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Abstract 

 

Parties’ group appeals, their structure, content, and influence on other aspects of party behavior 

are of great concern to those who study politics and political representation. As social groups are 

essential to the political process, understanding the ways in which parties appeal to these groups 

qua groups is important for a complete view of the relationship between parties and voters. Yet 

not much attention has been paid to these appeals thus far. This study is one of the first to 

systematically analyze group appeals as a distinct concept. It conceptualizes them as 

representational claims and examines them empirically utilizing a novel dataset that is comparative 

both over time and space. Quantitative text analysis is used to analyze 249 election manifestos and 

2772 print campaign advertisements broadly defined to include posters, flyers, pamphlets, leaflets, 

stickers, and ads placed in newspapers of 69 parties in Israel and the Netherlands between 1977 

and 2015. The main argument in this study is that group appeals are the crucial first step in the 

process of political representation and are made by parties to express their identity as representative 

actors. As such, group appeals are central to parties’ fulfillment of their representative functions 

in modern democracies. The analysis shows trends in group appeals over time, compares them 

across the communication channels, and uses them as independent variables in the analysis of 

inter- and intra-party behavior—specifically coalition formation and choice of candidate-selection 

methods. Though results are mixed with respect to the hypotheses proposed, they illustrate the 

importance of examining group appeals. Approaching them as an integral part of the representative 

process, and therefore more than “just” a strategic decision made in the context of party 

competition, the study sheds light on political parties’ behavior, enhancing our understanding of 

political representation and intra- and inter-party dynamics. 
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Chapter 1 Introduction 

Political parties play a vital role in the political system of representative democracies. They are the 

vehicle through which people are recruited into politics; they form the governments that steer the 

state's policies; and they serve the crucial function of representation by linking voters and the 

government (Katz 2017). As part of the democratic "rules of the game," parties compete in periodic 

general elections to survive as viable representative actors in the political system. During election 

campaigns, parties engage in acts of political representation by reaching out to voters. In these 

acts, they present different messages via various communication channels—they appeal to voters 

by claiming that we, party x, are the best party to represent you, because it is in their nature to do 

so. Parties seek to represent voters. 

The most common form of party appeal examined by scholars is policy: parties put forward via 

manifestos, televised or print advertisements, political rallies, etc., the policies they would pursue 

if returned to office. These policy appeals have attracted the overwhelming bulk of political 

scientists’ interest. However, the focus of this present study is on a second form of appeal that 

parties make—the group appeal. Here, rather than “simply” lay out the policies a party will pursue 

if returned to office, parties state which demographic groups they are appealing to—they are the 

party for people like them. Group-based appeals can be made in a variety of ways: referring to a 

group in a party's name (Chandra 2011); emphasizing the party's affiliation to or distance from 

particular social groups (Thau 2019); explicitly stating support or opposition to specific social 

groups (Stückelberger 2019a); gaining the endorsement of organizations that represent certain 

groups (Arceneaux and Kolodny 2009; Grossman and Helpman 1999; McDermott 2006; 

Stückelberger 2019a); or by fielding candidates who are members of groups to which parties wish 

to appeal (Huddy 2003; Scarrow 2004). 
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This dissertation has two main aims. First, introduce a new definition of group appeals and a 

new framework for understanding them as representational claims, viewed through a constructivist 

perspective of political representation. Second, examine how group appeals affect other party 

behavior in coalition formation and choice of candidate selection methods. I define group appeals 

as explicitly stated support of some social group category. The definition combines two forms of 

explicit group-based appeals: statements of support and a group’s mention in a party name. With 

this definition, I disentangle what parties say (policy positions or promises) from whom they say 

it to (the social group(s) parties address in their appeals). 

To examine group appeals empirically, I utilize a novel dataset composed of 69 parties' names, 

249 manifestos, and 2772 print campaign ads (broadly defined to include posters, flyers, 

pamphlets, leaflets, stickers, and ads placed in newspapers) in Israel and the Netherlands between 

1977 and 2015. After providing a new definition and measurement of group appeals, I examine 

variation in group appeals across time and space, and the impact of group appeals on coalition 

formation processes, and the choice of intra-party candidate selection methods. 

1.1 Why study group appeals? 

Group appeals have been part of parties’ messages to voters for a long time. Some parties were 

established with the explicit purpose of appealing to a particular social group, like the Israeli GIL 

Party (which in Hebrew means the "Age" Party) formed to represent the elderly/pensioners. 

Historical examples of such parties also include Labour parties that appealed to workers, agrarian 

parties appealing to farmers, and religious parties appealing to different denominational groups 

(Caramani, Celis, and Wauters 2014). Other, specific, examples also include parties like the 

Swedish People's Party in Finland, the Scottish National Party in Britain, 50PLUS in the 

Netherlands, and Yisrael Ba'Aliya (Russian-Immigrants' Party) in Israel. But group appeals are not 
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exclusively or primarily made by particular types of parties. In reality, more broadly appealing 

"catch-all parties" have also made and still make group appeals. For example, in 1977, the Israeli 

Democratic Movement for Change's manifesto stated that the party would act to implement both 

in law and in daily life equal rights for women. In 1998, the Dutch CDA pledged in its print 

campaign materials to provide better care for the elderly and the disabled. 

As such, group appeals are a key topic for assessing the evolution of representative political 

systems and the quality of democracy. The above examples also illustrate the difference between 

group appeals and policy appeals as the explicit inclusion (or lack thereof) of a specific social 

group in the appeal. In the example of the DMC, the party could have said that they would act to 

implement both in law and in daily life, equal rights for everyone, leaving it up to us and the voters 

to interpret who this “everyone” is and to invariably assume (or not) that women are included in 

that “everyone.” In that case, the DMC’s appeal would be considered a “simple” policy appeal 

rather than a group appeal. The example of the CDA follows a similar logic. The party could have 

said that they pledge to provide better healthcare without mentioning the specific group to whom 

this is intended. The explicit mention of a demographic group makes it a group appeal. 

Yet, except for a few recent studies, including Thau (2018b; 2019) and Stückelberger (2019a), 

the overwhelming majority of the scholarship on parties' appeals to voters has focused on policy 

statements alone. This gap led to this study's primary motivation: the desire to broaden the way we 

look at political parties beyond their policy positions. One such example of the scholarly focus on 

policies is that while the Scottish National Party, the French Front National, the German Greens, 
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and The Jewish Home in Israel are all given the same label—niche parties1—they appeal to 

different social group categories in the population. This observation leads to the first set of 

questions I seek to answer: what are group appeals? are they different from policy appeals? 

If yes, how, and what do they look like? And what do they tell us about parties’ role as 

representative actors in modern democracies? 

As Achen and Bartels (2016) proclaim in their now-famous book, these questions are important 

because “human life is group life” (18). As I elaborate in the next section, sociological theories of 

party system formation locate groups at the heart of political life (Lipset and Rokkan 1967a). While 

they have seemingly been replaced in scholarly analyses by theories of individual voter 

preferences, they remain a central element of politics. This is illustrated well in both the growing 

centrality on identity politics focused on "new groups" such as women and the LGBTQ community 

and in the recent efforts by parties and politicians to appeal anew to workers and the working class 

(Caramani, Celis, and Wauters 2014; Evans and Tilley 2017). These also suggest that group 

appeals understood as claims to represent these (and other) groups influence political 

representation. Thus, examining these appeals will improve our understanding of political 

representation and parties’ role in it. 

How group appeals are manifested in parties' campaign materials inspires this study's second 

motivation, to expand the sources we use to examine parties' appeals to voters. A vast majority of 

studies that examine political parties rely on election manifestos as the source because of the 

importance that manifestos hold for parties' election campaigns and are aided by the availability 

 
1 There are several definitions of the term “niche parties” in the literature. According to Meguid (2005; 2007), niche 

parties are those that focus on issues outside the main single-issue dimension—left-right economics. According to 

Adams et al. (2006), niche parties are defined as parties that pursue a non-centrist or extreme ideology. Wagner (2012), 

Meyer and Miller (2015), and Bischof (2017) also provide definitions of the term. The common theme for all these 

definitions is the focus on parties’ policy positions. 



 

 5 

of datasets such as MARPOR (Volkens et al. 2018b).2 But there is not much evidence that many 

voters are exposed to these manifestos (Fernandez-Vazquez 2014; Helbling and Tresch 2011; 

Merz 2017). It is reasonable to think that voters are more likely to encounter other print campaign 

ads, broadly defined to include posters, flyers, pamphlets, leaflets, stickers, and ads placed in 

newspapers during election campaigns. Examining them would thus provide more information on 

parties' appeals to voters, which is valuable in and of itself and in comparison, to election 

manifestos. Expanding our analytical toolkits beyond manifestos is beneficial not only for the 

present analysis of group appeals but also for our general understanding of parties' behavior. While 

collecting and coding print campaign ads is an arduous task requiring many resources, this 

dissertation, albeit limited in scope, showcases their utility and value in providing a fuller, more 

complete picture of parties in the political system and their communications with the voters. 

Incorporating parties' names into the analysis follows a similar logic—if anything, parties' names 

are their most visible aspect, constituting what is perhaps the easiest direct appeal to voters. 

Focusing on group appeals, this study asks what do parties' group appeals look like? Are there 

differences between group appeals in election manifestos and other print campaign 

material? Do parties mention groups in their name? 

Finally, using data on group appeals from manifestos and print campaign ads, the second part 

of the study also seeks to understand whether and what impact these appeals have on other party 

behavior. In particular, the study asks (1) what is the relationship between group appeals and 

post-election coalition formation? and (2) what is the relationship between group appeals and 

parties' choice of intra-party candidate selection method? 

 
2 The MARPOR dataset (also known as the CMP dataset) provides parties’ policy positions derived from a content 

analysis of parties’ electoral manifestos. For more details on the dataset see Chapter 3, and the dataset website at: 

https://manifesto-project.wzb.eu. 

https://manifesto-project.wzb.eu/
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The study of group politics is not new (Bawn et al. 2012; Lipset and Rokkan 1967a), and recent 

studies have highlighted just how influential it is for party politics and voter behavior (Achen and 

Bartels 2016; Heinisch and Werner 2019; Heath 2013; Tilley 2014; Thau 2019). However, existing 

scholarship still lacks a clear and concise definition of group appeals that relies strictly on what 

parties themselves say rather than incorporating interpretations of what is being said. We also lack 

an understanding of the impact of group appeals on other party behavior. With the politics of 

identity or group politics becoming ever more central (Caramani, Celis, and Wauters 2014), this 

study further emphasizes the importance of this aspect of politics but departs from most recent 

studies in its approach. 

1.2 Groups in electoral politics 

1.2.1 Social groups as the basis of electoral politics 

In a study that fundamentally shaped our thinking about political parties, Lipset and Rokkan 

(1967a) trace the formation of modern European party systems to four major social conflicts at the 

heart of the National and Industrial Revolutions. The National Revolution produced conflicts 

between the state and the church and between the center and the periphery, while the Industrial 

Revolution produced disputes between industry and land as well as between capital and workers. 

All four of these social conflicts involved defined groups of people—secular versus religious 

people, urban versus country-dwellers, leaders of industry versus farmers, and owners of capital 

versus workers—and political parties that aimed to represent them. 

Social groups were also at the heart of Duverger's (1954) familiar discussion of the mass party's 

development. With the advent of universal suffrage, political parties emerged intending to provide 

representation based primarily on social groupings: Socialist parties for class representation and 
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Christian or Christian Democratic parties for denominational representation.3 This social-group 

base of parties is also found in Kirchheimer (1966). Discussing what he observed as the 

transformation of mass parties to catch-all parties, one of the five characteristics of the new catch-

all parties was a “de-emphasis of the classe gradée, specific social-class or denominational 

clientele, in favor of recruiting voters among the population at large…” (Kirchheimer 1966, 190). 

Mass parties emphasized the importance of particular social groups, while arguably, catch-all 

parties were no longer doing that. Similarly, Lipset (1960) argued that 

in every democracy conflict among different groups is expressed through political parties 

which basically represent a ‘democratic translation of the class struggle.’ Even though 

many parties renounce the principle of class conflict or loyalty, an analysis of their appeals 

and their support suggests that they do represent the interests of different classes (220). 

 

Lapalombara and Weiner (1966) took an approach more similar to that of Lipset and Rokkan. 

They spoke of particular social groups’ role (mediated through extra-parliamentary organizations) 

in establishing political parties that would represent them: trade unions and Socialist parties, 

agricultural cooperatives and Agrarian parties, religious organizations and Christian or Christian 

Democratic parties. Here, it is notable that along with the social groups emphasized by Duverger, 

Kirchheimer, and Lipset, Lapalombara and Weiner spoke of other social groups, like farmers. This 

point is important because while much scholarly attention has been devoted to the working class 

as the social group to which parties pay attention (or not), other social groups should also be 

considered. Sartori (1969) made this point by arguing that when we examine the relationship 

between parties and social groups, we ought to give 

equal attention to any kind of conflict and cleavage. Race and ethnic origin, region and 

locality, culture and tradition, religion, and ideology, [are] all… dimensions of cleavage 

 
3 On the relationship between religious groups and political parties also see Rosenblum (2003). 
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which may be as important as its class dimension… conflicts are not only economic and 

related to the class structure, but also regional, ethnic, linguistic, religious and ideological 

(207). 

 

Other scholars have also emphasized the importance of social groups to political parties after 

their inception. Urwin (1973), for example, argued that political parties could maximize their vote 

by appealing to many or few social groups. Seligman (1964) argued that “parties can be 

differentiated according to whether they are congruent with one type of group [based on 

geographical area, occupation or ethnicity] or a plurality of groups” (618-619). He then went on 

to distinguish among three types of parties based on the scope of their representation: populist 

parties that claim to represent the totality of people, pluralistic parties that encompass multiple 

groups with a variety of interests, and sectarian parties that appeal to specific groups based on 

ethnicity, region, or religion. 

Staying on the supply side of politics, Kenig, Rahat, and Hazan (2005) present a similar 

definition of sectarian parties as “provid[ing] a clear focus of identification for specific social 

groups…” (35). And Hazan and Rahat (2000) emphasize that the “sectarian” label applies to 

parties that exclusively represent ascriptive social groups.4 The literature also examines parties 

whose very name indicates that they are based on specific social groups like ethnic and 

ethnoterritorial parties. The former is defined in Chandra (2004, 3) as a party “that overtly 

represents itself as a champion of the cause of one particular ethnic category or a set of 

categories… and that makes such a representation central to its strategy of mobilizing voters” (also 

 
4 The concept of sectarian parties is found in numerous accounts of Israeli party politics (e.g., Bick 2004; Cohen 2006; 

Diskin 1999; Goldberg 2004; Rahat and Itzkovich Malka 2012) scholarship on Israeli politics , the similarity to 

Seligman’s (1964) definition illustrates that the concept is not a strictly Israeli phenomenon. Furthermore, while the 

article was published more than half-a-century-ago at a time when group politics was academically popular, this work 

strengthens my overall argument that focusing on parties’ group appeals as representational claims is worth our 

attention. 
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see Reilly 2006). The latter is defined in Tronconi (2006, 140) as “those parties whose main 

characteristic is their attempt to represent territorially dispersed and/or territorially concentrated 

ethnic groups…” (also see De Winter and Türsan 1998). 

In sum, this sociological understanding of political parties has at its heart social divisions that 

can be placed under the broad umbrella of segmental cleavages or segmental divisions. Unlike 

value cleavages, which I discuss in more detail below, segmental cleavages are broadly understood 

to be based on ascriptive social groups rather than ideology or general or particular policy 

dispositions. That is, what matters are the ascriptive social groups to which parties appeal. It is 

also important to emphasize that while group politics was closely related to parties' policy 

positions, both in the theoretical and empirical analyses of scholars and the reality of parties' 

behavior, they were not the same. Classic conceptions of cleavage politics were based on an 

understanding of a “fixed connection between social structure (i.e., social groups and their 

interests) on the one hand, and political agency (i.e., political parties giving coherence and political 

expression to the beliefs, values, and interests of those social groups) on the other hand" 

(Caramani, Celis, and Wauters 2014, 41). Social groups were the driving force behind politics, and 

while policies were aimed at addressing their interests, they were not synonymous. 

1.2.2 Individual voters as the basis of electoral politics 

The behavioral revolution in the social sciences did not spare political science. It gave rise to a 

strand of scholarship devoted to a different understanding of parties' origin and development: one 

based on the voters' individual preferences. Rather than conceiving society as composed of various 

social groups to which parties appealed, scholars focused on individual voters' preferences and 

their distribution in the political space, and the relationship between those individual preferences 

and parties' appeals (Shamir and Arian 1999). 
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One explanation of this relationship is found in spatial models commonly associated with 

Anthony Downs’ work (1957). According to these models, the key to understanding the 

relationship between parties and voters is the concept of “’issue congruence,’ wherein voters select 

[the] political parties which advocate policies that are closest to their own preferences, and parties 

respond by crafting platforms which cater to the largest number of voters” (Wren and McElwain 

2007, 561). What matters for the party-voter relationship is parties' policy positions on issues. 

Viewed this way, the class conflict prevalent in Western European societies in the nineteenth and 

twentieth centuries is primarily understood to have been translated into the party system in terms 

of parties' ideological dispositions. This resulted in the arranging of parties in the policy space 

according to their positions on a left-right economic scale irrespective of the social groups they 

(claim to) represent. The examination of parties' behavior was focused on things that could be 

measured—voters' policy preferences—compared to parties' outputs—parties' policy positions in 

manifestos. Parties' ideology, and their policy positions, became the center of attention in 

examining the supply side of politics. From the early twentieth century's mass parties that had both 

a social-group appeal and a policy appeal (though the literature mainly did not distinguish them in 

this way), we got catch-all parties that supposedly shed their ideological baggage in favor of all-

encompassing appeals. These new appeals were meant to capture new voters and were primarily 

policy-based. Part of this shift is also attributed to the development of the Responsible Party Model 

(Klingemann, Hofferbert, and Budge 1994; Schattschneider 1975) that holds that “the main role 

of parties is not to represent social groups, but to produce clear political visions and policy 

proposals in party manifestos” (Horn et al. 2020, 4). 

As this approach to the study of parties and voters and the congruence between them came to 

the fore, the growing body of literature from the 1960s onward on voters' individual preferences 
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provided a lot of data on the demand side of politics. From the start, as demonstrated in the classic 

works by Campbell et al. (1960) and Converse (1976), these studies of individual voter behavior 

observed that social groups in general, and class in particular, were declining in their importance 

for structuring politics (also see for example Best 2011; Butler and Stokes 1974; Pedersen 1979; 

Wolinetz 1979). With this (supposed) decline in social-group conflicts came the development, 

according to Ronald Inglehart (1977), of a new value cleavage—post-materialism. Inglehart 

observed that younger generations diverted their attention to new issues previously not debated or 

non-existent in the political discourse, theorizing that this development was to material changes of 

rising education levels and shifts in society’s occupational structure. Using mass survey data, 

Inglehart backed up his theoretical claim by showing that age was related to the type of value held 

by voters (material or post-material) and replicated these results ten years later (Inglehart 1987). 

While these observations led to implicit arguments of changes in parties' supply-side behavior 

(for example, Dalton 1985; Franklin, Mackie, and Valen 1992), some scholars made more explicit 

arguments. Similar to Inglehart (1977; 1987), Kriesi et al. (2008; 2012) and Hooghe and Marks 

(2008; 2018) also argued for the emergence of new social divisions. Kriesi et al. claimed that a 

globalization-based divide has emerged, and Hooghe and Marks proposed an "adapters versus 

resisters" divide. Unlike Inglehart, who based his argument primarily on the demand side of 

politics, both Kriesi et al. and Hooghe and Marks based their arguments on the issues debated and 

emphasized by parties. By doing that, both works focused on the supply side of politics and 

provided “systematic evidence of how party systems are reorienting their appeals around new 

ideological divides” (Ford and Jennings 2020, 4). 

In line with these observed shifts in both the demand and supply sides of politics and advances 

in methodological abilities to analyze large quantities of textual sources, the literature on political 
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parties continued to focus on parties' policy positions (Dalton 2020). This focus is exemplified in 

Meguid's (2007) description of “sociological theories, [that] locate the determinants of party 

success in the salience of the party's issue(s)” (10, italics in original) and Boix's (2007) two main 

ways to distinguish between political parties: internally (structure) and externally (articulation in 

the electoral market), with the latter only referring to parties' size, “their ideological orientation 

and their programmatic goals…” (501). Numerous studies have also used parties' policy positions 

to reflect the connection between parties and social groups; for example, Elff (2009) and Evans 

and Tilley (2017) argue that the loosening of the relationship between parties and social divisions 

is explained by a shift in the former's policy positions. In his latest book, Green-Pedersen (2019) 

beings by stating that “long gone are the times when class-based political parties with extensive 

membership dominated politics. Instead, party politics has become issue-based” (1). 

Parties' ideology and policy positions have become so commonly accepted as the way to 

understand political parties that it is even used as the main element to examine parties that have at 

their core a particular social group—ethnic parties and sectarian parties. For example, Gadjanova 

(2015) asks, “what does it mean for a political party to represent and appeal to an ethnic 

community?” In response, she argues that “certain issues are clearly reflective [of] and 

consequential for ethnic communities… [and] it can be expected that ethnic appeals in campaigns 

focus on these issues” (310). 

In sum, the supposed replacement of segmental cleavages by new value or issue cleavages 

coincided with the social-conflict understanding of politics being replaced by an individual-

preferences understanding. These processes magnified the shift in focus onto parties' policy 

positions as the key aspect of their behavior. They generated bourgeoning literature on the 

relationship between parties' policy positions and voters' policy preferences. There is no disputing 
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the fact that issue positions, the very first of Kirchheimer's (1966) five characteristics of catch-all 

parties—a “drastic reduction of the party's ideological baggage” (58)—are important to parties' 

appeals to voters. However, too few scholars have paid attention to social-group appeals of the 

same catch-all party (and arguably also the parties that followed)—a “de-emphasis of the classe 

gardée, specific social-class or denominational, in favor of recruiting voters among the population 

at large” (59). Thus, in this study, I distinguish between segmental cleavages (fixed and not 

susceptible to change as they are based on ascriptive social characteristics of groups) and value or 

issue cleavages (amenable to change, based on perceptions and/or opinions over different topics 

and policies). As I explain below, this distinction allows me to disentangle what parties say from 

whom they say it to, while at the same time maintaining the complexity of political systems that 

are structured by multiple cleavages. 

1.2.3 Bringing social groups back in 

In Democracy for Realists, Achen and Bartels (2016) state that “people are naturally group-

oriented” (215) and argue for a group-based reformulation of democratic theory. Moreover, 

concluding that “group and partisan loyalties, not policy preferences or ideologies, are 

fundamental in democratic politics” (Achen and Bartels 2016, 18), they bring front and center the 

need to re-examine group-based politics. While their study focuses on the demand rather than the 

supply side of politics, it is symptomatic of recent scholarly trends. Despite the overwhelming 

prevalence of policy issues at the heart of supply-side studies of political parties, recent years have 

also witnessed social groups' reemergence in analyzing parties’ behavior. 

Returning to the classic social divisions, Tilley (2014) examines the relationship between 

parties and religious groups, finding that religion is an important social division in Britain both 

historically and today. That is not because of people's religiosity levels or the policies advocated 
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by parties, but rather more fundamentally because “particular denominations are [still] associated 

with parties that represented those denominational groups in the early twentieth century” (907). 

Heath (2013) focuses on class and examines the relationship between parties and social groups. 

Making an explicit distinction between policy and social representation (specifically the 

demographic congruence between parties' representatives and voters) on the supply side, he argues 

that parties' social representation is more influential in determining voter choice than parties' policy 

proposals. Kam et al. (2017) also bring in group appeals to their study of voter behavior, examining 

voters' reactions to group-based campaign ads in the 2012 US presidential election.5 

Like Heath (2013), Thau (2018b; 2019) focuses on class and shows, through an analysis of 

British and Danish political parties over time, that group appeals have been part of parties' electoral 

strategies for decades. Most recently, Stückelberger (2019a) offers a model of party competition 

centered on parties' statements of support and opposition to social groups, “offering insights into 

how parties try to use the psychological influence of group categories on voters for their 

advantage” (16). Horn et al. (2020) examine which social groups are targeted in Scandinavian 

parties' welfare policies. Heinisch and Werner (2019) discuss the nature of the representative link 

between radical right populist parties and the voters by focusing on the particular social groups 

that comprise “the people” that these parties often claim to represent. Finding similar patterns to 

Thau (2018b; 2019) and Stückelberger (2019a), they show that in both of their cases (the Austrian 

FPÖ and the German AfD), the parties single out particular groups in their manifestos. 

 
5 Note that these studies argue for the relevance of social groups to both ends of the party-voter relationship—the 

supply side and voters’ reaction to it. In this present study, however, as I explain in detail in Chapter 2, I leave voters 

and their reactions to parties’ group appeals for future research in order to focus on the supply side and on group 

appeals’ implications for other party behavior. 
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1.3 Groups in political representation 

Theories of democratic representation span many volumes and have been subject to vigorous 

debate over the meaning of representation, who and what is a proper representative, what does 

representing constitute, and who has the right to be represented. Three debates are important for 

my argument—the politics of ideas, the politics of presence, and the representative claim. I outline 

their main arguments below and return to them in Chapter 2 to construct my theoretical argument. 

1.3.1 The politics of ideas 

A natural beginning to any contemporary discussion of representation theories is Hanna Pitkin's 

seminal work The Concept of Representation (1967). Defining representation as “the making 

present in some sense of something which is nevertheless not present literally or in fact” (Pitkin 

1967, 8–9, italics in original), Pitkin presented an in-depth discussion of the concept of the 

representation. She examined the relationship between representatives and the represented, 

arguing that ultimately, representation required both being and not being represented. Calling it 

the paradox of representation, Pitkin said that “representatives should be responsive to their 

constituents' preferences (constituents' preferences present) and act independently in accordance 

with their constituents' best interests (constituents' preferences not present)” (in Dovi 2015, 2). In 

her discussion of the nature of representation, Pitkin (1967) also identified four views of 

representation: Formalistic, Descriptive, Symbolic, and Substantive. 

Formalistic representation emphasizes the institutional arrangements involved in a 

representative acquiring the authority to act. Here, two processes are considered: authorization and 

accountability. The former refers to how a representative obtains her standing, status, positions, or 

office. In contrast, the latter refers to representatives' responsiveness to their constituents or 

constituents' ability to dismiss representatives who fail to act per their wishes. 
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Descriptive representation emphasizes the extent to which a representative is like those she 

represents, focusing on the resemblance or correspondence between the two. The characteristics 

that should resemble or correspond between representatives and the represented vary and include 

interests, identities, perspectives, and/or experiences. In later work by Anne Phillips (1995), this 

will be called the politics of presence. I discuss this in more detail below. On descriptive 

representation, Pitkin (1967) further argued that evaluation of descriptive representation rests on 

the accuracy of the correspondence, influencing future works to focus, for example, on the number 

of representatives in parliaments who are women or members of minority groups.6 

Symbolic representation examines how a representative “stands for” the represented, referring 

to the meaning that a representative has for those she represents. The following example is adapted 

from Dovi (2015) to explain this view of representation: 

[C]onsider the example of a [queen]. The Presence of a queen can occasion certain patriotic 

emotional responses toward the constitutional monarchy. The queen embodies the political 

significance of the kingdom as a whole. Such emotional responses reflect an implicit 

consent toward a [queen]'s authority. For this reason, a [queen] is more likely ‘to stand for’ 

the country during a highly ceremonial function, such as a coronation, than during highly 

partisan politics (7) 

 

In this example, representation exists when the represented feel that they are represented, which, 

unlike the other three views, is based much more on a subjective assessment by the represented. 

Substantive representation is the last of the four views. It focuses on representatives' 

activities—the actions that are taken on behalf of, in the interest of, as an agent of, and as a 

substitute for the represented. Looking back at the paradox of representation discussed above, 

substantive representation is where the paradox is observed the most. Representatives are expected 

 
6 See Childs and Lovenduski (2013) and Wängnerud (2006) for literature reviews. 
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to both adhere to the interests of the represented and, at the same time, maintain autonomy in their 

actions so that they do what they think is in the best interest of the represented. This substantive 

acting for others has been examined in subsequent literature primarily as activities in legislatures 

(for example, Cameron, Epstein, and O’Halloran 1996; Celis et al. 2008; Childs and Krook 2009; 

Hero and Tolbert 1995; Minta 2009; Wängnerud 2009). 

With these four views of representation providing a conceptual framework for evaluating 

political representation, Pitkin argued that in the end, the best way to think about representation is 

as a “substantive acting for others… in a manner responsive to them” (1967, 209). Formalistic 

representation focused on institutional mechanisms; symbolic representation focused on the 

emotional reactions of the represented, and an increase in the levels of descriptive representation 

would likely lead to lower levels of accountability to the represented group. Thus, to her mind, 

paying attention to what representatives do is more important than their characteristics (1967, 90, 

226). Again, representation is found when representatives reflect their voters' political beliefs and 

are responsive to those beliefs by supporting policies consistent with the platforms on which they 

were elected. This understanding of representation, termed representation of ideas, has been at the 

center of a vast array of party-voter linkage studies. Connecting us back to the study of party 

behavior, this scholarship examined the degree to which parties are responsive to voters' policy 

positions, with Miller and Stokes' classic study (1963) leading the field. And while their work 

predated Pitkin's book, the affinities are apparent: using a public opinion survey, Miller and Stokes 

collected data on voters' issue positions from a variety of US congressional districts and linked 

them to the preferences, perceptions, and behavior of those districts' representatives in Congress, 

arguing that this relationship is at the core of representation. In the European context as well, 

multiple studies have focused on parties' policy positions and voters' policy preferences to examine 
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the representative relationship between parties and voters, for example, Dalton (1985), Erikson, 

MacKuen, and Stimson (2002), Adams et al., (2006), and Ezrow (2007). 

1.3.2 The politics of presence 

Anne Phillips (1995, 1) opened her seminal book with the following argument: 

In conventional understandings of liberal democracy, difference is regarded as primarily a 

matter of ideas, and representation is considered more or less adequate depending on how 

well it reflects voters' opinions or preferences or beliefs… [thus], the ‘politics of ideas’… 

suggests a broadly secular understanding of politics as a matter of judgment and expects 

political loyalties to develop around policies rather than people… 

 

Phillips then continued to say that while many scholars subscribe to this Pitkin understanding of 

representation, left like this, theories of representation 

do not engage sufficiently with a widely felt sense of political exclusion by groups defined 

by their gender or ethnicity or race… the politics of ideas is [now] being challenged by an 

alternative politics of presence… adequate representation is increasingly interpreted as 

implying a more adequate representation of the different social groups that make up the 

citizen body… (5-7). 

 

What is important is not just a congruence between representatives' and constituents' beliefs but 

also a congruence of their demographic characteristics. At the core of this view of representation 

is the idea that democratic political institutions without any representatives from historically 

disadvantaged groups are not adequately representative and are unjust (Dovi 2002). This is the 

central argument in the literature focused on the representation of presence. 

Theories in this strand of scholarship on political representation primarily deal with two aspects. 

The first is descriptive representation—the actual congruence between the individual 

representative's characteristics and those she represents. The second is substantive 
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representation—do representatives act on behalf of those with whom they share corresponding 

characteristics—i.e., do Blacks represent Blacks? Do women represent women? (see for example: 

Bühlmann and Schädel 2012; Childs and Krook 2009; Dovi 2002; Wängnerud 2009). 

Empirical studies of descriptive representation at the macro level have asked whether the 

demographic composition of legislatures accurately (or at all) reflects that of the population (for 

example, Bird, Saalfeld, and Wüst 2011; Krook 2010; Tremblay 2008). Studies at the micro-level 

examined intra-party candidate selection methods in general and mechanisms of quotas for women 

and/or ethnic minorities in particular (for example, Hazan and Rahat 2010; Krook and O’Brien 

2010; Reudin 2009). The study of the substantive representation of presence is not as developed 

as that of the descriptive. Its core issue, according to Wängnerud (2009), “does not concern ‘what 

women do in parliaments’ but, more specifically, the extent to which the number of women elected 

affects women's interests” (59). Numerous empirical studies have been done on the effectiveness 

of representation for women and minorities, primarily in the form of legislation (for example, 

Cameron, Epstein, and O’Halloran 1996; Childs and Krook 2009; Hero and Tolbert 1995; Minta 

2009). Notably, the focus on substantive representation leads back to a significant weight being 

given to policies (Childs and Lovenduski 2013), though some studies have examined the attitudes 

of legislators to evaluate representation (for example, Ayata and Tutuncu 2008; Bratton and 

Haynie 1999; Swers 2002; Taylor-Robinson and Heath 2003). 

It needs to be emphasized that both Phillips (1995) and the theoretical developments that 

followed argued for the importance of group representation. However, the manifestation of this 

representation had primarily been defined by the individual representative's demographic 

characteristics (in the case of descriptive presentation) or by the particular representative's actions 
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in the legislature (in the case of substantive representation). Not as much attention had been paid 

to the mezzo level of politics—representation of presence at the party qua party level. 

1.3.3 The representative claim 

The third influential strand of scholarship on political representation is that of the representative 

claim. It seeks to expand our notion of representation beyond a static understanding of electoral 

politics and introduce a more dynamic, active view that “considers representation as neither a 

characteristic of a political system nor as guaranteed by elections” (Guasti and Geissel 2019). 

This approach to political representation was pioneered by Michael Saward (2006; 2010). He 

claimed that we should shift our attention away from the representation of individuals' interests 

and focus instead on what is going on in representation. Saward's main argument is that we should 

see “representation in terms of claims to be representative… rather than… as an achieved, or 

potentially achievable, state of affairs as a result of elections. We need to move away from the idea 

that representation is first and foremost a given, factual product of elections… rather than a… 

claim about a dynamic relationship” (2006, 298). He goes on to say that understanding political 

representation as claim-making means that “would-be political representatives… make claims 

about themselves and their constituencies… argu[ing] that they are the best representatives of the 

constituency…” (2006, 302). Detaching the notion of representation from Pitkin’s formal bounds 

and Philips’ descriptive bounds between representatives and represented, the representative claim 

expands our understanding beyond legislative actions and corresponding characteristics, 

reimagining the act of representation. 

Emphasizing the importance of the representative's role in this process of claim-making, 

Saward presents the five elements that make up a representative claim: maker, subject, object, 

referent, and audience, which are a revision of the conventional triangular conception of 
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representation: subject-object-referent.7 Ultimately, according to Saward, representation is 

produced “by processes of claim-making and consequent acceptance or rejection by audiences…” 

(2006, 303), detaching the notion of representation from Pitkin's formal bonds and Philips' 

descriptive bonds between representative and represented. Expanding our understanding of 

political representation beyond the relationship between elected officials and voters within 

constituencies, Saward and those who followed opened the door to the idea that a variety of actors 

could claim political representation in different arenas (Bäckstrand et al. 2017; Disch, van de 

Sande, and Urbinati 2019; Guasti and Geissel 2019; Montanaro 2012; 2018), some of which posed 

challenges to elected representatives and the status-quo of representative democracy (de Wilde 

2020; Guasti and Almeida 2019). 

This constructivist turn in the study of political representation led to the reimagination of 

political representation beyond the boundaries of electoral politics and a new conception of the 

relationship between political parties and representation. Returning to political parties, Saward 

(2010) argued that the representative claim approach provides a lens through which representation 

is understood in terms of three modes of representation—popular, statal, and reflexive. Each 

corresponded roughly to the historical evolution of parties from mass to catch-all to cartel, 

respectively. In the popular mode, parties claim to speak as delegates of certain politicized social 

interests. In the statal mode, parties claim to speak as trustees of depoliticized issue-based 

 
7 Other scholars made modifications to the five elements of the representative claim. For example, Montanaro (2018) 

added the element of “affected interests,” while Guasti and Geissel (2019) provide a four-element version consisting 

of claim maker, claimed representative, claimed constituency and claimed linkage. Questioning the empirical utility 

of Saward’s distinction between ”maker” and “subject” and between “object” and “audience,” de Wilde (2013) and 

de Wilde et al., (2014) propose a four-element version consisting of claimant (entity performing a strategic or 

communicative act in the public sphere); addressee (authority addressed by the claimant to enact the claim); object 

(actors whose interests are materially affected by the (implementation of) the claim); and frame (organizing idea that 

suggests what is at stake). Koopmans and Statham (2010) break down claim-making into seven elements that include 

location of the claim in time and space; claimant; form of the claim; the addressee of the claim; the substantive issue 

of the claim; the object; and the justification for the claim. 
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positions. Finally, in the reflexive mode, parties claim to speak as “sympathizers of local and issue-

based positions… in cooperation… with other types of movements and groups” (2010, 128). These 

modes fit well with Saward's original intention in developing the representative claim concept, 

which was to examine what is going on in representation rather than what form representation 

takes or focus on the act of claim-making itself. 

Few empirical works have examined the act of representative claim-making in the electoral 

arena (e.g., de Wilde 2013; Guasti and Geissel 2019), with the most recent being Heinisch and 

Werner (2019). Examining representative claims made by two radical right populist parties 

(RRPP), the Austrian FPÖ and the German AfD, Heinisch and Werner argue that since RRPPs are 

aware that populism “resonates with specific groups more strongly than with others… we may 

arguably expect them not to make broad appeals through their programmatic positions but reach 

out to certain constituent groups through representative claims” (2019, 3). While they do not 

connect representative claims to group appeals per se, this study points to the relationship between 

the two, as I will elaborate upon in the next chapter. 

1.4 Group appeals as parties' representational claims 

As discussed in the previous section, most scholarly research on descriptive and substantive 

representation has focused on historically disadvantaged groups defined by gender, race, and 

ethnicity. Furthermore, a significant portion of it deals with legislated or advanced policies by 

representatives (or would-be representatives) of these groups. Accepting that the representation of 

these historically disadvantaged groups matters for democracy (Dovi 2002; Kimlicka 1995) and 

that groups in general matter for democracy, it stands to reason that the representation of groups, 

in general, is important. Without detracting from the importance of representing gender, ethnicity, 
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and race, in this study, I advance the idea that our understanding of group appeals based on political 

representation needs to be expanded beyond these groups. 

Social groups are central to the political process, both from the demand side—voter behavior—

and the supply side—parties' group appeals. Having situated the discussion of group politics in the 

larger arc of the literature on political parties, the rest of the dissertation will focus on the supply 

side of politics, especially group appeals. In doing so, I do not dismiss the importance of the policy 

appeals (representation of ideas). As Phillips points out (1995), the representation of ideas has 

always been an integral part of the relationship between parties and voters. But the focus on the 

politics of ideas obscured the simultaneous importance of the representation of social groups, 

resulting in a vast literature on the policy congruence between parties and voters. This line of 

thinking is so prevalent among scholars that, as mentioned above, even those studying parties that 

are, by definition, group-oriented (like sectarian and ethnic parties) examine the representative 

relationship between parties and voters by looking at parties' policy positions. Instead, this study's 

core argument is that parties' appeals contain two elements, rather than one—it is not just about 

what parties say, but also about to whom they say it. 

This study joins the most recent efforts to define, measure, and examine parties' group appeals 

and their consequences. In the following chapters, I offer a constructivist analysis of parties' group 

appeals based on representation theories, drawing primarily on Saward's (2010) Representative 

Claim. Conceptualizing group appeals as representational claims, the main argument I advance is 

that in the course of acting in their role as representatives of citizens in representative 

democracies, parties make group appeals in the context of election campaigns as an expression of 

their identity—we are the party that would best represent you. These group appeals, which 

constitute the first step in the process of political representation, are not found just in the legislative 
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behavior of individual representatives or in their characteristics. They are also found in collective 

bodies' statements—political parties in our case—during election campaigns, irrespective of the 

characteristics of the individuals who compose the party. Group appeals are central to parties’ 

fulfillment of their representative functions because of groups' essential nature for the political 

process (Achen and Bartels 2016; Caramani, Celis, and Wauters 2014). Therefore, I argue that 

group appeals are not “just” a strategic decision in the context of party competition but are also an 

integral part of the representative process. Such an approach to parties’ behavior envisions them 

as more than electoral machines devoted to the pursuit of office or vote maximization. It views 

election campaigns as the site where representational claim-making takes place rather than merely 

the means to an end that is winning elections. It allows us to consider the very nature of the 

relationship between parties and voters in representative democracies—political representation—

through political parties' behavior. 

The first part of the study focuses on developing the theoretical argument (Chapter 2) and 

exploring group appeals empirically in two countries, Israel, and the Netherlands, over nearly four 

decades between 1977 and 2015. As I explain in detail in Chapter 3, the unit of analysis is 

individual parties, with Israel and the Netherlands chosen for the commonalities and differences 

in their party systems which lend themselves to an overarching research design of most-similar-

systems. Thinking of group appeals as representational claims means that making group appeals 

constitutes the first step in the process that is political representation. Combining this with the 

assumption that the importance of social groups for political representation makes it necessary for 

parties to appeal to them qua social groups, most parties are expected to make group appeals at 

least at some point in their history. For similar reasons, group appeals overall are also likely to be 

relatively stable over time (Hypothesis 4.1), an expectation confirmed in the empirical analysis. 
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While it is expected that the overwhelming majority of parties would make group appeals, not 

all groups are appealed to by all parties. The literature sometimes divides groups into “traditional” 

and “new,” with the former referring to class- and denominational-based groups (Duverger 1954; 

Kirchheimer 1966; Lipset and Rokkan 1967a) and the latter to groups based on, for example, race, 

gender, or ethnicity (Caramani, Celis, and Wauters 2014; Celis, Schouteden, and Wauters 2016; 

Phillips 1999; Stückelberger 2019a). With the supposed decline in class politics' importance and 

the rise in the importance of identity politics discussed above, it is expected that appeals to the 

former should decline over time while appeals to the latter should increase (Hypothesis 4.2). Also, 

while it is likely that the number of overall appeals will be relatively stable over time, it is expected 

that the range of appeals—the number of groups parties appeal to—would increase (Hypothesis 

4.3). This is due to the rise in the importance of identity politics, and with it a growth in the number 

of groups recognized as in need of representation. This expected increase in the range of appeals 

is tied with another expectation: that the concentration of appeals—how much of parties’ appeals 

are devoted to a given group—would decrease over time (Hypothesis 4.4). This assumes that as 

parties appeal to more groups, less attention can be devoted to each of them. The analysis in 

Chapter 4 only party confirms Hypothesis 4.2—there is indeed a decline in appeals to economic 

groups, but appeals to other “traditional” groups, i.e., religious groups, increase over time. 

