) 
Raam (3%) 
Am Echad (2%) 
Balad (2%) 

1999 
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Israel Beteinu (3%)  
Right (46%) Center (10%) Left (38%)  
Likud (29%) 
Shas (8%) 
haIchud haLeumi (6%) 
Mafdal (4%) 
Yahadut haTorah (4%) 
Israel Baaliya (2%) 

Shinui (12%) 
 

Labor (14%) 
Meretz (5%) 
Am Echad (3%) 
Chadash-Taal (3%) 
Balad (2%) 
Raam (2%) 

2003 

Right (53%) Center (12%) Left (29%)  
Shas (10%) 
Likud (9%) 
Israel Beteinu (9%) 
haIchud haLeumi-Mafdal (7%) 
Yahadut haTorah (5%) 

Kadima (22%) Labor (15%) 
Meretz (4%) 
Chadash (3%) 
Raam-Taal (3%) 
Balad (2%) 

2006 

Right (40%) Center (22%) Left (27%)  
Likud (22%) 
Israel Beteinu (12%) 
Shas (8%) 
Yahadut haTorah (4%) 
haBait haYehudi (3%) 
haIchud haLeumi (3%) 

Kadima (22%) Labor (10%) 
Meretz (3%) 
Chadash (3%) 
Raam (3%) 
Balad (2%) 

2009 

Right (52%) Center (22%) Left (21%)  
Likud-Israel Beteinu (23%) 
haBait haYehudi (9%) 
Shas (9%) 
Yahadut haTorah (5%) 

Yesh Atid (14%) 
haTnuah (5%) 
Kadima (2%) 

Labor (11%) 
Meretz (5%) 
Raam-Taal (4%) 
Balad (3%) 
Chadash (3%) 

2013 

Right (46%) Center (21%) Left (26%)  
Likud (23%) 
haBait haYehudi (7%) 
Shas (6%) 
Israel Beteinu (5%) 
Yahadut haTorah (5%) 

Yesh Atid (9%) 
Kulanu (7%) 

haMahane haTzioni (19%) 
Joint List (11%) 
Meretz (4%) 
 

2015 

Right (46%) Center (16%) Left (34%)  
Notes. Up to 2006, I classify Israeli parties into left, center, and right political blocs using the classification 
proposed by Arian and Shamir (2008). The 2009 classification into political blocs relies on Getmansky and 
Zeitzoff (2014) while the 2013 and 2015 classifications rely on Jha and Shayo (2016). The percentage points do 
not add up to 100 since in every election there are parties that do not cross the vote threshold required by law.  
Sources. Voting data are from the Israeli Central Elections Committee. See text for details. 
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Table A2 
Summary Statistics 

Dataset Variable      

 Between election rounds 
1999-
2003 

2003-
2006 

2006-
2009 

2009-
2013 

2013-
2015 

Claims for property damages 
caused by rocket hits from Gaza Total # of claims  16 324 4,671 3,267 2,345 

 Total compensation (NIS millions) 0.7 6.5 58.0 74.3 58.5 
       
 By election round held in 2003 2006 2009 2013 2015 
       
 Inferred maximum rocket range (km) 10.9 10.9 38.3 67.6 136.1 
Jerusalem Post Articles Reported maximum rocket range (km) 12 12 40 85 160 
Voting data Eligible voters (millions) 4.7 5.0 5.3 5.7 5.9 
 Turnout (%) 66.7 59.2 60.4 63.3 67.6 
 Right-bloc vote-share (%) 53.8 39.4 52.1 46.2 45.8 
 Localities with voters 1,152 1,148 1,155 1,183 1,194 
Sources. Data on claims for rocket-related property damages are from the Israel Tax Authority. Voting data are from the Israeli 
Central Elections Committee. Jerusalem Post articles are available online. See text for details. 
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Figure A1 
Support for Political Blocs in Israel 

1984-2015 Election Rounds 

 
Notes. The figure plots the nation-wide vote-shares of the left, center, and right political blocs in Israel 
between the 1984 and 2015 election rounds. The classification of Israeli parties into these political 
blocs is presented in Table A1. 
Sources. Voting data are from the Israeli Central Elections Committee. See text for details. 
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