Furthermore, in contrast to the expectation, appeals to identity-based groups are relatively stable 

over time. Hypotheses 4.3 and 4.4 are both confirmed—the range of appeals increases over time, 

and the concentration decreases. 

The study also compares appeals across communication channels—manifestos versus 

campaign ads. While it is reasonable to think that parties’ appeals would be cohesive throughout 

the election campaign, manifestos and campaign ads serve different purposes. As such, it is 
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expected that the former, which are usually long and comprehensive documents, would feature 

more extensive appeals than the latter, which are generally shorter and more specific documents 

(Hypothesis 4.5). The analysis confirms this hypothesis as well. 

Finally, after examining the structure and content of group appeals, and comparing manifestos 

to campaign ads, the first part of the study conducts a preliminary examination of the effects of 

party size and party ideology on group appeals. In the case of the former, larger, “catch-all” parties 

are expected to make more extensive appeals than smaller parties that supposedly make more 

limited appeals to fewer groups (Hypothesis 4.6). In the latter case, I expect a weak relationship 

between group appeals and ideology (Hypothesis 4.7). This hypothesis contrasts the extant 

literature’s expectation that left-wing parties (that espouse a more egalitarian conception of 

society) would appeal to more groups than right-wing parties (that espouse a more individualistic 

vision of society and therefore make fewer group appeals). The analysis finds that the relationship 

between party size and group appeals, and between party ideology and group appeals is weak. 

The second part of this study focuses on the potential influence of group appeals on other party 

behavior based on the notion that examining group appeals is also for our understanding of parties 

as organizations and the place of political representation in other aspects of the party system. 

Specifically, the study examines the relationship between group appeals and coalition formation 

(inter-party behavior) and group appeals and choice of methods for selecting candidates (intra-

party behavior). The theoretical elaborations and empirical analyses in these chapters show that 

examining group appeals through the lens of political representation illuminates why some parties 

end up in coalitions despite an expectation to the contrary and why some parties choose more 

centralized candidate selection methods while others do not. 
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In Chapter 5, I expect that among non-formateur parties,8 those with more extensive group 

appeals would be less likely to be included in coalitions than parties with more limited appeals 

(Hypothesis 5.1a). I also expect that when comparing appeals in manifestos to appeals in campaign 

ads, their influence on parties’ likelihood of being included in a coalition would be the same 

(Hypothesis 5.1b). Finally, I also expect that non-formateur parties with broader manifestos will 

be less likely to be included in coalitions than parties with narrower manifestos (Hypothesis 5.2). 

The analysis confirms the first and third hypotheses but does not support the second. Parties with 

more extensive group appeals overall and with broad manifestos in terms of policy are less likely 

to be included in coalitions. But while both manifestos and campaign ads influence inclusion in 

coalitions in the same (and expected) direction, the former’s effect is about three times stronger 

than the latter.  

Chapter 6 examines parties’ choice of candidate selection methods concerning two elements: 

exclusivity/inclusivity of the selectorate and the centralization/decentralization of the process. For 

the selectorate, I expect that parties with limited appeals would be more likely to use a more 

exclusive selectorate than parties with extensive appeals (Hypothesis 6.1a). Also, similar to the 

hypothesis in Chapter 5, the influence of the extent of appeals in manifestos is expected to be the 

same as that of the extent of appeals in campaign ads (Hypothesis 6.1b). For centralization, I expect 

that parties with limited appeals are more likely to use a more centralized selection method than 

parties with extensive appeals (Hypothesis 6.2a). The comparison between manifestos and 

campaign ads would be similar to the above (Hypothesis 6.2b). The nature of the available data 

necessitates that the analysis controls for country and results in mixed findings that are dependent 

on country and/or on the communication channel. 

 
8 Formateur parties are those that are “assigned the task of putting the coalition together” (Warwick 2001, 1216). 
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1.5 Contributions 

This study of group appeals makes several contributions. . The first and overarching contribution 

is to our understanding of group appeals and our knowledge of political parties and political 

representation through them. Conceptualizing parties’ group appeals as representational claims 

and thus as the first step in the process of political representation brings these two literatures 

together, shedding valuable light on the role that parties play in a process that is at the core of 

modern democracies. For our understanding of group appeals as a distinct concept, the study 

provides a clear, concise, and simple definition of group appeals. The explicit element of group 

appeals in the definition proposed in this study allows us to be more confident in our assertions as 

to whom parties appeal. Rather than rely on our judgment and interpretation of parties' policy 

proposals as intended to appeal to a given group category, we look at whom parties themselves 

designate explicitly as the intended beneficiaries. Following the same logic, I also do not include 

as group appeals references to other groups. I do not interpret statements in opposition to some 

group categories or statements meant to distance the party from some group category as group 

appeals. Here, too, it requires that one interprets the party's intention. Also, specifying that groups 

are defined here based on innate demographic characteristics emphasizes that I do not use the word 

"group" to mean just any plurality of individuals or other possible forms of collectivities. 

Next, this study contributes to our understanding of group appeals in that I do not follow Thau’s 

(2018b; 2019) examination of appeals to economic vs. non-economic groups. Instead, I expand on 

Stückelberger’s (2019a) approach and examine parties’ appeals to five umbrella categories—

Economic, Identity Politics, Life Cycle, Religious, and Ethnic—that encompass 37 individual 

group categories between them. This allows for a broader discussion of group appeals and does 

not attribute a priori importance to one group over another.  
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Fourth, while existing works provide invaluable systematic evidence of parties' group appeals, 

they do so by focusing on one country across time or comparing several countries within a narrow 

time frame. This study is the first to my knowledge to provide a comparative analysis across both 

time and space, examining all parties that had gained seats in national general elections in Israel 

and the Netherlands between 1977 and 2015. Although it may be challenging to make 

generalizable arguments based on only two countries, the historical analysis, spanning nearly four 

decades, provides support for claiming the observed patterns are not limited to these cases alone. 

Furthermore, this is also one of the first studies to make systematic use of parties' print campaign 

ads in addition to parties' election manifestos over time. While manifestos serve as the thematic 

basis for parties' other campaign materials, the analysis shows the similarities and differences 

between parties' group appeals in these two communication channels, highlighting the value of 

expanding the sources we use to examine parties. 

Fifth, the analysis of group appeals contributes to our understanding of political representation. 

Understanding political representation through a constructivist lens that views it as a process, this 

study is illuminating as it provides systematic empirical evidence of the first step in the process—

the claim-making. The empirical evidence shows that nearly all parties engage in this behavior and 

that appeals in total are relatively stable over time, supporting the theoretical claim that since 

parties’ role as representative actors in the electoral context remains quite constant, so would the 

overall level of group appeals. It also shows that the range of groups appealed to increases and the 

relative attention paid to the different groups decreases over time, adding to what we know about 

social groups' political representation. Furthermore, viewing political representation as a multi-

stage process arguably means that without examining this first step, we would not be able to gain 

a proper understanding of the end of the process—the coming to be of political representation. 
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Thus, this study contributes to the larger endeavor of the scholarship on political representation by 

providing empirical evidence with which the other steps in the process may be examined. 

Finally, by being the first study that examines the possible effects of group appeals on other 

inter- and intra-party behavior, it makes a few additional contributions. Analyzing the relationship 

between group appeals and coalition formation contributes to our understanding of that process, 

adding an important factor thus far unaccounted for that helps explain why some parties end up in 

coalitions despite expectations to the contrary. Similarly, analyzing the relationship between group 

appeals and parties’ choice of candidate selection methods sheds light on this intra-party process, 

improving our understanding of why parties choose the selection methods they do. Both of these 

efforts, in turn, contribute to what we know about group appeals, parties, and political 

representation, and especially so by illuminating the place of political representation in other 

aspects of the party system. 

A note on voters. Political supply and demand are two sides of the same coin, and it is 

undoubtedly important to understand the relationship between these two sides. But this study 

focuses on the supply side only to shed light on parties' appeals and examine the potential 

consequences of these appeals for other inter- and intra-party behavior. While I do not dispute the 

strong relationship between parties and voters, I emphasize the need to distinguish them 

analytically and empirically. Such a separation allows us to gain a better, more direct 

understanding of political parties themselves, based on what they say rather than through the 

voters' eyes. Focusing on the supply side sets the ground for future work in which the next step 

can be taken to examine the relationship between supply and demand, but for now, the voters are 

absent as much as possible from the analysis. 
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1.6 Structure of dissertation 

This study is composed of seven chapters. The Introduction chapter outlines the study and places 

it within the larger literature in the field. The second chapter, Theory and Measurement, elaborates 

on the concepts and methodology used to examine parties' group appeals. These include a 

definition and operationalization of the term "group appeals" and the method and dataset used in 

the analysis. The third chapter, Data and Method, outlines the data collected and used in this study, 

case selection justification, content analysis procedures, and operationalizing the key variables. 

The fourth chapter, Group Appeals: Empirical Analysis, examines the structure and content of 

group appeals. Using quantitative text analysis, the chapter compares group appeals over time and 

across communication channels, and how these are influenced by party size and ideology. In 

addition, the chapter presents a comparative descriptive analysis of parties' group appeals in 

manifestos and other print campaign materials both within and across time and space. Opening the 

second part of the study that examines group appeals as an explanatory variable, the fifth chapter, 

Group Appeals and Coalition Formation, focuses on the relationship between the extent of parties' 

group appeals and inter-party behavior. Similarly, the sixth chapter, Group Appeals and Choice of 

Candide Selection Methods, focuses on the relationship between the extent of parties' group 

appeals and intra-party behavior. Finally, the seventh chapter, Conclusions, summarizes the study's 

main findings and contributions, discusses some limitations, and suggests avenues for future 

research. 
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Chapter 2 Theory and Measurement 

 

Brian: Look, you’ve got it all wrong! You don’t need to 

follow me. You don’t need to follow anybody! You’ve 

got to think for yourselves! You’re all individuals! 

Crowd: [in unison] Yes! We’re all individuals! 

Brian: You’re all different! 

Crowd: [in unison] Yes, we are all different! 

        

  (Monty Python’s Life of Brian 1979) 

 

 

This chapter begins with a discussion of group appeals’ extant theories as a concept, followed by 

a more detailed discussion of group appeals’ place in the literature on political representation. The 

extant scholarly work understands group appeals from a party strategy perspective, an approach 

that is predicated on sociological and cognitive theories of voter behavior. These theories claim 

that parties use group appeals as an electoral strategy because parties are vote maximizers, and 

group appeals, in turn, influence voters’ behavior. Accordingly, group appeals are inherently tied 

to voter demands, as Stückelberger argues, with group-based appeals referring to “messages by 

political parties that are based on the feelings and attitudes of voters towards particular group 

categories like women or workers” (2019a, 28). As I detail below, I depart from this approach, and 

examine group appeals from the perspective of political representation. At the core of this approach 

is a constructivist understanding of party behavior. Rather than view group appeals as something 

that parties do as part of their strategy to win office or votes, group appeals are viewed as parties’ 

representational claims inherent to their function as representatives. 

While the existing literature on political representation has not addressed group appeals as a 

distinct concept, theories of representation of presence and representative claims set the stage for 
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my approach to group appeals. The former introduces the importance of group representation, and 

the latter the act of claiming to represent, affording parties with an agency in the process of political 

representation. Taken together, the first part of this chapter shows that social groups (such as 

women, the elderly, or disabled people) are central to the political process. It also reveals that our 

current understanding of parties’ group appeals as a maximizing strategy based on rational choice 

theories is limited. We have yet to consider constructivist bases for parties’ behavior, neglecting 

political parties' natural and essential representative function in modern democracies. 

In the second part of this chapter, I present my definition of group appeals by first discussing 

the most important concepts used in this definition, followed by the theoretical arguments at the 

heart of the conception of group appeals as representational claims. I argue that in making group 

appeals, parties tell voters that “we are the party to represent you best,” and they do so because it 

is simply what parties do in representative democracies. 

2.1 Group appeals in the literature 

2.1.1 Party strategy 

The efforts to define and systematically examine parties’ group appeals are still in their early 

stages. As a result, not much yet has been written on the subject. In particular, the literature that 

does exist, Thau (2018b; 2019) and Stückelberger (2019a), shows that the predominant approach 

to the study of group appeals is through the perspective of party competition based on theories of 

voter behavior.9 Thau presents a systematic analysis of “group-based” appeals in Britain between 

1964 and 2015, defined as “explicit statements that link some political party to some category of 

people… involve(ing) a party associating or dissociating itself (or another party) with a particular 

 
9 Additional works, like those of Wilkinson (2004) and Dickson and Scheve (2006) make references to the use of 

“group appeals” as a strategic act in the context of electoral competition but do not offer a systematic analysis of what 

those group appeals are. 
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category like workers, young people or women” (2019, 18). Parties use these “group-based 

appeals,” according to Thau, in the same way they would use “policy-based appeals”—with the 

clear and primary goal of attaining as many votes as possible in general elections. Analyzing party 

manifestos over 50 years, he finds that contrary to a notion of the declining relevance of groups, 

the British Labour and Conservative parties have increased their group-based appeals over the 

years and expanded the range of groups to which they appeal. Furthermore, Thau shows that these 

parties have adjusted the groups appealed to, deemphasizing traditional groups (such as workers 

and religious groups) and emphasizing other groups (such as parents and families). Stückelberger 

(2019a) also provides a systematic analysis of group appeals comparing manifestos with 

supplementary interviews of key party figures in Switzerland, Germany, and the Netherlands. 

According to his definition, group appeals are “parties’ or candidates’ explicit stated support or 

criticism of group categories” (Stückelberger 2019a, 45). Parties employ group appeals as a 

strategic maneuver distinguished from policy appeals to gain as many votes as possible in general 

elections. “[E]xploring the strategic nature of positive and negative group appeals” (2019a, 27), 

Stückelberger examines the relative importance of appeals to three types of group categories: 

Economic (e.g., Workers, Farmers), Identity Politics (e.g., Women, LGBTQ), and Life Cycle (e.g., 

Families, Elderly). He finds that parties’ use of positive and negative appeals is influenced by party 

ideology, with extreme parties more likely to use negative rather than positive appeals. 

These works follow in the footsteps of several other studies that discuss appeals to groups either 

in the context of overall political competition (e.g., Stoll 2010) or concerning specific social 

groups. The latter case is found, for example, in Domke and Coe (2008) and McIlwain and 

Caliendo (2011), who examine the use and effects of appeals based on religion and race, 

respectively, in political campaigns in the United States. Rhodes and Johnson (2017) and Evans 
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and Tilley (2017) examine group appeals to economic groups in the context of class-based party 

competition and tie them firmly to policy appeals. Horn et al. (2020) take a similar approach and 

outline seven perspectives to the study of group appeals, the key common component being the 

relationship between voters’ policy preferences, voters’ relation to a given social group, and 

parties’ group appeals as a response to these two aspects of political competition. Among those 

seven perspectives, Beramendi et al. (2015) argue that parties make group appeals as 

supplementary cues to voters in a complex field of policy promises. Another proposes a variation 

on the Median Voter Model that sees that parties similarly appeal to middle-class voters as they 

appeal to the median voter (Horn et al. 2020). 

As I have mentioned before, group appeals as a distinct concept have not been subject to much 

academic attention thus far. There are, however, some separate but related strands of research that 

ought to be briefly discussed in the literature on parties’ targeting strategies during election 

campaigns. These studies primarily examine parties’ and candidates’ strategic use of targeted 

appeals to mobilize voters, increase turnout, and persuade them to support particular candidates. 

Thus, scholars like Hersh and Schaffner (2013) and Stückelberger (2019b) examine voter-targeting 

in general. The former finding that voters do not prefer group-targeted appeals, while the latter 

finds that parties use negative appeals to mobilize voters. Still others, like Endres (2020) and Franz 

et al. (2020), look at policy-specific targeting (“policy appeals”) in presidential elections in the 

US. Of greater relevance to my discussion are the studies that examine voter-targeting based on 

social groups. Rhodes and Johnson (2014), for example, elaborate upon the use of social group 

targeting by presidential candidates in the 2008 election in the United States, finding that 

candidates’ incentives to appeal to groups depend on a group’s popularity in society. Holman et 

al. (2015), Kam et al. (2017), and Meeks (2018) examine US politics as well but focus their 
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attention on the gender-based targeting of voters, while Nteta and Schaffner (2013) and Valenzuela 

and Michelson (2016) focus on ethnic minorities. I will return to some of these studies later to 

clarify how my conceptualization of group appeals differs from theirs. 

Before I move on, it is important to discuss the gaps I see in the existing literature, particularly 

concerning the studies that focus on group appeals as a distinct concept. As I elaborate below, both 

Thau’s (2019) and Stückelberger’s (2019a) current definition conflate two types of group-based 

appeals, implicit and explicit. Conceptual innovation requires analytical clarity, and a proper 

distinction between different elements of greater umbrella concepts is necessary. The definition 

proposed in this study makes a clear distinction between such elements and focuses on only one 

to increase coherence throughout the study. Second, Stückelberger (2019a) argues that one of the 

targeting functions of group appeals is representation. Still, this function is viewed as a means to 

an end—parties use group appeals to signal representation to gain a group’s votes. I argue that this 

is only one way of looking at the relationship between parties and representation. Stückelberger 

(2019a) also finds that this usage of group appeals as part of an electoral strategy is dependent on 

the party family to which a party belongs. Only parties from certain party families would appeal 

to groups because of differences in voter preferences. If we look at group appeals from a pure party 

strategy perspective in which parties seek to maximize their voters (as Stückelberger (2019a) 

does), these findings might make sense. As I argue below, changing the perspective altogether to 

focus on representation as one of the vital and inherent functions of political parties means that we 

can also look at group appeals as representational claims in and of themselves rather than as a 

means to an end. From this perspective, and as the empirical evidence in this study show, group 

appeals are not dependent on party families but are a common feature of political parties across 

the political system. 
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Third, given that the literature on group appeals as a distinct concept is young, more empirical 

analysis is necessary to increase our understanding of this phenomenon in the real world. Thus far, 

the analyses available have been either over-time but not cross-country (Thau 2019) or cross-

country but not over-time (Stückelberger 2019a). This study begins to address this by presenting 

a cross-country, over-time analysis, comparing Israel and the Netherlands between 1977 and 2015. 

Finally, while we know at least something about how parties use group appeals to attract voters, 

scholars have yet to examine how parties’ group appeals influence other party behavior, 

concerning its interactions with other parties and its internal functions. The second part of this 

study takes the first steps to investigate this relationship. 

2.1.2 Political representation 

The literature on political representation does not generally address parties’ use of appeals to voters 

per se as a way to constitute the representative-represented relationship that is found at the heart 

of parties’ representative function in democracies.10 However, it does have plenty to say about the 

representative relationship between parties and voters. As the literature survey in the introductory 

chapter shows, the overwhelming majority of studies that examine this representative relationship 

view it through the lens of policy. In their representative function, political parties act as conveyers 

of information (Pitkin 1967) to the voters and serve their purpose as representatives best by 

proposing (and arguably implementing) policy proposals. Representation is achieved when there 

is a congruence between parties’ policy positions and voters’ policy preferences (Dalton 1985; 

Miller and Stokes 1963). However, within the vast literature on political representation, the 

scholarship in the representation of presence tradition focuses on groups’ representation, primarily 

 
10 A notable exception is the recent study by Heinisch and Werner (2019) examining two radical right parties’ 

representative claims. 
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as the descriptive and substantive representation of women and minorities. In the descriptive 

representation strand of the literature, scholars commonly maintain that political representation 

manifests in the congruence between representatives’ characteristics and those of the represented 

rather than in the congruence of policy positions. That is, what matters is who the representative 

is rather than what she does. Empirically, this conception of political representation fostered a 

burgeoning scholarship focusing primarily on legislatures’ composition (the number and share of 

women or minorities elected to parliament) and parties’ composition (the number and percentage 

of women or minorities standing as candidates in general elections). Looking at the social 

inclusiveness aspect of intra-party representation, scholars have devoted particular attention to a 

specific mechanism—quotas—as the mechanism used by parties to provide (more) equal 

representation to women (e.g., Caul 2001; Dahlerup 2006; Hazan and Rahat 2010; Krook 2009; 

Tremblay 2008), and minorities (e.g., Bjarnegård and Zetterberg 2014; Htun 2004; Hughes 2011; 

Krook and O’Brien 2010). Notably, the intra-party process of fielding candidates from particular 

social groups is already considered a form of group-based appeal (Stückelberger 2019a). 

The literature on political representation addresses other aspects of group representation as well. 

For example, theoretical discussions of descriptive representation acknowledge the importance of 

shared experiences (e.g., Childs and Lovenduski 2013; Wängnerud 2009). Within the realm of 

political parties, scholars look at each party’s candidates’ experiences or examine which of these 

experiences the party chooses to emphasize. While this indeed broadens our understanding of 

descriptive representation and opens the door to explore the political representation of various 

social groups, empirical research on the topic has predominantly focused on the representation of 

women, ethnic and racial minorities. Furthermore, and similar to conceptions of political 

representation as politics of ideas, conceiving political representation as the congruence between 
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the representatives’ and represented’s characteristics leads to too-narrow a view of political 

representation. The focus on representatives’ experiences or characteristics leaves little room for 

representatives’ actions, such as the statements I focus on in this study and does not pay sufficient 

attention to parties’ actions as a whole. 

Some redress to the first criticism is found in studies of the substantive rather than “merely” 

descriptive representation of social groups. Remaining primarily within the boundaries of 

parliaments, Wängnerud (2009) argued that “the core issue… does not concern ‘what women do 

in parliaments’ but, more specifically, the extent to which the number of women elected affects 

women’s interests.” Empirically, scholars examined this claim through legislation (Lovenduski 

and Norris 2003; Thomas 1994), priorities (Diaz 2005; Wängnerud 2006), and politicians’ 

attitudes (R. Campbell, Childs, and Lovenduski 2009; Heidar and Pedersen 2006; Norris and 

Lovenduski 1995).11 However, incorporating actions with characteristics meant that, in essence, 

the scholarship continued to examine the nature of the relationship between representatives and 

the represented in a similar way to the politics of ideas. While representatives’ characteristics 

matter, they mediate the policies pursued by them, which are supposedly congruent with women’s 

interests. That is, for substantive representation scholars, “merely” being a woman was not 

sufficient to establish representation. She needed to push for, and advance issues considered 

“women’s issues,” at the same time as her being a woman remained central to the argument.  

In contrast, in the argument I put forward in this study, making a claim to represent women 

constitutes the representational claim, regardless of the gender of the person making a claim. 

Further still, acts of substantive representation, i.e., advancing the “interests of women” by 

proposing legislation, will fall under a hybrid category of issue-based group appeals rather than 

 
11 For a more complete review of work on women’s descriptive and substantive representation, see Wängnerud (2009). 
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under the more exclusive category of group-based appeals because the element looked at is the act 

of policymaking in addition to the social group. I elaborate on this in section 2.2 below. 

As previously mentioned, the literature on political representation has not made overt reference 

to parties’ appeals per se as part of the representative relationship between parties and voters. This 

omission is understandable given that the canonical conception of political representation views it 

“as a given, factual product” (Saward 2006, 298) of the electoral process in representative 

democracies. Someone stands for election, and upon being successfully elected, they are the 

representatives of those who elected them conditional on either shared characteristics or legislative 

actions (Saward 2010). This static understanding of representation has given way in recent years 

to a more dynamic, active understanding of political representation, that of the representative 

claim, that “considers representation as neither a characteristic of a political system nor as 

guaranteed by elections” (Guasti and Geissel 2019). Using the representative claim concept, my 

theoretical framework focuses on the act of claim-making itself, rather than what is going on in 

representation or what form representation takes. The representative claims perspective affords 

political parties with agency in the representation process—an active role in making the claims to 

be representative. 

2.2 The supply side of politics: group appeals as representational claims 

Social groups matter for political representation and political parties (Caramani, Celis, and 

Wauters 2014). Focusing on the supply side of politics, existing accounts of parties’ group appeals 

locate them within the framework of party competition. These shift our attention away from the 

classic versions of cleavage theory (Lipset and Rokkan 1967a), whereby electoral choice is 

understood as a matter of identity, to a focus on social divides understood in terms of conflicting 

policy issues. In the latter version of cleavage theory, what matters is policy proximity, and voters 
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choose parties that most closely represent their policy preferences. Moving closer to the former 

understanding of classic cleavage theories, a new strand of scholarship looks at appeals to social 

groups separately from policy proposals as a distinct maximizing strategy tool used by parties 

(Stückelberger 2019a; Thau 2019). 

I seek to shift our attention still further and approach group appeals from a constructivist 

perspective, based on political representation theories, where thus far groups are found more 

implicitly than explicitly. While the representative claim scholarship has introduced more overt 

references to social groups, these analyses are new. More importantly, no attempt has yet been 

made to bring these two pieces of literature—group appeals and representation—together. Linking 

parties’ appeals with representational intentions and viewed in full requires that we disentangle 

what parties (policy proposals) say from whom they say it to (the social groups appealed to). From 

the perspective of representation, we can think of the difference between policy and group appeals 

in the following way: on the one hand, appeals of policy are intended to tell voters which policies 

the party stands for (primarily as policy pledges) and claim they are the party to represent best 

voters who share the same policy preferences. On the other hand, appeals to groups are intended 

to tell the voters which social group(s) it stands for and to claim that it is the party to represent best 

the voters of that social group(s). 

Appeals to groups can be made in a variety of forms categorized under the umbrella of group-

based appeals (Stückelberger 2019a): contesting seats only in geographic areas where a social 

group is concentrated (Chandra 2011); gaining endorsement from organizations representing 

certain groups (Arceneaux and Kolodny 2009; Grossman and Helpman 1999; McDermott 2006); 

stating a party’s affiliation to or distance from (Thau 2018b; 2019) / support or opposition to 

particular social groups (Stückelberger 2019a); using symbols or images particular to a social 
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group (Holman, Schneider, and Pondel 2015; Mendelberg 2001); mentioning a social group in a 

party’s name (Chandra 2011); use of language/dialect associated with a specific linguistic group 

(Chandra 2011); and/or fielding candidates who are members of the groups to which they wish to 

appeal (Huddy 2003; Scarrow 2004). Table 2.1 shows how group-based appeals can be divided 

into two types: explicit and implicit. 

Explicit appeals contain a direct and explicit mention of the social group to which a party wants 

to appeal. In contrast, implicit appeals are more subtle and open to voters’ and researchers' 

interpretations regarding the party’s representational intentions. For example, when a party states 

that it supports some religious group, say Catholics, it stands to reason that the party is explicitly 

appealing to Catholics. But, when the party states its opposition to the same religious group, it is 

not appealing to Catholics. Which social group is the party appealing to then? While prior 

experience or knowledge may point to the answer—Protestants—and while the literature provides 

some commonly accepted connections, they are all nevertheless the result of interpretation on the 

Table 2.1 Explicit versus implicit group-based appeals 

Explicit group-based appeals Implicit group-based appeals 

Stating support/association of a party to a 

particular social group(s) 

Stating opposition or criticism/distance of a 

party from a particular social group(s) 

Mentioning a social group in a party’s name Gaining the endorsement of organizations that 

represent certain social groups 

 Contesting seats only in geographic areas 

where a social group is concentrated 

 Using symbols or images particular to a social 

group(s) 

 Use of language associated with a particular 

linguistic group(s) 

 Fielding candidates who are members of a 

particular social group(s) 
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observer's part rather than that of direct observation. In addition to explicit and implicit appeals, 

parties may also appeal to groups via policy: proposals of specific policies explicitly or implicitly 

associated with specific social groups (Chandra 2011; Gadjanova 2015), for example, the 

introduction of state-funded parental leave or free state education for all children from age 3-

months. By my definition, neither of these statements constitutes a group-based appeal because 

there is no mention of a specific social group category. That said, these statements may be 

considered a hybrid form of policy-based appeal “based on the (often made, yet outdated) 

assumption that child-care policies are primarily directed at women” (Dolinsky 2019). 

While the form that an appeal takes matters, this study and my proposed definition emphasize 

the substantive distinction between policy-based and group-based appeals, observed through the 

statements' content. Although I do not propose a distinct definition of policy appeals, nor do I 

discuss them at length in this study, it is necessary to elucidate the differences between policy and 

group appeals. As I explained above, group-based appeals take different forms. For most of them, 

it is easy to think of a policy-based equivalent. Take the example of gaining the endorsement of 

organizations that support certain social groups. In terms of policy-based appeals, one might think 

of endorsements from the NRA (the National Rifle Association) in the United States or Green 

Peace. However, for our purposes, another form of group-based appeals found in Table 2.1 serves 

as a more helpful illustration: party name. Parties’ names may be composed of different words 

conveying a party’s representational intentions to the voter. Take the following four examples: 

The Party for Animal Rights, The Party for Peace, The Women’s Alliance, and The Farmers’ Party. 

Of these four, the two latter parties make a group-based appeal; they mention a social group in 

their names. On the other hand, the two former parties do not: there is no mention of a social group. 

Instead, there is a mention of policies: animal rights and peace. 
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Keeping this distinction in mind, the focus of this study is on the concept of group appeal, 

which I define as explicitly stated support of some social group category(ies), combining two 

forms of explicit group-based appeals: statements of support for a social group(s) and mentions of 

a social group in party’s name. This definition substantively distinguishes group appeals from 

policy appeals and limits the scope of examination regarding form to explicit group-based appeals 

only. This limited scope is justified on three grounds. First, parties’ names and statements are the 

most readily available and most commonly used explicit form of group-based appeals. Explicit 

statements can be found in various communication channels, including manifestos, print and 

broadcast ads, rallies, debates, and more, and are expected to address a broad array of groups. 

Mentioning a social group in a party’s name will undoubtedly appear in all forms of party 

communication and is the only form of appeal allowed even on the ballot. Second, other forms of 

group-based appeals may be more limited in both scope and channels of communication. Thus, 

utilizing endorsements will be limited by the diversity of such possible relationships. Contesting 

only specific seats where a social group is concentrated, and emphasizing candidates’ membership 

in a social group, are forms of group-based appeals whose use is determined by the electoral system 

and campaign style (candidate- or party-centered). Third, these, and the use of specific language, 

use of symbols and images, and stating opposition and/or criticisms of some social groups, are also 

implicit rather than explicit appeals. Rather than directly and explicitly appealing to a social group, 

parties may choose more subtle ways, leaving it to voters' interpretation. 

2.2.1 Defining group appeals 

As previously mentioned, the scholarship on group appeals as a distinct term is young. Two recent 

works by Thau (2019) and Stückelberger (2019a) provided theoretically elaborated definitions of 

“group-based appeals” and “group appeals,” respectively, in the framework of party competition. 



 

 45 

The differences between the available definitions discussed below suggest that further clarity is 

needed to understand better parties’ group appeals and their potential effect on other aspects of 

party behavior. Therefore, I elaborate on my proposed definition of group appeals— explicitly 

stated support of some social group category(ies)—and how it differs from existing definitions. 

First, which groups are we talking about? The Oxford English Dictionary (2014) defines a 

group as several things placed together due to deliberate arrangement or composition. This 

comprehensive definition means that the term “group” can describe any type of grouping, 

essentially rendering all party appeals as group appeals. But, as Stückelberger (2019a) points out, 

it is essential to distinguish between social and political categories. The former groups people 

according to shared and innate/ascribed socio-demographic characteristics, while the latter groups 

people according to shared and learned/achieved political views/opinions such as “conservative” 

or “liberal.” I focus solely on the former–social group categories. 

Second, the term social group itself is often used without a specific definition or in a way that 

conflates social and political group categories. For example, for Stoll (2013), social groups are 

defined by “a myriad of types of attributes, from language spoken to opinions about the European 

Union” (29). Evans and Tilly (2017), on the other hand, use the term without defining it. Instead, 

they state that to capture “group appeals,” they looked in manifestos for “terms that can be 

reasonably thought [of as] representing the working class… [or as] references to [other] groups… 

likely to be linked in some way with the working class, as well as, alternatively, class-neutral 

groups…” (120). Their study examines the changing nature of class politics and the resultant 

change in parties’ offerings to voters in the context of British politics. It thus makes sense that they 

only focus on class-related group categories. Still, in a broader analysis of appeals to groups, more 

social group categories need to be included. Indeed, both Thau (2019) and Stückelberger (2019a) 
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include a wider array of social groups. Still, to my mind, they take it to the other end and include 

too many group categories, for example, Businesses, The Nation, Families, and Patients. 

Taking a cue from ethnic party scholarship (Chandra 2011), I restrict the meaning of the term 

“social group” to ascriptive and innate socio-demographic characteristics only. These include 

ethnicity, race, gender, age, territory, religion, class, and nationality, recognizing that some of the 

resultant social group categories may be more porous than others.12 Thus, the definition proposed 

in this study is both narrow in terms of social groups (it does not include political group categories 

or categories of non-ascriptive socio-demographic groups such as tenants or families)13 and 

inclusive in terms of going beyond economic and/or ethnic characteristics. 

Third, I follow Stoll (2013) and Stückelberger (2019a) and use social group categories to 

emphasize that the groups parties appeal to do not necessarily share a social identity or show social 

cohesion. Nor do they need to do so to be considered as social groups in parties’ appeals. Instead, 

these are “latent or potential groups” (Stoll 2013, 29), membership in which “does not imply active 

participation in a common group identity” (Chandra 2004, 2–3). 

Finally, my proposed definition is exclusive in terms of the form of group-based appeals, 

focusing only on explicitly stated appeals. In this respect, too, this approach differs from that of 

existing definitions. Thau (2018b; 2019) defines “group-based appeals” as “explicit statements 

that link a political party to some category of people” which “consist of three parts: (1) some 

political party (2) is associated or dissociated (3) with some group” (65, emphasis added). 

 
12 While the ethnic parties’ scholarship focuses on the fairly narrow combination of ascriptive categories: race, 

language, caste, tribe, or religion (Chandra 2004), and I do not disagree that there are distinguishing features to this 

type of party, I also argue that ethnic parties’ demographic appeals are similar in nature to those of parties that appeal 

to other socio-demographic categories. At the very least it is worth exploring whether demographic appeals of this 

sort are indeed found across the spectrum of parties. 
13 These examples are taken from Thau’s (2019) list of social groups included in his analysis of group-based appeals. 
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Stückelberger (2019a) defines “group appeals” as “parties’ or candidates’ explicit stated support 

or criticism of group categories” (45, emphasis added), including both positive and negative 

statements. Despite Thau (2018b; 2019) using “group-based appeals” (the umbrella term for the 

different forms appeals to groups can take) and Stückelberger (2019a) using the more precise 

“group appeals,” these two definitions are quite similar. While both authors claim to include 

explicit appeals, they actually include two rather than one type of appeal: explicit and implicit, 

failing to distinguish between them properly. In Thau (2019), we have statements that associate a 

party with a group (explicit), and that dissociate a party from a group (implicit). In Stückelberger 

(2019b), we have both positive or supportive statements (explicit) and negative or critical 

statements (implicit). I take issue with including both an explicit and an implicit type of appeal 

within the same definition, based on the differences between them that I laid out above, and restrict 

my definition of group appeals to the explicit type only. Including an implicit appeal diminishes 

the clarity of the definition and increases the need to interpret the party’s intention based on prior 

assumptions rather than merely taking the party’s “word for it.” Arguably, examining both explicit 

and implicit appeals require interpretation on the examiner's part since we cannot truly know what 

was in the minds of the message’s crafters. But implicit appeals require an extra step that explicit 

appeals do not. When a party explicitly states its support of some social group category in its 

campaign materials, it stands to reason that said group is the one to which a party is directing the 

appeal. But, if the party criticizes or disassociates itself from any given group, it is up to voters to 

interpret whom the appeal is aimed at, leading to either a correct or false assessment, even in the 

case of “known and commonly accepted” interpretations. While it is undoubtedly important to 

examine both explicit and implicit group-based appeals, and other forms of each type, it is also 

important to properly distinguish between them to allow for a better, more accurate evaluation. 
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2.2.2 Group appeals and political representation 

This section elaborates the theoretical arguments at the heart of the conception of group appeals 

as representational claims. The main argument I advance is that parties make group appeals as an 

expression of their identity as representative actors rather than merely a calculated strategic 

decision aimed at winning votes or seats. In doing so, I depart from the extant accounts of group 

appeals that rely on a rational-actor, party competition approach. Theoretically, suppose one does 

adopt a rationalist approach; in that case, all parties’ actions may be construed as part of a strategy 

to achieve some goal, be it winning office, votes, or whatnot. Instead, I take a constructivist 

approach to party behavior and focus on political representation understood as a normative good. 

A central tenet of modern politics is that “[D]emocracies, with their vast number of citizens, 

could not operate without representative institutions” (Shapiro et al. 2010, i). Political parties, in 

turn, are central actors in these democracies, serving the crucial function of representing voters 

(Katz 2017). According to Saward (2006, 298), political representation is a dynamic process rather 

than “an achieved… state of affairs as a result of elections.” Thus, to take the first step to fulfill 

this crucial role, parties make group appeals—they claim to represent some social group or groups. 

As such, group appeals are understood as an essential element of the representative process and 

therefore inherent to parties’ behavior. In this framework, I look at election campaigns as the site 

where the first step in the process of political representation, the claim-making, takes place. 

Manifestos, party names, and campaign ads are the tools parties use to communicate their 

representational claims to the voters. There are also other sites where such claim-making may 

occur, like parliaments and other tools that can be used, such as public speeches. Parties do not 

make group appeals because they want to gain voters or seats, but rather because it is an expression 

of their identity as representative actors in modern democracies. 
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Conceptualizing group appeals from the perspective of political representation rather than party 

strategy allows us to think about parties as not merely electoral machines devoted to the pursuit of 

maximum votes or seats. It enables us to consider the very nature of the relationship between 

parties and voters in representative democracies—political representation—through political 

parties’ behavior. 

2.2.2.1  Group appeals as representational claims 

The theoretical framework through which group appeals are understood in this study is that of 

political representation rather than party competition, as is the case in existing accounts of group 

appeals (Stückelberger 2019a; Thau 2019). There are two main reasons why the framework of 

political representation is helpful in understanding group appeals. First, existing accounts of group 

appeals that see them as strategic acts to provide the voter with information (Stückelberger 2019a; 

Thau 2019) fit very well with the conventional theory of representation of ideas (Pitkin 1967), 

wherein providing voters with information is at the core of the representative-represented 

relationship. Thus, there is no inherent contradiction in examining group appeals from the 

perspective of political representation. But these existing accounts do not fit with the theory of the 

representative claim, leading to the present study. Second, the notion of a relationship between 

group-based appeals more generally and political representation is motivated by the fact that 

fielding candidates who belong to particular social groups is already included among the different 

forms of group-based appeals (the umbrella category). The logic here is as follows: if we accept 

that presenting candidates who belong to specific social groups is used by parties to appeal to 

voters (Campbell et al., 1960; Huddy 2003; Scarrow, 2004; da Fonseca, 2011), and if we already 

accept that the composition of parties with respect to candidates’ characteristics is an essential 

element of political representation (Phillips 1995), it stands to reason that parties’ group appeals 



 

 50 

can also be examined through the lens of political representation. While research on the political 

representation of groups has primarily been devoted to historically disadvantaged groups such as 

women and ethnic and racial minorities (Divo, 2002), it should not confine the analysis of group 

appeals from a representational perspective. This view is supported by the fact that even before 

the development of the claims-framework on which I primarily rely, a broader understanding of 

social group representation is found in representation theory. According to Jane Mansbridge: “the 

word ‘descriptive,’… can denote not only visible characteristics… but also shared experiences, so 

that a representative with a background in farming is to that degree a representative of his or her 

farmer constituents” (1999, 629). To be clear, I do not argue that group appeals are the same as 

descriptive representation. Instead, I say that we can find group appeals made by collective bodies 

such as political parties by looking at their statements, irrespective of the individuals' 

characteristics that compose the party. Mansbridge’s argument, while talking about descriptive 

representation, lays the ground to move beyond it. 

Furthermore, Hazan and Rahat (2010) helpfully introduce into the analysis of intra-party 

candidate selection the notion of group-based representation. Discussing the decentralization 

element of candidate-selection methods, they argue that inclusiveness (representation) has two 

aspects within parties: territorial and social. Territorial inclusiveness refers to the ensuring of 

“regional and/or local representation” (56). In contrast, social or corporate inclusiveness provides 

“representation… of groups that are not defined territorially, such as trade unions, women, [and] 

minorities…” (56). Thinking about intra-party representation in this way points to parties’ multiple 

considerations when deciding how representation will manifest internally, and as a result, how 

parties’ intentions regarding representation will be reflected outside—the votes. 
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Thus, how do we think about group appeals, defined as explicitly stated support of some social 

group category, in the framework of representation? Descriptive and substantive theories of 

representation of presence are insufficient, as they do not account for the explicit act of stating, 

“we are the party that best represents you,” though examining legislation, positions, and 

politicians’ attitudes brings representatives’ actions back into consideration. We are still missing 

an account of the behavior of parties qua parties rather than of the behavior of the individuals that 

compose parties and of the act itself of explicitly saying, “we are the party that best represents 

you.” To fill this gap and account for the act of stating itself, group appeals are looked at from a 

constructivist perspective and thought of as representational claims. This constructivist approach 

at the core of Saward’s representative claims theory (2010) gives a dynamic view of representation, 

placing importance on the process that is political representation rather than looking at it simply 

as the result that comes into existence upon the announcement of an election result. It also means 

that election campaigns are viewed as the site where the claim-making takes place and not just as 

the means to an end that is winning elections.  

Furthermore, in this process of political representation, making a claim is the first step—

someone, in our case a political party, claims that it represents someone else, in our case, a social 

group.14 Therefore, we must examine group appeals because, arguably, at least some aspects of 

political representation break down without such claim-making. Within the world of political 

parties and election campaigns, if not a single party makes a claim to represent some social group, 

no representation of said group could happen in that arena. While the idea that political 

 
14 In theory, policy-based appeals can also be conceptualized as representational claims following the same logic as 

that for group appeals. The main difference between policy-based appeals and group-based appeals is that while the 

former serves the function of articulating to the voters that “we are the party that will represent these policy proposals 

because we promise to use government to do the following things for you,” the latter serves the function of articulating 

to the voters that “we are the party that will best represent you because we are for you.” However, since it is not within 

the scope of this study to also examine parties’ policy-based appeals, I do not elaborate on this argument. 
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representation is not confined to the relationship between elected officials and voters, and 

examined in the arena of elections, has grown in prominence in recent years (Bäckstrand et al. 

2017; Disch, van de Sande, and Urbinati 2019; Guasti and Geissel 2019; Montanaro 2012; 2018), 

Schattschneider’s famous argument that “modern democracy is unthinkable save in terms of 

parties” (1942, 1) holds. This, along with elections being a central feature of properly functioning 

democracies, necessitates that we examine whether parties make such claims during elections. 

My conceptualization of group appeals uses the term representational claim rather than 

Saward’s original representative claim for two reasons. First, to emphasize that the part of the 

representation process relevant for my argument is only that initial act of saying that the party 

stands for someone. It is the part of the process over which parties have agency since they 

determine what and whom they will claim to stand for. The second and related reason is that it 

clarifies a distinction between Saward’s original intention when he developed the concept and my 

use of it here. For Saward, “representative claims can only work or even exist, if audiences 

acknowledge them in some way, and are able to absorb, reject, or accept them, or otherwise engage 

with them” (Saward 2010, 48). My argument, however, is more straightforward: a party makes a 

group appeal, and that appeal is its literal claim to be the representative of some group. I use the 

language of claims literally because what matters for my argument is the claim's very existence. If 

we look at parties’ statements and see a group appeal, the representational claim exists. 

A word on the study’s limitations. First, there are indeed other forms of group-based appeals 

(and other appeals that are not group-based) that can be used in that first step of the process of 

political representation. And arguably, these other forms can also be conceptualized as 

representational claims. Therefore, if we want to understand political representation in its entirety, 

we must examine these other forms as well. Second, if we accept Saward’s argument that political 
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representation is only produced if audiences acknowledge parties’ representative claims (2006; 

2010), we cannot gain a complete understanding of political representation in elections if we do 

not evaluate voters’ reactions to these group appeals. However, such examinations are beyond the 

scope of this study. I focus on group appeals and elections as the first step in developing a research 

agenda whose goal is to gain a better understanding of political representation and parties’ role in 

it. I leave these other questions for future work. 
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Chapter 3 Data and Method 

This chapter presents the data and method used to examine group appeals empirically. I begin with 

discussing the case selection and its justification, followed by a layout of the data collected from 

parties’ election manifestos and print campaign ads. The third part of the chapter presents the 

content analysis of these two communication channels, an overview of the social groups included 

in the analysis, and a discussion and assessment of reliability tests. The chapter concludes with a 

discussion of key variables’ operationalization, including group appeals as an independent variable 

in preparation for the second part of this study, and with an overview of the independent variables 

used in the analysis of Chapter 4. 

3.1 Case selection 

Joining the effort to evaluate parties’ group appeals, this study uses a combination of a within-

country and cross-country comparative research design based on two countries, Israel, and the 

Netherlands, covering twelve general elections in each between 1977 and 2015. After first 

providing a brief background for each of the two countries, I will justify selecting the cases, 

including discussing the elections and parties chosen. 

3.1.1 Israel 

In Israel, a unicameral parliamentary democracy,15 elections for parliament (the Knesset) are held 

every four years, except upon the following occasions: (1) the government lost a vote of confidence 

or the prime minister, acknowledging that their government lost confidence even if no vote took 

place, calls for a new election; (2) the Knesset failed to approve a state budget three months after 

the start of the fiscal year; (3) a government failed to form following a general election (Basic 

 
15 Israel has been a parliamentary democracy throughout its history with the exception of a five-year period between 

1996 and 2001 when the prime minister was directly elected by voters (Stoll 2013). 
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Law: The Knesset 1958; Basic Law: The Government 2001). The Knesset has 120 members 

(Members of Knesset, or MKs), elected using a closed-list proportional representation electoral 

system with a 3.25 per cent electoral threshold and a single electoral district covering the entire 

country (Knesset Elections Law 1969). From 1951 (the first official general election to the Knesset 

following independence) to 1991, the electoral threshold was 1 per cent. It was changed to 1.5 per 

cent in the run-up to the 1992 general election, and again to 2 per cent in 2004. The current 3.25 

per cent threshold was legislated in 2014 (“Electoral Threshold” 2014). Twelve national general 

elections are included in this study: the first is 1977, nicknamed the “Upheaval” election because 

it was the first time that the then ruling party, HaMaarch (Alignment), lost its plurality position 

and was replaced in government by LIKUD. The last of the twelve general elections is 2015, 

marking the latest election before the ongoing political crisis that led to four general elections in 

24 months between April 2019 and March 2021. 

The party system in Israel is highly fragmented, with an average of 5.79 effective number of 

parliamentary parties,16 and a total of 44 different parties returned to the Knesset between 1977 

and 2015. Even after the electoral threshold was raised to its current level, ten parties gained seats 

in the Knesset in 2015 (“Election Results 20th Knesset” 2015).17 In addition to the high 

fragmentation, the Israeli party system is also characterized by a relatively frequent turnover of 

 
16 This figure were calculated via the commonly used formula of Laakso and Taagepera (1979) as: 

 

𝑁 =
1

∑𝑠𝑖
 2 

 

where si is the proportion of seats of the i-th party. While it is also possible to calculate the effective number of parties 

based on share of votes rather than share of seats (as does by Stückelberger (2019a)), I focus on seat shares because I 

am more interested in parties’ group appeals as a potential influence on other, non-voter-centered, behavior, 

particularly coalition formation and choice of intra-party candidate selection methods. 
17 While the analysis does not include the three latest general elections in Israel (April 2019, September 2019, March 

2020), the April 2019 election (the only regular one of the three) also returned eleven parties to the Knesset (“Election 

Results 21st Knesset” 2019). 
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parties, such that of the parties included in this analysis, only eight have contested more than half 

of the twelve elections: HADASH (the Democratic Front for Peace and Equality, a joined Jewish-

Arab communist party); HaAvoda (the Israeli Labor party); Meretz (left-wing secular party); 

MAFDAL (National Religious Party); SHAS (Sephardi Torah Guardians, an Ultra-Orthodox 

Jewish Sephardic party); UTJ (Yahadut HaTorah [Torah Judaism] Ashkenazi Ultra-Orthodox 

Jewish party); LIKUD (conservative party); and RAAM (United Arab List party). I consider these 

eight parties to be the core of the party system for three reasons: first, they have achieved 

representation in parliament more consistently than the other parties; second, until 2006, they held 

more than ¾ of the seats in the Knesset and maintained more than half of the seats until 2015 (see 

Table 3.1); third, in most cases, these parties were involved in the splits and mergers by either 

being the origin of new splinter parties or by joining other parties themselves. 

Israel’s society is heterogeneous, composed of multiple ethnic, religious, and linguistic 

minorities (Ben-Rafael and Sharot 1991; Hazan 1999; Mahler 2016). Shamir and Arian 

characterize its party system as a two-dimensional politics of “collective identity”—a politics that 

is based on “boundaries that divide groups into different communal and social entities as well as 

divide them territorially and geographically” (1999, 266). This party system's external dimension 

refers to Israel’s geographic borders and international relations and is expressed in the Israeli-

Palestinian conflict. The internal dimension of this party system refers to fundamental questions 

about the state's character, including “the meaning of Zionism, nationalism, citizenship, relations 

of state and religion, and the tension between a Jewish state and a democratic state” (Shamir, Driv-

Gvirsman, and Ventura 2017). Looking at Israel from a historical perspective, until 1967, the 

multiparty system had multiple and crosscutting dimensions. These included both an external 

element of the Israeli-Arab divide and the internal element of divides over economics, religion and 
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state, Sephardic Jews and Ashkenazi Jews,18 Jews and Arabs, and Zionists and non-Zionists 

(Neuberger 1997). However, even then, the religious cleavage amongst the Jewish majority was 

so significant that, in essence, it is subsumed the socio-economic cleavage (Hazan 1999). After 

1967, and even more so after 1977, the collective identity cleavage (Israeli-Palestinian 

 
18 The Israeli Jewish population is composed of a variety of ethnic groups divided into with two overarching groups: 

Ashkenazi Jews (historically Yiddish-speaking Jews from Central and Eastern Europe but also include those of 

American, Canadian, Australian and British Jewish decent) and Sephardic, or Mizrachi Jews (historically Arabic 

speaking Jews from Muslim countries in North Africa and the Middle East (Stoll 2013). 

Table 3.1 Number of parties contesting elections and achieving representation, 1977-2015 

– Israel 

Year Number of 

lists 

competing 

Number of parties 

achieving 

representation in 

Parliament 

Number of seats 

won by core parties 

Effective number 

of parliamentary 

partiesa 

1977 22 13 92/120b 4.37 

1981 31 10 105/120b 3.13 

1984 26 15 97/120c 3.86 

1988 27 15 95/120d 4.38 

1992 25 10 109/120e 4.39 

1996 20 11 107/120e 5.61 

1999 31 15 90/120e 8.69 

2003 27 13 90/120e 6.17 

2006 31 12 70/120e 7.84 

2009 33 12 67/120f 6.77 

2013 32 12 68/120f 7.28 

2015 25 10 48/120g 6.94 
 
a Calculated using Laakso and Taagepera’s (1979) measure of the Effective number of parties as 𝑁 =

1

∑𝑠𝑖
 2 where si 

is the proportion of seats of the i-th party. 
b HADASH, HaAvoda, MAFDAL, LIKUD. 
c HADASH, HaAvoda, MAFDAL, LIKUD, SHAS. 
d HADASH, HaAvoda, MAFDAL, LIKUD, SHAS, RAAM. 
e HADASH, HaAvoda, MAFDAL, LIKUD, SHAS, RAAM, Meretz, UTJ. 
f HADASH, HaAvoda, LIKUD, SHAS, RAAM, Meretz, UTJ. 
g LIKUD, SHAS, Meretz, UTL. 

 

Source: Data from the Knesset website (“Elections for the Knesset” 2019) and the Israel Democracy Institute 

(“Elections and Parties in Israel” 2020). 



 

 58 

conflict/fundamental character of state) took over as the dominant cleavage, defining the meaning 

of “left” and “right” in Israeli politics (Hazan 2018; Shamir, Driv-Gvirsman, and Ventura 2017). 

Thus, of the eight core parties, we have LIKUD, and the religious parties, MAFDAL, SHAS, and 

UTJ on the “right”; and HaAvoda and Meretz on the “left” along with HADASH (the Arab-Jewish 

communist party) and the Arab party RAAM. 

3.1.2 The Netherlands 

The Netherlands is a bi-cameral rather than a unicameral parliamentary democracy. However, 

similar to Israel, elections for the House of Representatives (the lower house, Tweede Kamer) are 

also held every four years with the option to call an early election in case the government has lost 

support in parliament. The Tweede Kamer has 150 members, elected using a partly-open-list 

proportional representation electoral system with no specified electoral threshold19 and a single 

electoral district covering the entire country (Lijphart 2012; Andeweg and Irwin 2014).20 As in the 

case of Israel, twelve Dutch general elections at the national-level for Tweede Kamer are included 

in this study: the first is 1977, a milestone election in which the three religious parties, the Catholic 

People’s Party (KVP) and the two protestant parties, the Anti-Revolutionaries (ARP) and the 

Christian Historical Union (CHU) formed the Christian Democratic Appeal (CDA) alliance, 

reducing the number of “dominant parties” from five to three (Andeweg and Irwin 2014, 61). The 

last of the twelve general elections is 2012, the latest general election for which material was 

available during collection and coding. 

 
19 The electoral threshold in the Netherlands “is the electoral quotient formed by dividing the number of valid votes 

cast at an election by the number of seats (150) in Parliament… this amounts to only 0.667 per cent of the vote” 

(Andeweg and Irwin 2014, 100). 
20 While the Netherlands is divided into 20 electoral districts, these are only important for administrative reasons. For 

elections to Tweede Kamer, the country is treated as a single electoral district (Andeweg and Irwin 2014). 



 

 59 

The Dutch party system is highly fragmented (though not as much as the Israeli party system) 

with an average of 4.83 effective number of parliamentary parties, and a total of 25 different parties 

returned to the Tweede Kamer between 1977 and 2012. Eight of the 25 contested more than half 

of the twelve general elections: GL (Green Left); SP (Socialist Party); PvdA (Labour Party); D66 

(Democrats66); VVD (Freedom Party); CDA (Christian Democratic Party); GPV (Reformed 

Political League); and SGP (Reformed Political Party). Similar to my treatment of parties in Israel, 

I consider these the core parties in the system because they achieved representation in parliament 

more consistently than other parties and have consistently held more than three-quarters of seats 

in the Tweede Kamer (see Table 3.2). No party has ever won an outright majority in parliament, 

and all Dutch governments have been coalition governments (Andeweg and Irwin 2014). 

The Netherlands is similar to Israel in its society being composed of minorities. With two 

cleavages, religion and social class, the Netherland is historically divided into five groups: three 

religious—Catholics, Gereformeerd, and Dutch Reformed; and two secular—the working class 

and the middle class (Andeweg and Irwin 2014). These five groups were represented by five 

political parties considered to have dominated the party system that was divided along the two 

main cleavages: economics, with the Social Democrats (PvdA) on one side and the Liberal Party 

(VVD) on the other, and religion with the Catholic KVP and the two protestant parties, ARP and 

CHU. This changed in the 1970s when a significant decline in the importance of the religious 

cleavage led the three religious parties to merge into the CDA, re-centering the party system around 

a left-right economic cleavage. That said, no single dimension of politics can fully capture the 

Dutch party system, with the emergence of a “new politics” dimension and the still important, 

though in a diminished way, religious dimension (Andeweg and Irwin 2014). 
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3.1.3 Why Israel and the Netherlands? 

Contributing to an area of research in its early stages allows one to provide new data and fresh 

insights on group appeals. And, as Stückelberger (2019a, 81) states, it also means that “it is crucial 

to take into account different country contexts” for the findings to be convincing and allow for 

generalizations beyond the selected cases. This is where the combination of within-country and 

cross-country analyses is important. The fact that these two countries share several characteristics 

but are also different in some important respects brings greater variation to the table. 

This study's overarching research design is one of most-similar-systems, examining Israel and 

the Netherlands that have similar party systems, government structures, and intra-party procedures, 

Table 3.2 Number of parties contesting elections and achieving representation, 1977-2012 

– the Netherlands 

Year Number of 

lists 

competing 

Number of parties 

achieving representation 

in Parliament 

Number of seats 

won by core 

parties 

Effective number 

of parliamentary 

partiesa 

1977 24 11 142/150b 3.7 

1981 28 10 139/150b 4.29 

1982 20 12 138/150b 4.01 

1986 27 9 146/150b 3.49 

1989 25 9 148/150c 3.75 

1994 26 12 137/150d 5.42 

1998 22 9 147/150d 4.81 

2002 16 10 118/150e 5.79 

2003 20 9 139/150e 4.74 

2006 24 10 133/150e 5.54 

2010 19 10 125/150e 6.74 

2012 20 10 126/150e 5.7 
 

a Calculated using Laakso and Taagepera’s (1979) measure of Effective number of parties as 𝑁 =
1

∑𝑠𝑖
 2 where si is 

the proportion of seats of the i-th party. 
b PvdA, D66, VVD, CDA, SGP, GPV. 
c PvdA, D66, VVD, CDA, SGP, GPV, GL. 
d PvdA, D66, VVD, CDA, SGP, GPV, GL, SP. 
e PvdA, D66, VVD, CDA, SGP, GL, SP. 

 

Source: Andeweg and Irwin (2014) and the Dutch Electoral Council (“Databank Verkiezingsuitslagen” 2020). 
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as I explain below. While examining only two countries has limitations, the need to collect and 

code a substantial amount of new data prevented the possibility of additional cases. Furthermore, 

my analysis focuses not on the two countries themselves but rather on the individual parties within 

each country and their behavior. The longitudinal analysis of nearly four decades in each country 

and the relatively large number of parties should allow for some generalizations and provide 

valuable insight into some of the central political processes of representative democracies. 

Using individual political parties as the unit of analysis places significant importance on the 

commonalities and differences between these two countries’ party systems. One way to evaluate 

party systems' similarity or dissimilarity and the potential for generalizability is to look at party 

families, a categorization commonly used by party politics scholars and indicates similarities 

across countries. In our cases, the Israeli and Dutch multiparty systems both included, at least at 

some point in the nearly four decades under consideration, almost all of the main party families 

commonly analyzed in studies of advanced Western democracies: Socialist, Social Democratic, 

Liberal, Conservative, Nationalist, and Special Issue parties. Interestingly, both Israel and the 

Netherlands also had successful parties (even if temporarily) for the elderly, with GIL (Age) 

gaining seven seats in the Knesset in 2006, and the General Elderly Alliance (AOV) gaining six 

seats in the Tweede Kamer in 1994 and 50Plus gaining two seats in 2012.21 This commonality of 

party families deserves particular emphasis because the Dutch party system is similar to those of 

many Western European countries (Stückelberger 2019a). In contrast, Israel is only sometimes 

included in comparative studies of political parties. Therefore, the analysis of these two countries 

provides an opportunity to showcase findings that should fit into patterns in other Western 

 
21 While this study does not cover the 2017 Dutch general election, it is noteworthy that 50Plus increased its power to 

four seats in that election, earning itself the title of “most successful party for the elderly in Western Europe” in Otjes 

and Krouwel (2018). 
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European countries and expand the analysis beyond this classic setting of comparative party 

research (e.g., Bartolini and Mair 1990; Lipset and Rokkan 1967b). 

Before moving on, a point about Christian Democratic parties needs to be made. On first 

appearance, both the Israeli and the Dutch party systems contain one more important party 

family—Christian Democratic parties—with MARPOR (Volkens et al. 2018b) coding the Dutch 

CDA and Israeli Jewish religious parties like MAFDAL and UofI into this family. However, this 

grouping is problematic and not simply for the perhaps apparent reason that Jews are not 

Christians. A much more important reason, to my mind, is that while Israeli religious parties are a 

subtype of the broader religious-parties category, they are nevertheless different from European 

Christian Democratic parties. This difference manifests most prominently in the relationship 

between these parties and religious institutions: first, Israeli “religious parties preceded the 

institutionalized religious authorities, contrary to the pattern exhibited in Europe… the Church 

existed in Europe long before religious parties were founded” (Hazan 1999, 168–69). Second, 

unlike most Western European religious parties, Israeli religious parties “recognize that the 

religious authority [Chief Rabbinate and/or Council of Torah Sages] has the right to influence 

the[ir] decisions and activities… The level of religious intervention in political matters… is 

therefore above and beyond what most Christian Democratic parties would accept from the 

Church” (Hazan 1999, 170).22 The coding of both the Dutch CDA and Israeli Jewish religious 

parties like MAFDAL and UofI as Christian Democratic parties is thus explained more by the 

Eurocentrism of the MARPOR dataset (Volkens et al. 2018b) than substantive similarities of the 

origin and nature of these parties, making it difficult to argue that Israel and the Netherlands share 

 
22 The Chief Rabbinate is the main religious Jewish institution in Israel. The Council of Torah Sages are intra-party 

organizations that provide spiritual guidance and hold supreme authority over the Ultra-Orthodox religious parties, 

primarily SHAS and AGUDAT YISRAEL/United Torah Judaism (for more on these institutions and their role in 

Israeli politics see: Ben-Porat 2013; Don-Yehiya 1984; Freedman forthcoming). 
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this commonality. Nevertheless, I believe that this point does not diminish our ability to compare 

these two countries, nor does it take away from the possible generalizability of the observed 

patterns of party behavior. The results of the analysis in the next chapter support this claim. 

Additional common features are that both countries are long-standing, stable parliamentary 

democracies, with nearly identical electoral systems and complex societies composed of multiple 

minorities.23 I return to this point in Chapter 7, where I elaborate on the findings’ generalizability, 

but for now, these similarities provide fertile ground for group appeals. Furthermore, these two 

countries are good cases for comparison and potential generalization in the second part of the study 

that examines the relationship between group appeals and coalition formation and intra-party 

choice of candidate selection methods. All governments in both countries have been coalitions 

throughout the period under investigation. The variation in the size of governments (detailed in 

Chapter 5) provides a broad basis for future comparisons with other Western democracies. A 

similar pattern of variation is found in the analysis of the intra-party choice of candidate selection 

methods, allowing for at least initial generalizable conclusions (more detail in Chapter 6). 

Aside from these similarities, some important differences between the Dutch and Israeli party 

systems further justify their selection for this comparative analysis. As argued by Wolinetz (2006, 

53), key features of party systems include “the number of parties… winning legislative seats, their 

relative size and strength, the number of dimensions on which they compete… and their 

willingness to work with each other in government formation and the process of governing.” 

Looking at the number of dimensions on which parties compete, both the Israel and Dutch party 

systems are structured around two rather than one primary cleavage. However, only one of these 

 
23 The Netherlands is included among the three cases studied in Stückelberger (2019a). While he only examines two 

general elections, 2012 and 2017, with the latter not included in this present study, his focus on the Netherlands 

supports my argument that it is a good case in which to examine parties’ group appeals. 
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cleavages is similar—identity politics (the internal aspect in Israel). The second cleavage is 

different—economics in the Netherlands and security in Israel—providing an opportunity to 

examine group appeals in countries whose politics do not center around the same issues. A finding 

of similar behavior is important because significant effort has gone into comparing countries with 

common central issue dimensions, making it difficult to include in large comparative studies 

parties from countries where a different issue dimension dominates the system (e.g., Israel or 

Ireland). The results in this study suggest that we should not overlook countries with different 

dominant issue dimensions and include them in comparative analyses. 

The level of party system fragmentation captures Wolinetz’s (2006) other feature—the number, 

size, and relative strength of parties, as illustrated using the average effective number of parties 

for each country’s twelve elections: 5.79 in Israel and 4.83 in the Netherlands.24 Tables 3.1 and 

3.2 also show the fluctuations in this score for each country throughout the period: in the 

Netherlands, the lowest effective number of parties, 3.49, was recorded in 1986, and the highest, 

6.74, was recorded in 2010. In Israel, the lowest effective number of parties, 3.13, which is quite 

similar to the Dutch lowest score, was recorded in 1981. However, Israel’s highest effective 

number of parties score, 8.69, recorded in 1999, is significantly higher than the Dutch highest 

score. Israel’s highest score can be explained by looking closer at the 1999 general election, the 

second (and last) to be conducted using two ballots (one for a party and one to directly elect a 

prime minister). It resulted in a surge of power for small parties (Kenig, Rahat, and Hazan 2005), 

which only serves as an aid to the present analysis. That is so because these differences in party 

system fragmentation may have implications for the extent of individual parties’ group appeals, a 

 
24 These figures were calculated using Laakso and Taagepera’s (1979) standard index of the effective number of 

parties. See n16 for more detail. 
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possibility that is worth exploring in this comparative context to enhance our understanding of 

group appeals. Further still, the Israeli and Dutch party systems differ in that the former includes 

Ethnic parties while the latter does, and the latter includes a Green party, while the former does 

not. These differences are perhaps not as significant as the degree of similarity between these two 

countries’ party systems, but they help expand the variety of parties under analysis. 

Finally, Wolinetz (2006) states that party systems are also defined by the nature of the 

interaction between the parties that compose them (Bardi and Mair 2008; Sartori 1976). Thus, in 

addition to party families, we can compare party systems based on inter-party cooperation patterns, 

specifically the party system's level of openness or closure. This idea is taken from the work of 

Peter Mair (1996; 1997; 2002), who argued that party systems could be distinguished based on 

three elements: change in the composition of governing parties (can be whole, partial, or no change 

at all); the degree to which the governments formed are innovative, that is, whether parties stick 

together in old alliances or not; and the range of parties that gain access to government. In the 

Netherlands, Mair (2002; 2008) found an open structure of competition with partial alternation, 

frequent innovation, and particularly open access to government.25 To the best of my knowledge, 

no equivalent study exists for inter-party cooperation in Israel. However, looking at the data I 

collected for Chapter 5, the Israeli party system shows similar overall patterns, with partial 

alternation, frequent innovation, and particularly open access to government. 

3.1.4 Selection of parties 

As I explained above, this study is both a cross-country and a with-in country evaluation of group 

appeals. I join other longitudinal examinations of group appeals: Evans and Tilley (2017) and Thau 

(2019) in the UK, and Thau (2018a) in Denmark; and the cross-national but time-limited analysis 

 
25 With respect to change in composition of governing parties, also see Otjes (2020) who shows similar findings. 
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of Switzerland, Germany, and the Netherlands (Stückelberger 2019a), and of Denmark, Norway, 

and Sweden (Horn et al. 2020). By combining cross-national and longitudinal elements in this 

present study, I provide one of the first (if not the first) opportunities to compare parties’ group 

appeals between countries over time. 

The nearly 40 years-period covered in this study is between 1977 and 2012/2015 in the 

Netherlands and Israel, respectively, each containing 12 general elections. The high levels of party 

system fragmentation in both countries discussed above mean that a large number of parties are 

available for analysis, and a choice needs to be made as to which parties to include. The most 

straightforward way to make this choice is to take all parties that have gained representation in 

their respective parliaments for each general election within the study’s time frame. This is the 

approach I take, with some necessary adaptations explained below, focusing on parties in the 

parliamentary rather than the electoral arena. It is suitable for this study because while group 

appeals are made during election campaigns, I am interested in understanding group appeals 

themselves and how they influence other party behavior for which parliamentary parties are more 

relevant than electoral parties. But there are also other ways to decide which parties to include. 

One such option, taken up by Stückelberger (2019a), focuses on what he terms “the most important 

party families,” which include Social Democratic, Green, Centrist, Christian Democratic, Liberal, 

and Radical Right parties.26 Given the concerns I expressed above about the use of party family 

categories and their suitability for a comparative analysis that includes Israel, I do not restrict my 

analysis to parties that belong to particular party families. Other approaches either limit the 

analysis to parties that pass certain thresholds of votes (e.g., Ware 1996) or follow Sartori (1976) 

and include only the “relevant” parties determined by a combination of coalition potential and 

 
26 For more on which parties are included in that study of group appeals, see Stückelberger (2019a, 84–86). 
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blackmail potential. Thus, “smaller parties are counted only if their seats in parliament are needed 

to form coalitions, or alternatively, if they have sufficient seats to block the formation of 

coalitions” (Wolinetz 2006, 54). I do not follow this approach because it would invariably lead to 

the exclusion of parties valuable to the analysis, such as the Arab parties in Israel, and the Calvinist 

religious party, SGP, in the Netherlands. The inclusion of these parties in the analysis is important. 

First, their exclusion creates a selection bias that will mainly affect the analysis in Chapter 5 that 

examines the relationship between group appeals and coalition formation: choosing parties based 

on their coalition potential introduces an endogeneity problem. Second, by their nature as sectarian 

parties that “provide a clear focus of identification for specific social groups…” (Kenig, Rahat, 

and Hazan 2005, 35), they may be expected to make group appeals that are different from non-

sectarian, aggregative, parties that seek to represent various identities (Hazan and Rahat 2010, 

109). Whether this expectation proves true upon evaluation of the evidence remains to be seen. 

Still, it is essential to examine these patterns to better understand parties' behavior when making 

group appeals. 

Having decided to include all parties that gained seats in national-level parliamentary elections 

(the Knesset in Israel and Tweede Kamer in the Netherlands)27 I relied on a combination of 

information available from MARPOR (Volkens et al. 2018c) and official election returns for both 

Israel and the Netherlands. For both countries, some adjustments were made for two main reasons: 

First, the MARPOR data did not include all parties that gained seats in all the relevant general 

elections. In these cases, I filled the gaps by assigning new codes following MARPOR’s coding 

template (Volkens et al. 2018b). Second, there was a need to change some parties’ designated 

 
27 The only exception to this decision is a single Israeli party, Kach, a nationalist party that gained one seat in the 1984 

general election, but no election material was available from it to be included in the analysis. 
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codes because I disagreed with MARPOR’s decision to give a party a new code. To ensure that I 

apply my party-codes adjustments systematically, I used Barnea and Rahat (2010) to decide 

whether a party is new or not. The authors argue that a party is new if it meets two criteria: (1) a 

new label, different from the label used in the general election before the one in question; and (2) 

if more than half of the party’s top list of candidates did not belong to a single “old” party. 

Evaluating all the parties based on these criteria led to some re-coding, particularly in Israel, 

providing increased data continuity.28 Tables A 3.1 and A 3.2 in the Appendix give a complete list 

of the 69 parties included in this study for Israel and the Netherlands, respectively.29 

3.2 Data 

The data on group appeals were collected from a content analysis of two communication channels: 

(1) election manifestos and (2) print campaign ads broadly defined to include posters, flyers, 

pamphlets, leaflets, stickers, and ads placed in newspapers. Combining these data is meant to 

produce a more robust and comprehensive analysis of group appeals and allow for a comparative 

examination to highlight similarities and possible differences in emphasis across communication 

channels. These data are at the heart of the investigation of group appeals in Chapter 4 and will be 

used as the independent variable (discussed in Section 3.4) in chapters 5 and 6. I defer discussions 

of the measurement of the dependent variables used in those analyses for each respective chapter. 

 
28 After closely comparing parties’ candidates lists submitted to the Central Election Commission, the following 

changes were made to party codes provided in MARPOR’s List of Political Parties (Volkens et al. 2018c): 72092 

(Ra’am-Ta’al) was recoded as 72901 (RA’AM); 72323 (HaAvoda) and 72327 (Yisrael Ahat [One Israel]) were both 

recoded as 72320 (HaAvoda, the Israeli Labour Party). Two more parties’ codes: 72536 (Poalei Agudat Yisrael) and 

72904 (United Arab List [1977]) were taken from older versions of the MARPOR List of Political Parties (see: Budge 

et al. 2001) and included in the dataset and to allow for the largest possible coverage of parties. 
29 A somewhat different list of parties is used in the analysis in Chapter 5 to include splinter parties formed between 

general elections in Israel, affecting the composition of governments. I discuss these splinter parties and the procedure 

for their coding in section 5.3, and they are all listed in Table A 5.1 in the Appendix. 
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3.2.1 Sources 

“Election campaigns are a central feature in the life of political parties, and certainly since the 

onset of representative democracy, a party’s raison d’être,” says Farrell (2006, 122). It is during 

these election campaigns that parties concentrate most on communicating to voters their 

representational claims. These communications are transmitted to voters in various ways, 

including manifestos, televised, print, and nowadays, online campaign ads, political rallies, public 

speeches, press releases, televised and print interviews, and more. While each of these 

communication channels is valuable for analyzing parties’ appeals, I limit my analysis to election 

manifestos and print campaign ads. Since the study of group appeals is only in its early stages, no 

dataset is available yet to facilitate analysis, requiring significant efforts to code primary sources 

in Israel and the Netherlands30 to construct a new dataset. Thus, press releases are not included 

primarily because of the limited resources available for a study of this scope and despite their 

potential contribution to the analysis. Beyond these practical considerations, the desire to do a 

cross-national and longitudinal analysis meant leaving out online and TV ads and other “live” 

events such as rallies and campaign speeches. 

3.2.1.1  Manifestos 

Election manifestos are a natural source to use to examine parties’ appeals to voters. Drafted by 

parties themselves, manifestos are authoritative statements of party preferences. Traditionally, 

scholars have looked at the content of manifestos for parties’ policies, either focusing on the 

 
30 In both countries, extensive archival research was conducted to collect the materials used in this study. In Israel, I 

conducted archival research at the National Library in Jerusalem over the course of six months, generously supported 

by two research grants from The Leonard and Helen R. Stulman Jewish Studies Program Graduate Research Award, 

Johns Hopkins University. In the Netherlands, a graduate student research assistant collected primary source materials 

at Groningen University’s documentatiecentrum nederlandse politieke partijen in the Netherlands over the course of 

two months. This work was generously supported by a research grant from the Warren E. Miller Fund in Electoral 

Politics of the American Political Science Association’s Centennial Center. 
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emphasis put on various policy areas or, at times, on specific policy promises to be implemented 

if the party won office (Vassallo and Wilcox 2006; Volkens, Bara, and Budge 2009). But, beyond 

the highly informative nature of their content (in most cases), manifestos are also useful because 

first, they are a direct communication from parties, not filtered through interpretations or editing 

as news reportings (televised and/or print) inevitably are (see for example, Kriesi et al. 2012). 

Second, parties traditionally publish election manifestos before each general election in a single 

document representing the party as a whole. This document encompasses whatever compromises 

were reached between intra-party factions (Vassallo and Wilcox 2006), making it the most 

comprehensive and representative of parties’ appeals. This “comprehensive nature of party 

manifestos is particularly important, as it… provide[s] a very inclusive view of the diversity of 

[social] group categories” to which parties appeal (Stückelberger 2019a, 88). 

While there are numerous advantages to using manifestos, including the practical matter of data 

availability thanks to the prominent MARPOR dataset (Volkens et al. 2018a), a frequent objection 

is that they are not very useful because the voters do not read them (Thau 2019). However, 

Heinisch and Werner (2019, 6) argue that “there is no systematic empirical evidence for this 

general assertion,” citing several studies that speak to voters’ exposure to manifestos (Fernandez-

Vazquez 2014; Helbling and Tresch 2011; Merz 2017). More importantly, conceptualizing group 

appeals as representational claims stresses the claim to represent, making manifestos an excellent 

source to examine who it is exactly that parties themselves say they represent. 

Most of the manifestos used in this study were obtained from the MARPOR repositories, except 

for instances where a manifesto was not available and therefore obtained from other sources, either 
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during archival work in Israel and the Netherlands or from private collections.31 Thus, the data for 

manifestos constitute the whole (available) data rather than a sample. That said, not all manifestos 

are created equal. While it is customary for parties to publish written manifestos before each 

general election, not all parties do so, with a notable case being the Israeli party LIKUD in 2013. 

Only partial manifestos are available in some cases, either because full-length documents were 

never published or because they were not preserved. For some parties, efforts to obtain a manifesto, 

full-length or partial, were unsuccessful, reducing the number of parties for which manifesto data 

are available. As Table 3.3 shows, 120 Dutch party manifestos are analyzed, of which 112 are full-

length while eight are only partial manifestos. For two parties, CPN (Communist Party of the 

Netherlands) in 1977; and PSP (Pacifist Socialist Party) in 1982, no manifesto was available. For 

Israel, a total of 129 manifestos are analyzed, of which about half are full-length (69) and the rest 

are partial (60). In addition to the missing manifesto for LIKUD in 2013, 17 more were not 

available for the following parties: SHAS (1992, 2003, 2015); UTJ (2006, 2009, 2015), RAAM 

(1988-2006, 2013), BALAD (1999, 2006, 2009) and UAL (1977). While the 18 missing 

manifestos in Israel constitute a significantly larger share of the total (12.3 per cent) than in the 

Netherlands (1.6 per cent), the larger overall number of manifestos in Israel compensates for that. 

The large share of partial manifestos in Israel is the reality of the available material and beyond 

the study’s control and served as one of the primary motivations for including print campaign ads 

as the second source of data. 

  

 
31 I thank Gideon Rahat for supporting this project and allowing me to sift through his private collection of Israeli 

parties’ election manifestos. 
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3.2.1.2  Print campaign advertisements 

Despite the advantages of using manifestos and irrespective of whether voters indeed read them, 

it is common to think that voters are more likely to encounter campaign ads than the manifestos 

themselves. As manifestos serve as the thematic basis for parties’ other campaign material 

(Klingemann et al., 1994), incorporating this second source of data will provide a more robust 

analysis of group appeals, thus increasing our understanding of them. One obvious advantage of 

using print over broadcasted ads is the ability to analyze group appeals across an extended period. 

Second, like manifestos, print ads are produced by the parties themselves, constituting a direct, 

unfiltered communication to the voters. Including many ad types (posters, flyers, pamphlets, 

Table 3.3 Manifestos included in analysis for the Netherlands and Israel by election year 

 
Netherlands Israel 

Date Full Partial Missing total Full Partial Missing total 

1977 9 1 1 11 3 9 1 13 

1981 10 
  

10 5 5 
 

10 

1982 10 1 1 12 
    

1984 
    

8 6 
 

14 

1986 9 
  

9 
    

1988 
    

8 6 1 15 

1989 9 
  

9 
    

1992 
    

4 4 2 10 

1994 11 1 
 

12 
    

1996 
    

7 3 1 11 

1998 9 
  

9 
    

1999 
    

6 7 2 15 

2002 10 
  

10 
    

2003 4 5 
 

9 5 7 1 13 

2006 10 
  

10 6 3 3 12 

2009 
    

6 4 2 12 

2010 10 
  

10 
    

2012 11 
  

11 
    

2013 
    

7 2 3 12 

2015 
    

4 4 2 10          

Total 112 8 2 122 69 60 18 147 
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leaflets, stickers, and ads placed in newspapers) facilitates a broader overview of parties’ group 

appeals. Thus, while posters and stickers might primarily feature images and party slogans (though 

these too, if the party so chooses, may contain a group appeal), ads published in newspapers, 

leaflets, pamphlets, and flyers will have well-crafted and concise messages. 

As Table 3.4 shows, 2772 ads are analyzed in this study, 750 from Dutch parties and 2022 from 

Israeli parties. The data cover all parties across the 12 general elections except for the  

Dutch CD (Centre Democrats) in 1989, and the Israeli DP (Development and Peace) and UAL 

(United Arab Party) in 1977. Unlike manifestos, these ads constitute a sample of the materials. 32 

 
32 The disparity in the overall number of ads between the two countries results from material availability in the 

respective archives from which ads were obtained, and limited resources to employ a research assistant to collect and 

code Dutch materials. I did not experience a similar problem of limited resources when collecting materials in Israel 

because I am a native Hebrew speaker. The help of a research assistant was needed only for ads in Arabic and Amharic 

(more on this see n47 and section 3.3.3 on reliability of coding). However, since group appeals are analyzed at the 

party level and, when appropriate, includes controls for country, this disparity does not significantly impact the results. 

A complete description of the ads analyzed in this study appear in the Appendix. The number of ads per party by 

election in Israel is found in Table A 3.3. The overall collection of print campaign material from Israel is very big, 

and a selection needed to be made in order to deal with the workload. Thus, with an eye on future applications of these 

 data, of all the ads that use Hebrew, up to ten ads were randomly selected for coding so that the data contain both ads 

that use Hebrew only and ads that use Hebrew and other languages as well. In addition, all ads that use only languages 

other than Hebrew were also coded, increasing the overall number of coded ads. Table A 3.4 details the total number 

of ads by language in each country. The number of ads per party by election in the Netherlands is found in Table A 

3.5, where up to ten ads were collected and coded due to limited resources. 

Table 3.4 Ads included in the analysis for the Netherlands and Israel 

 Netherlands Israel 

Total number of ads 750 2022 

Number of parties 121 145 

Mean per party 6.2 13.95 

Min per party 1 1 

Max per party 11 38 

Mean per election 62.5 168.5 

 
Note: Israel 1977-2015, the Netherlands 1977-2012. 

Source: Dolinsky (2021c). 
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3.2.1.3  Party name 

Manifestos and print campaign ads are excellent sources for information on parties’ explicit 

support statements for particular social groups. Still, I also include parties’ names in the analysis, 

as they are the easiest and most direct way for parties to appeals to voters. It is ubiquitous in parties’ 

communications and is the only form of group-based appeal that follows voters to the voting booth 

as it appears on the ballot paper. The inclusion of parties’ names is inspired by Chandra’s work on 

ethnic parties (2004; 2011). As she argues: “the name of a party can convey information about 

whether it is associated with… some group. If it includes some ethnic group in its name, we can 

read this as one way of declaring explicitly that it champions the interests of an ethnic category…” 

(Chandra 2011, 159). While Chandra focuses solely on the behavior of this specific type of party, 

using a party’s name to appeal to groups is one of several forms of group-based appeals that should 

not a priori be restricted by party type. It is also reasonable to claim that other non-ethnic parties 

might use their names to appeal to a social group. Table 3.5 below illustrates this claim. Of the 25 

Dutch parties, 11 (44 per cent) mention a social group in their name while 14 (56 per cent) do not. 

In Israel, 17 parties, or 34.7 per cent, mention a social group in their names while 32, or 65.3 per 

cent do not. Three parties in Israel, HaAvoda (Labor), Am Ehad (One Nation), and SHINUI 

(Change), are particularly interesting cases. All three changed their official, full, names at one 

point such that they appear in the data as both having included a group in their name (1977-1981, 

1992-2013; 1999; 2003, respectively) and having not included a group in their name (1984-1988; 

2003; 1981-1988, respectively). Two more Israeli parties, TAMI (Movement for Israel’s 
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Tradition) and IFI (Israel for Immigration), allude to social groups in their names. However, since 

these mentions are not explicit, they were not considered counted as such.33 

3.3 Content analysis 

To analyze manifestos and print campaign ads, hand-coding of textual information is necessary. 

In campaign ads, especially posters, not all possible information is extracted from the material, as 

images or figures are not coded. As I explain in Chapter 2, the primary reason for excluding these 

from the coding is that I focus solely on group appeals as explicit statements rather than other 

possible forms of group-based appeals such as the use of images or symbols. 

I developed the content analysis to produce a comprehensive yet straightforward coding scheme 

that would allow for the processing of many documents. As with other aspects of my approach to 

group appeals, the content analysis is inspired by Chandra’s (2011) work on ethnic parties. It is 

centered on simplified thematic content analysis (Pennings, Keman, and Kleinnijenhuis 2006) that 

measures the incidences of group mention. This approach contrasts with the relational, core 

 
33 A full list of parties that mention a social group in their name, and a longer explanation of these changes in party 

names are found in Table A 3.6 in the Appendix. 

Table 3.5 Mentions of social groups in parties’ names  

 Israel Netherlands 

Parties that mention a specific 

social group in their name 

17 11 

Parties that do not mention a 

specific social group in their 

name 

32 14 

 
Note: Israel (1977-2015) and the Netherlands (1977-2012). 

Source: Dolinsky (2021c). 
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sentence approach, taken by both Thau (2018b; 2019) and Stückelberger (2019a), which measures 

the relationship between concepts within the text. 

3.3.1 Unitizing 

The central question guiding the coding process was which demographic groups are mentioned in 

parties’ election materials? Each textual part of the manifesto body was examined and coded, 

excluding chapter and section headings, statistics, table of content, and introductory remarks. Each 

campaign ad was coded in its entirety, including all textual parts except for statistical information 

(charts, tables, etc.) and the images and symbols featured in the ads. Rather than use a core sentence 

or a quasi-sentence approach, both manifestos and each campaign ad were read as a single unit, 

coding for the three following instances of explicitly stated support of a social group: 

(1) Explicit supportive mentions of social group(s) 

Example 1: An excerpt from LIKUD’s partial 2015 manifesto: 

Source: primary materials collected for this study from the National Library archives in Jerusalem, Israel. 
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In Example 1, supportive mentions of two social groups were coded: Jews from France and oilm 

(immigrants). 

Example 2: a newspaper ad by RATZ (Citizens’ Rights Movement), 1988: 

Source: primary materials collected for this study from the National Library archives in Jerusalem, Israel. 

In Example 2, a supportive mention of women was coded: “She said that she’d fight for our 

equality as women-and she stood by her word.”34 

  

 
34 The original ad, available in the Appendix as Figure A 3.1, also featured a photograph of Shulamit Aloni. It was cut 

here to save space and because the image itself was not coded. 
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(2) Explicitly stated all-encompassing supportive mentions of social group(s), e.g., “we are the 

party of the workers”; “we are an immigrants’ party.” 

Example 3: a newspaper ad by HADASH (Democratic Front for Peace and Equality – The Israeli 

Communist Party and Jewish and Arab Publics), 1984: 

Source: primary materials collected for this study from the National Library archives in Jerusalem, Israel. 
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In Example 3, “HADASH The only Jewish-Arab list that had stood the test [;] The bridge to peace 

with the Arab Palestinian people” was coded as an all-encompassing supportive statement for two 

social groups: Jews and Arabs. The mention of the group “Arab Palestinian people” was not coded 

because they are not Israeli citizens. 

(3) Explicitly mentioned social group(s) as those whose interests are important or more 

important than any other group 

Example 4: an excerpt from a pamphlet by IFI (Israel for Immigrants), 2003:35 

 

Source: primary materials collected for this study from the National Library archives in Jerusalem, Israel.  

In Example 4, “Yisrael B’Aliya is the only party that truly cares about Olim issues – they’ve proved 

that with deeds. And Natan Sharansky possesses the rare quality of true empathy and is willing to 

go to extraordinary lengths on the behalf of Olim” was the explicit mention of olim (immigrants) 

as those whose interests are important or more important than any other group.36 

 
35 The entire pamphlet is found in the Appendix as Figure A 3.2. 
36 All the examples here are taken from materials of Israeli parties because there were originally available in English. 

While most of the material is not in English, the same coding rules were used, facilitating the explanation. 
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It is important to emphasize that these three different instances— explicit supportive mentions 

of social group(s); explicitly stated all-encompassing supportive mentions of social group(s); and 

explicitly mentioning a social group(s) interest as important or more important than others’—were 

coded in a mutually exclusive way. The different social groups that appeared in each document 

(manifestos or campaign ads) were only coded as one of the three possible instances of explicit 

support statements. Thus, the social group Olim (Immigrants) mentioned in IFI’s 2003 

advertisement discussed above and coded as a mention of a social group whose interests are 

important or more important than any other group was not also coded as either explicit supportive 

mention or an all-encompassing supportive mention. Also, all mentions of a given group were only 

coded once per document (if they appear) rather than with the frequency of times it appears in the 

text. While this undoubtedly diminishes the breadth of information available for analysis, the scope 

of this study did not permit a sentence-by-sentence approach to coding, resulting in each manifesto 

and each ad being treated as a single unit of text. To further ensure no imbalance of treatment 

between manifestos and ads, the coding of ads was done in two stages: first, each ad was coded 

separately. Second, these individual ads’ codes were assembled to produce a coding for that party’s 

overall print campaign ads in each election.37 

3.3.2 Groups 

To decide which social groups to code for, I made a preliminary list based on commonly used 

demographic characteristics (e.g., race, ethnicity, gender) and amended it as the coding progressed 

by adding social group categories as they appear in the materials. The result is a list based on what 

 
37 The complete codebook is found in Appendix B. 
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parties actually said in their materials.38 In total, 37 social group categories are included in the 

analysis, which are then divided into five larger categories explained below after a few necessary 

clarifications. First, not all of the 37 social group categories are relevant for both countries. For 

example, Dutch parties do not reference the different denominations of Judaism, nor do Israeli 

parties reference the various denominations of Christianity. 

Second, several of the social group categories are, in fact, collapsed categories of terms with 

the same meaning. For example, the category Unemployed includes “unemployed,” “those without 

a job,” and “those not employed.” Other examples of similarly collapsed categories are Pensioners, 

LGBTQ, and Students, as was appropriate in each country. Religious, ethnic, and immigrant groups 

might have also been collapsed from the start but were not. Their would-be components were 

deemed necessary as separate categories and appear so in parties’ materials. Religious groups were 

kept divided by denomination (except for Muslims since such a separation did not appear in the 

material). This includes an overall category for Christians39 as well as a division by 

denominations40 and an overall category for Jews as a Religious Group41 with a sub-division of 

denomination (Religious Jews – Kippa Seruga; Ultra-Orthodox Religious Jews) and ethnic origin 

within the Ultra-Orthodox Religious Community into Ashkenazim and Sephardim.42 43 Similarly, 

 
38 Composing the list of groups based these elements also means that the size of groups in the population is not 

considered, despite the potential information such data might provide, for three main justifications. First, I follow 

previous studies in the guidance for choice of groups which does not include their size in the population (see both 

Thau (2019) and Stückelberger (2019a)). Second, the size of the groups is not relevant for my core argument—I do 

not stipulate that parties appeal to groups based on their size in the population. Finally, even if such information were 

relevant either for group selection in the data collection phase or for the analysis of appeals, it would be immensely 

difficult to obtain accurate estimates for all the included groups. Such challenges would significantly limit the scope 

of available data, adversely affecting the study. 
39 Primarily used in Israel where a denominational distinction does not appear in any of the party materials. 
40 Particularly relevant in the Netherlands where parties make appeals to different Christian denominations. 
41 Used in the Netherlands. 
42 Particularly relevant in Israel. 
43 The case of Ashkenazi Ultra-Orthodox Religious Jews is the only group category for which I assume, rather than 

read directly from the text, that the party is appealing to it. I take this liberty because the Ultra-Orthodox religious 

communities in Israel are strongly separated in almost all aspects of life, with parties that are intrinsically attached to 

Rabbinical establishments, which themselves are distinguished by these ethnic divides (Hazan 1999). 
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ethnic groups were also kept separate to accommodate both party references and country-specific 

differences. The category for Jews was further divided into ethnic (Israel) and religious groups 

(Netherlands). The category of “Religious Jews” was not a substitute for “Jews as a religious 

group” because it is of a specific denomination of religious Jews rather than a general category. 

To account for immigration origin, a distinction was made between Immigrants in general (a group 

category that appears in both countries and is easily generalizable) and immigrant groups such as, 

for example, Russians, Religious, Sephardic, and Turkish. This separation is particularly important 

for the analysis of Israeli parties because the country has experienced large waves of immigration 

that created specific social group categories. To maintain consistency of coding, the same approach 

was applied to Dutch parties’ appeals. 

Third, this list of groups differs from either Thau’s (2019) or Stückelberger’s (2019a). The 

former focuses on the 20 most frequently targeted group categories (reduced from an original list 

of 97 group categories). In comparison, the latter uses an extensive list (110 social group 

categories), which were subsequently collapsed into 18. In both studies, I found some group 

categories too vague and difficult to code consistently like “Local People” and “The Nation.” The 

latter example also did not fall under a stricter understanding of socio-demographic group 

categories, similar to my assessment of categories such as “Patients,” “Businesses,” and 

“Families.” This is not to say that my approach is necessarily better than theirs, but as with many 

aspects of empirical research, scholars must make hard choices about what to focus on in 

accordance with the aims of their study. The complete list of categories is in Table 3.6.44 

 
44 Two social group categories, “Young people,” and “Business owners”/”Employers,” are not included in my analysis. 

The former was left out because different parties used different terms that might be understood to refer to “Young 

People” but the category did not appear in a coherent enough way and I decided to minimize coding confusion. The 

latter was omitted from the study by mistake, which I discovered too late in the process to be remedied. Future 

evolutions of this dataset will be able to fix this issue, but it is outside the limitations of this study to address this. 
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Table 3.6 Social group categories included in analysis 

 Word in English Word in Hebrew Word in Dutch 

1 Arab(s) ערבים  

2 Worker(s)  )עובד)ים(, פועל)ים Arbeiders, Werkers, Werknemers 

3 Religious Jews (Kippa Seruga)   ,דתיים, חובשי כיפה, מסורתיים

 כיפה סרוגה 

 

4 Ashkenazi Ultra-Orthodox 

Religious Jews 

  חרדים, בני תורה, פרום

5 Sephardic Ultra-Orthodox 

Religious Jews 

חרדים ספרדים, חרדים מעדות 

 המזרח

 

6 Russian Immigrants  רוסים, עולים מרוסיה, עולים

 מברה״מ, עולים מחבר העמים 

 

7 Secular Jews  חילונים, יהודים חילונים  

8 Immigrants  מהגרים, עולים, עולים חדשים Immigranten, vluchtelingen, gastarbeiders, 

migranten, vreemdelingen, allochtonen  

9 Pensioners   ,פנסיונרים, גמלאים, קשישים

 אזרחים ותיקים 

gepensioneerden, ouderen, 65-plussers, 

AOW’ers, bejaarden 

10 Women  נשים, אישה Vrouwen 

11 Farmers  ,קיבוצניקים חקלאים, מושבניקים boeren, argariërs, tuinbouwers 

12 Cherkes  צ׳רקסים  

13 Druze  דרוזים  

14 Sephardim /Oriental Jews  ספרדים, עדות המזרח, מזרחיים  

15 Bedouin  בדואים  

16 Ethiopian Immigrants אתיופים  

17 Religious Immigrants   עולים דתיים, עולים חובשי כיפה  

18 Sephardic Immigrants   עולים ספרדים, עולים מארצות

 ספרד, עולים מארצות ערב

 

19 LGBTQ  הומואים, לסביות, להט״ב homo’s, lesbo’s, flikkers, potten, 

LGBT’ers, LGBTQ’ers, LHBT’ers, 

homofielen 

20 French Immigrants / Jews 

from France 

  עולים מצרפת 

21a Jews as Ethnic Group  יהודים  

21b Jews as a religious group  joden 

22 Ashkenazim  אשכנזים  

23 Men גברים, איש mannen 

24 Disabled People/Invalid(s)/ 

Handicap 

 gehandicapten נכים 

25 Students  סטודנטים studenten, studerenden, scholieren 

26 Muslims  מוסלמים moslims 

27 Christian  נוצרים Christenen, christelijk 

28 Reformed  gereformeerden, reformatorisch 

29 Unemployed  מובטלים, מחוסרי עבודה, בלתי

 מועסקים 

werklozen, uitkeringsgerechtigden, 

arbeidsongeschikten 

30 Surinams  surinamers 

31 Dutch Caribbean  antillianen 

32 (South) Moluccans  molukkers, zuid-molukkers 

33 Turkish Immigrants  turkse immigranten, turken 

34 Moroccan Immigrants  marokkaanse immigranten, marokkanen 

35 Evangelical  evangelisten, evangeliërs 

36 Catholic  katholieken 
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3.3.2.1  Larger group categories 

Compared with Thau (2019) and Stückelberger (2019a), I chose to collapse the 37 individual 

groups into five larger categories: Economic (ECO), Identity Politics (IP), Religious (REL), Ethnic 

(ETH), and Life Cycle (LC), as shown in Table 3.7. 

 Table 3.7 Collapsing of individual group categories  

 Collapsed 

category 

Individual group category  

 Economic Worker(s)  

 Farmers  

 Unemployed  

 Ethnic Arab(s)  

 Cherkes  

 Druze  

 Sephardim   

 Bedouin  

 Ashkenazim  

 Jews as Ethnic Group  

 Surinams  

 Dutch Caribbean  

 (South) Moluccans  

 Identity Politics Russian Immigrants  

 Immigrants (general category)  

 Women  

 Ethiopian Immigrants  

 Religious Immigrants  

 Sephardic Immigrants  

 LGBTQ  

 French Immigrants   

 Men  

 Disabled People  

 Turkish Immigrants  

 Moroccan Immigrants  

 Life Cycle Pensioners  

 Students  

 Religion Religious Jews (Kippa Seruga)  

 Ashkenazi Ultra-Orthodox Religious Jews  

 Sephardic Ultra-Orthodox Religious Jews  

 Secular Jews  

 Jews as a religious group  

 Muslims  

 Christian  

 Reformed  

 Evangelical  

 Catholic  
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The relatively early stage at which the study of group appeals is means that the literature 

provides few guidelines for collapsing group categories. Thau (2019), who focuses on economic 

groups, makes the distinction between “economic” and “non-economic” groups, which are also 

sometimes called “old” or “traditional” groups versus “new” groups. The former refers to classic 

cleavages at the heart of the European party system (Duverger 1954; Kirchheimer 1966; Lipset 

and Rokkan 1967a). The latter refers to historically marginalized groups like women, ethnic 

minorities, pensioners, LGBT, and immigrant minorities (Caramani, Celis, and Wauters 2014; 

Celis, Schouteden, and Wauters 2016; Phillips 1999; Stückelberger 2019a). Theoretically, this 

present study does not center on questions of decline, or lack thereof, of appeals to economic 

groups. As I have argued in section 3.1, a focus on economics restricts the scope of comparative 

analysis. It is therefore not necessary to create a dichotomy between “economic” and “non-

economic” groups. In addition, such a dichotomous approach casts parties’ appeals to all other 

group categories in the shadow of economic groups. 

As Table 3.8 shows, only three groups fall under the Economic-groups category: Workers, 

Farmers, and Unemployed. The same table also shows that this dichotomous collapsing would 

mean that of all appeals, about 18 per cent (642 appeals) were made to economic groups, while 

nearly 80 per cent were made to non-economic groups. But it tells us nothing about the 34 other 

group categories that are “non-economic,” missing significant aspects of parties’ appeals. 

Stückelberger’s (2019a, 61) collapsing into three categories—Economic, Identity Politics, and 

Life Cycle—goes some way to alleviate the problem. However, his resultant categorization still 

collapses too much and even eliminates some important group categories like Disabled People 

that, according to him, do not fit into any of the three categories (Stückelberger 2019a, 133). 
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Table 3.8 Frequency of appeals to individual group categories 

Group Category Frequency Mean Max Min 

Pensioners 339 1.26 7 0 

Worker(s) 336 1.25 5 0 

Women 317 1.18 5 0 

Immigrants 260 0.97 5 0 

Disabled People 209 0.78 4 0 

Jews as Ethnic Group 207 0.77 5 0 

Arab(s) 193 0.72 6 0 

Students 189 0.70 4 0 

Religious Jews (Kippa Seruga) 157 0.58 7 0 

Farmers 154 0.57 4 0 

Unemployed 152 0.57 4 0 

Ashkenazi Ultra-Orthodox Religious Jews 106 0.39 7 0 

Reformed 105 0.39 6 0 

Russian Immigrants 95 0.35 3 0 

LGBTQ 85 0.32 4 0 

Christian 85 0.32 4 0 

Secular Jews 82 0.30 4 0 

Sephardim 62 0.23 4 0 

Druze 50 0.19 2 0 

Ethiopian Immigrants 38 0.14 2 0 

Sephardic Ultra-Orthodox Religious Jews 32 0.12 4 0 

Muslims 32 0.12 2 0 

Bedouin 28 0.10 1 0 

Surinams 24 0.09 2 0 

(South) Moluccans 24 0.09 1 0 

Men 23 0.09 2 0 

Sephardic Immigrants 22 0.08 2 0 

Dutch Caribbean 18 0.07 2 0 

Cherkes 15 0.06 2 0 

Jews as a religious group 14 0.05 1 0 

Ashkenazim 14 0.05 1 0 

Turkish Immigrants 11 0.04 1 0 

Moroccan Immigrants 11 0.04 1 0 

Evangelical 9 0.03 2 0 

French Immigrants 7 0.03 2 0 

Religious Immigrants 6 0.02 1 0 

Catholic 2 0.01 1 0 

 

Note: Israel (1977-2015) and the Netherlands (1977-2012). 

Source: Dolinsky (2021c) 



 

 87 

I expand Stückelberger’s categorization into five rather than three groups, making some 

adjustments to the groups included in them. The ECON category includes groups based on 

occupation. The Religious category includes, as discussed above, the three major religions and 

their relevant denominations. Together, these two categories are part of the classic representative 

relationships, traced back to the formation of mass parties based on class and denomination 

(Duverger 1954; Kirchheimer 1966; Lipset and Rokkan 1967a). The IP category includes Women, 

LGBTQ, Disabled People, Men, and the different immigrant categories. These groups are 

meaningful because they play a central role in the “new” politics of recognition which emphasizes 

the importance of representing identity groups, with the nature and quality of democracy being 

judged on the inclusiveness of representation (Caramani, Celis, and Wauters 2014; Celis, 

Schouteden, and Wauters 2016; Fraser 1997; Phillips 1995; 1999). While religious groups might 

have been collapsed into the category of Identity Politics, I chose to keep them as a separate 

category (REL). I did this because, despite the predominance of attention to class as the classic 

cleavage structuring politics, mass parties’ representation was also focused on denominational 

groups (Duverger 1954; Kirchheimer 1966; LaPalombara and Weiner 1966). More recently, some 

scholars have also found that religion remains an important element of representative politics (e.g., 

Domke and Coe 2008; Tilley 2014). I also chose to keep the various ethnic groups (ETH) as a 

separate category rather than subsume it under the IP category because of their relative importance 

in the data, especially so, as I explained above, in the case of the Israeli parties. The last of the five 

collapsed categories is LC, in which I include Pensioners and Students. As argued by 

Stückelberger (2019a, 63), the group Pensioners is distinguished from other groups because it 

“refer[s] to a segment of the human life cycle.” The inclusion of Students in the LC category, on 

the other hand, requires some explanation. In Stückelberger’s (2019a) study, Students are 
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categorized as an economic group based on voting pattern arguments (60-61)45 and therefore on 

an understanding of the term as a reference to a person’s attained education level. In doing so, 

however, no reference is made to people who are presently students. Given that my definition of 

social appeals is based on socio-demographic characteristics, it makes more sense to understand 

the term Students as people who belong to the demographic category of Students rather than to 

those who in their past have attained a higher-education degree.46 

3.3.3 Reliability 

Three human coders, including myself, were responsible for coding all manifestos and print 

campaign ads. In addition, the help of a fourth coder was enlisted, as I explain below, to test the 

reliability of the Dutch coding. I coded all materials in Hebrew and English. With the help of a 

translator, I also coded the materials in Russian and all other languages used in Israeli materials 

except for those in Arabic, which were coded by a graduate student research assistant who is a 

native Arabic speaker.47 48 The Dutch materials were coded by a second research assistant, a native 

Dutch speaker. I am a fluent English speaker and developed the codebook over several months in 

English. The two research assistants, brought onto the project after I completed two rounds of 

coding to test the codebook (on a sample of ads not included in the dataset), are fluent English 

speakers. All coders had continued access to the codebook and samples of coding (in Hebrew and 

English), and the two research assistants made suggestions for additional social group categories, 

 
45 In these arguments, the “new cultural conflict does not mainly divide occupational groups but rather educational 

groups: with the highly educated voting for the left, and the lower educated voting for the radical right” (Stückelberger 

2019a, 61). 
46 I also ran the analysis in Chapter 4 using different configurations of these collapsed categories. For example, the 

group Students was moved to ECON groups, and ethnic and religious groups were in turn included under the IP 

category. With no substantive difference in the results, I maintain this primarily theoretically driven collapsing. 
47 Russian is my mother-tongue but for lack of use, I am not fluent in it. I was assisted therefore by a native-Russian 

speaker to verify that I did not misread the material. Text in other languages excluding Arabic was run through a 

translation software and verified with respective native speakers. 
48 The same graduate student also assisted in the collection of the materials at the Israeli archive. 
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which are included in the final version. I trained the two other coders, one remotely (the Dutch 

coder, for reasons of necessity) and the other in person (during my fieldwork in Israel). As the 

Dutch coder's training was done remotely, we were in frequent contact during the process for 

regular updates and to answer any questions that arose during the coding. The same level of 

communication was maintained with the coder in Israel. 

To ensure intercoder reliability, two coding tests were done. The first tested the reliability of 

coding between the Israeli research assistant and me. The second tested the coding's reliability 

between the Dutch research assistant and the fourth coder, also a Dutch native speaker.49 Intercoder 

reliability was measured for the three possible instances of group appeals: explicit supportive 

mentions of social group(s); explicitly stated all-encompassing supportive mentions of social 

group(s); and explicitly mentioning a social group(s) interest as important or more important than 

others’. Using the standard measure of Krippendorff’s alpha, the average score was 0.76 for the 

Israeli material, with 89 per cent agreement, and 0.74 for the Dutch material, with 86 per cent 

agreement (see: Lacy et al. 2015; Lombard, Snyder-Duch, and Bracken 2002).50 

3.4 Operationalizing key variables to analyze group appeals 

This section discusses the operationalization of key variables used to examine group appeals in 

Chapter 4. These variables will also be used in the analyses in the second part of the dissertation, 

in addition to other key variables the discussion of which I reserve to their respective chapters. 

 
49 While it is preferable that coding reliability tests are conducted only for those who code the bulk of the material, 

unfortunately I do not speak Dutch, and thus the help of a native Dutch speaker was needed to ensure reliability. The 

fourth coder, a native Dutch speaker was trained by me to the same level as the main Dutch coder, except that their 

actual coding work was limited to the materials used for the reliability test. 
50 By conventional standards, Krippendorff’s alpha should preferably be 0.8 or above, with a minimum of 0.67 (Lacy 

et al. 2015). The scores here are reasonably close to 0.8 and can be taken to indicate that the coding was done to a 

satisfactory level of accuracy. Other reliability coefficients, Cohen’s kappa and Scott’s pi, produce similar results. 
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3.4.1 Group appeals as a dependent variable 

The most important variable for the analysis in this study is parties’ group appeals. Two sets of 

variables are created based on the coding of manifestos and print campaign ads, one for each 

communication channel. Each set captures the three possible instances of explicit mention of group 

appeals discussed in section 3.3.1 and parties’ names (the same in the two sets). 

In total, the dataset contains 3513 group appeals, 142 (4 per cent) coming from parties’ names, 

2106 (60 per cent) from manifestos, and 1265 (36 per cent) coming from campaign ads. Of the 

total number of group appeals, 55.4 per cent are made by Israeli parties, and 44.6 per cent by Dutch 

parties. Looking at the different communication channels in each country, in Israel, party names 

produce 83 appeals (4.3 per cent), manifestos have 1111 appeals (57 per cent), and campaign ads 

produce 735 appeals (38.7 per cent). In the Netherlands, 59 appeals (3.8 per cent) come from 

parties’ names, 995 from manifestos (63.5 per cent), and 512 from campaign ads (32.7 per cent). 

Table 3.9 details the distribution of group appeals by communication channel and country. 

Table 3.9 Number of group appeals per communication channel 

 Party Name Manifestos Campaign Ads Total 

Overall 142 

(4.1%) 

2106 

(59.9%) 

1265 

(36%) 

3513 

Israel 83 

(4.3%) 

1111 

(57%) 

753 

(38.7%) 

1947 

Netherlands 59 

(3.8%) 

995 

(63.5%) 

512 

(32.7%) 

1566 

 

Note: Israel, 1977-2015; the Netherlands, 1977-2012. 

Source: Dolinsky (2021c). 
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The low number of group appeals in parties’ names compared to the other sources is reasonably 

explained by both the source's size51 and the frequency of deployment of the different print 

materials. While parties’ names appear on all material produced by the party, it was not included 

in the coding of either manifestos or campaign ads to avoid confusion. With each party’s name 

being relatively short and coded only once per election, the low number of appeals compared to 

other sources makes sense. Also, the number of group appeals in manifestos is about 35 per cent 

greater than group appeals in campaign ads, which can also be explained by the usually 

comprehensive nature of parties’ manifestos compared to campaign ads. 

3.4.1.1  Variations of group appeals 

The operationalization of the group appeals variable(s) is a multi-stage process. First, each of the 

three instances of group appeals (explicit supportive mentions of social group(s); explicitly stated 

all-encompassing supportive mentions of social group(s); and explicitly mentioning a social 

group(s) interest as important or more important than others’) is operationalized separately, as is 

parties’ names.52 

1) Party name: the primary variable captures social group(s) mentioned in parties’ names 

simply counts the number of social groups (theoretical range: 0-37; empirical range: 0-2). In 

addition, 37 binary variables are constructed for each of the 37 possible groups with scores of 1 if 

the group is mentioned in a party’s name and 0 if it is not. 

2) Supportive mentions of social group(s): the two main variables capture the total number 

of social groups mentioned in each manifesto (theoretical range: 0-37; empirical range: 0-20) and 

the overall body of print campaign ads (theoretical range: 0-37; empirical range: 0-13). Similar to 

 
51 Manifestos are typically long documents, and numerous individual campaign ads are included for each party in a 

given election, whereas parties’ names are usually only a few words. 
52 Full details, including variable names and labels as they appear in the dataset, are found in Appendix B. 
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party name, 37 binary variables are created for each of the possible 37 social groups in manifestos 

and overall print campaign ads (a total of 74 variables). 

3) All-encompassing supportive mentions of social group(s): the two main variables 

capture the total number of groups mentioned in all-encompassing supportive mentions in each 

manifesto (theoretical range: 0-37; empirical range: 0-3) and the overall body of print campaign 

ads (theoretical range: 0-37; empirical range: 0-4). Again, 37 binary variables capture each of the 

possible social groups in manifestos and overall print campaign ads (74 variables in total). 

4) Explicit statements mentioning a social group(s) interests as important or more 

important than others’: the two main variables capture the total number of social groups whose 

interests are mentioned as important or more important than those of other groups in each 

manifesto (theoretical range: 0-37; empirical range: 0-1) and in the overall body of print campaign 

ads (theoretical range: 0-37; empirical range: 0-3). As with party name and the other two instances 

of supportive mentions above, 37 binary variables capture which of the 37 social groups are 

mentioned in this instance of a group appeal (a total of 74 variables). 

Notably, the seven main variables (one for party name, three for manifestos, and three for 

campaign ads) are operationalized as count variables, with different parties making group appeals 

of varying extent. Thus, for each of these seven main variables (counting the total number of 

groups mentioned), a higher score means that the party is making a broader group appeal. In 

comparison, a lower score means that the party is making a narrower group appeal. Table 3.10 

shows the breakdown of the data by the variation of supportive statements. The largest number of 

appeals comes from explicit supportive mentions of social groups in manifestos (95.5 per cent) 

and campaign ads (77.1 per cent). Of the explicitly stated all-encompassing supportive mention 
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variety, more appeals appear in campaign ads (14.5 per cent) compared to manifestos (3 per cent), 

and the same is true of explicit statements mentioning a social group(s) interests as important or 

more important than those of other groups, with 8.4 per cent in campaign ads and only 1.5 per 

cent in manifestos. The most common variety of supportive statements is the positive mention of 

group(s), arguably because it is easier for the party to make, as it is the simplest of the three 

instances. The typically comprehensive nature of manifestos, compared to campaign ads, also 

explains why more of the supportive mentions appear in the former than in the latter. As for the 

two other instances of supportive statements—all-encompassing and more-important—there are 

about three times as many in campaign ads compared with manifestos. This difference can be 

explained by the typically more focused nature of campaign ads compared with manifestos. In the 

former, parties can direct their messages with greater precision than in manifestos, documents that 

lay out the party's overall intentions. 

Table 3.10 Group appeals by type 

 Manifestos Campaign Ads 

 Group 

Mentions 

All-

encompassing 

More 

important 

Group 

Mentions 

All-

encompassing 

More 

important 

Overall 2012 

(95.5%) 

63 

(3%) 

31 

(1.5%) 

976 

(77.1%) 

183 

(14.5%) 

106 

(8.4%) 

Israel 1041 

(93.7%) 

41 

(3.7%) 

29 

(2.6%) 

592 

(78.6%) 

93 

(12.4%) 

68 

(9%) 

Netherlands 971 

(97.6%) 

22 

(2.2%) 

2 

(0.2%) 

384 

(75%) 

90 

(17.6%) 

38 

(7.4%) 

 
Note: Israel, 1977-2015; the Netherlands, 1977-2012. The total number of group appeals in manifestos: 2106 (1111 

from Israel and 995 from the Netherlands). The total number of appeals in campaign ads: 1265 (753 from Israel 

and 512 from the Netherlands). 

Source: Dolinsky (2021c) 
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3.4.1.2  Group appeals as combined variables 

After examining each of the seven elements making up parties’ group appeals (name and three 

statement types in each communication channel), two steps are taken. First, I construct a variable 

for all appeals made in the dataset by adding up the main seven variables capturing the total number 

of social groups mentioned by parties. While the materials I used could not be unitized using a 

sentence-by-sentence approach, the fact that a party can mention each group up to seven times 

allows for some analysis of the extent and concentration of appeals made, and not just their 

frequency and range. Thus, the combined variable captures both the number of groups mentioned 

and the fact that they may be mentioned in more than one of the seven variables. Theoretically, 

this variable—All Appeals, or group appeals overall—ranges from 1 (only a single group is 

mentioned in only one of the seven variables) to 259 (all 37 groups are mentioned in all seven 

variables). Empirically, it ranges from 1 (the most limited appeal) to 28 (the most extensive 

appeal), with a mean of 13.1.53 Second, I create the two combined variables: group appeals in 

manifestos and group appeals in campaign ads. Taking the main variables that capture the total 

number of appeals in the three instances of supportive statements discussed above and the total 

number of groups mentioned in parties’ names, I add them together to compare appeals between 

the communication channels. Theoretically, these combined variables may each range from 1 to 

148 (37 x 4 variables), where 1 means that a party mentioned only one single group in all three 

instances of group statements and/or in its name, and 148 means that a party mentioned all groups 

in all three instances of statements and its name. Empirically, however, the variable group appeals 

in manifestos ranges from 1 to 20 with a mean of 8.6 (2248 appeals), and group appeals in 

 
53 Table A 3.7 in the Appendix shows the number of appeals in manifestos and the number of appeals in campaign 

ads for each party per election. 



 

 95 

campaign ads ranges from 1 to 18 with a mean of 5.6 (1408 appeals). These variables are used in 

the analysis throughout the fourth chapter and the second part of the study.54 

Finally, an observation is labeled a zero case when a party did not mention any social groups in 

any of the seven variables. There are two possible reasons why that might happen: 1) a manifesto 

or campaign ads were not available for analysis, in addition to the party not mentioning any social 

groups in its name; 2) materials were available for analysis, but a party did not mention any groups 

in them, nor in its name. I discuss these in greater detail in section 4.2 of Chapter 4 but for now, 

suffice it to say that of the 269 observations for parties’ group appeals in manifestos, seven (or less 

than three per cent) scored zero. For group appeals in campaign ads, 17 parties (or 6.3 per cent) 

scored zero. With so few of these zero scores, I decided to omit them from the analysis. Three 

main reasons justify this decision. First, this study focuses on the analysis of group appeals that 

are made by parties, so while not mentioning any groups may be of interest, it is in itself outside 

the scope of the concept introduced here. Second, the parties that scored zero amount to a small 

proportion of the overall observations and cannot tell us much even if we attempt a comparison. 

Third, to be assured of their lack of significance, the empirical analysis in Chapters 4, 5, and 6 was 

also done including the parties that scored zero with no difference to the results. Several other 

variables are used in the analysis of group appeals in Chapter 4, and they are discussed in the 

relevant sections in that chapter.  

 
54 Because party name is included in both variables, a question arises as to the possibility of a forced correlation. To 

test for this, I first correlated the two combined variables, and the results are 0.32 (p < 0.00) with zero cases, and 0.27 

(p < 0.00) without zero cases. This shows that the relationship between the two variables is weak. I also correlated the 

components of these combined variables: group appeals in party name with group appeals in manifestos, and group 

appeals in party name with group appeals in campaign ads. For the overall data, the correlation between appeals in 

party name and appeals in manifestos is 0.06 (p = 0.34), and between appeals in party name and appeals in campaign 

ads it is 0.17 (p < 0.05). Looking within each country, the analysis produces substantively similar results that show a 

(very) weak relationship between the variables, indicating that they are indeed independent from each other. 
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Chapter 4 Group Appeals: Empirical Analysis 

This chapter dives into and analyzes the empirical data on group appeals. It makes the overall 

argument that group appeals change over time, both as a whole and with regard to appeals to 

particular groups. It also argues that parties use manifestos and campaign ads differently and that 

the relationship with party size and ideology is weak. First, I lay out some theoretical expectations 

and present a descriptive overview of the data. I discuss zero cases, showing that the overwhelming 

majority of parties make group appeals, and the change in appeals over time. I find that while the 

extent of group appeals remains rather steady, the number of groups to which parties appeal grows, 

and the level of concentration on representing each group declines. 

Section 4.2 discusses appeals to individual group categories and to the five collapsed categories 

of Economic, Life Cycle, Identity Politics, Religious, and Ethnic groups. I show that the individual 

group categories appealed to most are Pensioners, Workers, and Women, while of the collapsed 

categories, Identity politics groups make up the plurality of appeals, followed by Economic and 

Ethnic groups. The next section compares group appeals in manifestos and group appeals in 

campaign ads over time and by appeals to individual categories. It finds that appeals are more 

limited in campaign ads than in manifestos and that the group categories emphasized in each 

communication channel are different. I end the section with a brief discussion of group appeals in 

party names and the influence of their inclusion in the data, showing that the inclusion of party 

name provides a better account of parties’ appeals, particularly to marginalized groups. 

Section 4.3 examines the relationship between group appeals and party size, and party ideology, 

finding a weak relationship in both cases. The chapter concludes with an overview of the main 

findings and their implications, setting up the end of this part of the project. 
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4.1 Theoretical expectations 

With so few existing studies on group appeals, there is a need for both descriptive empirical 

evidence and an examination of the primary relationships between group appeals and party features 

like size and ideology. Thinking of group appeals as representational claims means that making 

group appeals constitutes the first step in the process of political representation. If we accept the 

essential nature of social groups for the political process and that parties are central actors in 

representative democracies, it is reasonable to think that all parties would make group appeals at 

some point in their history and that, at the very least, the overwhelming majority of parties would 

make group appeals. Furthermore, group appeals overall are expected to be relatively stable over 

time, as it is the importance of social groups for political representation that makes it necessary for 

parties to appeal to them qua social groups (Hypothesis 4.1). 

But which groups will parties appeal to? The literature on group appeals and on political 

representation sometimes distinguishes between “old” or “traditional” groups versus “new” or 

“newer” groups. As discussed in Chapter 3, the former speaks of classic representative 

relationships, traced back to the formation of mass parties based on class and denomination, and 

the cleavages at the heart of the European party system (Duverger 1954; Kirchheimer 1966; Lipset 

and Rokkan 1967a). Here we find categories like workers, farmers, and religion-based groups 

(Caramani, Celis, and Wauters 2014; Thau 2019; Stückelberger 2019a). The latter speaks of 

historically marginalized groups like women, ethnic minorities, pensioners, LGBT, and immigrant 

minorities (Caramani, Celis, and Wauters 2014; Celis, Schouteden, and Wauters 2016; Phillips 

1999; Stückelberger 2019a). The literature on political representation also provides some basis for 

expecting appeals to “traditional” groups to be replaced by appeals to “newer” groups. Tied with 

the changing political environment where the classic cleavage politics strongly tied to class and 
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economics declined and post-materialism rose, understandings of inequality, previously based 

mainly on redistribution, also changed. Thus, as Fraser (1997) and Phillips (1999) argued, recent 

decades witnessed the rise of recognition politics centered on identity, highlighting the importance 

of representing groups based on, for example, gender, race, or ethnicity. If parties are making 

group appeals to express their representative role and ideas of representation have shifted way 

from economics-based groups to identity-based groups, I would expect this to be manifested in 

parties’ appeals. Appeals to the former should decline over time, while appeals to the latter should 

increase (Hypothesis 4.2). In addition to this, I also expect the range of appeals—the number of 

groups to which parties appeal—to show a greater increase over time compared with the total 

number of appeals made (Hypothesis 4.3). The reasoning behind this expectation is that the rise in 

the importance of identity politics and the increase in the number of groups that ought to be 

represented, will lead parties to expand the scope of groups to which they make representational 

claims. In addition to the range of appeals, I use the effective number of groups in parties’ appeals 

to examine how concentrated the appeals are. Unlike the range measure, the effective number of 

groups is a diversity measure. Similar to the way that the measure of the effective number of parties 

counts how many parties there are in parliament, for example, taking into account their relative 

strength, the effective number of groups tells us how many groups are appealed to, taking into 

account the relative concentration of each party’s appeals to a small or large number of groups 

(Greene 2017).55 I expect an increase in the effective number of groups over time, given the need 

to provide representation to a growing number of recognized groups (Hypothesis 4.4). 

 
55 The measure is based on Shannon’s H diversity measure, and considers both the groups that get a lot of attention 

and the groups that get little attention. For more on this measure, see Greene (2015). 
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This project’s secondary goal is to expand on the regular use of manifestos to study party 

behavior. In pursuit of this goal, as explained in Chapter 3, group appeals are examined using 

parties’ names, manifestos, and campaign ads. To evaluate the contribution of these data sources, 

I compare group appeals in manifestos and group appeals in campaign ads and briefly examine 

the influence of including party name into the combined variables.56 While the appeals parties 

make should be cohesive across campaign materials, these communication channels serve different 

purposes in election campaigns. Appeals in party names are not expected to be extensive primarily 

because of their format. Party names are usually short and obviously shorter than parties’ 

manifestos and parties’ campaign ads. Manifestos are (supposed to be) complete documents 

detailing parties’ appeals to voters, including policy appeals and group appeals. As such, I expected 

that all group appeals parties wish to make will appear in manifestos.  

On the other hand, campaign ads are much shorter documents. They will include far less 

information than manifestos, even those that allow the inclusion of some detail like pamphlets and 

flyers. Because voters are more directly exposed to campaign ads, it is also logical that parties will 

use this communication channel to covey more specific information and perhaps limit the scope 

of appeals. Therefore, group appeals in campaign ads should be more limited than group appeals 

in manifestos (Hypothesis 4.5). 

In addition to discussing the structure and content of parties’ group appeals, I conduct a 

preliminary examination of the effects of party size and party ideology on group appeals. To my 

knowledge, this is the only study of group appeals that is both longitudinal and cross-country, and 

the data available here are limited. This makes it more difficult to establish proper causal 

relationships, mainly because the “chicken-and-egg” problem cannot be resolved without further 

 
56 See Chapter 3, section 3.4.1.2. 
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extensive analysis that is beyond the scope of this study. However, Stückelberger (2019a) provides 

some analysis of these relationships, and the analysis here will shed further light on the matter, 

serving as a comparison for future work. 

The literature does not provide a theoretical argument as to why party size might affect parties’ 

appeals, but this is not surprising given that this area of research is very young. It is possible, 

however, based on a general understanding of parties’ behavior, to make the following argument: 

party size matters, supposedly, because larger “catch-all” parties appeal to the population’s larger 

swaths, claiming to represent a broader audience, while smaller parties “focus” on more specific 

segments of the voter population, claiming to represent fewer groups. Thus, it is expected that 

larger parties would make more extensive and less concentrated appeals, while smaller parties 

would make more limited and concentrated appeals (Hypothesis 4.6). 

The literature does provide a theoretical argument as to why party ideology might affect parties’ 

appeals and it is based on the group-individual orientations of left-right ideological traditions. In a 

study of MPs’ attitudes towards the representation of groups, Caramani, Celis, and Wauters (2014) 

argue that ideology matters: for MPs from left-wing party families, representing social groups is 

more important than it is for MPs from right-wing party families. The authors attribute this 

difference in attitude to the egalitarian versus individualistic bases of left-right ideologies. The 

former conceived politics as an inclusive enterprise, expanding the ideas of equality from 

economic groups (classic redistributive politics) to identity groups based on gender, sexual 

orientation, ethnicity, etc. (Celis, Schouteden, and Wauters 2016; Fraser 1997; Phillips 1999). The 

latter, especially liberal and radical right parties, rely on individualist and nationalist ideologies 

that view society as unitary rather than group-based (Caramani, Celis, and Wauters 2014). 

Grossmann and Hopkins (2016) make a similar argument in an analysis of American politics: 
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Democrats (party and voters) focus their attention on groups, forming coalitions and cooperation 

between different parts of society. Republicans (party and voters) are driven by ideological 

considerations irrespective of social groups. Stückelberger (2019a) too expects that left-wing 

parties to use positive appeals more frequently than right-wing parties (22). However, there are 

also (at least) two related reasons to question these expectations. Beyond the difficulties presented 

by the party-families typology discussed in section 3.1.3,57 these party families' placement on a 

left-right scale presents a challenge. First, this commonly used Left-Right scale onto which parties 

are arranged is usually based on parties’ positions on economics (as is the empirical variable in 

this analysis). While this may very well be the dominant political dimension, it is limited in scope 

and does not capture all aspects of the party system. This makes the left-right scale less suitable 

for predicting group appeals on a more general basis than economics. Second, and perhaps even 

more important, while it is logical that some social groups take left-leaning positions on economics 

while others take right-leaning positions and that parties may appeal to groups on this basis, the 

core argument in this study is that group appeals are made based on groups’ demographic 

characteristics and not their positions on the left-right dimension. Based on these arguments, I 

expect a weak relationship between group appeals and ideology (Hypothesis 4.7). 

4.2 Group appeals—An overview 

This section presents a descriptive analysis of the data on parties’ group appeals defined as 

explicitly stated support for some social group category(ies), combining two forms of explicit 

group-based appeals: statements of support and mention of group in party name. The first of these 

explicit forms, statements of support, appear in three instances: explicit supportive mentions of 

social group(s); explicitly stated all-encompassing supportive mention of social group(s); and 

 
57 Specifically, but not limited to, the grouping of Israeli religious parties as Christian Democratic parties. 
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explicit statements mentioning a social group(s) interest as important of more important than 

others. The second is mentions of groups in a party’s name. Overall, the data contain a total of 

3513 appeals: 142 in party names, 2106 in manifestos, and 1265 in campaign ads, and at least 

some such appeals are made by nearly all of the 269 party observations in the dataset. This is 

illustrated in the following discussion of party observations that scored zero for either of the 

appeals variables. For manifestos, there are only seven (less than three per cent). Three belong to 

the same party, BALAD (72903), for which no manifestos were available for the 1999, 2006, and 

2009 elections. The party also does not mention any groups in its name so that its score on the final 

group appeals in manifestos variable for these observations is also zero. The remaining four 

observations are from CPN (22210, 1977), PSP (22230; 1982), LIKUD (72622; 2013), and 

OMETZ (72425; 1984), and no manifestos were available for the first three. This leaves OMETZ 

as the only party in the dataset (0.37 percent) that did not mention any social group categories 

either in its manifesto or in its name. OMETZ was formed following a split from LIKUD in 1981 

only to merge back into LIKUD in the run-up to the 1988 election. OMETZ presented an economy-

focused manifesto with the prime goal of making the party leader, Yigal Hurvitz, the finance 

minister. The lack of any groups mentioned in this party’s manifesto is consistent with its behavior 

overall. It is also one of the parties that scored zero on Group Appeals in Campaign Ads. The 

number of party observations that scored zero in campaign ads is about double that of parties 

scoring zero on appeals in manifestos: in total, 17 observations (or 6.3 percent) scored zero, only 

two of which—CD (22711; 1989) and DP (72952; 1977) did not have any ads available for coding 

and did not mention a group in their names. The remaining 15 observations are: D’66 (22330; 

1994); CD (22711; 1994); LPF (22720; 2002); PVV (22722; 2006, 2010, 2012); PvdD (22951; 
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2010); RATZ (72310; 1977); SHINUI (72413; 1988); YAHAD (72414; 1984); OMETZ (72425; 

1984); KADIMA (72430; 2013); TZOMET (72613; 1988); and BALAD (72903; 2009, 2013). 

Finding commonalities between these parties that might explain why they scored zero is not 

easy. Two of them appeared in only one election, YAHAD and OMETZ, with the latter also 

scoring zero for appeals in manifestos, while the former scored 11 in appeals in manifestos. There 

was also a general difficulty in obtaining materials for BALAD. Ideology might explain this since 

seven of the 12 remaining parties belong to liberal and nationalist party families that are thought 

to espouse a more individualistic view of society (Caramani, Celis, and Wauters 2014). I elaborate 

on this argument later in the chapter, but for now, it suffices to say that while they all score zero 

in campaign ads, their scores in manifestos vary: CD in 1994 scored 2; LPF in 2002 scored 5; PVV 

scored 2 in 2006, 8 in 2010, and 4 in 2012 (all nationalist parties); SHINUI in 1988 scored 3; 

YAHAD in 1984 and KADIMA in 2013 scored 11; and OMETZ in 1984 scored zero (all liberal 

parties). Either way, the fact that the overwhelming majority of parties do make group appeals 

strengthens the cause to examine them to gain a fuller understanding of parties’ behavior. 

In addition to the observation that almost all parties make group appeals, the extension of the 

data across nearly four decades that cover a total of 24 elections allows for an over-time 

examination. To facilitate this, several of the figures in this chapter show fitted lines based on 

linear regression analysis (see: Thau 2019). The first of these is Figure 4.1, where we can see that 

the total number of group appeals is fairly stable over time except for a few outliers. Two fitted 

lines appear in this figure.58 The solid line, which shows a very slight decline in appeals, pertains 

to all 24 elections in the dataset. The lowest number of total appeals in an election year is 92, made 

by Dutch parties in 2003. This is not particularly surprising, given that that election was held less 

 
58 Figure A 4.1 in the Appendix shows a similar figure by country, with similar results. 
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than a year after the 2002 one, and parties released few and truncated materials. The four high 

outliers are all from Israeli elections. For three of them—1984 (184 appeals), 1988 (223 appeals), 

and 1999 (200 appeals)—15 parties gained seats in parliament in each election, which is almost 

four more than the average number of parties across all 24 elections, and nearly three more than 

the average number of parties per election in Israel. And since we have seen that nearly all parties 

make group appeals, this higher-than-average number of parties can reasonably account for the 

higher number of appeals. Looking at the dashed fitted line, which pertains to the total number of 

appeals excluding the five outliers, we see a moderate increase over time. Whereas an average of 

Figure 4.1 Total number of appeals over time 

Note: Total number of appeals (Overall Appeals) in Israel (1977-2015) and the Netherlands (1977-2012). N: 3513. 

The solid line shows the fitted trend based on OLS linear regression for all elections in the dataset. The dashed line 

shows the fitted trend based on OLS linear regression excluding five outlier elections (NL: 2003; IL: 1984, 1988, 

1999, 2003). 

Source: Dolinsky (2021c). 
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130 appeals were found in the two 1977 elections, an average of about 135 appeals were made in 

five elections during the 1980s (excluding 1984 and 1988), about 140 appeals were made in four 

1990s elections (excluding 1999), and about a similar average number of appeals were made in 

the four 2000s elections (excluding the two 2003 outlier elections), and the 2010s. 

While the slight decline in the overall data is in contrast to what Thau (2019) found for the UK, 

the moderate increase in the data excluding the five outliers fits with his findings, though he 

observed that “quite clearly… parties have appealed more and more to groups over the years” (71). 

One possible explanation for the difference in the degree of increase shown in this present study 

compared with Thau’s is technical—Thau found a strong correlation between the size of 

manifestos and the number of appeals made. As the coding here was done differently from Thau,59 

the overall number of observed appeals is significantly smaller. However, these, and other findings 

discussed below, are similar enough to warrant continued comparison. Further still, the present 

findings support the theoretical argument laid out above and the first hypothesis in this chapter. 

When one examines group appeals as representational claims understood to be an integral part of 

the representative process, it makes sense that their use would be quite stable over time since 

parties' role as representative actors in the electoral context remains quite constant. It is true, of 

course, that some parties disappear while others emerge and that not all groups are appealed to 

equally (as discussed in more detail below). Still, parties qua parties will make group appeals as 

an expression of their identity as representative actors, and not simply as a strategy in response to 

dealignment and a decline in party loyalty as argued by Thau (2019). 

 
59 See Chapter 3. 
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4.2.1 Appeals to Group Categories 

While nearly all parties make as least some group appeals, no party appeals to all groups, and some 

groups are appealed to more than others. To examine this, I use two measures. The first looks at 

the range of appeals—how many of the group categories are mentioned by parties, which 

empirically ranges from 1 and 20, with 14 parties appealing to one group and two parties appealing 

to 20 groups.60 Figure 4.2 shows that the average range of appeals is also fairly stable over time, 

except for of a few outliers. As expected, the increase is more pronounced than that of overall 

 
60 Table A 4.1 in the Appendix shows the complete data. 

Figure 4.2 Range of groups appealed to over time 

Note: Range of appeals in Israel (1977-2015) and the Netherlands (1977-2012). N: 2305. The solid line shows the 

fitted trend based on OLS linear regression for all elections in the dataset. 

Source: Dolinsky (2021c). 
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appeals over time, as indicated by the solid fitted line.61 On average, the lowest number of groups 

mentioned by parties, 6.9, is in the 1970s, and the highest number of groups, 10.1, is in 2009. 

Similar to Thau’s (2019) findings, parties in Israel and the Netherlands have expanded the range 

of groups they appeal to over time. What does this mean for political representation? It means that 

parties seek to represent a growing number of groups over the years, a finding that fits with the 

theoretical expectation of the rise in awareness for inclusiveness of more social groups and the 

importance of providing them with political representation. 

The second measure, that of the effective number of groups mentioned by parties, lends further 

support for this argument. Unlike the measure of range, which simply looks at the number of 

groups mentioned by parties, the effective number of groups based on Shannon’s H is a 

concentration measure. As explained above, it also considers the level of attention each party 

devotes to the groups it mentions.62 Empirically, the average effective number of groups mentioned 

ranges from 1 (14 parties) to 18.9 (one party), which is a slightly smaller range than that of the 

measure for the range of groups discussed above. Figure 4.3 shows that, as expected, the average 

effective number of groups appealed to increases over time, and the fitted line indicates that this 

increase is even more pronounced than that of the range of groups mentioned.63 The lowest 

effective number of groups, 6.2, is found in 1977, and the highest effective number of groups, 8.5, 

is found in 2015. The increase in the effective number of groups means that the relative emphasis 

on the groups appealed to declines over time to accommodate attention to a growing number of 

groups, confirming hypothesis 4.4. 

 
61 Figure A 4.2 in the Appendix shows a similar figure by country, with similar results. 
62 I use the effective number of groups based on Shannon’s H rather than the Herfindahl measure because the former 

gives more weight to small group categories. For more see Greene (2015). 
63 Figure A 4.2 in the Appendix shows a similar figure by country, with similar results. 
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This is a different measure than Thau (2019) uses in his analysis of UK parties. Focusing only on 

the even or uneven spread of attention through a normalized Shannon’s H measure, Thau shows 

that some groups get more attention over time than others. While Figure A 4.3 in the Appendix 

also shows a decline in the normalized Shannon’s H measure—some groups get more attention 

than others over time—it does not tell us how many groups get more attention. The effective 

number of groups helps us to understand better how parties concentrate their appeals and shows 

that rather than continue concentrating their representational claims on a small number of groups, 

the concentration of appeals declines over time as parties spread their appeals across more groups. 

Note: The average effective number of group appeals using Shannon’s H measure, based on Greene (2015), in Israel 

(1977-2015) and the Netherlands (1977-2012). N: 2070.84. Higher scores mean wider appeals. The solid line shows 

the fitted trend based on OLS linear regression for all elections in the dataset. 

Source: Dolinsky (2021c). 

Figure 4.3 Effective number of group appeals over time 
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The analysis of these three measures shows that while the frequency of group appeals remains 

rather steady over time, the number of groups to which parties appeal grows, and thus the level of 

attention each party pays to representing each group declines. 

Having examined the overall patterns of group appeals, in what follows I break down some of 

the findings by individual group categories to gain a more fine-grained understanding of the 

appeals that parties make. While the full data show a very slight overall decline in the total number 

of appeals over time, does this hold across group categories? I start by looking at the relative 

frequency of individual group categories as a per cent of overall appeals (Figure 4.4). Focusing on 

group categories that make up at least 1 per cent of appeals,64 the data show that the group appealed 

to most is Pensioners, with 9.65 per cent of appeals. This is an interesting finding given that not 

much attention has been paid to this group in the context of political representation, although it 

has received increased attention in other areas of political science (e.g., Binstock 2006; Davidson 

2014; Otjes and Krouwel 2018). Removing the two parties in the dataset that were formed 

specifically to represent the elderly—the Israeli GIL and the Dutch 50PLUS—makes only a little 

bit of difference to the data by decreasing its relative frequency of appeals from 9.65 to 9.29 per 

cent. It is true that this also moves Pensioners to the second-most appealed to group rather than the 

first. Still, the fact remains that even among non-special parties, this group takes up a significant 

proportion of parties’ appeals. With the 5.38 per cent of appeals dedicated to Students, Life Cycle 

(LC) groups make up 15.03 per cent of appeals.65 The second group appealed to most, coming 

very close to Pensioners, is Workers with 9.56 per cent, pointing to the continued importance of 

 
64 Table A 4.2 in the Appendix shows the percentage of appeals for all 37 individual group categories. 
65 See Table A 4.3 in the Appendix. 
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Economic (ECON) groups. The addition of Farmers (4.38 per cent) and Unemployed (4.33 per 

cent) bring the total of appeals to these groups to 18.27 per cent, only 3.24 per cent higher than LC 

groups. This finding lends some empirical support to Phillips’ theoretical argument that ideas of 

equality encompass both identity and redistribution (1999). 

The three other groups in the top five appealed to most are Women (9.02 per cent), Immigrants 

as a general category (7.4 percent), and Disabled people (5.95 percent). Together, these groups 

make up 22.37 per cent of all appeals, showing that Identity Politics (IP) groups are indeed central 

to parties’ representational claims. The addition of the remaining groups under this umbrella 
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Figure 4.4 Relative frequency of appeals to individual group categories 

Note: Relative frequency of appeals to individual group categories used in election campaigns in Israel (1977-2015) 

and the Netherlands (1977-2012). N: 3513. 

Source: Dolinsky (2021c). 
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category (see Chapter 3) reveals that it makes up nearly a third of all appeals (30.86 per cent), 

providing further support to theoretical arguments discussed above (Caramani, Celis, and Wauters 

2014; Fraser 1997; Phillips 1999). The two other umbrella group categories—Ethnicity (ETH) and 

Religion (REL)—make up 18.08 and 17.76 per cent of all appeals, respectively. The latter shows 

the continued importance of “traditional” groups, similar to the ECON category. The former points 

to the significant role ethnic groups play in group appeals. While it is true that this result is 

primarily driven by appeals from Israeli parties (where ethnic groups make up nearly 30 per cent 

of the 1948 appeals), they are also made by Dutch parties (about 4 per cent of 1566 appeals), 

highlighting one way in which parties seek to represent these historically marginalized groups. 

These results are both similar and different to the results in Thau (2019) and Stückelberger 

(2019a). Thau (2019) finds that the groups appealed to most are Women (IP), Families (LC), 

Businesses (ECON), The Nation, and Young People (LC). Pensioners are the 8th group appealed 

to most, Disabled People the 11th, Workers the 12th, while Immigrants do not appear as a distinct 

category. Stückelberger (2019a) finds that the groups appealed to most are Families (LC), Large 

Employers (ECON), Immigrants (IP), Young People (LC), and Other. Women are 11th, Elderly 

People (Pensioners) 12th, Disabled People 16th, and Workers 27th (though there is also a separate 

category for Employees which is in 8th place). Some of the differences in specific group categories 

are explained by the contrasts in groups’ coding scheme and my different approach to the 

operationalization of group appeals discussed in Chapter 3. However, the similarities, especially 

when looking at the umbrella categories, are encouraging and further emphasize the need to 

continue developing this literature to expand our understanding of group appeals. 

How have appeals to these categories changed over time? Figure 4.5 shows the percentage of 

appeals made to each of the five group categories are reveals several trends. First, hypothesis 4.2 
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expects a decline in appeals to ECON groups, and an increase in appeals to IP groups is partly 

confirmed. Appeals to the former group indeed show a decline over time, while appeals to the 

latter show little change. Looking at these figures by country shows a somewhat different pattern.66 

The decrease in appeals to ECON groups is more pronounced for Dutch parties than for Israeli 

parties, while for appeals to IP groups, there is some increase for Israeli parties and a rather flat 

trend for Dutch parties. These mixed results mean that, ultimately, the analysis is inconclusive 

with regard to hypothesis 4.2. Second, appeals to ETH groups decline over time, while appeals to 

REL groups remain rather flat, and the analysis by country shows similar results. Finally, there is 

a clear increase over time in appeals to LC groups (in the by-country analysis as well), which fits 

the observations above and further stresses the need to pay attention to the representation of these 

groups, especially Pensioners. What does this mean? That parties’ representational claims are 

rather consistent over time to some marginalized groups, especially IP and Religious ones, while 

they decrease over time to other marginalized groups like ETH ones. 

 

 
66 Figure A 4.4 in Appendix. 
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Figure 4.5 Percentage of appeals by group category over time 

Note: Percentage of appeals by group category over time in Israel (1977-2015) and the Netherlands (1977-2012). The solid line shows the fitted trend based on 

OLS linear regression for all elections in the dataset. 

Source: Dolinsky (2021c). 
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4.2.2 Manifestos vs. Campaign ads 

This project's secondary goal is to expand the range of data commonly used to evaluate the 

behavior of political parties by incorporating parties’ print campaign advertisements and party 

names. Thus far, I have discussed group appeals overall, using the measures that include all seven 

variables that capture group appeals—party name, three supportive statements in manifestos, and 

three supportive statements in campaign ads.67 In this section, however, I use the combined 

variables of group appeals in manifestos (N: 2248) and group appeals in campaign ads (N:1407) 

constructed to compare the two communication channels. 

Starting with group appeals in manifestos, 16 of 262 (about 6 per cent) observations score one, 

which is the most limited appeal, two parties score 20, which is the most extensive appeal, and a 

mean of 8.6.68 Figure 4.6 shows some skewness to the left, but it is not significant. In group appeals 

in campaign ads, 15 of 252 (about 6 per cent) party observations score one (the most limited 

appeal), and only one party scores 18 (the most extensive appeal).69 The mean score is 5.6, which 

is about 35 per cent lower than the mean appeal in manifestos, and Figure 4.6 shows that the 

distribution is significantly skewed to the left—most parties make limited appeals in campaign 

ads. Comparing the mean scores in manifestos with mean scores in campaign ads across the 64 

parties for which both scores are available shows that 82.8 per cent make more extensive appeals 

in manifestos than in campaign ads.70 Furthermore, the range of groups appealed to in manifestos 

is 1 to 20, whereas the range of groups appealed to in campaign ads is 1 to 13.71 These observations 

 
67 See section 3.4.1.1. 
68 Removing party name from the variable for the sake of comparison reduces the observations to 247 but the mean 

score stays practically the same at 8.5. 
69 Removing party name from the variable for the sake of comparison reduces the observations to 249, with the mean 

score changing to 5.1, slightly lower than in for the combined variable. It is also noted that the removal of party name 

narrowed the range of appeals in campaign ads from a max of 18 to a max of 16. I will return to this point in section 

4.2.3 below that discusses party name. 
70 Complete data in Table A 4.4 in the Appendix. 
71 See Table A 4.1 in the Appendix. 
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support the theoretical argument made earlier in the chapter that appeals in manifestos would be 

more extensive than appeals in campaign ads (hypothesis 4.5). 

In addition, Figure 4.7 shows a divergence in over-time trends: group appeals in manifestos 

increase while group appeals in campaign ads decrease,72 a pattern that is even stronger when 

looking at the range of groups appealed to and the effective number of groups.73 It is possible that 

 
72 Figure A 4.5 in the Appendix shows that if the 1988 outlier observation for manifestos is excluded, the increase in 

appeals is even more pronounced over time. 
73 Figure A 4.6 in Appendix. 

Note: Distribution of appeals in manifestos (N: 2248) and campaign ads (N: 1948). 

Source: Dolinsky (2021c). 

Figure 4.6 Frequency of total number of appeals in manifestos vs. campaign ads 
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this finding indicates that parties have changed the use of these communication channels over time 

in their appeals to groups, but since very little attention has been paid to group appeals in general 

and to parties’ use of printed campaign ads in particular, further data and analyses, both of which 

are beyond the scope of this study, are needed to reach clearer conclusions. 

What does the data tell us about the relationship between appeals in manifestos and appeals in 

campaign ads? In addition to this descriptive analysis, I examined this relationship using Pierson’s 

correlation analysis. Group appeals in manifestos and group appeals in campaign ad correlate at 

0.27, with p < 0.00, similar to the result controlling for country: 0.3, p < 0.00 (IL); 0.29, p < 0.00 

Note: Total number of appeals in in manifestos (N: 2248) and campaign ads (N: 1948). Solid and dashed lines show 

the fitted trend based on OLS linear regression for all elections in the dataset. 

Source: Dolinsky (2021c). 

Figure 4.7 Total number of appeals in manifestos vs. campaign ads 
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(NL).74 I also examined the correlation of these variables over time: overall, group appeals in 

manifestos and group appeals in campaign ads correlate at 0.57, p < 0.00, which is quite high. For 

Israeli parties, the correlation is 0.5, p < 0.00 and for the Dutch parties it is 0.38, p < 0.00. While 

these results indicate a relationship between the two variables, does it remain at the party level? 

Correlating appeals in manifestos and campaign ads for each party over time shows that these close 

relationships are rare. Of the 41 parties in the dataset for which there are enough data points over 

time to perform the analysis (nearly 60 per cent of the 69 parties), there are many high correlations, 

with the results ranging from 0.97 to -0.5.75 But only eight of the correlations are statistically 

significant at p < 0.05: SP, with 0.76; LPF, PLP, TIAF, TAMI, and TZOMET, each with 1.00, and 

RATZ and UofI with 0.95 each. LIKUD also shows a correlation of 0.5 significant at p < 0.1 only. 

These results support the argument that it is important to move beyond manifestos as a source for 

analysis. Campaign ads are a valuable tool to expand our knowledge as it reveals other aspects of 

party behavior not observable by manifestos alone.76 

In addition to an overall comparative examination of appeals in manifestos vs. campaign ads, I 

compare the relative frequency of appeals to individual group categories between manifestos and 

campaign ads in Figure 4.8. First, while the top three groups appealed to most are the same—

Workers, Pensioners, and Women—each group makes up a higher proportion of appeals in 

campaign ads than in manifestos by about 15 per cent. Second, there is a different balance in 

appeals among the umbrella categories between manifestos and campaign ads. Workers are the 

 
74 I include a significance test here because while the data for group appeals in manifestos is not a sample, the data for 

group appeals in campaign is a sample (see sections 3.2.1.1 and 3.2.1.2 in Chapter 3). Therefore, a significance test 

contributes to our understanding of the relationship between the two variables. 
75 Of the 41 parties in the dataset for which there are enough data points over time to perform the analysis, 7 produce 

1.00 (5 of 7) and -1.00 (2 of 7) correlations, but for all these parties there are only two data points, explaining the 

exceptionally high results. 
76 Full results in Table A 4.5 in Appendix. 
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group appealed to most in both manifestos and campaign ads, and while these appeals make up a 

larger share in the latter than in the former, appeals to ECON groups (including Unemployed and 

Farmers) make up a larger share in manifestos (19.84 per cent) than in campaign ads (15.71 per 

cent). Similar to group appeals overall, IP groups make up the largest share of both communication 

channels, though in campaign ads that share (27.65 per cent) is about 4 per cent lower compared 

with manifestos (30.92 per cent) and group appeals overall (30.92). The largest difference between 

manifestos and campaign ads is in appeals to REL groups—24.16 per cent in the latter and 16.24 
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Figure 4.8 Relative frequency of individual group categories manifestos vs. campaign ads 

Note: The figure shows the relative frequency of individual social group categories used in parties’ group appeals in 

manifestos (N: 2248), and campaign ads (N: 1407). 

Source: Dolinsky (2021c). 
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per cent in the former. This eight per cent difference is particularly interesting because it shows 

that parties indeed use the communication channels differently, with particular emphasis on these 

“traditional” groups. 

Figure 4.9 compares the percentage of appeals made to each of the five group categories 

between manifestos and campaign ads, revealing different trends than those observed comparing 

these two communication channels overall. First, appeals to two groups, ETH and IP, follow 

similar patterns to those observed in Figure 4.5 for overall appeals: the former decline while the 

latter remain rather flat for both communication channels. Appeals to ECON groups also decline 

for both communication channels, similar to the overall appeals, but the decline in campaign ads 

is steeper than in manifestos. The same is true of the increase in appeals to LC groups—it is steeper 

in campaign ads than in manifestos. Lastly, appeals to REL groups show a divergent pattern: an 

increase in manifestos and a decrease in campaign ads, which is interesting given the previous 

finding that appeals to these groups account for eight per cent more of appeals in campaign ads 

compared with manifestos. Parties may be seeking to balance out the use of these materials over 

time in their appeals to these groups, but, as argued above, more data and analyses are needed to 

understand these findings better. 
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Note: Percentage of appeals by group category over time in Israel (1977-2015) and the Netherlands (1977-2012). The solid and dashed lines show the fitted trend 

based on OLS linear regression for all elections in the dataset. 

Source: Dolinsky (2021c). 

Figure 4.9 Percentage of appeals by group category over time in manifestos vs. campaign ads 
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4.2.3 Party name 

Since party name is included in the overall-appeals variable used throughout the chapter as well 

as in both combined variables used in the previous section (and in Part II of the dissertation), this 

section briefly examines what we can learn from group appeals in party names alone, and the 

impact their inclusion in the combined variables. Party name is the most visible attribute of parties’ 

communications with voters, as I argued in Chapter 3. Looking at group appeals in party names, 

142 are found, 83 from Israeli parties and 59 from Dutch parties. Figure 4.10 shows the relative 

frequency of appeals to individual group categories. Of the 12 groups mentioned in parties’ names, 
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 Figure 4.10 Relative frequency of individual group categories in party names 

Note: The figure shows the relative frequency of individual social group categories in parties’ names in Israel (1977-

2015) and the Netherlands (1977-2012). N: 142. 

Source: Dolinsky (2021c). 
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more than half—57.1 per cent—are REL groups: Reformed (17.6 per cent), Christian (12 per cent), 

Evangelical (0.7 per cent), Ashkenazi Ultra-Orthodox Religious Jews (9.9 per cent), Religious 

Jews-Kippa Seruga (8.5 per cent), Sephardic Ultra-Orthodox Religious Jews (7 per cent), and 

Secular Jews (1.4 per cent). As these groups primarily reside in each respective country, it makes 

sense that there is no overlap in the appeals, each exclusively appealed to only by parties in the 

respective countries. Nevertheless, the appeals split roughly in the middle between the two 

countries, indicating that neither country’s parties are unique in their attention to these groups. The 

significant weight given to REL groups parties in party names also points to the value of this 

communication channel for conveying representational claims to these particular groups. 

Apart from REL groups, 17 per cent of appeals in party names are devoted to Workers, which 

is the second-highest percentage of the individual group categories, with parties from each country 

making an equal contribution. Framers, the second on the ECON groups mentioned in parties’ 

names, take up a small portion of the appeals, 0.7 per cent, and only from Dutch parties. In Israel, 

Farmers have not had a party that focused on their representation but rather have been incorporated 

into the appeals of catch-all parties such as Labour and LIKUD. That said, the finding that about 

a fifth of appeals are to ECON groups and that more than half of appeals are REL groups can be 

attributed to remnants of the historical representative relationship between social groups based on 

class and denomination and political parties (Duverger 1954; Kirchheimer 1966). These results 

show that at least when it comes to their names, parties have maintained representational claims 

to these social groups. Looking at the remaining group categories, just one other is appealed to by 

parties from both countries—Pensioners—with a total of 3.5 per cent. The inclusion of this group 

in party names further strengthens the observations above about the importance of paying attention 

to this group's representation. Finally, ETH groups are only appealed to by Israeli parties: Jews as 
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Ethnic Group (7.7 per cent) and Arabs (14 per cent), with the latter being the third-highest 

percentage of overall appeals in party names. Taking up about a fifth of appeals, the data 

correspond to previous findings of ethnic parties (e.g., Chandra 2011) using their names to convey 

their affiliation with social groups. 

How does the inclusion of party name in group appeals variables influence the analysis? The 

mean of overall appeals excluding party name is 12.5, which is slightly smaller than the mean of 

overall appeals including party name (13.1), but the variable range, 1-28, remains the same. 

Furthermore, the removal of party name does not alter the substantive results of the over-time 

analysis in section 4.2 above.77 That said, the relative frequency of appeals to group categories 

changes a little when party name is removed from the all-appeals variable: the percentage devoted 

to four of the five topmost appealed to groups increases (Pensioners, Women, Immigrants as 

general category, and Disabled People), while the percentage devoted to Workers decreased such 

that Women are the second-most-appealed-to group.78 In addition, the inclusion of party name in 

the data makes the most significant difference to the percentage of appeals to REL groups (17.76 

per cent including party name, 16.1 per cent excluding party name) and IP groups (30.86 per cent 

including party name, 32.16 per cent excluding party name).79 The inclusion of party name in the 

variables that compare manifestos and campaign ads have a similar impact on the results. These 

findings indicate that the inclusion of party name captures better parties’ appeals as it reveals more 

clearly the appeals parties make, particularly to marginalized groups. 

 
77 See Figure A 4.7 in the Appendix. 
78 See Table A 4.2 in the Appendix. 
79 See Table A 4.3 in the Appendix. 
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4.3 Party size and ideology 

After examining the structure and content of group appeals over time, this section presents a 

preliminary analysis of the effects of party size and party ideology on group appeals. As a 

reminder, hypothesis 4.6, dealing with party size, states that larger parties would make more 

extensive and less concentrated appeals. In comparison, smaller parties would make a more limited 

and more concentrated appeal. Hypothesis 4.7, dealing with party ideology, states that there would 

be a weak relationship between party ideology and group appeals. 

To examine with first of these two hypotheses, I start with a simple Pierson’s correlation 

between the total number of appeals and party size, measured as the number of seats each party 

gained in the legislature (range of 1 to 54). The result shows a very weak relationship of 0.08, and 

a similarly weak correlation is found when comparing appeals in manifestos and campaign ads 

(0.11 and -0.03, respectively).80 81 I also transformed the group appeals variable into a categorical 

one (1 = limited appeals, 2 = medium extent, 3 = extensive appeals)82 to examine the likelihood of 

each option by party size. The analysis found that the largest parties are only one per cent more 

likely to have medium and extensive appeals and only two per cent less likely to have limited 

appeals, compared with the smallest parties. Furthermore, I examine the relationship between party 

size and the range (number of groups mentioned) and concentration (effective number of groups) 

in appeals, with no substantive difference in the results. For range, the correlation for all appeals 

 
80 While it might be interesting to note that the relationship between party size and group appeals changes direction in 

campaign ads compared with manifestos, the relationship is too weak to merit further discussion. 
81 Within each country, Pierson’s correlation produces substantively similar results. Israel: all appeals = 0.19; 

manifestos = 0.26; campaign ads = -0.08. The Netherlands: all appeals = -0.01; manifestos = -0.09; campaign ads = 

0.07. As with n80, it might be interesting to note the change from positive to negative correlations, but the relationship 

is too weak to merit further discussion. 
82 The limited appeals category includes a total number of appeals that ranges from 1 to 9; the medium extent category 

includes a total number of appeals that ranges from 10 to 18; and the extensive appeals category includes a total 

number of appeals that ranges from 19 to 28 (the max in the empirical data). 
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is 0.17, for manifestos, it is 0.17, and for campaign ads it is 0.1. Looking at concentration, the 

correlation for all appeals is 0.19, for manifestos, it is 0.18, and for campaign ads, it is 0.12.83 

These results indicate that party size does not, in fact, influence parties’ appeals, leading to an 

initial rejection of hypothesis 4.6.84 

While no relationship is found between party size and group appeals, there may be a relationship 

between size and appeals to particular groups, with small parties supposedly appealing to more 

“marginalized” groups (such as ethnic or religious minorities). In contrast, larger parties will 

appeal to more “central groups” (such as workers or women). To examine this, I looked at 

Pierson’s correlation between appeals to each group category and party size. Note here the 

difference in the construction of variables compared to the variables for overall group appeals. For 

the latter, parties' zero scores were coded as missing (see section 4.2). For the former, the different 

appeals to individual group categories vary in their zero scores, and the extent of appeal to each 

category is only between 1 and 7.85 With many zero observations across the 37 different group 

categories, I recode appeals to each group as a binary score of 0 = appeal not made, and 1 = appeal 

made. Table 4.1 shows that all correlations are rather weak, with small parties tending to appeal to 

“marginalized” groups and large parties appealing to both “marginalized” and “central” groups.86 

 
83 I also examined this relationship using an ordinal variable for party size based on the number of legislative seats 

gained by a party: very small parties < 6 (N:136); small parties 6-10; medium-small parties 11-15; medium parties 16-

20; medium-large parties 21-25; large parties 26-30; and very large parties > 31 seats (N:38). The ANOVA test also 

finds a very weak relationship between total number of appeals made in all appeals (eta2 = 0.03, F = 1.57, p < 0.16), 

manifestos (eta2 = 0.03, F = 1.54, p < 0.16), and campaign ads (eta2 = 0.02, F = 1.14, p < 0.33). Results for range and 

concentration are substantively the same. 
84 In Section 3.1.3 I mentioned the possibility that party system fragmentation might influence group appeals. An 

analysis of the data here suggests that no such relationship exists. That said, since there were other justifications for 

the case selection, I do not believe that these findings are of significant consequence. 
85 Since, as explained in Chapter 3, each group may be appealed to once in one of the seven components of the group 

appeals variable, which are then added together to see how many groups a party appeals to overall. In manifests and 

campaign ads, this extent of appeal to each category is only between 1 and 4. 
86 Of the 15 negative correlations, 13 are to either Ethnic or Religious groups. Of those, only four are statistically 

significant, and those also might simply be random. 
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Table 4.1 Pierson’s correlation of appeals to individual group categories and party size 

  All appeals Manifestos Campaign Ads 

Arab(s) -0.05 -0.07 -0.08 

Worker(s) 0.16*** 0.17*** 0.23*** 

Religious Jews (Kippa Seruga) -0.10 -0.12* -0.04 

Ashkenazi Ultra-Orthodox Religious Jews -0.06 -0.09 -0.09 

Sephardic Ultra-Orthodox Religious Jews -0.05 -0.04 -0.05 

Russian Immigrants 0.05 0.07 0.00 

Secular Jews -0.04 -0.04 0.00 

Immigrants 0.27*** 0.27*** 0.03 

Pensioners 0.17*** 0.22*** 0.19*** 

Women 0.27*** 0.29*** 0.16*** 

Farmers 0.21*** 0.24*** -0.02 

Cherkes 0.14** 0.14** 0.14** 

Druze 0.02 0.02 0.08 

Sephardim -0.07 -0.09 -0.03 

Bedouin 0.10 0.07 0.08 

Ethiopian Immigrants 0.11* 0.08 0.05 

Religious Immigrants -0.08 -0.08 . 

Sephardic Immigrants 0.02 0.06 -0.08 

LGBTQ 0.18*** 0.18*** -0.07 

French Immigrants  0.03 0.07 0.01 

Jews as Ethnic Group -0.09 -0.05 -0.12** 

Jews as a Religious Group -0.13** -0.13** . 

Ashkenazim -0.03 -0.05 -0.01 

Men -0.03 0.03 -0.09 

Disabled People / Invalid(s)/ Handicap 0.21*** 0.22*** 0.07 

Students 0.18*** 0.16*** 0.04 

Muslims -0.08 -0.08 -0.02 

Christian 0.04 0.04 0.21*** 

Reformed -0.24*** -0.23*** -0.24*** 

Unemployed 0.18*** 0.16*** 0.13** 

Surinams 0.02 0.02 0.16*** 

Dutch Caribbean 0.03 0.03 0.16*** 

(South) Moluccans -0.14** -0.18*** 0.16*** 

Turkish Immigrants 0.14** 0.05 0.23*** 

Moroccan Immigrants 0.14** 0.05 0.23*** 

Evangelical -0.11* -0.07 -0.09 

Catholic 0.04 . 0.04 

 
Source: Dolinsky (2021c). 
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A similar observation is found comparing appeals in manifestos to appeals in campaign ads (also 

in Table 4.1). All correlations are weak, but while small parties tend to appeal to “marginalized” 

groups in both communication channels, large parties appeal to both “marginalized” and “central” 

groups in campaign ads and tend to appeal to “central” groups in manifestos. 

In addition to party size, I also examine the relationship between group appeals and party 

ideology. As discussed in the theoretical section of the chapter, the literature expects parties on the 

left to make more extensive appeals because their ideology is more strongly based on social groups. 

In contrast, right-wing ideology is more individualistic, and therefore, parties on the right are 

expected to make limited appeals. However, given the previous reservations, I expect a weak 

relationship between ideology and group appeals (hypothesis 4.7). I examine this relationship 

using two variables taken from the MARPOR (Volkens et al. 2018b) dataset. The first is party 

family, to which I did some modifications to accommodate parties missing from the MARPOR 

codebook (see Section 3.1.4 on the selection of parties). The variable captures the following party 

families: Ecological/Green Parties (10); Socialist/Left-wing Parties (20); Social Democratic 

Parties (30); Liberal Parties (40); Christian Democratic Parties (50); Conservative Parties (60); 

Nationalist/Right-wing Parties (70); Agrarian Parties (80); Ethnic and Regional Parties (90); 

Special Issue Parties (95); Parties Not Coded in CMP (99). The second variable captures parties' 

ideology in RILE, which places parties on a left-right economic scale from -100 for the left-most 

party to 100 for the right-most party. This measure is based on a content analysis coding of 

manifestos using “quasi-sentences” that produce 56 broad issue categories (Budge et al. 2001; 

Klingemann et al. 2006) and empirically ranges from - 62.5 for the left-most party to 91.89 for the 

right-most party.87 

 
87 The full construction of this variable is found in the Codebook in Appendix B. 
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Starting with party families, a simple ANOVA test finds that for group appeals overall, eta2 = 

0.34, F = 13.24, for manifestos eta2 = 0.29, F = 10.36, and for campaign ads eta2 = 0.19, F = 5.74. 

Similar results are found when examining the relationship between party family and range of 

appeals and party family and concentration of appeals. This indicates some relationship between 

group appeals and party families, providing initial support for the literature's expectation that left-

wing parties will make more extensive appeals than right-wing parties and casts doubt on my 

hypothesis. But, looking at the relative frequency of appeals for each party family (Figure 4.11), 

no left-right pattern emerges. Christian Democrats, situated on the center-right, and Social 

Democrats on the center-left, are the party families with the highest levels of appeals in both 

communication channels. The former is consistent with Stückelberger’s findings (2019a, 141) but 

not consistent with the expectation in the literature that parties on the left, whose ideology is based 

more on group politics, would make more extensive group appeals. The latter is more consistent 

with the literature's expectation, and so is the observation that Nationalist parties indeed make 

limited appeals. But the fact that Liberal parties are the third highest in group appeals overall and 

in manifestos, and fourth highest in campaign ads further weakens the relationship, providing more 

support for Hypothesis 4.7. 
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I also examine this hypothesis using parties’ placement on a left-right scale. Ideally, data would 

be available about parties’ group appeals for both manifestos and campaign ads, and the data for 

the latter would be structured in a similar way to the MARPOR dataset to allow maximum 

compatibility for analysis. But, given the limited resources available during the data collection and 

coding phases of this project, parties’ policy positions were not collected from campaign ads, nor 

were parties’ manifestos coded for policy positions anew. Campaign ads were also coded for group 

appeals as single, whole units rather than a sentence-by-sentence approach. That said, examining 

the relationship between group appeals and party ideology is important, so I do so here, albeit in a 

preliminary way. The analysis results are found in Table 4.2 and show that left-wing parties tend 

to make slightly more extensive appeals across the data.88 While the coefficients are statistically 

 
88 The results are substantively the same when examining the range and concentration of appeals using bivariate 

regression analysis. 
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Figure 4.11 Relative frequency of appeals by party family 
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significant, the R-squared scores show that parties’ left-right positions explain a very small 

proportion of parties’ appeals. This, together with the findings above of the relative frequency of 

appeals, allows me to conclude that contrary to the literature's expectations, there is no clear 

relationship between parties’ appeals and ideology, confirming Hypothesis 4.7. 

4.4 Conclusions 

This chapter examines group appeals' structure and content over time and communication 

channels, using cross-country comparative data covering nearly four decades from the mid-1970s 

to the mid-2010s. In what follows I briefly review the main findings and some of their implications. 

First, the analyses of appeals’ frequency, and the range and concentration of groups in them, 

confirm hypotheses 4.1, 4.3, and 4.4: while frequency is fairly steady over time, the number of 

groups (both raw and effective) increases, and the level of attention devoted to each group 

decreases. Similar to previous studies (Thau 2019), these results show that examining group 

Table 4.2 Bivariate regression analysis of group appeals and party ideology 

 Model 1 

Group appeals 

overall 

Model 2 

Group appeals 

in manifestos  

Model 3 

Group appeals in 

campaign ads 

Parties’ Positions on the Left-

Right Scale 

-0.06*** 

(0.013) 

-0.04*** 

(0.009) 

-0.03*** 

(0.007) 

    

R-squared 0.1 0.08 0.05 

Observations 231 213 218 

 

Note: Standard errors in parentheses; *** p < 0.01. Israel (1977-2015), Netherlands (1977-2012). 

Source: Dolinsky (2021c). 
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appeals sheds light on parties’ behavior, but from a different perspective. Instead of looking at 

appeals as merely a strategy used by parties to win elections, appeals are understood as the first 

step in the process of political representation. 

Second, not all groups are appealed to equally, though hypothesis 4.2 is only partly confirmed: 

appeals to economic groups decline over time but appeals to identity politics groups do not increase 

much. Despite these trends, the data also show that as expected in the literature on political 

representation, parties pay significant attention to the representation of both identity politics groups 

(which make up, on average, between 22 and 40 percent of appeals) and other historically 

marginalized groups like ethnic and religious minorities (the former makes up, on average, 

between 11 and 26 per cent of appeals, and the latter between 1 and 38 per cent of appeals). Most 

interesting, though, is the finding that the group appealed to most in the data is Pensioners,89 and 

that these appeals increase over time. While not much attention has been devoted to this group in 

the study of political representation, I argue that this finding lends support for understanding group 

appeals from the perspective of political representation rather than as an election strategy. In recent 

year, electoral studies focusing on this group have produced mixed results: some argue that age 

matters (Borowski, Hudson, and McCormack 2008), but others find that “old age is [not] an 

authoritative means of predicting political opinion and behavior” (Binstock 2000, 6; also see: 

Goerres 2008; Walker 2006). This casts doubts on this group's electoral significance, and therefore 

on the strategic value of appealing to it. And yet, most of the parties in the dataset appeal to 

pensioners, with about 40 per cent of them devoting 10 per cent or more to these appeals (setting 

aside GIL and 50PLUS, which only appear once in the data, and as discussed above, their removal 

makes a small difference to the results). What might explain these appeals then? I would suggest 

 
89 Or the second-most appealed to once GIL and 50PLUS are removed from the data (see section 4.2.1). 
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that since political representation is a normative good in modern democracies, and the elderly 

make up a significant portion of the population, considerations of providing such representation 

lead parties to make these appeals. With few other studies that examine group appeals, and given 

the limited scope of this study, it is difficult to reach more than tentative conclusions. But the 

contrast with previous studies (Stückelberger 2019a; Thau 2019) lends some support for the idea 

that something other than electoral strategy explains parties’ group appeals. 

Third, the comparison of communication channels provides more insight into group appeals. In 

addition to confirming hypothesis 4.5 that appeals in campaign ads are indeed more limited than 

appeals in manifestos, parties balance appeals among the groups differently in each 

communication channel. While the percentage of appeals to ECON and IP groups is higher in 

manifestos than in campaign ads, the opposite is true for REL groups appeals, and appeals to ETH 

and LC groups are fairly similar in the two communication channels. It is possible that these 

differences could be explained by factors relating to media exposure or access to manifestos. But 

it is clear that the inclusion of print campaign ads sheds light on party behavior, making it 

worthwhile to invest in developing such datasets and analyses. Incorporating parties' names into 

the analysis follows a similar logic—parties' names are the most visible aspect constituting what 

is perhaps the easiest direct appeal to voters. 

Fourth, the chapter finds that the relationship between group appeals and party size is weak, as 

is the relationship between group appeals and party ideology, with the latter providing evidence in 

contrast to previous arguments of a left-right tendency (Caramani, Celis, and Wauters 2014; 

Grossmann and Hopkins 2016). That said, the analysis does find that small parties tend to appeal 

to “marginalized” groups in both communication channels. In contrast, large parties tend to appeal 

to both “marginalized” and “central” groups in campaign ads but to “central” groups in manifestos. 
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While the limited data make it difficult to address this “chicken-and-egg” problem, i.e., whether 

small parties appeal to marginalized groups because they are small or small parties are small 

because they concentrate their appeals on marginalized groups, the results do provide further 

support for the importance of including more than manifestos in our analysis of party behavior as 

it illuminates other aspects not observable in manifestos alone. 

Finally, outside this study, not much empirical evidence is available about parties’ 

representational claims—the first crucial step in the process of political representation. While 

further analysis is required to evaluate the quality of political representation and indeed whether 

political representation results from these claims (since, as Saward argues (2006; 2010), an 

audience needs to accept the claims for representation to exist), the analysis in this chapter provides 

valuable insight into this phenomenon. It sheds light on parties’ use of different communication 

channels to make representational claims and the relative emphasis parties put on representing 

different groups. The chapter shows parties’ use of group appeals over time and across countries, 

and to my knowledge is the first study to do so.90 Thus, the study’s findings have implications for 

our historical and contemporary understanding of political parties' behavior, of their 

communication with the voters, and of political representation, all of which are central elements 

in modern democracies. 

  

 
90 As a reminder, Thau (2019) examines group appeals over time in one country—the UK, while Stückelberger (2019a) 

compares appeals across three countries (Switzerland, Germany and the Netherlands) but covers only two elections in 

each in the 2010s. 
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Part II 

Having conceptualized, defined, operationalized, and empirically examined the structure and 

content of parties’ group appeals, Part I of the study has shown the importance of paying attention 

to this aspect of party behavior. As political representation is the bedrock of modern democracies, 

examining how parties engage in these processes is essential for understanding both representation 

and democracy. Group appeals illuminate the crucial first step in the process of political 

representation—the claim-making—and provide empirical grounding to theoretical arguments. 

The analysis above shows that group appeals are part of parties’ behavior and that social groups 

matter for parties’ representational claims. 

The second part of this study treats group appeals as an independent variable, examining how 

political representation is expressed in other behaviors of political parties. Chapter 5 looks at the 

relationship between group appeals and coalition formation. It argues that group appeals can 

explain why some parties are included in coalition governments that conventional, policy-based 

models have trouble explaining. It tests the proposition that among non-formateur parties, parties 

with more extensive appeals will less likely be included in coalitions than parties with more limited 

appeals. This expectation assumes that the latter would pose fewer group-specific demands 

because they claim to represent a few social groups. The lower the group-specific demands, the 

easier it would be to accommodate in a variety of minimum winning connected coalitions. 

Chapter 6 examines the relationship between group appeals and parties’ choice of candidate 

selection methods. It argues that more limited appeals will make it more likely for parties to use 

more exclusive selectorates and centralize the process than extensive appeals. This expectation 

assumes that parties with limited appeals will seek greater control over candidate selection to 

ensure the candidates chosen are the “right” ones to convey the desired representational messages. 
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Chapter 5 Group Appeals and Coalition Formation 

The process of government formation has been under the academic spotlight for decades. With the 

frequent occurrence of coalition governments across modern democracies, scholars have proposed 

various explanations for this phenomenon. Classic explanations of coalition formation focused on 

governments and parties' size (Leiserson 1966; Riker 1962; Von Neumann and Morgenstern 

1953). Parties’ policy concerns were subsequently added as a constraint at first (Axelrod 1970) 

and later as the core of the explanation, mainly in a unidimensional form (De Swaan 1973; Laver 

and Schofield 1990; Strøm 1990). Still others focused on the constraints imposed by various 

institutional rules governing the coalition formation process (Bergman 1995; Diermeier and Merlo 

2004; Mershon 1994; Strøm, Budge, and Laver 1994). Despite the advances in coalition formation 

models incorporating multidimensional policy spaces, the prominent models are unidimensional, 

focusing on the left-right economic scale. As a result, scholars still struggle to explain the inclusion 

in governments of parties that do not easily fit onto a common policy dimension, especially parties 

that do not express positions on the given political system’s main issue dimension (Doron 2005). 

The purpose of this chapter is to introduce a new approach to the study of coalition formation, 

one that accounts for parties that do not easily fit into conventional coalition models. At the heart 

of this approach is the concept of parties’ group appeals elaborated in the first part of this study. 

As argued above, conceptualizing group appeals as representational claims, an important 

distinction is made between what parties say (policy) and whom they say it to (group), paying 

particular attention to the latter. My main argument is that to fully understand the coalition 

formation process, focusing on parties’ policy positions is insufficient. We are missing parties’ 

engagement with group appeals that make up an essential part of their connection to the voters. 

Group appeals are defined as explicitly stated support of some social group category(ies), 
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combining support statements in election materials (manifestos and print ads) and party name. I 

hypothesize that among non-formateur parties, those with more limited group appeals are more 

likely to be included in coalitions than parties with more extensive group appeals. That is so 

because a more limited group appeal is assumed to lead to more specific demands (for the groups 

these parties claim to represent) instead of broad-based demands. More limited group appeals 

make inclusion in coalitions less costly as it is easier to accommodate in a variety of minimum 

winning connected coalitions. Using a combination of existing data from the Comparative 

Manifesto Project and the new dataset discussed in Part I of this study, I examine 92 coalitions in 

Israel and the Netherlands between 1977 and 2015. The logistic regression analysis results, with 

parties being the unit of focus, support my hypotheses and show that among non-formateur parties, 

more limited group appeals increase the likelihood of being included in coalitions. These results 

highlight the importance of including this variable in our analysis of coalition formation and the 

value of using different sources to examine parties’ behavior. 

5.1 Classic theories of coalition formation 

The classic model of coalition formation comes from Riker’s (1962) seminal work and is based on 

game theory (Von Neumann and Morgenstern 1953). According to Riker (1962), three principles 

govern the process of coalition formation: size (predicting the formation of minimal winning 

coalitions); strategy (coalitions will be big enough to survive opposition challenges); and 

disequilibrium (coalitions will be small enough to avoid thinning out the benefits received by 

coalition members). Policy considerations are not included in Riker’s model. The “pure” rational 

choice assumptions attached to party behavior, i.e., that parties will seek to maximize their gain 

make coalition bargaining a fixed-sum game, with gains referring only to office and not policy. 

However, such models did not always explain coalition formation in the real world (Strøm and 
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Nyblade 2007). Other considerations needed to be accounted for, particularly parties’ policy 

positions, which have been the subject of extensive scholarly examination from the early 1970s. 

The first models of coalition formation to incorporate parties’ policy positions treated them as an 

added constraint to the classic size models (Axelrod 1970), with De Swaan (1973) being the first 

to shift the focus of coalition formation models to parties’ policy positions. De Swaan’s main 

argument was that existing coalition formation models were not successful in accounting for real-

world government formations because they missed an important element. Specifically, scholars 

needed to consider parties’ policy priorities as the most important considerations because policy 

coherence, rather than office or votes, was at the top of parties’ maximizing priorities. According 

to De Swaan, “an actor strives to bring about a winning coalition in which he is included and which 

he expects to adopt a policy that is as close as possible, on a scale of policies, to his own most 

preferred policy” (1973, 88). The coalition that will form will be the one in which members are 

ideologically closest to one another. Taking up this proposition, scholars further developed policy-

driven theories, drawing on the logic of spatial models (Black 1958; Downs 1957) and 

emphasizing “the advantages of centrally located policy preferences…” (Strøm and Nyblade 2007, 

790). Focusing on the policy preferences of the parties vying for a place in the coalition, Laver and 

Schofield (1990), for example, argued that the party in control of the “median legislator” will 

always be in government. Kaare Strøm (1990) argued that a party could hold on to power as a 

minority government if the opposition parties' policy differences are significant enough. Moreover, 

an important element of coalition formation's rationality assumption as a fixed sum game shifts 

when policy is considered—the pool of payoffs is not necessarily fixed anymore (Mershon 2002). 

One of the important aspects of the focus on parties’ policy preferences regarded the 

dimensional space used in the analysis. For example, Strøm (1990), and many studies that 
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followed, used a unidimensional scale onto which parties were arranged, with the left-right 

economic scale usually chosen for analysis. This choice made sense because the studies were 

mainly of Western European democracies (Laver and Budge 1992; Laver and Shepsle 1996; 

Müller and Strøm 2000), where the main political divide is thought to be left-right economics.91 

That said, this practice became so common among scholars that it was used to analyze countries 

recognized by scholars as having multiple important issue dimensions (De Winter and Dumont 

2006) or countries where left-right economics is not the main dimension (Bara 1992; Doron 2005). 

Despite the growing sophistication of the coalition formation models, an important question 

remained: what if ‘focusing on the left-right dimension… [led] scholars to miss an important part 

of the real-world picture of party policy competition’?(De Winter and Dumont 2006). 

To address this question, scholars’ proposed solution thus far has been to develop coalition 

formation models that incorporate multidimensional rather than unidimensional policy spaces. A 

variety of theories, including protocoalitions (Grofman 1982), the heart model (Schofield 1993), 

and winset theory (Laver and Shepsle 1990; 1996), all argue that what parties want is to be included 

in a coalition that is the closest to their ideal policy positions in the multidimensional space. 

However, these models all share several problems theoretically and empirically, with the primary 

issues being the difficulty of obtaining parties’ positions on multiple dimensions and the models' 

complexity. In this current study, I seek to examine this issue from a different perspective. What 

if, instead of gathering all the information necessary for multidimensional policy spaces, we take 

a step back and think of parties as not having an ideal position in the multidimensional space 

because they simply do not take a position on certain issues? This leads to the question guiding 

 
91 One additional reason for the use of a unidimensional space was that a Nash equilibrium is unlikely in a 

multidimensional space. 
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this chapter: what if our focus on policy positions alone obscures rational behavior of parties that 

appeal to voters on other grounds? 

5.2 A New approach to coalition formation 

To examine this, I propose a new approach to the study of coalition formation that puts parties’ 

group appeals at the center of the analysis while also including parties’ policy positions. This 

approach is based on the overarching argument advanced in this study: parties’ group appeals, 

which are distinguished from parties’ policies, matter for our understanding of party behavior. In 

this chapter, the main argument is that examining parties’ inclusion in coalitions is not complete 

by looking at parties’ size and/or ideological proximity to coalition partners alone. Instead, to 

better understand the coalition formation process, we need to extend our attention to parties’ group 

appeals, which make up an important part of their connection to the voters. The introduction of 

group appeals into coalition formation models is not meant to replace parties’ policy positions but 

add to it and provide a more complete picture. 

Examining the possible influence of group appeals on coalition formation, I begin by keeping 

the common assumption in the coalition formation literature that formateur parties are more likely 

to be included in coalitions. I hypothesize that among non-formateur parties, those that make more 

limited group appeals are more likely to be included in coalition governments than parties that 

make more extensive group appeals. This hypothesis is based on the logic that a limited group 

appeal is less costly than a more extensive group appeal, making it easier to accommodate in a 

variety of minimum winning connected coalitions. Four assumptions are made here: first, before 

entering a coalition, parties will make demands relevant to the social groups they claim to represent 

in their group appeals. The specific details of these demands matter less than the assumption that 

parties that claim to represent a given group will act to advance that group’s interests by making 
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group-specific demands. The second assumption is that a party with a limited group appeal will 

have fewer group-specific demands because it claims to represent fewer social groups. A party 

with an extensive group appeal, on the other hand, will have more group-specific demands because 

it claims to be the representative of more social groups. Third, assuming that there is a finite 

number of demands that can be met in coalition negotiations because the money pie is limited, the 

fewer the demands, the less costly it would be in terms of demands needing to be accommodated 

to include a party in a coalition. Finally, a distinction is needed between policy demands and group 

demands. The former requires that a specific policy be satisfied. In contrast, the latter requires 

something for the group claimed to be represented, but the specifics of what that something is are 

more open, making it easier to accommodate, especially when the demand is for something 

material rather than a specific policy.92 93 

While parties’ group appeals are the heart of my argument, many studies have shown the 

importance of parties’ policy positions for coalition formation, and I do not argue against that. 

Instead, I approach the role of parties’ policy positions in a similar way to my approach to group 

appeals. I take parties’ policy positions to be the what element of parties’ appeals and examine the 

relationship between parties’ policy breadth and coalition formation. Conceptualizing parties’ 

policy breadth as what appeals is based on an element commonly found in the niche party literature 

(Daniel Bischof 2017; Meguid 2005; 2007; Wagner 2012)—the narrowness of parties’ election 

manifestos. That is, parties are distinguished from one another by the level of comprehensiveness 

of their policy appeals: the more policy issues a party takes a position on, the more comprehensive 

 
92 I thank Richard Katz for this comment. 
93 As discussed in Chapter 3, parties may appeal to groups via policy, which constitutes a hybrid form of policy-based 

group appeals and manifests in parties proposing specific policies explicitly or implicitly associated with specific 

social groups (Chandra 2011; Dolinsky 2019; Gadjanova 2015). However, this study argues for the analytical and 

empirical separation of group and policy appeals, an argument that I continue to make regarding coalition formation. 
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the appeal. But, departing from the literature on niche parties, parties’ policy appeals are not 

determined by a particular issue dimension.94 What matters is whether a party has a position on a 

given issue rather than what that position is. Thus, the scope of a party’s policy appeal can 

theoretically range from one (a party that appeals to voters on a single issue) to as many policy 

issues as there are in the political system (a party that appeals to voters on all possible issues). This 

is a minimalist definition of policy appeals that produces a scale onto which parties may be placed 

between two extremes, allowing each party to be coded on its own merits rather than based on a 

pre-determined categorization into party families. This minimalist definition captures variation 

both between and within parties, providing a more nuanced and flexible measure of a party’s policy 

appeals so that a party’s location on the scale may change from one election to the next. 

What about parties’ issue emphasis? Issue emphasis is a reflection of parties’ attempts to 

position themselves within the party system, to influence the issues that dominate the political 

agenda (Green and Hobolt 2008; Petroick 1996), and to try and develop ‘ownership’ over issues 

(Green and Jennings 2011; Wagner and Meyer 2014). As such, at the core of the niche party 

definition, as argued by Meyer and Miller (2015), is “the relative issue emphasis of parties within 

a given party system… [as] all parties aim at emphasizing issues on which they are perceived as 

being competent” (260). To account for both issue breadth and saliency, I use the Effective 

Number of Manifesto Issues (ENMI) measure, developed by Greene (2017) that “captures the 

relative concentration in each party’s platform to a small or large number of issues.” I look at the 

relationship between policy and inclusion in a coalition as one in which proximity of positions is 

not the only policy-relevant factor, adding the extent to which parties may be able to “trade” their 

 
94 The literature on niche parties predominantly distinguishes between mainstream and niche parties on the basis of 

left-right economics (Adams et al. 2006; Meguid 2005; 2007; Wagner 2012). 



 

 142 

policy priorities. This logic is similar to the one concerning parties’ group appeals. If a party has a 

narrow policy profile, its attention would be devoted to a small number of issues making its list of 

coalition demands respectively short. 

Further still, narrow policy appeals could also increase a party’s flexibility on all other issues. 

If a party has a broad issue profile, one expects that its list of coalition demands would be greater 

as far as policy is concerned. It is assumed that smaller lists of coalition demands would be easier 

and potentially cheaper to accommodate than larger lists of demands, both for the would-be 

coalition partners and for the party making the demands. Particularly for the latter, fewer demands 

would make it easier for the party to take whatever position is advantageous on the issues it does 

not care about, making it more likely that parties with narrower policy appeals would be included 

in coalitions.95 

In sum, my main argument is that the extent of parties’ group appeals affects parties’ chances of 

being included in coalition governments. To test this, I propose the following hypotheses: 

H5.1a: For overall appeals, non-formateur parties with a more extensive group appeal will 

be less likely to be included in coalitions than non-formateur parties with a more limited 

group appeal. 

  

 
95 I thank Richard Katz for this comment. 
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The extent of appeals in each communication channel is expected to produce the same results: 

H5.1b: For manifestos and for campaign ads, non-formateur parties with a more extensive 

group appeal will be less likely to be included in coalitions than non-formateur parties with 

a more limited group appeal. 

Given that the data available to this study do not allow for examining the breadth of parties’ 

policies in campaign ads, I propose the following hypothesis to test the relationship between 

parties’ inclusion in coalitions and the breadth of manifesto issues: 

H5.2: Non-formateur parties with broader manifestos will be less likely to be included in 

coalitions than parties with narrower manifestos. 

To test these hypotheses, the unit of analysis is a party at the time of coalition formation rather 

than the coalition formed. In so doing, I follow previous studies that have treated the party rather 

than the coalition as the unit of analysis (for example, Isaksson 2005; Mattila and Raunio 2004; 

Savage 2014; Warwick 1996). Furthermore, using parties rather than coalitions as the unit of 

analysis is justifiable because my dependent variable is inclusion in the coalition (or not) rather 

than any characteristic of the coalition itself. 

5.3 Data 

To empirically examine the impact of group appeals on a party’s chances of being included in 

coalitions, I run a logistic regression analysis using the 269 party observations for those parties 

that passed the legal threshold in Israel and the Netherlands between 1977 and 2015.96 In both 

 
96 As discussed in Chapter 3, all parties that had passed the legal threshold are included in the dataset after cross-

referencing the information available in MARPOR (Volkens et al. 2018c) with official election results 
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countries, no single party has ever held a majority of seats in parliament, nor did any come close 

enough to attempt a single-party minority government (Andeweg and Irwin 2014; Hazan 2018).97 

Seventeen and 14 coalition governments were formed in Israel and the Netherlands, respectively, 

during the period examined. Furthermore, the large and diverse body of parties available in these 

two countries presents good conditions for examining whether non-formateur parties’ group 

appeals affect their inclusion in coalitions and draw possible generalizable conclusions. 

For this chapter, an additional set of data needed to be collected and coded to analyze the 

relationship between parties’ group appeals and coalition formation. The first step in constructing 

the data on coalitions is to provide a definition and determine their continuity and change. The 

common practice in the literature on coalition formation is to treat coalitions and governments as 

the same thing, with governments having a clear and commonly accepted definition provided by 

Woldendorp, Keman, and Budge (1993): a government “encompasses any administration that is 

formed after an election and continues in the absence of: 

(a) A change of Prime Minister; 

(b) A change in the party composition of the Cabinet; or 

(c) The resignation in an inter-election period followed by re-formation of the 

government with the same Prime Minister and party composition. 

I also adopt this definition but modify it slightly so that rather than look at the change in the 

cabinet's party composition, I look at the change in party composition of the coalition as a whole.98 

To do that, I coded all entries and exits of parties from the coalition and the splits and mergers of 

parties between general elections. Splits and mergers are an important part of this coding because 

 
97 This is true except once, in Israel, when the Alignment party won 56 seats (five seats short of a majority) in the 

1969 election. That said, not only is this election outside the timeframe of the study, but a coalition government was 

also formed anyway. 
98 The literature on coalition formation does not generally distinguish between coalitions and cabinets. The latter is 

composed of government ministers, and it encompassed within the coalition. The former is the larger body that also 

includes members of the coalition who do not hold ministerial positions. In this study I only refer to the former. 
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they affect parties' composition and, therefore, the composition of the coalition. Thus, in 1977, 

Menahem Begin’s first coalition was composed of five parties and one independent MK. This 

coalition was replaced by the second Begin coalition when the DMC party joined. This second 

Begin coalition, in turn, was replaced by the third Begin coalition when the DMC split into two 

parties, and only one of them, now labeled DM, stayed in the coalition. Similar events occurred in 

the Netherlands, when, for example, Van Agt’s second coalition was replaced due to PvdA's 

departure from the coalition in May 1982, and Balkanede’s first coalition changed due to a split in 

LPF in October 2002. Thus, the dataset includes 280 party observations and 92 coalitions, taking 

account of all the observed changes in coalition composition and parties’ splits and mergers.99 

Inclusion (or not) in the coalition forms the binary dependent variable for this chapter’s analysis, 

with 37.01 per cent of parties in coalitions and 62.99 per cent not in coalitions. 

The main independent variable—parties’ group appeals—is measured three times. Once for 

overall appeals, once for appeals in manifestos, and once for appeals in campaign ads. As explained 

in Chapter 3, the data in this study are derived from multiple sources with the dual purpose of 

expanding the scope of parties’ analysis and comparing across communication channels. A brief 

reminder: the variable group appeals overall is constructed by adding up the main seven variables 

that capture the total number of social groups mentioned by parties. Empirically, it ranges from 1 

to 28, with a mean of 13.4. The variable group appeals in manifestos adds up the total number of 

appeals in the three instances of supportive statements100 and the total number of groups mentioned 

 
99 The 11 parties added to the dataset due to splits between general elections are eventually omitted from the analysis 

because they did not compete in any of the general elections and therefore did not campaign. As these parties have no 

scores on any of the independent variables except party size, they are used in the dataset to distinguish between the 

different coalitions only. A list of these additional parties is found in Table A 5.1 in the Appendix. 
100 The three instances are: explicit supportive mentions of social group(s); explicitly stated all-encompassing 

supportive mentions of social group(s); and explicitly mentioning a social group(s) interest as important or more 

important than others’. 
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in parties’ names, ranging from 1 to 20 with a mean of 8.4. The variable group appeals in campaign 

ads is constructed similarly to appeals in manifestos but ranges from 1 to 18, with a mean of 6. 

In addition to these independent variables of parties’ group appeals, the models also test the 

influence of parties’ policy appeals. To do this, I utilize Greene’s (2015) Effective Number of 

Manifesto Issues (ENMI), a measure that “captures the relative concentration in each party’s 

platform to a small or large number of issues” (Greene 2017). Using the MARPOR data, this 

variable ranges from 1 (147 parties, 13.5 per cent of the total) to 28.18 (the Dutch CDA in 1977). 

The MARPOR data and its codebook pose some potential problems because in constructing the 

codebook and coding parties’ manifestos, some policy issues may have been left unaccounted for. 

This means that the data might not account for all policies a party may take a position on or that 

some issues are over-counted, as in the case of the same issue categories with a positive and a 

negative statement. However, party politics scholars commonly use the MARPOR data to examine 

parties’ policy positions, and the standardized questions allow for cross-national and across-time 

comparison. The second problem (the potential over-estimation of issues) is accounted for in the 

ENMI measure. According to Greene (2015), “treating confrontational codes as distinct would 

over-predict diversity for parties that balance their positive and negative statements on these 

issues” (812). Therefore, he followed Lowe et al. (2011) and combined 14 categories into seven 

natural pairs and calculated the number of issues addressed by each party in its manifesto.101 

Unfortunately, the scope of the study (the combination of cross-national and longitudinal features), 

 
101 The categories that were paired are: (1) “Foreign Special Relationships: Positive” + “Foreign Special Relationships: 

Negative” ; (2) “Military: Positive” + “Military: Negative” ; (3) “Internationalism: Positive” + “Internationalism: 

Negative” ; (4) “European Community/Union: Positive” + “European Community/Union: Negative” ; (5) 

“Constitutionalism: Positive” + “Constitutionalism: Negative” ; (6) “Decentralization: Positive” + “Centralization: 

Positive” ; (7) “Protectionism: Positive” + “Protectionism: Negative” ; (8) “Keynesian Demand Management” + 

“Economic Orthodoxy” ; (9) “Welfare State Expansion” + “Welfare State Limitation” ; (10) “Education Expansion” 

+ “Education Limitation” ; (11) “National Way of Life: Positive” + “National Way of Life: Negative” ; (12) 

“Traditional Morality: Positive” + “Traditional Morality: Negative” ; (13) “Multiculturalism: Positive” + 

“Multiculturalism: Negative” ; (14) “Labour Groups: Positive” + “Labour Groups: Negative”. 



 

 147 

as well as the limited resources available to me, precluded the creation of an equivalent measure 

for parties’ print campaign ads. Therefore, policy breadth is not included in Model 3, which 

analyses campaign ads' appeals as the independent variable. 

Three additional variables are included in the models: Number of Parties in Coalition: 

measuring the size of the coalition, ranging from 1 to 10 parties; Per cent of Seats Won in General 

Election: indicating the share of seats gained by a party in a general election, ranging from 0.67 to 

40; and Non-formateur Parties’ Left-Right Position Relative to the Formateur Party (in absolute 

terms), based on parties’ left-right score obtained from the MARPOR data (ranging from 0 to 

12.59) and tests for the commonly made argument regarding ideology and coalition formation. 

5.4 Analysis 

To test the hypotheses above, I ran three binary logistic regression models, one for group 

appeals overall (1), one for group appeals in manifestos only (2), and one for group appeals in 

campaign ads only (3). Table 5.1 shows the results of these analyses, displayed as an odds ratio. 

Starting with Model 1 and looking at the main results of interest, the odds ratio for parties’ group 

appeals overall is as expected in H5.1a—0.945, meaning that the more extensive the group appeal, 

the less likely a non-formateur party is to be included in a coalition. Furthermore, the odds ratio 

for the Effective Number of Manifesto Issues is 0.954, which is also as expected in H5.2: having a 

broader manifesto in terms of policies lowers the likelihood of non-formateur parties being 

included in a coalition, though not by very much. In Model 2, the odds ratio for parties’ Appeals 

in manifestos are 0.907, which fits the expectation in H5.1b: the more extensive the appeal, the 

less likely it is that a non-formateur party will be included in a coalition. 
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The result for the Effective Number of Manifesto Issues is similar to Model 1. Finally, in Model 3, 

the odds ratio for parties’ Appeals in campaign ads are 0.967. This result fits the expectation in 

H5.1b: the more extensive the group appeal, the less likely a non-formateur party is to be included 

in a coalition. However, since the result is not statistically significant, which in conventional 

analyses means that we cannot reject the null hypothesis, H5.1b is only partly confirmed. 

In addition to the main independent variables, Table 5.1 also shows that across all three models, 

the likelihood of being included in a coalition is higher if the coalition is bigger, as is the likelihood 

of being included in a coalition for parties with larger shares of parliamentary seats. Lastly, the 

odds ratio results for parties’ left-right position relative to the formateur show that the further a 

Table 5.1. Logit likelihood of being included in a coalition 

 (1) (2) (3) 

 Appeals 

overall 

Appeals in 

manifestos 

Appeals in 

campaign ads 

    

Group Appeals 0.945*** 0.907*** 0.967 
 (0.918 - 0.972) (0.870 - 0.947) (0.922 - 1.015) 

Effective Number of Manifesto Issues 0.954*** 0.967*  
 (0.923 - 0.986) (0.933 - 1.001)  

Number of Parties in Coalition 1.357*** 1.372*** 1.428*** 
 (1.235 - 1.490) (1.248 - 1.508) (1.318 - 1.547) 

Per cent of Seats Won in GE 1.061*** 1.063*** 1.037*** 
 (1.038 - 1.084) (1.040 - 1.087) (1.016 - 1.058) 

Non-Formateur Parties’ Left-Right Position 

Relative to Formateur Party 

0.903*** 
(0.839 - 0.973) 

0.900*** 
(0.836 - 0.970) 

0.906*** 
(0.845 - 0.971) 

 
    

Constant 0.361** 0.297*** 0.103*** 
 (0.162 - 0.801) (0.133 - 0.664) (0.058 - 0.182) 

    

Observations 806 806 771 
 

Note: 95% confidence intervals in parentheses. Data for Israel (1977-2015) and the Netherlands (1977-2012). 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10 

Source: Dolinsky (2021b). 
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party is, the less likely it is to be included in a coalition. This result is consistent with standard 

expectations of minimal-winning connected coalitions (Axelrod, 1970; De Swaan, 1973). 

Following these logistic regression analyses, I ran a margins test for the three models (Table 

5.2). For parties with the most limited group appeals overall (score of 1), the likelihood of being 

included in a coalition is nearly 50 per cent higher than for parties with the most extensive group 

appeals overall (score of 5), holding the other variables as their mean. Comparing manifestos and 

campaign ads, for parties with the most limited appeals in the former, the likelihood of being 

included in a coalition is 80 per cent higher than for parties with the most extensive appeals. 

Looking at campaign ads, in turn, for parties with the most limited appeals, the likelihood of being 

included in a coalition is only 26 per cent higher than for parties with the most extensive appeals. 

This result indicates further that the extent of appeals in manifestos influences coalition formation 

somewhat differently than the extent of appeals in campaign ads, in contrast to what was expected 

in H5.1b. 

Table 5.2. Likelihood of being included in a coalition - margin estimates 

 (1) (2) (3) 

 Appeals overall Manifestos Campaign Ads 

    

1 – Most Limited Group Appeal 0.480*** 0.477*** 0.365*** 
 (0.042) (0.037) (0.031) 

2 0.468*** 0.457*** 0.358*** 
 (0.039) (0.033) (0.027) 

3 0.457*** 0.436*** 0.352*** 
 (0.036) (0.029) (0.023) 

4 0.445*** 0.416*** 0.345*** 
 (0.034) (0.025) (0.020) 

5 – Most Extensive Group Appeal 0.433*** 0.397*** 0.339*** 
 (0.031) (0.022) (0.017) 

    

Observations 806 806 771 
 

Note: Standard errors in parentheses *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10 

Source: Dolinsky (2021b). 
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5.5 Discussion 

Given the results of the analyses above, several conclusions may be drawn about my proposed 

approach to the study of coalition formation. The main conclusion is that parties’ representational 

claims matter for coalition formation and that it is, therefore, important to expand our perspective 

on parties’ considerations by including group appeals. 

First, the odds ratios confirm two of the three hypotheses: parties with more extensive group 

appeals overall (H5.1a) and broad manifestos in terms of policy are less likely to be included in 

coalitions (H5.2). This observation is further strengthened by the margins test showing that parties 

with the most limited group appeals overall are about 50 per cent more likely to be included in a 

coalition than parties with the most extensive group appeals. These results lend support to my 

proposed approach to the study of coalition formation. This has two potential explanations: firstly, 

because limited group appeals are assumed to be less costly than extensive group appeals, it should 

be easier to accommodate in a variety of minimally connected coalitions. As discussed in section 

5.2, this logic is based on four assumptions: (a) before entering coalitions, parties make demands 

relevant to the social group(s) they claim to represent; (b) a party with a limited group appeal 

would have fewer group-specific demands because it claims to be the representative of few social 

groups; (c) assuming a finite number of demands can be met in the process of coalition 

negotiations, the fewer the demands, the less costly it would be in terms of demands needing to be 

met to include a party in a coalition; (d) group-based demands are distinguished from policy-based 

demands with the former being more open and easier to accommodate than the latter. The second 

explanation is based on a potential relationship between group and policy appeals. Parties with 

limited group appeals may be easier to accommodate in various coalitions because they focus on 

representing these particular groups rather than caring about the salient issues in the political 
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system used to exclude rival parties. The analysis in this chapter shows that parties for which the 

effective number of manifesto issues is large are also less likely to be included in a coalition. In 

addition, in a separate analysis of this model using an interaction between group appeals in 

manifestos and an effective number of manifesto issues, the substantive results remain unchanged. 

Given the limited scope of this study, these are merely the first thoughts on possible explanations 

for this relationship between parties’ group appeal in manifestos and inclusion in coalitions, and 

they require further investigation. One potential avenue would be to examine portfolio allocation 

within coalitions to determine which portfolios go to which parties. The expectation here would 

be that parties with a limited group appeal would desire and get portfolios that enable them to 

deliver for the groups to which they appeal. At the same time, these parties would be less interested 

in “high profile” yet “general” portfolios such as Foreign Affairs or Defense. 

Second, hypothesis 5.1b could not be confirmed. While the likelihood of being included in a 

coalition with the most limited appeals in campaign ads is still 26 per cent higher than that of 

parties with the most extensive appeals in campaign ads, this is about a third of the likelihood of 

being included in a coalition with the most limited appeals in manifestos. One possible explanation 

for the difference in effect size between manifestos and campaign ads is that there is a relationship 

between parties’ group appeals in campaign ads and party size, despite the lack of evidence to 

support such an expectation, as discussed in Chapter 4. I examine this possibility by running the 

models with an interaction variable between group appeals and party size (as per cent of seats 

gained in parliament). Table A 5.2 in the Appendix shows that for group appeals overall and group 

appeals in manifestos, the substantive results remain the same. For campaign ads, on the other 

hand, the interaction with party size makes some difference. Parties with more extensive appeals 

are a little more likely to be included in coalitions than parties with more limited appeals, but this 
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seems to be truer for larger than for smaller parties. This finding lends yet more support for 

expanding the materials we use to examine parties’ behavior. That said, these results nevertheless 

support the overarching argument in this study: we should be examining group appeals because 

they matter, in this case, for our understanding of coalition formation. 

Third, the relationship found between parties’ policies and the likelihood of being included in 

coalitions, in addition to the relationship with group appeals, further strengthens my argument that 

we are missing an element in our understanding of the coalition formation processes when not 

examining group appeals. This chapter also shows the importance of separating group appeals 

from policy appeals and examining each individual's effects. 

Finally, while this study only examines data from two countries, it is both a within-country 

cross-time and a Most Similar Systems comparison. Running the same models controlling for 

country-specific effects shows that the results are not country-specific, indicating the potential for 

generalizability beyond these countries. The unique dataset constructed for this study and one of 

the first attempts to incorporate data sourced not only from election manifestos shows the value of 

expanding our perspective and methods. The findings here have implications for our understanding 

of coalition formation processes, parties’ election campaigns, party competition, and, potentially, 

the representative link between parties and voters. Chapter 7 discusses the overall implications of 

this study’s findings in more detail and the generalizability of the analysis and its results. 
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Chapter 6 Group Appeals and Choice of Candidate Selection 

Methods 

The previous chapter examined coalition formation and found a relationship between group 

appeals and inter-party behavior. But since group appeals are an intra-party behavior, it makes 

sense also to examine the relationship between group appeals and other intra-party behavior(s). 

Thus, this chapter focuses on the relationship between group appeals and the choice of candidate 

selection methods. Candidate selection is a particularly relevant aspect of intra-party behavior 

because it plays a role in parties’ representative function in modern democracies. In fact, one of 

the types of group-based appeals discussed in Chapter 2 is fielding candidates who are members 

of a particular social group (see Table 2.1). Those candidates' identity is determined, at least partly, 

by the methods parties use in the selection process. And, since in most cases, parties are free to 

choose the method by which to select their candidates (Hazan and Rahat 2010),102 looking at the 

influence of group appeals on that choice not only sheds light on political representation and 

parties’ role in it but also on political parties themselves. 

As it is widely acknowledged that selecting candidates is one of the critical functions of parties 

in established democracies, much attention has been devoted to this process over the years. 

Following Ranney’s (1965) and Rush’s (1969) seminal works, numerous scholars have examined 

the features of candidate selection methods and their implications (Hazan and Rahat 2010; 

Gallagher and Marsh 1988; Müller 2000; Smith and Trutsumi 2016; Spies and Kaiser 2014). Some 

 
102 In some countries, like the United States, Finland, Germany and New Zealand, the state regulates the methods 

parties use to select candidates by either dictating them or restricting the options from which to choose. In such cases, 

the explanatory power of group appeals (or other intra-party behavior) would be diminished. However, neither of the 

countries examined in this study are examples of such cases. And even if they were (or, since I seek to make a 

generalizable argument, if I were to examine parties from other countries where such state-level regulation does exist), 

political parties make laws: if they so desired, they could change the state-level regulations. Thus, the ultimate control 

over choice of selection methods rests with the parties themselves. For more on this see Hazan and Rahat (2000). 
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have examined reform in candidate selection (Barnea and Rahat 2007; Bille 2001; Hopkin 2001; 

Pennings and Hazan 2001). Some sought to establish their determinants (Cross and Gauja 2014; 

Hazan and Voerman 2006; Katz 2001; Lundell 2004; Shomer 2014). Despite an increase in the 

last of these endeavors, scholars still reach contradictory conclusions about the influence of factors 

like party ideology or size on the choice of selection methods. In this chapter, I argue that to 

understand this question better, we need to examine parties’ group appeals as a possible 

determinant of selection methods. More specifically, I hypothesize that parties with limited group 

appeals are more likely to use more exclusive selectorates and centralize the selection process than 

parties with extensive group appeals. The logic behind this hypothesis is as follows. First, 

exclusive selectorates and centralized selection processes give parties greater control over 

candidates' identity. Second, parties with limited appeals (i.e., those that aim their representational 

claims to a small number of social groups) should have a lesser need to accommodate many groups' 

demands. Therefore, such parties would not need to broaden the selectorate and/or decentralize the 

process as much. In addition, it is also reasonable to think that they would want greater control 

over the processes to ensure that the chosen candidates are the “right” ones to convey their desired 

representational messages. 

To examine my hypothesis, I use ordered logistic regression analysis with 194 observations 

from Israel and the Netherlands between 1977-2015 to examine two dependent variables: the level 

of exclusivity/inclusivity of the selectorate and the level of centralization/decentralization of the 

selection process. The main independent variable is parties’ group appeals measured overall and 

compared between manifestos and campaign ads. The analysis finds mixed results, suggesting a 

relationship between group appeals and choice of candidate selection methods, but one depends 

on communication channel and country. 
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The chapter proceeds as follows. After a brief review of the literature on intra-party candidate 

selection methods, I elaborate on my theoretical argument and lay out four hypotheses. Next, I 

discuss the cases to be analyzed, detail the data I use, and the construction of the variables included 

in the analysis. The chapter's final section presents the analysis results and discusses their 

implications for understanding parties’ choice candidate selection methods. 

6.1 Intra-party candidate selection methods 

For nearly half a century, scholars have been examining intra-party candidate selection. This 

process significantly varies among parties as it involves many choices regarding the method by 

which candidates' identity ought to be decided. Hazan and Rahat (2010) break down this process 

into four elements. The first is the selectorate, the body that does the selecting, whose composition 

can range from a single individual at one end of an exclusive-inclusive continuum103 to the entire 

electorate on the other.104 In between, in order of exclusive to inclusive, we have party elites;105 

party delegates;106 and party members107 (Hazan and Rahat 2010, 35).  

The second element of candidate selection processes is decentralization, thought of as either 

territorial or social/corporate decentralization. Territorial decentralization refers to cases where a 

local or regional, rather than a national, selectorate is responsible for nominating the party’s 

candidates. On the other hand, social or corporate decentralization refers to cases where selection 

processes ensure the representation of “groups that are not defined territorially, such as trade 

unions, women, minorities, or even subgroups within these groups” (Hazan and Rahat 2010, 56). 

 
103 For example, Ariel Sharon, founder of Israel’s Kadima Party in 2006 (Hazan 2007); and Yair Lapid, founder of 

Yesh Atid Party, in the run up to the 2013 election (Shapira and Rahat 2015). 
104 Primarily found in the United States, with specific provisions varying by state (Hazan and Rahat 2010, 39–41). 
105 For example, the Italian Communists between 1956 and 1986 (Bardi and Morlino 1992). 
106 The French Socialists in 1986 (Thiébault 1988). 
107 The German Social Democrats, Christian Democrats, and Greens (Borchert and Golsch 2003), and the Belgian 

ECOLO (Deschouwer 1994). 
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Notwithstanding the extent of decentralization, either territorial or social/corporate, the selectorate 

responsible for the nomination can vary in its degree of inclusiveness. Suppose, for example, that 

the nomination is done at the local rather than the national level. In this case, it can be a local party 

leader, a party branch committee, local party members, or all local voters tasked with the 

nomination. The same can be said about social/corporate decentralization, where the decision can 

be made by different selectorates (Hazan and Rahat 2010, 56). The two other elements of selection 

processes are candidacy (the criteria set by parties for candidates to stand in selection processes) 

and the appointment and voting system (the actual mechanism used in the selection process to 

decide the party’s nominees).108 All this said, however, when we speak about candidate selection 

methods, we usually refer to either the first or the second of these four elements (or a combination 

of them) —the selectorate and decentralization. Therefore, this section's remainder focuses on the 

various factors identified by scholars to influence parties’ choices concerning these two elements, 

which can be primarily divided into two: system-level and party-level. 

Starting with the former, some of the factors identified by scholars include the electoral system 

used by a country for its general elections, the territorial organization and regime type of the polity, 

state-level mandated legal requirements, and the geographic region to which the polity belongs. 

Looking at the first of these, some scholars argue for a general relationship between a country’s 

electoral system used in general elections and intra-party candidate selection processes. For 

example, Hazan and Rahat (2010, 71) argue that decentralized electoral systems such as Single-

Member-District, lead parties to adopt more decentralized candidate selection processes. A similar 

argument is made by Krouwel (1999), while Czudnowski (1975) and Hermens (1972) claim 

Proportional Representation electoral systems will lead parties to adopt a more centralized 

 
108 For more on the different elements of the candidate selection process, see: Hazan and Rahat (2010). 
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selection procedure. Shomer (2014), on the other hand, argues that there is no support for such 

claims, finding “significant variation in selection procedures within electoral systems” (540). 

Other scholars examine the relationship between candidate selection methods and more specific 

elements of electoral systems such as ballot type and district magnitude (M). Gallagher (1988), for 

example, argues that under Closed-List PR systems, where voters have virtually no say over the 

identity of the candidates, parties will use more centralized and exclusive nomination procedures. 

While Kasapovic (2001) makes a similar argument, Shomer (2014, 539) does not find a strong 

relationship between ballot type and intra-party candidate selection processes. As for district 

magnitude, Epstein (1967) argues that larger constituencies should be associated with more 

exclusive selectorates, while Lundell (2004) claims that smaller constituencies will lead parties to 

adopt decentralized candidate-selection processed, emphasizing the importance of local 

connections. Examining the relationship between district magnitude and candidate-selection 

processes, Shomer (2014) comments on both the selectorate and the decentralization elements of 

the process, finding that “parties in countries with higher M tend to use more exclusive and 

centralized selection processes than parties in countries with lower M…” (538). 

Harmel (1981) finds support for claiming a relationship between a country’s territorial 

organization/regime type and candidate-selection processes. Thus, in federal countries, the 

expectation is that parties will mimic the state's decentralized nature and go for a decentralized 

selection process. Gallagher and Marsh (1988) make a similar argument, whereas Shomer (2014), 

who separates territorial organization and regime type, finds a weak relationship between the 

territorial organization and selection, but that “unitary systems are [indeed] associated with more 

exclusive and centralized selection processes compared to federal systems” (538). Rahat (2007) 

finds a relationship between a country’s geographic location and the parties' selection processes in 
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that country. In particular, parties in Nordic countries are more likely to use decentralized selection 

processes. Shomer (2014) supports this claim by showing that it is indeed the case that in Nordic 

countries, parties tend to use more decentralized selection procedures, adding that these parties are 

also more likely to use more inclusive candidate selection processes. Finally, of the system-level 

factors, there are also countries, like Finland, where intra-party selection processes are mandated 

by law (Valen, Narud, and Pedersen 2002). 

The literature also discusses several factors at the party level. Lundell (2004), for example, finds 

support for the argument that small parties that rely on local- and constituency-level operations are 

more likely to use decentralized selection processes. On the other hand, large parties, having more 

complex internal structures, are more likely to adopt more centralized selection processes. Shomer 

(2014), however, finds only a very weak and statistically non-significant relationship between 

parties’ size and their internal candidate-selection processes. Duverger (1954) claims that there is 

a relationship between parties’ ideology and decentralization. More specifically, parties on the left 

of the political spectrum are more likely to use centralized selection processes. Janda and King 

(1985) find empirical support for this claim, but Shomer (2014) does not. Cross and Gauja (2014) 

argue that candidate-selection processes may be determined by parties’ desire to deal with intra-

party corruption, to control for the influence of factions, or by “the nature of electoral competition, 

including the desire for efficiency, necessities of practicality, to select ‘quality’ candidates and to 

implement what are seen as socially legitimate or acceptable processes” (35). Hazan and Voerman 

(2006) argue that a party may use a particular selection method because a winning party used it in 

the previous election, and the adopting party wishes to replicate that success. Candidate-selection 

processes may also be determined by parties’ normative considerations, including the idea that 

using a more inclusive selectorate may “strengthen the sense of involvement of either members or 
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voters” (Pennings and Hazan 2001, 268), which is desirable from the perspective of democratic 

theory. Finally, Cross and Gauja (2014) also propose the idea that “if candidate selection is 

designed to operate as a mechanism for accountability and influence over parliamentary 

representation, the decision to adopt a particular method will reflect the choice a party makes as to 

who should control this process” (34-35). 

As the survey of this extensive literature shows, scholars have examined various factors that 

may determine intra-party candidate-selection methods, at times showing contradictory empirical 

results. Rather than focus on a re-examination of the relationships discussed above, I propose a 

new, previously unexamined factor at the party level that may influence parties’ choice of 

candidate-selection processes—parties’ group appeals. 

6.2 Parties’ group appeals and choice of selection method 

To briefly recap, the overarching argument in this study is that group appeals, conceptualized 

as representational claims, are an inherent aspect of parties’ behavior and are used to express 

parties’ identities as representative actors in modern democracies. Therefore, examining group 

appeals improves our understanding of political representation and of the role political parties play 

in it. Why examine candidate selection? Because, as argued above, it is one other central function 

of parties in modern democracies, and the identity of the chosen candidates is widely 

acknowledged to matter for the nature and quality of democracy (for example: Atkenson and 

Carrillo 2007; Bühlmann, Widmer, and Schädel 2010; D. Campbell, Carayannis, and Rehman 

2015; R. Campbell, Childs, and Lovenduski 2009; Phillips 1995; Wolak 2020). In addition, as 

discussed in Chapter 2, fielding candidates who are members of a particular social group is one 

type of implicit group-based appeal that parties may use to convey their representational claims to 

voters. So, if it is candidates' identity that matters, why focus on the method by which they are 
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chosen? Because that identity is not determined randomly. Candidate selection methods influence 

who ends up being selected to stand for parties and these methods are primarily controlled by the 

parties themselves. Therefore, understanding the determinants of the methods that govern the 

selection process will shed light not only on an intra-party process but also better our understanding 

of political parties as institutions and improve our knowledge of political representation and how 

representative parties qua parties want to be.109 

Thus, the argument I advance in this chapter is that group appeals influence parties’ choice of 

candidate selection methods. Specifically, I hypothesize that parties with limited appeals are more 

likely to use more exclusive selectorates (where the body selecting candidates is small) and 

centralize the selection process compared to parties with extensive appeals. The logic behind this 

is three-fold. First, exclusive selectorates and centralized selection processes give parties greater 

control over candidates' identity. Second, in general, parties want to present a coherent 

representational message. Third, parties with limited appeals aim their representational claims to 

a small number of social groups. Taken together, it is reasonable to think that parties with limited 

group appeals would choose greater control over candidate selection because it would better allow 

them to pick the “right” candidates to convey the desired representational message consistently by 

ensuring a proper intra-party representation of these groups. On the other hand, parties with 

extensive appeals would use more inclusive and decentralized selection methods to further convey 

their extended inclusivity by opening up the selection process.  

 
109 Note that I use “want to be” instead of “is.” I do so to maintain a consistent understanding of political representation 

as a thing that results from the acceptance of an audience (Saward 2006; 2010). In this context, parties may put forward 

candidate which would convey a certain representational claim similar to the way parties use words to claim 

representation. The mere act of putting forward the candidates does not in itself constitute political representation. 
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But parties with extensive appeals nevertheless make group appeals, and the question arises: 

why would these parties not also seek greater control over their candidates' identity? Theoretically, 

I would argue that parties with extensive appeals still exercise such control, but through other 

means, specifically the use of other intra-party mechanisms such as quotas to ensure (at least) 

social representation of the groups to which they want to emphasize appeals. However, given the 

current state of data availability, it is unfortunately not possible to test this claim, and it remains a 

theoretical proposition until data are available for testing. To test the theoretical argument above 

for which data are available, I propose the following hypotheses: 

On the selectorate: 

H6.1a: For overall appeals, parties with limited appeals are more likely to use a more 

exclusive selectorate than parties with extensive appeals. 

Similar to the previous chapter, here also the extent of appeals in each communication channel is 

expected to produce the same results: 

H6.1b: For manifestos and campaign ads, parties with limited appeals are more likely to 

use a more exclusive selectorate than parties with extensive appeals. 

On centralization: 

H6.2a: For overall appeals, parties with limited appeals are more likely to use a more 

centralized selection method than parties with extensive appeals. 

H6.2b: For manifestos and campaign ads, parties with limited appeals are more likely to 

use a more centralized selection method than parties with extensive appeals. 
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6.3 Data 

To test the four proposed hypotheses, I use ordered logistic regression models and margins 

estimates for 194 party-level observations from Israel and the Netherlands between 1977 and 2015. 

Even with advances in this area of research, data on candidate selection methods at the party level 

are still difficult to acquire, particularly for the decentralization element. Therefore, the analysis 

only covers about three-quarters of the 269 party observations in the data. In addition, rather than 

constituting a random selection, all cases for which I was able to obtain data are included in the 

analysis below, with at least one observation in each of the 24 election years covered in the 

study.110 The analysis is also run separately for each of the countries because, despite the many 

similarities between them (the most relevant being the use of a single nationwide constituency for 

general elections), Israeli and Dutch parties differ systematically in their candidate selection 

methods. Specifically, even though the Netherlands uses one nationwide constituency for national 

elections, it is divided into 20 electoral districts. While the allocation of seats in the Tweed Kamer 

is based on the national totals, and the 20 electoral districts are mainly important for administrative 

reasons (Andeweg and Irwin 2014, 99), parties’ lists of candidates come from the different 

electoral districts and are then used to fill gained in parliament.  

Furthermore, although these lists tend to be almost identical across the 20 electoral districts, 

they need not be, affecting Dutch parties’ candidate selection processes (Andeweg and Irwin 2014, 

99). As a result, Dutch parties’ internal selection methods incorporate territorial decentralization, 

while Israeli parties' selection methods do not (Hazan and Rahat 2010, 57–58), which means that 

the decentralization-related hypotheses are only examined using the Dutch data. 

 
110 Some of the data for specific party-year observations was gathered from published works like Hazan and Rahat 

(2010), especially in the case of Israeli parties. I also thank Yael Shomer and Gideon Rahat for sharing their data with 

me. For Dutch parties, I am especially grateful for Gijs Schumacher’s help in obtaining the relevant data. 
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For the two dependent variables, selectorate and decentralization, I used ordinal measures. The 

latter places parties on a 5-point scale based on Hazan and Rahat’s (2010) exclusivity-inclusivity 

of the selectorate measure. The more exclusive selectorate (1) is a Single leader. A little larger 

selectorate, and hence a little less exclusive, is Party elite (2), followed by Party delegates (3), and 

Party members (4) where again, the size of the increases to make the selectorate more inclusive. 

The most inclusive selectorate (5) is all eligible voters. Empirically, the variable only ranges from 

1-4 as no party in the dataset allows all eligible voters to participate in selecting their candidates. 

In both countries, the median score is 3 (Party delegates). Table 6.1 shows the frequency and 

percentage of party observations for each of the scores on the selectorate-size measure. Looking 

at the most exclusive selectorate—Single leader—we see 14 observations from Israel (e.g., 

BALAD in 1999, MOLEDET in 1996, and YB from 1999 to 2015) and four from the Netherlands 

(PVV in 2006-2012 and SGP in 2012). Next, there are 28 party observations for Party elite in Israel 

(e.g., GIL in 2006, SHAS from 1984 to 2015, and HaAvoda in 1996), and 14 in the Netherlands 

(CPN from 1977 to 1982, and the SGP from 1977 to 2010). The category of Party delegates is the 

most popular of the selectorate-size options. It is used by a plurality of party observations in Israel 

(37 in total, e.g., IFI in 1999, SHINUI in 1999 and 2003, and HADASH from 1992 to 2009), and 

by a majority of the party observations in the Netherlands (51 in total, e.g., CDA from 1977 to 

2012, PvdA from 1977 to 2010, and VVD from 1977 to 2003). Finally, the most inclusive 

selectorate in the empirical data is used by 17 party observations in Israel (e.g., HaAvoda from 

1992 to 2013, LIKUD from 2009 to 2015, and Meretz in 1996) and 29 party observations in the 

Netherlands (e.g., D’66 from 1977 to 2012, GL from 1989 to 2012, and PvdD in 2012). These data 

also show that while most parties in both countries use more inclusive selectorates (Party delegates 
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+ Party members), though it applies to nearly 50 per cent more of the Dutch parties compared with 

the Israeli parties. 

To measure the level of territorial centralization/decentralization in Dutch parties’ candidate 

selection methods, I use a 3-point scale adapted from Shomer’s (2014) Selection Index. The most 

centralized method (1) is where all candidates are selected at the national level. The intermediate 

method (2) is where candidates are selected at the local level, subject to national level approval. 

Finally, the most decentralized method is where all candidates are selected at the local level 

without being subject to national-level approval. Table 6.2 shows the frequency and percentage of 

party observations for each of the scores on the centralization-decentralization measure. The 

majority of the observations use an intermediate level of centralization—the selection is made at 

the local level and is subject to national-level approval (51 of 98 observations, e.g., 50PLUS in 

2012, PVV from 2006 to 2012, and PSP from 1977 to 1986). A bit more than a third select their 

candidates at the national level only (37 of 98 observations, e.g., CDA from 1977 to 2012, CPN 

Table 6.1 Descriptive statistics of selectorate size measure 

 Israel The Netherlands 

Single leader 14 

(14.6%) 

4 

(4.1%) 

Party elite 28 

(29.3%) 

14 

(14.3%) 

Party delegates 37 

(38.5%) 

51 

(52%) 

Party members 17 

(17.7%) 

29 

(29.6%) 

 

Note: Israel (1977-2015), N: 96; the Netherlands (1977-2012), N: 98. 

Source: Dolinsky (2021a). 
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from 1977 to 1982, and SGP from 1977-2012). The remaining 10 per cent use the most 

decentralized selection process where all candidates are chosen at the local level without national-

level approval (CU from 2002 to 2012 and PvdA from 1977 to 1986). 

The main independent variable—parties’ group appeals—is measured three times, the same as 

in Chapter 5: once for overall appeals, once for appeals in manifestos, and once for appeals in 

campaign ads. The two other variables included in the analysis are (1) party size (the number of 

seats a party gained in the general election) ranging from one (e.g., OMETZ in 1984) to 54 (CDA 

in 1986 and 1989) and a mean of 12.04. And (2) party ideology, measuring a party’s left-right 

placement using MARPOR’s Left-Right economic score, which, after rescaling, ranges from -6.25 

for the most left-wing party to 9.18 for the most right-wing party, with a mean of 0.72. 

6.4 Analysis and discussion 

I begin the analysis with the testing of hypotheses 6.1a and 6.1b regarding the relationship between 

group appeals and the exclusiveness/inclusiveness of the selectorate parties use to choose their 

candidates to stand in general elections. Table 6.3 shows the results as odds ratios. The ordered 

logistic regression in Model 1 uses group appeals overall as the main independent variable and 

Table 6.2 Descriptive statistics of centralization-decentralization measure 

National level only 37 

(37.7%) 

Local level subject to national-level 

approval 

51 

(52%) 

Local level only 10 

(10.2%) 

 

Note: the Netherlands (1977-2012), N: 98. 

Source: Dolinsky (2021a). 
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finds that contrary to hypothesis 6.1a, Dutch parties with limited appeals are less likely to use 

exclusive selectorates. In the case of Israeli parties, on the other hand, the results are as expected  

in hypothesis 6.1a—parties with limited appeals are more likely to use exclusive selectorates. The 

margins test found in Table A 6.1 in the Appendix confirms these results. In the Netherlands, 

parties with the most limited appeals are one per cent less likely to use the most exclusive 

selectorate (a single leader) and seven per cent more likely to use the most inclusive selectorate 

(party members) compared to parties with the most extensive appeals. While these differences are 

not very big, they are nevertheless there and are in the opposite direction of what was expected. In 

Israel, parties with the most limited appeals are 10 per cent more likely to use the most exclusive 

selectorate and five per cent less likely to use the most inclusive selectorate. 

Table 6.3 Ordered Logit likelihood of using the most inclusive selectorates 

 (1) 

Appeals overall 

 

(2) 

Appeals in manifestos 

 

(3) 

Appeals in campaign ads 

 NL IL NL IL NL IL 

       

Group Appeals 0.966 1.058 0.895 1.118** 0.941 0.975 
 (0.871 - 1.071) (0.985 - 1.137) (0.762 - 1.050) (1.018 - 1.228) (0.791 - 1.118) (0.853 - 1.114) 

Number of 

Seats Won in 

GE 

0.981 
(0.957 - 1.006) 

1.050*** 
(1.015 - 1.085) 

0.979 
(0.955 - 1.005) 

1.044** 
(1.010 - 1.080) 

0.984 
(0.960 - 1.010) 

1.050*** 
(1.015 - 1.085) 

 

Ideological 

Position on 

Left-Right 

Scale 

0.612*** 
(0.464 - 0.805) 

0.926 
(0.803 - 1.068) 

0.615*** 
(0.472 - 0.802) 

0.950 
(0.824 - 1.095) 

0.646*** 
(0.485 - 0.860) 

0.874** 
(0.765 - 0.998) 

       

Observations 90 82 90 82 85 82 
 

Note: 95% confidence intervals in parentheses. Data for Israel (1977-2015) and the Netherlands (1977-2012). 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10 

Source: Dolinsky (2021a). 
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Models 2 and 3 are used to compare manifestos and campaign ads to test hypothesis 6.1b. In 

the Netherlands, the hypothesis is not confirmed. While the extent of appeals in both manifestos 

and campaign ads influences the choice of selectorate size in the same direction, it is the opposite 

of what was expected: parties with limited appeals are less likely to use exclusive selectorates. The 

margins test reveals further that, in fact, the extent of appeals in manifestos has a stronger effect 

than that in campaign ads: parties with the most limited appeals in manifestos are two per cent less 

likely to use the most exclusive selectorate and 23 per cent more likely to use the most inclusive 

selectorate compared to parties with the most extensive appeals. Looking at appeals in campaign 

ads, parties with the most limited appeals are one per cent less likely to use the most exclusive 

selectorate and 12 per cent more likely to use the most inclusive selectorate compared to parties 

with the most extensive appeals. For Israeli parties, hypothesis 6.1b is only partly confirmed. 

Parties with the most limited appeals in manifestos are more likely to use exclusive selectorates, 

but the same is not true for parties with the most limited appeals in campaign ads. Here, the result 

is similar to that in the Netherlands. The margins test further shows that parties with the most 

limited appeals in manifestos are 20 per cent more likely to use the most exclusive selectorate and 

eight per cent less likely to use the most inclusive selectorate compared to parties with the most 

extensive appeals. Looking at appeals in campaign ads, parties with the most limited appeals are 

three per cent less likely to use the most exclusive selectorate and four per cent more likely to use 

the most inclusive selectorate compared to parties with the most extensive appeals. 

Next, I test hypotheses 6.2a, and 6.2b about the relationship between group appeals and the 

level of centralization/decentralization parties use in their candidate selection methods. Table 6.4 

shows the results for the Netherlands as odds ratios. Contrary to the preceding discussion, the 

analysis confirms hypothesis 6.2a: parties with limited appeals are more likely to use more 
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centralized selection methods than parties with extensive appeals. The margins test found in Table 

A 6.2 in the Appendix strengthens this finding. Parties with the most limited appeals are 26 per 

cent more likely to use the most centralized selection method (selection at the national level only) 

compared to parties with the most extensive appeals. In contrast, parties with the most limited 

appeals are 23 per cent less likely to use the intermediate level of centralization/decentralization 

compared to parties with the most extensive appeals. Finally, parties with the most limited appeals 

are also 3 per cent less likely to use the most decentralized selection method compared to parties 

with the most extensive appeals. 

The results in Table 6.4 also partly confirm hypothesis 6.2b: the extent of appeals in manifestos 

and campaign ads influences a party’s choice of centralized/decentralized selection method in the 

same direction. In both cases, parties with limited appeals are more likely to use more centralized 

selection methods than parties with extensive appeals. As before, the margins test strengthens the 

findings. Parties with the most limited appeals in manifestos are 43 per cent more likely to use the 

most centralized selection method compared to parties with the most extensive appeals. In contrast, 

parties with the most limited appeals in manifestos are 40 per cent less likely to use the 

intermediate level of centralization/decentralization compared to parties with the most extensive 

appeals. Finally, parties with the most limited appeals in manifestos are also 3 per cent less likely 

to use the most decentralized selection method compared to parties with the most extensive 

appeals. Looking at campaign ads, parties with the most limited appeals are 11 per cent more likely 

to use the most centralized selection method compared to parties with the most extensive appeals. 

In contrast, parties with the most limited appeals in manifestos are six per cent less likely to use 

the intermediate level of centralization/decentralization compared to parties with the most 

extensive appeals. Finally, parties with the most limited appeals in manifestos are also four per 
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cent less likely to use the most decentralized selection method compared to parties with the most 

extensive appeals. Note that similar to the analysis above of comparing the influence of the extent 

of appeals in manifestos to that in campaign ads on parties’ choice of selectorate size, here too 

extent of appeals in manifestos has a stronger influence than the extent of appeals in campaign ads. 

Before I briefly discuss the other results, it should be said that these findings may be the result 

of the limited data available for analysis in this chapter. However, the fact that some relationship 

is found between group appeals and centralization/decentralization lends support to my 

overarching argument: group appeals influence parties’ choice of candidate selection methods. 

Aside from the analysis of group appeals, all the models also tested for the relationship between 

party size and ideology and choice of candidate-selection methods, but I focus on Model 1 since 

the comparison of appeals across communication channels is less relevant. First, concerning party 

ideology, the analysis found that left-wing parties are more likely to use more centralized selection 

Table 6.4 Ordered Logit likelihood of using the most decentralized selection method 

 (1) (2) (3) 

 Appeals overall Manifestos Campaign Ads 

    

Group Appeals 1.168*** 
(1.046 - 1.304) 

1.394*** 
(1.165 - 1.668) 

1.051 
(0.885 - 1.248)  

Number of Seats 

Won in GE 

1.053*** 
(1.024 - 1.083) 

1.059*** 
(1.028 - 1.090) 

1.045*** 
(1.017 - 1.074) 

 

Ideological Position 

on Left-Right Scale 

1.255* 
(0.968 - 1.627) 

1.186 
(0.925 - 1.521) 

1.197 
(0.925 - 1.550) 

    

Observations 90 90 85 
 

Note: 95% confidence intervals in parentheses. Data for the Netherlands (1977-2012). 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10 

Source: Dolinsky (2021a). 
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methods111 supporting the arguments made by both Duverger (1954) and Janda and King (1985). 

Second, concerning party size, Lundell (2004) found that smaller parties tend to use more 

decentralized methods but did not examine the effect of party size on the selectorate. Shomer 

(2014) found only a very weak relationship between party size and a combined variable of two 

elements of candidate selection. The data in this study produce different results. Table 6.4 shows 

that smaller parties are more likely to use more centralized selection methods than larger parties.112 

While the number of cases here is small since data are available for only one country, the results 

cast some doubts on Lundell’s (2004) argument.  

Examining the relationship between party size and the selectorate, Table 6.3 shows that in the 

Netherlands, smaller parties are less likely to use more exclusive selectorates than larger parties.113 

In contrast, smaller parties in Israel are more likely to use more exclusive selectorates than larger 

parties.114 While Lundell (2004) did not examine this relationship, Shomer (2014) did. Pierson’s 

correlation analysis between party size and the selectorate finds a stronger relationship in Israel 

(0.34) than in the Netherlands (0.05), but both are rather weak, lending some support to Shomer’s 

(2014) finding. That said, since the relationship for Israeli parties found in this study is not 

insignificant, it again points to the possibility that there is a country-specific factor influencing 

parties’ choice of selection methods. It is also possible that the difference between this and 

Shomer’s (2014) results may be explained by her use of a measure the combines the two elements 

into one, which distorts the results. 

 
111 A margins test found that left-most parties are 42 per cent more likely to use the most centralized selection methods, 

and 24 per cent less likely to use the most decentralized selection methods. 
112 A margins test found that the smallest parties are 26 per cent more likely to use the most centralized selection 

method and are three per cent less likely to use the most inclusive selectorate compared with the largest parties. 
113 A margins test found that the smallest parties are one per cent less likely to use the most exclusive selectorate and 

are three per cent more likely to use the most inclusive selectorate compared with the largest parties. 
114 A margins test found that the smallest parties are seven per cent more likely to use the most exclusive selectorate 

and five per cent less likely to use the most inclusive selectorate, compared with the largest parties. 
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In sum, this chapter proposed that we can understand parties’ choice of candidate selection 

methods better by examining its relationship to group appeals. Such an evaluation is important 

because the mechanisms that govern the selection of candidates influence the identity of those 

chosen to stand for the party in general elections. That identity, in turn, matters for the nature and 

quality of democracy and political representation. The empirical analysis in this chapter finds a 

mixed relationship between group appeals and choice of these two elements of candidate selection 

methods, one that is dependent on country and/or on the communication channel. 

Of the four hypotheses I proposed, two are confirmed—parties with limited appeals are more 

likely to use centralized selection methods—and appeals in manifestos and campaign ads have a 

similar effect. The other hypotheses that examine parties’ choice of selectorates are only partly 

confirmed. For the Netherlands, the results are the opposite of what was expected in H6.1a—

parties with limited appeals are less likely to use exclusive selectorates. Testing for H6.1b shows 

that while appeals in manifestos indeed have a similar effect on the choice of selectorate as appeals 

in campaign ads, it is in the opposite direction. In Israel, on the other hand, the results of testing 

for H6.1a are as expected—parties with limited appeals are more likely to use exclusive 

selectorates, while H6.1b is not confirmed—appeals in manifestos influence the choice of 

selectorates differently than appeals in campaign ads. Furthermore, although the testing for choice 

of centralization level in the selection process was only done for Dutch parties, analyzing the 

choice of selectorate by country also provides insight into parties’ behavior concerning both 

elements. The data show that group appeals influence different elements of candidate selection 

methods differently. When it comes to centralization/decentralization, parties with limited appeals 

are more likely to centralize the selection, but they are also more likely to choose an inclusive 

rather than exclusive selectorate. 
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Thus, while the limited data make it difficult to reach generalizable claims, the fact that some 

relationship is found between group appeals and the selectorate, and between group appeals and 

centralization/decentralization, lends support to the overarching argument in the chapter: parties’ 

group appeals influence parties’ choice of candidate selection methods. These findings mean that 

if we want to fully understand the determinants of candidate selection methods, we need to expand 

the scope of our analysis by including previously untested party-level explanatory variables, 

particularly those related to the way parties approach their representative function. 

That said, the limited analysis also leaves unanswered questions, both with respect to the 

generalizability of the findings and other aspects of candidate selection methods, particularly social 

decentralization. For the latter, future studies should examine the relationship between group 

appeals and parties’ choice of social decentralization mechanisms. Does it resemble territorial 

decentralization, or is it different? As I suggested in section 6.2 above, I would venture to say that 

parties with extensive group appeals would make more extensive use of quotas than parties with 

limited group appeals. Quotas allow for a fairly precise allocation of slots on parties’ lists (or else 

the designation of candidates in FPTP systems), affording parties with relatively decentralized and 

inclusive selection methods the opportunity to ensure the representation of specific social groups 

that they seek to represent. Parties with limited group appeals supposedly already use centralized 

methods and relatively exclusive selectorates (at least in Israel), which allow for greater control 

over candidates' identity. Looking at the selectorate itself, a question that should be explored is 

whether its actual size matters when we move away from a single leader? Would a party’s group 

appeals have a different relationship with a 10,000-membership selectorate than a 100,000-

membership selectorate? The analysis in this chapter provides only a preliminary and crude 

observation. In both countries, parties with the most limited appeals are less likely to use party 
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delegates as their selectorates than party members. These and other questions highlight the need 

to collect further data on intra-party candidate selection methods that would enable a more 

extensive examination of their determinants. This observation is true not only of parties’ candidate 

selection methods in general but also of their components so that we can parse out both territorial 

and social decentralization and their relationship to inclusivity of the selectorate. Finally, this 

chapter sheds further light on the relevance of group appeals in explaining other party behavior, 

enhancing our understanding of parties as organizations and the relevance of political 

representation to their functioning. 
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Chapter 7 Conclusions 

This study joins the most recent efforts to define, measure, and empirically examine parties’ group 

appeals. These efforts, in particular those of Thau (2018b; 2019) and Stückelberger (2019a), 

approach the study of group appeals from the perspective of party competition, and based on 

theories of voter behavior, treat group appeals as a party strategy aimed at winning elections. 

Otherwise, the literature on political parties has paid little attention to group appeals as a distinct 

concept. The same can be said of the literature on political representation. While theories of the 

representation of presence (both descriptive and substantive) put social groups center stage, the 

representation of these groups has primarily been the subject to two scholarly traditions. The first 

focused on the composition of legislatures—the number and share of women or minorities elected 

to parliament, and the composition of parties—the number and percentage of women or minorities 

standing as candidates in general elections (e.g., Bjarnegård and Zetterberg 2014; Caul 2001; 

Dahlerup 2006; Hazan and Rahat 2010; Htun 2004; Hughes 2011; Krook 2009; Krook and O’Brien 

2010; Tremblay 2008). The second focused on substantive rather than “merely” descriptive 

representation, examining how the presence of women affected women’s interests through 

legislation, priorities, and politicians’ attitudes (e.g., R. Campbell, Childs, and Lovenduski 2009; 

Diaz 2005; Heidar and Pedersen 2006; Lovenduski and Norris 2003; Norris and Lovenduski 1995; 

Thomas 1994; Wängnerud 2006; 2009). 

This study seeks to bring together the literatures on political parties and political representation 

to better our understanding of both through the examination of group appeals. In doing so, I depart 

from the extant accounts of group appeals that rely on a rational-actor, party competition approach. 

Instead, I base my approach on Michael Saward’s (2006; 2010) Representative Claim—a theory 

that provides a constructivist account of party behavior—resulting in group appeals being 
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conceptualized as representational claims. Defining group appeals as explicitly stated support for 

some social group category(ies), combining two forms of explicit group-based appeals—

statements of support and mention of a group in party name, my main argument is that in the 

context of election campaigns, parties make group appeals as an expression of their identity as 

representative actors. 

Understanding political representation as a process that involves multiple steps, group appeals 

constitute the first of these—the making of the claim. Furthermore, I argue that these group appeals 

are found not just in the legislative behavior of individual representatives or their characteristics 

but also in the statements made by political parties during election campaigns, irrespective of the 

characteristics of the individuals who compose them. As the first step in the process of political 

representation, and given the essential nature of social groups for the political process (Achen and 

Bartels 2016; Caramani, Celis, and Wauters 2014), group appeals are central to parties’ fulfillment 

of their representative functions. Based on these arguments, I view election campaigns as the site 

where representational claim-making occurs rather than merely the means to the end of winning 

elections. Such a view allows us to consider the very nature of the relationship between parties and 

voters in representative democracies—political representation—through political parties' 

behavior. In the following sections, I outline the study's main findings and contributions, discuss 

some of its limitations, and suggest avenues for future research. 

7.1 Findings, contributions, and limitations 

As argued above, the study contributes to our understanding of group appeals, and through them, 

to our understanding of political parties and political representation, by conceptualizing group 

appeals as representational claims. A second contribution is a clear, concise, and simple definition 

of group appeals where a focus on explicit appeals provides more certainty about whom parties 
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appeal to. Rather than rely on our judgment and interpretation of parties' policy proposals as 

intended to appeal to a given group category, we look at whom parties themselves designate 

explicitly as the intended beneficiaries. For a similar reason, I do not include as group appeals 

references to other groups. That is, unlike Thau (2018b; 2019) and Stückelberger (2019a), I do not 

interpret statements in opposition to some group categories or statements meant to distance the 

party from some group category as group appeals. To include such statements as group appeals 

again requires that one interprets parties’ intentions, which might or might not result in an accurate 

assessment of appeals. 

Third, I do not use the word "group" to mean just any plurality of individuals or other possible 

forms of collectivities. Rather, it specifically refers to social groups defined based on innate 

demographic characteristics, which is another contribution this study makes. Unlike Thau (2018b; 

2019), I do not examine appeals to economic vs. non-economic groups. Rather, I expand on 

Stückelberger’s (2019a) approach and examine parties’ appeals to five umbrella categories—

Economic, Identity Politics, Life Cycle, Religious, and Ethnic—that encompass 37 individual 

group categories between them. Using five umbrella categories allows for a broader discussion of 

group appeals and does not attribute a priori importance to one group over another. 

Fourth, the scope of the empirical analysis in this study makes a significant contribution. As 

this area of study is fairly new, existing works provide invaluable systematic evidence of parties' 

group appeals. Still, they do so by focusing on one country across time or comparing several 

countries within a narrow time frame. To the best of my knowledge, this study is the first to 

compare group appeals across both time and space, utilizing a novel dataset of 249 election 

manifestos and 2772 print campaign ads from 69 parties in Israel and the Netherlands between 

1977 and 2015. While the nevertheless limited data make it difficult to reach generalizable 
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conclusions, the historical analysis, spanning nearly four decades, supports the claim that the 

observed patterns are not limited to these cases alone. The following are the main findings of this 

analysis and their implications for our understanding of group appeals, political parties, and 

political representation. 

Using quantitative analysis, Chapter 4 begins the empirical part of the study. It examines the 

structure and content of group appeals, compares them across the communication channels, and 

conducts a preliminary examination of the effects of party size and party ideology on group 

appeals. The chapter posed seven hypotheses for empirical testing, producing mixed results. First, 

understanding group appeals as representational claims and accepting the essential nature of social 

groups for the political process, it was expected that the overwhelming majority of parties would 

make group appeals and that these appeals would be relatively stable over time (Hypothesis 4.1). 

The data confirm this hypothesis, lending support to the argument that examining group appeals 

as representational claims makes sense and that their use would be quite stable over time since 

parties’ role as representative actors in the electoral context remains quite constant as well. 

Second, it was expected that appeals to certain groups, specifically economic ones (e.g., 

workers), would decrease over time, while appeals to other groups, specifically identity politics 

ones (e.g., women or immigrant minorities), would increase over time (Hypothesis 4.2). The 

examination of appeals to the 37 individual group categories and the five larger categories 

(Economic, Identity Politics, Life Cycle, Religious, and Ethnic) shows mixed results. Appeals to 

economic groups have indeed declined over time, but appeals to identity politics groups have been 

rather stable. That said, looking at the relative attention paid to the different groups, the data 

support the expectations in the political representation literature. Significant attention was paid to 

both identity politics groups (with an average of between 22 and 40 percent of appeals) and other 
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historically marginalized groups like ethnic and religious minorities (with an average of between 

1 and 38 per cent of appeals). However, the most interesting finding was that the group appealed 

to most was Pensioners, appeals that continued to increase over time. Thus, while studies of elderly 

voters’ attitudes and behavior cast doubt on this group’s electoral significance (Binstock 2000, 6; 

also see: Goerres 2008; Walker 2006) and therefore the strategic value of appealing to it, I 

suggested above that a political representation approach may illuminate the matter. Accepting that 

political representation is a normative good, we may view these appeals as motivated by 

considerations of providing representation to the elderly who make up a significant portion of the 

population. Of course, additional analysis is required to examine further this relationship, including 

interviews with party officials that would shed more light on parties’ appeals to this group and the 

motivation behind it. Still, these preliminary findings support my call to examine group appeals 

from the perspective of political representation. 

Third, the rise in the importance of identity politics and the growth in the number of groups 

recognized as in need of being represented led to two expectations. One was that the range of 

appeals—the number of groups parties appeal to—would increase over time (Hypothesis 4.3). The 

other was that the concentration of appeals—how much of parties’ appeals are devoted to a given 

group—would decrease over time (Hypothesis 4.4). In contrast to the mixed results for Hypothesis 

4.2, the data confirmed Hypothesis 4.3 and 4.4: parties have indeed increased the range of groups 

appealed to and have decreased the concentration of their appeals, a result similar to Thau’s (2019). 

These findings suggest that parties are aware of the need to represent a growing number of groups 

over time so that these opposite trends logically go together. With a finite attention span, more 

groups mean that attention to each of them must decrease if parties want to accommodate more 

groups into their representational claims. 
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Fourth, in the pursuit of this study's secondary goal to expand the scope of materials used in the 

analysis of party behavior, the chapter compared appeals in manifestos and appeals in campaign 

ads, expecting that the former would be more extensive than the latter (Hypothesis 4.5). Section 

4.2.2 confirmed the hypothesis, emphasizing the importance of expanding our analysis beyond the 

commonly used manifestos, both in the analysis of group appeals and the overall analysis of 

parties. As I suggested in that section, the data show that while collecting and coding print 

campaign ads is an arduous task requiring many resources, their utility and value in providing a 

fuller, more complete picture of these important actors in the political system and their 

communications with the voters is significant. 

Finally, the chapter also examined the effects of party size and party ideology on group appeals, 

with the data not supporting either of them. For party size, larger, “catch-all” parties were expected 

to make more extensive appeals compared with smaller parties that supposedly appeal to fewer 

groups (Hypothesis 4.6). But this was not confirmed. That said, while only a weak relationship 

was found between party size and group appeals in general, the data did show that smaller parties 

tend to appeal to more “marginalized” groups (ethnic and religious). In comparison, larger parties 

tend to appeal to more “central” groups. Furthermore, it showed that these relationships vary across 

the communication channels. In both cases, small parties tend to appeal to “marginalized” groups, 

but large parties appeal to both “marginalized” and “central” groups in campaign ads, and tend to 

appeal to “central” groups in manifestos. These findings suggest that at least some relationship 

between party size and group appeals, further strengthening the point that expanding the scope of 

our analysis beyond manifestos sheds light on parties’ behavior. Furthermore, the inclusion of 

campaign ads reveals that parties use these communication channels differently in making 

representational claims, increasing our understanding of how parties approach political 
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representation in various aspects of their election campaigns. For party ideology, the literature 

expected left-wing parties to make more extensive appeals because they supposedly espouse a 

more egalitarian conception of society compared with right-wing parties that supposedly espouse 

a more individualistic vision of society. I expected a weak relationship between the two based on 

reservations regarding the left-right scale's appropriateness to analyze group appeals (Hypothesis 

4.7). Similar to the findings regarding party size, the data show a weak relationship between group 

appeals and party ideology, partly confirming the hypothesis, although the relationship is in the 

direction expected in the literature: left-wing parties tend to make more extensive appeals than 

right-wing parties, confirming some existing accounts (e.g., Caramani, Celis, and Wauters 2014; 

Grossmann and Hopkins 2016). However, a closer examination of the specific party families 

shows that some do not behave as the literature expected. For example, Christian Democrats, 

situated on the center-right, make the most extensive appeals, a finding that is consistent with 

Stückelberger (2019a). Given these results, I would argue that while Hypothesis 4.7 cannot be 

rejected, there might be a there there, and more analysis will shed better light on it in future studies. 

An additional contribution of this study is it being the first to examine the potential influence 

of group appeals on other party behavior. Analyzing the relationship between group appeals and 

coalition formation improves our understanding of the latter, adding an important factor thus far 

unaccounted for that helps explain why some parties end up in coalitions despite expectations to 

the contrary. Similarly, analyzing the relationship between group appeals and parties’ choice of 

candidate selection methods sheds light on this intra-party process, improving our understanding 

of why parties choose the selection methods they do. Both of these efforts, in turn, contribute not 

only to what we know about these processes but also to our understanding of political 
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representation and parties’ role in it, as well as of parties as organizations and the place of political 

representation in other aspects of the party system. 

Chapter 5 looked at the relationship between group appeals and inter-party behavior—

specifically, coalition formation. Based on the assumption that limited group appeals would be 

less costly because parties seeking to represent fewer groups would arguably make fewer demands 

when negotiating a new government’s formation, three hypotheses were proposed. Hypothesis 

5.1a expected that among non-formateur parties, those with more extensive group appeals would 

be less likely to be included in coalitions than parties with more limited appeals. The data confirm 

this hypothesis, showing that parties with the most limited appeals are about 50 per cent more 

likely to be included in coalitions than parties with the most extensive appeals. This finding lends 

support to my argument that group appeals play a significant role in the process of coalition 

formation, helping explain why some parties enter coalitions despite expectations to the contrary.  

Furthermore, I compared the influence of group appeals across communication channels 

following the finding in Chapter 4 of the difference between group appeals in manifestos and group 

appeals in campaign ads. Despite said findings, I expected the influence of appeals in both 

communication channels on parties’ likelihood of being included in a coalition would be the same 

because, in the end, they are part of one large election campaign (Hypothesis 5.1b). Unlike the 

previous hypothesis, this one is not confirmed. While the likelihood of being included in a coalition 

with the most limited appeals in campaign ads is still 26 per cent higher than that of parties with 

the most extensive appeals in campaign ads, this is about a third of the likelihood of being included 

in a coalition with the most limited appeals in manifestos. I return to this finding after the 

discussion of the results in Chapter 6. Finally, while parties’ group appeals are the heart of my 

argument, many studies have shown the importance of parties’ policy positions for coalition 
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formation. As I do not suggest that parties would make either group or policy appeals but not both, 

and while I do not propose a more comprehensive theoretical argument about parties’ policy 

appeals, I suggest that we view them in the same light as group appeals, i.e., as representational 

claims. Hypothesis 5.2 states that non-formateur parties with more extensive manifestos will be 

less likely to be included in coalitions than parties with more limited manifestos and is confirmed 

by the analysis. This result provides some evidence supporting this approach to policy appeals and 

further strengthens the approach to parties’ group appeals overall as representational claims. Thus, 

in addition to contributing to our understanding of group appeals, the chapter shed valuable light 

on the process of coalition formation, adding an important factor that helps explain why some 

parties end up in coalitions despite expectations to the contrary but has yet to be addressed. 

In Chapter 6, I examine parties’ choice of candidate selection methods with respect to two 

elements: exclusivity/inclusivity of the selectorate and the centralization/decentralization of the 

process. Based on the assumption that parties with limited appeals would choose greater control 

over candidate selection because it would better allow them to pick the “right” candidates to 

convey their desired representational message, four hypotheses were proposed. 

For the selectorate, it was expected that parties with limited appeals would be more likely to 

use a more exclusive selectorate than parties with extensive appeals (Hypothesis 6.1a). It was also 

expected that, similar to the hypothesis in Chapter 5, the influence of the extent of appeals in 

manifestos would be the same as that of the extent of appeals in campaign ads (Hypothesis 6.1b). 

The data's limitations necessitated that the analysis control for country throughout the chapter and 

found only partial support for these two hypotheses. Thus, Hypothesis 6.1a is confirmed for Israel 

but not the Netherlands, while Hypothesis 6.1b is only partly confirmed in both countries. In the 

former, appeals in both communication channels influence the choice of candidate selection 
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methods in the same direction, but it is the opposite of what was expected. In the latter, the 

influence of appeals in both communication channels is in the expected direction, but similar to 

the findings in Chapter 5, the extent of appeals in manifestos exert a stronger influence over other 

party behavior than the extent of appeals in campaign ads. 

For centralization, it was expected that parties with limited appeals would be more likely to use 

a more centralized selection method than parties with extensive appeals (Hypothesis 6.2a) and that 

the comparison between manifestos and campaign ads would also yield a similar expectation at 

above (Hypothesis 6.2b). While the data on territorial centralization are only available for Dutch 

parties (none of the Israeli parties incorporate territorial decentralization into their intra-party 

candidate selection processes), it partly confirms Hypothesis 6.2b. The extent of appeals in 

manifestos influences the level of centralization/decentralization of the selection process in the 

same direction. That said, here too, manifestos’ influence is greater than that of campaign ads, 

which is, again similar to findings above.  

These observations are yet another contribution that this study makes. First, they point to the 

need to pay more attention to the differences between manifestos and campaign ads. Second, they 

suggest that the inclusion of both communication channels sheds light on aspects of party behavior 

that otherwise go unnoticed. While parties’ use of campaign ads has changed in recent years with 

the advent of social media, examining them provides valuable information on parties’ behavior 

from a historical perspective. These print ads could also serve as a comparison with present and 

future online campaigns, which might or might not be different. 

Returning to the larger theme of this study, the analysis of group appeals contributes to our 

understanding of political representation, viewed through a constructivist lens that regards political 

representation as a multi-stage process. By examining the structure and content of group appeals, 
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this provides systematic empirical evidence of the first step in the process—the claim making—

without which we would arguably not be able to gain a proper understanding of the end of the 

process—the coming to be of political representation. The addition of the analysis of group appeals 

as an explanatory variable further advances the larger endeavor of the scholarship on political 

representation: both can shed light on how representative of social groups parties seek to be. I 

discuss this further in the next section as I outline possible avenues for future research. 

Having discussed at length the contributions of this study, a word on its limitations is necessary. 

First, while the study expands the scope of empirical analysis of group appeals, the focus of the 

definition of group appeals on explicit forms only means that no examination is made of any 

implicit forms of group-based appeals. These also, so I would argue, may be used by parties to 

take the first step in the process of political representation. Thus, the study provides only a partial 

view of the representational claims made by parties, and if we want to understand political 

representation in its entirety, we must examine these other forms as well.  

Second, throughout the study, I have emphasized that group appeals are claims of 

representation. In that vein, I used the language of “seeks to be” rather than “is” in describing 

parties’ representation to maintain this consistent understanding of political representation as 

something that results from the acceptance of an audience rather than as the results of the 

announcement of the vote tally on election night (Saward 2010). As these claims are merely the 

first step in the process of political representation, we gain only a partial understanding of political 

representation. The study does not provide insight into whether political representation indeed 

results from these claims or its quality. 

Third, while the data cover an extended period of time and compares group appeals of nearly 

300 party observations in two countries, the data are limited from a cross-country comparative 
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perspective. Israel is not often included in comparative studies of this nature, arguably because its 

political system’s characteristics are too different, especially regarding the fairly strong religious 

and ethnic social groups. This feature is not often found in other Western European countries. That 

said, the findings in Chapter 4 show multiple commonalities in Israeli and Dutch parties’ behavior, 

which is heartening given that the Netherlands is often compared with other Western European 

counties in studies of political parties and political representation. Further still, the fact that this 

area of research is relatively new and that to the best of my knowledge, there are currently no other 

longitudinal studies of group appeals means that not much work exists with which to compare the 

findings in this study. Consequently, the findings' generalizability ought to be taken with a grain 

of salt, though not a very big grain because multiple findings across the study resemble either Thau 

(2019) or Stückelberger (2019a), or both. These resemblances highlight once more the need to 

collect data and examine parties’ appeals to gain a more complete understanding of parties’ 

behavior and corroborate present and past findings. 

Finally, one of the limitations of this study is the structure of the data used in the analysis of 

group appeals. The need to collect primary materials on parties’ print campaign advertisements for 

the construction of this longitudinal dataset and the limited resources available to me for this 

process meant that not only is do the data cover only two countries, but there are also two other 

disadvantages to it. The first is that rather than use a core sentence or a quasi-sentence approach, 

both manifestos and each campaign ad were read as a single unit, coding the mention of each of 

the 37 groups only once in each of the possible instances of explicitly stated support of a social 

group (explicit supportive mentions of social group(s); explicitly stated all-encompassing 

supportive mentions of social group(s); and explicitly mentioning a social group(s) interest as 

important or more important than others’). This coding limits the amount of information obtained 
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from each document, especially concerning an actuate evaluation of how frequently the different 

social groups are actually mentioned in parties’ appeals. The second is that campaign ads were not 

coded for parties’ policy positions, precluding a potential evaluation of parties’ policy appeals, 

both in campaign ads themselves and in a fuller comparison with group appeals. Both of these 

would benefit from future research that would expand the scope of group appeals analysis and 

parties’ appeals in general. 

7.2 What’s Next? 

Building on the contributions of this study and in an attempt to address some of its limitations not 

already touched on above, I propose that the following avenues of future research could further 

enhance our understanding of group appeals and, through them, both of political parties and 

political representation, and the relationship between them. 

First, as already mentioned, the group appeals analyzed in this study are but one type of a 

broader umbrella of things that parties do to make group-based appeals. Approaching these appeals 

as a count variable that can range from the most limited to the most extensive of appeals means 

that we could gain a fuller understanding of parties’ “group orientation” if we take a similar 

approach to other implicit forms of groups-based appeals. Analyzing, for example, the identity of 

the candidates chosen to stand for parties in general elections and/or the symbols and images used 

in campaign ads would add two elements to the scale of appeals, illuminating just how much 

attention parties pay to the representation of certain groups. The more elements of parties’ group-

based appeals are found to be limited, the more limited the appeal overall. Similarly, the more 

elements focus on one specific group, the more representative of the said group a party seeks to 

present itself. Further still, expanding the comparison between group-based appeals and policy 
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appeals will enhance our understanding of parties’ appeals overall, parties’ representativeness, and 

the relationship between group and policy appeals. 

Second, since group appeals are viewed as representational claims, which is only the first step 

in the process of political representation, to evaluate whether political representation indeed results 

from these claims and what the quality of this representation is, we need to follow the 

representational chain through and examine whether audiences accept or reject these claims. 

Historically, this can be done using large survey datasets like the CSES (the Comparative Study 

of Electoral Systems), the ESS (the European Social Survey), and Eurobarometer that provide 

extensive data on voters’ party preferences. While to my knowledge there are no data available 

that allow us to directly examine whether someone voted for a party because of its group appeals, 

and following Heinisch and Werner (2019), I would suggest using survey respondents’ declared 

party support and descriptive characteristics as a proxy. Such an approach assumes that if a party 

appeals to a social group, say Arabs or Disabled People, and people of these groups support this 

party more than they do other parties, we can infer that these social groups accept this party’s claim 

to represent them. 

Third, future studies could dive deeper into how political representation as group appeals 

manifests in other aspects of the political system and/or party behavior. One example is the 

examination of the relationship between group appeals and ministerial portfolio allocations, 

specifically asking whether the group appeals that parties make influence the ministerial portfolios 

given to a specific party in the coalition government. Theoretically, I would expect that parties 

with limited and specific group appeals would demand the portfolios that would best enable them 

to deliver for the particular social group they claim to represent. Such a study would contribute to 

our understanding of how representative a party really wants to be, and also to our understanding 
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of parties’ considerations in coalition negotiations by adding group appeals to the policy and size 

motivations that previous research has shown to drive parties to seek the portfolios they do (Bäck, 

Debus, and Dumont 2011; Ecker and Meyer 2019). Another example would be to examine the 

relationship between group appeals and parties’ positions on certain policy issues. If, as the 

findings here show, parties indeed appeal to economic groups less than they used to, does this 

affect their positions on policy issues relevant to these groups? Previous studies that focus on 

change in parties’ policy positions invariably assume that the decline in social groups' relevance 

in general led to changes in parties’ positions. Instead, I suggest that a future analysis could take 

group appeals as the starting point and examine them and any changes in them as the explanatory 

variable of change in parties’ policy positions. 

I leave these questions and the quest for a larger, better dataset for future research. 
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Appendix A Tables and Figures 

Table A 3.1 Political parties included in analysis of group appeals, Israel 1977-2015 

Party 

ID 
Years 

English 

Name 
Hebrew Name 

Name in 

Hebrew 
Abbreviation 

 

Number 

of 

Elections 

Notes 

72091 2015 
The Joint 

List 

HaReshima 

HaMeshutefet 

הרשימה  

 המשותפת 
TJL 1 

Alliance of HADASH 

(72225), Raam (72901), 

Taal (72902), Balad (72903) 

72222 
1984-

1988 

Progressive 

List for 

Peace 

HaReshima 

HaMitkademet 

LeShalom 

הרשימה  

המתקדמת 

 לשלום

PLP 2  

72223 1977 
Israel for 

Peace 

Shalom 

Lemaan 

Yisrael 

  SHELLI 1 מחנה של״י

72225 
1977-

2013 

Democratic 

Front for 

Peace and 

Equality – 

The Israeli 

Communist 

Party and 

Jewish and 

Arab 

Publics 

HaHazit 

HaDemocratit 

LeShalom 

VeLeShivion – 

HaMiflaga 

HaKomonistit 

HaYisraelit ve-

Hugei Tzibur 

Yehudim ve-

Aravim 

החזית 

הדמוקרטית 

ולשיויון  לשלום 

המפלגה    –

הקומוניסטית  

וחוגי  הישראלית

יהודים   ציבור 

 וערבים

HADASH 11 

In 1996 HADASH ran with 

Balad (72903); in 2003 ran 

with Taal (72902) 

72310 
1977-

1988 

Citizens’ 

Rights 

Movement 

HaTenua 

LeZhuyot 

HaErach 

לזכויות  התנועה 

 האזרח 
RATZ 4  

72311 1988 

United 

Workers' 

Party 

Mifleget 

HaPoalim 

HaMeuchedet 

הפועלים   מפלגת 

 המאוחדת
MAPAM 1  

72312 
1999-

2003 
One Nation Am Ehad עם אחד AM 2  

72320 
1977-

2013 

Israeli 

Labor 

Party 

Mifleget 

HaAvoda 

HaYisraelit 

 HaAvoda 11 מפלגת העבודה 

1977-1984 the dominant 

partner in Alignment, coded 

in MARPOR as 72320; 1988 

Alignment merged into the 

Israeli Labor Party, coded in 

MARPOR as 72323; 1999 

contested election as One 

Israel, coded in MARPOR 

as 72327; 2003-2013 

contested as Labor, coded in 

MARPOR as 72323. Both 

72323 and 72327 recoded as 

72320. 2003-2006 Labor ran 

with Meimad 

72326 
1992-

2015 
Meretz Meretz מרצ Meretz 8  

72328 2015 
The Zionist 

Camp 

HaMahane 

HaZioni 
 TZC 1 המחנה הציוני 

Alliance of Labor (72320) 

and HaTenua (72431) 
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Table A 3.1 Continued 

Party 

ID 
Years 

English 

Name 

Hebrew 

Name 

Name in 

Hebrew 
Abbreviation 

 

Number 

of 

Elections 

Notes 

72410 1977 

Progressive 

and 

Independent 

Liberal 

Party 

HaMiflaga 

HaLiberalit 

HaAtzmaeet 

המפלגה 

הליברלית  

 העצמאית 

PIL 1  

72412 1977 

Democratic 

Movement 

for Change 

HaTenua 

HaDemokratit 

LeShinui 

התנועה 

הדמוקרטית 

 לשינוי

DASH 1  

72413 

1981-

1988 / 

1999-

2003 

Change / 

Change – 

The Secular 

Party 

Shinui / 

Shinui – 

HaTenua 

HaHilonit 

שינוי    /   – שינוי 

 התנועה החילונית 
SHINUI 5 

1992 Merged into Meretz 

(72326); 1999 returned as 

independent party  

72414 1984 Together Yahad יחד YAHAD 1  

72415 1999 Center Party 
Mifleget 

HaMerkaz 
  CP 1 מפלגת המרכז 

72425 1984 Courage Ometz  אומץ OMETZ 1  

72427 1996 
The Third 

Way 

HaDerech 

HaShlishit 
  TTW 1 הדרך השלישית

72428 
1996-

2003 

Israel for 

Immigration 

Yisrael 

BaAliya 
  IFI 3 ישראל בעליה 

72430 
2006-

2013 
Forward Kadima  קדימה KADIMA 3  

72431 2013 
The 

Movement 
HaTenua התנועה TM 1  

72440 
2013-

2015 

There is a 

Future 
Yesh Atid יש עתיד TIAF 2  

72450 2015 All of Us Kulanu  כולנו AofU 1  

72530 
1977-

2006 

National 

Religious 

Party 

Miflaga Datit 

Leumit 

דתית  מפלגה 

 לאומית )מפד״ל( 
MAFDAL 9 

2006 ran with HaIchud 

HaLeumi (72624) 

72531 
1977-

1988 

Union of 

Israel 

Agudat 

Yisrael 
  UofI 4 אגודת ישראל

72532 
1981-

1984 

Movement 

for Israel's 

Tradition 

Tenua 

LeMassoret 

Yisrael 

למסורת   תנועה 

 ישראל
TAMI 2  

72533 
1984-

2015 

Sephardi 

Torah 

Guardians 

Shomrei 

Torah 

Sephardim 

תורה  שומרי 

 ספרדים
SHAS 9  

72534 1984 Heritage Morasha  מורשה MORASHA 1  

72535 
1992-

2015 

Torah 

Judaism 

Yahadut 

HaTora 
  UTJ 8 יהדות התורה

72536 1977 

Union of 

Israel 

Workers 

Poalei Agudat 

Yisrael 

אגודת  פועלי 

 ישראל
UIW 1  

72612 
1981-

1988 

Renaissance 

Movement 

Tenuat 

HaTehiya 
 HATEHIYA 3 תנועת התחיה

1984 ran jointly with 

Tzomet (72613) 

72613 
1988-

1992 

Crossroads - 

non-aligned 

movement 

for Zionist 

Renewal 

HaTenua 

LeHithadshut 

Zionit VeBilti 

Miflagtaim 

 TZOMET 2 צומת

1984 ran with Tehiya 

(72612); 1996 ran with 

Likud (72613) 
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Table A 3.1 Continued 

Party 

ID 
Years 

English 

Name 

Hebrew 

Name 

Name in 

Hebrew 
Abbreviation 

 

Number 

of 

Elections 

Notes 

72614 1988 Torah Flag 
Degel 

HaTorah 
  DH 1 דגל התורה 

72615 
1988-

1996 
Homeland Moledet  מולדת MOLEDET 3  

72622 
1977-

2015 

The 

Consolidation 
HaLikud  הליכוד LIKUD 12 

1996 ran with Gesher 

(72973) and Tzomet 

(72613); 2009 ran with Ahi; 

2013 ran with Yisrael 

Beiteinu (72625) 

72623 1977 Peace to Zion Shlomzion שלומציון SHLOM 1  

72624 

1999-

2003 

2009 

The National 

Union 

HaIchud 

HaLeumi 
 TIL 3 הלאומי האיחוד 

2003 ran with Yisrael 

Beiteinu (72625); 2006 ran 

with Mafdal (72530) 

72625 

1999 

2006-

2009 

2015 

Israel is Our 

Home 

Yisrael 

Beiteinu 
 YB 4 ישראל ביתנו

2003 ran with the National 

Union (72624); 2013 ran 

with Likud (72621) 

72701 
2009-

2015 

The Jewish 

Home 

HaBait 

HaYehudi 
 TJH 3 הבית היהודי 

merger of Mafdal (72530) 

and others not in CMP 

72901 
1988-

2013 

United Arab 

List 

HaReshima 

HaAravit 

HaMeuchedet 

הרשימה  

הערבית 

 המאוחדת

RAAM 8 

1988-1992 ran as Mada, 

The Arab Democratic Party; 

1996 ran as Mada-Raam; 

2006 ran with Taal (72902), 

coded by CMP as 72092. 

72903 
1999-

2013 

National 

Democratic 

Assembly 

Brit Leumit 

Demokratit 

לאומית   ברית 

 דמוקרטית
BALAD 5 

1996 ran with HADASH 

(72225) 

72904 1977 
Joint Arab 

List 

HaReshima 

HaAravit 

HaMeshutefet 

הרשימה  

הערבית 

 המשותפת 

UAL 1  

72951 2006 Age 

Age – Israel’s 

Pensioners 

for the 

Knesset 

גמלאי   –גיל  

 ישראל לכנסת
GIL 1  

72952 1977 
Development 

and Peace 

Pituach 

VeShalom 
  DP 1 פיתוח ושלום 

72991 1981 

Movement 

for National 

Renewal 

Tenua 

LeHithadshut 

Mamlachtit 

תנועה  

להתחדשות  

 ממלכתית

TELEM 1  

 

Source: MARPOR (Volkens et al. 2018c); The Israel Democracy Institute (“Elections and Parties in Israel” 2020); and the 

Knesset (“Elections for the Knesset” 2019). 
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Table A 3.2 Political parties included in analysis of group appeals, the Netherlands 1977-

2012 

Party 

ID 
Years English Name Dutch Name Abbreviation 

Number of 

Elections 

22110 1989-2012 Green Left GroenLinks GL 8 

22210 1977-1982 
Communist Party of the 

Netherlands 

Communistische Partij can 

Nederland 
CPN 3 

22220 1994-2012 Socialist Party Socialistische Partij SP 7 

22230 1977-1986 Pacifist Socialist Party Pacifistisch-Socialistische Partij PSP 4 

22310 1977-1986 Radical Political Party Politieke Partij Radicalen PPR 4 

22320 1977-2012 Labour Party Partij van de Arbeid PvdA 12 

22330 1977-2012 Democrats‘66 Democraten‘66 D66 12 

22420 1977-2012 
People's Party for Freedom and 

Democracy 

Volkspartij voor Vrijheid en 

Democratie 
VVD 12 

22430 2002 Livable Netherlands Leefbaar Nederland LN 1 

22521 1977-2012 Christian Democratic Appeal Christen-Democratisch Appèl CDA 12 

22524 1977 Democratic Socialists‘70 Democratisch Socialisten‘70 DS70 1 

22526 2002-2012 Christian Union ChristenUnie CU 5 

22527 1977-1998 Reformed Political League Gereformeerd Politiek Verbond GPV 7 

22528 1981-1998 
Reformatory Political 

Federation 

Reformatorische Politieke 

Federatie 
RPF 6 

22710 1982 Center Party Centrumpartij CP 1 

22711 1989-1994 Centre Democrats Centrumdemocraten CD 2 

22720 2002-2003 List Pim Fortuyn Lijst Pim Fortuyn LPF 2 

22722 2006-2012 Party of Freedom Partij voor de Vrijheid PVV 3 

22810 1977 Farmers’ Party Boerenpartij BP 1 

22951 2006-2012 Party for the Animals Partij voor de Dieren PvdD 3 

22952 1977-2012 Reformed Political Party 
Staatskundig Gereformeerde 

Partij 
SGP 12 

22953 2012 50Plus 50Plus 50PLUS 1 

22954 1994 General Elderly Alliance Algemeen Ouderenverbond AOV 1 

22955 1994 Union 55+ Unie 55+ Unie55 1 

22996 1982 Evangelical People’s Party Evangelische Volkspartij EVP 1 

 

Source: MARPOR (Volkens et al. 2018c); The Electoral Council (KIESRAAD) (“Databank Verkiezingsuitslagen” 2020). 
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Table A 3.3 Number of print campaign ads included in analysis, Israel 1977-2015 

Election 1977 1981 1984 1988 1992 1996 1999 2003 2006 2009 2013 2015 total 

Parties              

72091 JL            21 21 

72222 PLP   11 23         34 

72223 SHELLI 13            13 

72225 HADASH 10 18 10 20 18 8 26 13 15 9 9  156 

72310 RATZ 1 11 12 24         48 

72311 MAPAM    24         24 

72312 AM       15 14     29 

72320 HaAvoda 10 31 33 37 32 12 28 11 13 14 13  234 

72326 Meretz     28 38 24 27 16 12 13 14 172 

72328 TZC            15 15 

72410 PIL 7            7 

72412 DASH 10            10 

72413 SHINUI  10 16 11   10 12     59 

72414 YAHAD   19          19 

72415 CP       20      20 

72425 OMETZ   10          10 

72427 TTW      17       17 

72428 IFI      11 14 16     41 

72430 KADIMA         23 14 2  39 

72431 TM           11  11 

72440 TIAF           10 22 32 

72450 AofU            15 15 

72530 MAFDAL 10 10 13 15 17 19 11 13 14    122 

72531 UofI 10 12 22 12         56 

72532 TAMI  10 10          20 

72533 SHAS   10 10 13 6 8 10 11 10 10 10 98 

72534 MORASHA   11          11 

72535 UTJ     17 13 15 13 10 12 10 11 101 

72536 UIW 9            9 

72612 HATEHIYA  14 11 11         36 

72613 TZOMET    11 10        21 

72614 DH    14         14 

72615 MOLEDET    11 12 14       37 
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Table A 3.3 Continued 

Election 1977 1981 1984 1988 1992 1996 1999 2003 2006 2009 2013 2015 total 

Parties              

72622 LIKUD 10 20 18 29 21 20 15 10 16 11 17 13 200 

72623 SHLOM 4            4 

72624 TIL       17 19  14   50 

72625 YB       23  25 15  15 78 

72701 TJH          11 12 12 35 

72901 RAAM    4 6 6 12 2 2 3 3  38 

72902              0 

72903 BALAD       17 8 16 3 5  49 

72951 GIL         5    5 

72990 DP .            0 

72991 TELEM  12           12 

72993 UAL .            0 

 total 94 148 206 256 174 164 255 168 166 128 115 148 2022 

 

Note: primary materials collected for this study from the archives of the National Library in Jerusalem, Israel.  
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Table A 3.4 Total number of ads by language in each country 

Language  Number of Ads 

 

Israel  

Hebrew  1201 

and English 31 

and Arabic 42 

and French 4 

and Spanish 1 

and Russian 101 

and Amharic 14 

  

English 64 

Arabic 356 

French 3 

Spanish 13 

Russian 167 

Yiddish 1 

Amharic 22 

Romanian 1 

Hungarian 1 

  

 

Netherlands 

Dutch 747 

and Arabic 1 

and Surinam 1 

and Turkish 1 

 
Note: primary materials collected for this study for Israel: The archives of the National Library in Jerusalem, 

Israel; For the Netherlands: The Documentation Center for Dutch Political Parties (DNPP), University of 

Groningen (documentatiecentrum nederlandse politieke partijen; rijksuniversiteit groningen). 
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Table A 3.5 Number of print campaign ads included in analysis, the Netherlands 1977-2012 

 Election 1977 1981 1982 1986 1989 1994 1998 2002 2003 2006 2010 2012 Total 

Parties              

22110 GL     10 10 9 10 3 11 10 8 71 

22210 CPN 6 10 3          19 

22220 SP      10 8 5 8 5 10 8 54 

22230 PSP 4 10 9 10         33 

22310 PPR 9 10 3 10         32 

22320 PvdA 10 10 7 10 5 4 9 10 9 10 10 10 104 

22330 D66 7 5 4 6 3 3 10 6 5 10 10 10 79 

22420 VVD 6 6 3 8 5 6 3 5 3 10 10 10 75 

22430 LN        9     9 

22521 CDA 5 10 5 8 6 5 9 9 5 10 9 7 88 

22524 DS70 8       3 3 4 2  20 

22526 CU            3 3 

22527 GPV 4 5 1 6 4 5 10      35 

22528 RPF  4 2 2 3 5 9      25 

22710 CP   4          4 

22711 CD     - 2       2 

22720 LPF        2 4    6 

22722 PVV          1 2 2 5 

22951 PvdD          4 4 3 11 

22952 SGP 2 4 2 3 4 5 2 7 3 10 7 10 59 

22953 50PLUS            3 3 

22954 AOV      4       4 

22955 Unie55      3       3 

22990 EVP   5          5 

22991 BP 2            2 

  Total 63 74 48 63 40 62 69 66 43 75 74 74 751 

 

Note: primary materials collected for this study The Documentation Center for Dutch Political Parties (DNPP), University of Groningen (documentatiecentrum 

nederlandse politieke partijen; rijksuniversiteit groningen). 
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Table A 3.6 Parties that mention a social group in their name 

 Israel   Netherlands  

Abbreviation English Name Hebrew Name Abbreviation English Name Dutch Name 

HADASH 

Democratic Front for Peace and 

Equality – The Israeli Communist 

Party and Jewish and Arab Publics 

ולשיווין  לשלום  הדמוקרטית  החזית 

הישראלית   – הקומוניסטית  המפלגה   

 וחוגי ציבור יהודים וערבים 

PvdA Labour Party Partij van de Arbeid 

MAPAM United Workers' Party מפלגת הפועלים המאוחדת CDA Christian Democratic 

Appeal 

Christen-Democratisch 

Appèl 

AMa One Nation עם אחד CU Christian Union ChristenUnie 

HaAvodab Israeli Labor Party מפלגת העבודה GPV Reformed Political 

League 

Gereformeerd Politiek 

Verbond 

SHINUIc Change  שינוי RPF Reformatory Political 

Federation 

Reformatorische 

Politieke Federatie 

MAFDAL National Religious Party (מפלגה דתית לאומית )מפד״ל SGP Reformed Political 12 

Party 

Staatskundig 

Gereformeerde Partij 

UofI Union of Israel 50 אגודת ישראלPLUS 50Plus 50Plus 

SHAS Sephardi Torah Guardians  שומרי תורה ספרדים AOV General Elderly Alliance Algemeen 

Ouderenverbond 

UTJ Torah Judaism  יהדות התורה Unie55 Union 55+ Unie 55+ 

UIW Union of Israel Workers פועלי אגודת ישראל EVP Evangelical People’s 

Party 

Evangelische 

Volkspartij 

DH Torah Flag דגל התורה BP Farmers’ Party Boerenpartij 

TJH The Jewish Home  הבית היהודי    

RAAM United Arab List הרשימה הערבית המאוחדת    

GIL Age – Israel’s Pensioners for the 

Knesset 

    ישראל לכנסת גמלאי  –גיל 

UAL Joint Arab List הרשימה הערבית המשותפת    

 

party”. Am Ehad changed its name between 1999 and 2003 so that in 2003 its full name no longer included “the workers’ and pensioners’a  

1988, but did include one in all -1988, did not include a reference to labor in its full name in 1984-between 1977Alignment HaAvoda (Labor), which ran as b 

other elections. 

the secular movement. –tter period its full was SHINUI 2003 period so that in the la-1988 to 1999-SHINUI changed its name between the 1981c  

 

Source: MARPOR (Volkens et al. 2018c); The Electoral Council (KIESRAAD) (“Databank Verkiezingsuitslagen” 2020); The Israel Democracy Institute 

(“Elections and Parties in Israel” 2020); and the Knesset (“Elections for the Knesset” 2019). 



 

 198 

Table A 3.7 Group appeals in manifestos vs. campaign ads by party 

Party ID Party Abbrev Election # of Group appeals in 

Manifestos 

# of Group Appeals in 

Campaign Ads 

22110 GL 1989 9 11 

1994 9 3 

1998 8 7 

2002 11 4 

2003 8 6 

2006 13 7 

2010 10 6 

2012 11 4 

22210 CPN 1977  4 

1981 10 3 

1982 12 2 

22220 SP 1994 6 6 

1998 8 2 

2002 10 7 

2003 11 5 

2006 12 3 

2010 8 8 

2012 9 5 

22230 PSP 1977 9 3 

1981 9 8 

1982  7 

1986 12 10 

22310 PPR 1977 8 8 

1981 12 9 

1982 7 3 

1986 9 9 

22320 PvdA 1977 7 5 

1981 9 3 

1982 10 4 

1986 11 10 

1989 10 9 

1994 12 7 

1998 11 2 

2002 9 3 

2003 7 4 

2006 13 5 

2010 8 3 

2012 12 5 

 



 

 199 

Table A 3.7 Continued 

 
Party ID Party Abbrev Election # of Group appeals in 

Manifestos 

# of Group Appeals in 

Campaign Ads 

22330 D66 1977 6 6 

1981 8 6 

1982 9 3 

1986 8 4 

1989 7 5 

1994 10  

1998 10 9 

2002 7 4 

2003 8 3 

2006 8 11 

2010 9 2 

2012 7 6 

22420 VVD 1977 7 2 

1981 7 4 

1982 4 4 

1986 7 4 

1989 5 5 

1994 7 3 

1998 6 2 

2002 8 3 

2003 1 3 

2006 8 3 

2010 8 2 

2012 9 8 

22430 LN 2002 4 1 

22521 CDA 1977 9 4 

1981 10 14 

1982 9 5 

1986 9 9 

1989 9 7 

1994 9 7 

1998 9 3 

2002 9 3 

2003 1 2 

2006 8 6 

2010 11 8 

2012 9 5 

22524 DS70 1977 10 5 
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Table A 3.7 Continued 

 
Party ID Party Abbrev Election # of Group appeals in 

Manifestos 

# of Group Appeals in 

Campaign Ads 

22526 CU 2002 10 6 

  2003 10 3 

  2006 9 10 

  2010 17 5 

  2012 16 6 

22527 GPV 1977 11 4 

  1981 10 5 

  1982 9 2 

  1986 10 6 

  1989 9 6 

  1994 12 8 

  1998 10 6 

22528 RPF 1981 11 3 

  1982 12 3 

  1986 11 1 

  1989 10 6 

  1994 12 6 

  1998 11 13 

22710 CP 1982 4 1 

22711 CD 1989 2  

  1994 2  

22720 LPF 2002 5  

  2003 6 2 

22722 PVV 2006 2  

  2010 8  

  2012 4  

22810 BP 1977 2 3 

22951 PvdD 2006 7 1 

  2010 7  

  2012 7 1 
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Table A 3.7 Continued 

 
Party ID Party Abbrev Election # of Group appeals in 

Manifestos 

# of Group Appeals in 

Campaign Ads 

22952 SGP 1977 10 5 

  1981 9 2 

  1982 9 4 

  1986 9 3 

  1989 11 4 

  1994 9 5 

  1998 12 3 

  2002 11 6 

  2003 11 5 

  2006 10 3 

  2010 13 6 

  2012 12 7 

22953 50PLUS 2012 5 5 

22954 AOV 1994 10 4 

22955 Unie55 1994 8 2 

22956 EVP 1982 9 9 

72091 JL 2015 5 8 

72222 PLP 1984 11 4 

  1988 7 5 

72223 SHELLI 1977 4 9 

72225 HADASH 1977 8 14 

  1981 13 12 

  1984 15 9 

  1988 16 9 

  1992 9 10 

  1996 10 9 

  1999 14 11 

  2003 13 12 

  2006 15 11 

  2009 15 13 

  2013 15 12 

72310 RATZ 1977 9  

  1981 8 9 

  1984 8 4 

  1988 8 6 

72311 MAPAM 1988 12 14 

72312 AM 1999 5 18 

  2003 4 9 
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Table A 3.7 Continued 

 
Party ID Party Abbrev Election # of Group appeals in 

Manifestos 

# of Group Appeals in 

Campaign Ads 

72320 HaAvoda 1977 7 5 

  1981 13 5 

  1984 15 12 

  1988 16 6 

  1992 15 6 

  1996 16 3 

  1999 8 12 

  2003 17 6 

  2006 14 7 

  2009 20 6 

  2013 17 4 

72326 Meretz 1992 15 8 

  1996 14 6 

  1999 17 9 

  2003 15 9 

  2006 12 8 

  2009 16 7 

  2013 16 9 

  2015 20 5 

72328 TZC 2015 15 2 

72410 PIL 1977 6 2 

72412 DASH 1977 8 7 

72413 SHINUI 1981 11 1 

  1984 7 2 

  1988 3  

  1999 2 3 

  2003 11 5 

72414 YAHAD 1984 11  

72415 CP 1999 15 13 

72425 OMETZ 1984   

72427 TTW 1996 6 4 

72428 IFI 1996 2 1 

  1999 2 3 

  2003 5 11 

72430 KADIMA 2006 10 2 

  2009 10 6 

  2013 11  

72431 TM 2013 11 2 

72440 TIAF 2013 10 1 

  2015 19 6 
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Table A 3.7 Continued 

 
Party ID Party Abbrev Election # of Group appeals in 

Manifestos 

# of Group Appeals in 

Campaign Ads 

72450 AofU 2015 8 3 

72530 MAFDAL 1977 9 10 

  1981 5 7 

  1984 12 8 

  1988 11 11 

  1992 14 6 

  1996 17 7 

  1999 6 4 

  2003 7 11 

  2006 8 12 

72531 UofI 1977 4 4 

  1981 7 9 

  1984 9 6 

  1988 6 9 

72532 TAMI 1981 5 4 

  1984 2 5 

72533 SHAS 1984 2 7 

  1988 9 11 

  1992 1 11 

  1996 6 2 

  1999 3 5 

  2003 9 10 

  2006 9 4 

  2009 9 7 

  2013 1 7 

  2015 1 3 

72534 MORASHA 1984 5 5 

72535 UTJ 1992 5 9 

  1996 10 4 

  1999 3 8 

  2003 3 6 

  2006 1 4 

  2009 1 6 

  2013 3 7 

  2015 1 4 

72536 UIW 1977 10 8 

72612 HATEHIYA 1981 5 3 

  1984 11 5 

  1988 14 3 
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Table A 3.7 Continued 

 
Party ID Party Abbrev Election # of Group appeals in 

Manifestos 

# of Group Appeals in 

Campaign Ads 

72613 TZOMET 1988 5  

  1992 7 1 

72614 DH 1988 8 8 

72615 MOLEDET 1988 5 2 

  1992 2 7 

  1996 11 4 

72622 LIKUD 1977 6 3 

  1981 6 3 

  1984 8 6 

  1988 14 10 

  1992 14 5 

  1996 11 5 

  1999 12 10 

  2003 12 4 

  2006 18 6 

  2009 8 1 

  2013  4 

  2015 2 3 

72623 SHLOM 1977 6 1 

72624 TIL 1999 5 6 

  2003 12 7 

  2009 7 5 

72625 YB 1999 5 7 

  2006 4 1 

  2009 3 3 

  2015 8 5 

72701 TJH 2009 15 5 

  2013 4 9 

  2015 9 4 

72901 RAAM 1988 1 2 

  1992 1 3 

  1996 1 3 

  1999 1 3 

  2003 1 1 

  2006 1 3 

  2009 3 2 

  2013 1 4 
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Table A 3.7 Continued 

 
Party ID Party Abbrev Election # of Group appeals in 

Manifestos 

# of Group Appeals in 

Campaign Ads 

72903 BALAD 1999  2 

  2003 3 4 

  2006  2 

  2009   

  2013 5  

72904 UAL 1977 1 1 

72951 GIL 2006 4 4 

72952 DP 1977 5  

72991 TELEM 1981 6 1 

 

Note: Israel, 1977-2015; the Netherlands, 1977-2012. 

Source: Dolinsky (2021c). 
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Figure A 3.1 Original campaign ad published in newspaper, RATZ 1988. 

 

Note: primary materials collected for this study from the archives of the National Library in Jerusalem, Israel.  
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Figure A 3.2 Original pamphlet, IFI (Israel for Immigrants), 2003 

 

Note: primary materials collected for this study from the archives of the National Library in Jerusalem, Israel. 
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Table A 4.1 Frequency of party observations by range of groups in appeals 

 Number of party observations 

Range All Appeals Appeals in Manifestos Appeals in Campaign Ads 

1 14 20 44 

2 8 17 32 

3 12 6 46 

4 10 15 35 

5 10 12 31 

6 18 19 26 

7 20 20 15 

8 38 39 8 

9 32 34 6 

10 30 20 4 

11 22 23 2 

12 18 12 1 

13 6 2 2 

14 7 7  

15 2 5  

16 9 6  

17 4 1  

18 2 1  

19 3 2  

20 2 1  

 

Source: Dolinsky (2021c). 
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Table A 4.2 Percentage of appeals to individual group categories 

 Group appeals with party name Group appeals without party name 

Group category Overall Manifestos Campaign 

ads 

Overall Manifestos Campaign 

ads 

Worker(s) 9.56 9.30 10.73 9.26 8.78 10.04 

Farmers 4.38 5.38 2.42 4.54 5.70 2.61 

Unemployed 4.33 5.16 2.56 4.51 5.51 2.85 

Arab(s) 5.49 4.49 7.96 5.13 3.85 7.27 

Cherkes 0.43 0.62 0.07 0.44 0.66 0.08 

Druze 1.42 2.14 0.14 1.48 2.28 0.16 

Sephardim 1.76 1.29 2.35 1.84 1.38 2.61 

Bedouin 0.80 1.11 0.21 0.83 1.19 0.24 

Ashkenazim 0.40 0.09 0.85 0.42 0.09 0.95 

Jews as ethnic group 5.89 5.47 6.75 5.81 5.32 6.64 

Surinams 0.68 1.02 0.07 0.71 1.09 0.08 

Dutch Caribbean 0.51 0.76 0.07 0.53 0.81 0.08 

(South) Moluccans 0.68 1.02 0.07 0.71 1.09 0.08 

Russian Immigrants 2.70 2.09 3.41 2.82 2.23 3.79 

Immigrants 7.40 7.52 6.47 7.71 8.02 7.19 

Women 9.02 8.19 9.45 9.40 8.74 10.51 

Ethiopian Immigrants 1.08 1.07 1.00 1.13 1.14 1.11 

Religious Immigrants 0.17 0.27 0.00 0.18 0.28 0.00 

Sephardic Immigrants 0.63 0.76 0.36 0.65 0.81 0.40 

LGBTQ 2.42 2.62 1.85 2.52 2.80 2.06 

French Immigrants 0.20 0.13 0.28 0.21 0.14 0.32 

Men 0.65 0.58 0.71 0.68 0.62 0.79 

Disabled People 5.95 6.90 3.84 6.20 7.36 4.27 

Turkish Immigrants 0.31 0.40 0.14 0.33 0.43 0.16 

Moroccan Immigrants 0.31 0.40 0.14 0.33 0.43 0.16 

Pensioners 9.65 8.94 10.16 9.91 9.31 10.91 

Students 5.38 6.05 3.77 5.61 6.46 4.19 

Religious Jews (Kippa Seruga) 4.47 3.91 5.76 4.30 3.61 5.45 

Ashkenazi Ultra-Orthodox 

Religious Jews 

3.02 2.58 4.41 2.73 2.09 3.79 

Sephardic Ultra-Orthodox 

Religious Jews 

0.91 0.53 2.13 0.65 0.09 1.58 

Secular Jews 2.33 2.09 2.63 2.37 2.14 2.77 

Jews as religious group 0.40 0.62 0.00 0.42 0.66 0.00 

Muslims 0.91 1.38 0.07 0.95 1.47 0.08 

Christian 2.42 2.62 3.06 2.02 1.99 2.06 

Reformed 2.99 2.36 5.47 2.37 1.33 4.11 

Evangelical 0.26 0.13 0.50 0.24 0.09 0.47 

Catholic 0.06 0.00 0.14 0.06 0.00 0.16 

 

Number of observations 

 

3513 

 

2248 

 

1407 

 

3371 

 

2106 

 

1265 

 

Source: Dolinsky (2021c). 
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Table A 4.3 Percentage of appeals to collapsed group categories 

 Group appeals with party name Group appeals without party name 

Group category Overall Manifestos Campaign 

ads 

Overall Manifestos Campaign 

ads 

Economic 18.27 19.84 15.71 18.30 19.99 15.49 

Ethnic 18.08 18.02 18.55 17.92 17.76 18.18 

Identity Politics 30.86 30.92 27.65 32.16 33.00 30.75 

Life Cycle 

 

15.03 14.99 13.93 15.51 15.76 15.10 

Religious 

 

17.76 16.24 24.16 16.11 13.49 20.47 

 

Number of observations  

 

3513 

 

2248 

 

1407 

 

3371 

 

2106 

 

1265 

 

Source: Dolinsky (2021c). 
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Table A 4.4 Mean group appeals in manifestos vs. campaign ads by party 

Israel Netherlands 

Party ID Party abbrev 
# of 

elections 

Mean of 

group appeals 

in manifestos 

Mean of 

group appeals 

in campaign 

ads 

Party ID 
Party 

abbrev 

# of 

elections 

Mean of 

group 

appeals in 

manifestos 

Mean of 

group 

appeals in 

campaign 

ads 

72091 JL 1 5 8 22110 GL 8 9.9 6 

72222 PLP 2 9 4.5 22210 CPN 3 11 3 

72223 SHELLI 1 4 9 22220 SP 7 9.1 5.1 

72225 HADASH 11 13 11.1 22230 PSP 4 10 7 

72310 RATZ 4 8.3 6.3 22310 PPR 4 9 7.3 

72311 MAPAM 1 12 14 22320 PvdA 12 9.9 5 

72312 AM 2 4.5 13.5 22330 D66 12 8.1 5.4 

72320 HaAvoda 11 14.4 6.5 22420 VVD 12 6.4 3.6 

72326 Meretz 8 15.6 7.6 22430 LN 1 4 1 

72328 TZC 1 15 2 22521 CDA 12 8.5 6.1 

72410 PIL 1 6 2 22524 DS70 1 10 5 

72412 DASH 1 8 7 22526 CU 5 12.4 6 

72413 SHINUI 5 6.8 2.8 22527 GPV 7 10.1 5.3 

72414 YAHAD 1 11 - 22528 RPF 6 11.2 5.3 

72415 CP 1 15 13 22710 CP 1 4 1 

72425 OMETZ 1 -  22711 CD 2 2 - 

72427 TTW 1 6 4 22720 LPF 2 5.5 2 

72428 IFI 3 3 5 22722 PVV 3 4.7 - 

72430 KADIMA 3 10.3 4 22810 BP 1 2 3 

72431 TM 1 11 2 22951 PvdD 3 7 1 

72440 TIAF 2 14.5 3.5 22952 SGP 12 10.5 4.4 

72450 AofU 1 8 3 22953 50PLUS 1 5 5 

72530 MAFDAL 9 9.9 8.4 22954 AOV 1 10 4 

72531 UofI 4 6.5 7 22955 Unie55 1 8 2 

72532 TAMI 2 3.5 4.5 22956 EVP 1 9 9 

72533 SHAS 9 5 6.7      

72534 MORASHA 1 5 5      

72535 UTJ 8 3.4 6      

72536 UIW 1 10 8      

72612 HATEHIYA 3 10 3.7      
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Table A 4.4 Continued 

 
Israel Netherlands 

Party ID Party abbrev 
# of 

elections 

Mean of 

group appeals 

in manifestos 

Mean of 

group appeals 

in campaign 

ads 

Party ID 
Party 

abbrev 

# of 

elections 

Mean of 

group 

appeals in 

manifestos 

Mean of 

group 

appeals in 

campaign 

ads 

72613 TZOMET 2 6 1      

72614 DH 1 8 8      

72615 MOLEDET 3 6 4.3      

72622 LIKUD 12 10.1 5      

72623 SHLOM 1 6 1      

72624 TIL 3 8 6      

72625 YB 4 5 4      

72701 TJH 3 9.3 6      

72901 RAAM 8 1.23 2.6      

72903 BALAD 5 4 2.7      

72904 UAL 1 1 1      

72951 GIL 1 4 4      

72952 DP 1 5 -      

72991 TELEM 1 6 1      

 

Note: Israel, 1977-2015; the Netherlands, 1977-2012. 

Source: Dolinsky (2021c). 
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Table A 4.5 Correlation between appeals in manifestos and appeals in campaign ads 

Israel Netherlands 

Party  Party Abbrev # of elections Correlation Party  Party Abbrev # of elections Correlation 

72091 JL 1 - 22110 GL 8 0.45 

72222 PLP 2 1.000*** 22210 CPN 3 0.38 

72223 SHELLI 1 - 22220 SP 7 0.76** 

72225 HADASH 11 0.47 22230 PSP 4 0.21 

72310 RATZ 4 0.95** 22310 PPR 4 0.21 

72311 MAPAM 1 - 22320 PvdA 12 0.39 

72312 AM 2 -1.000 22330 D66 12 0.39 

72320 HaAvoda 11 0.47 22420 VVD 12 0.39 

72326 Meretz 8 0.32 22430 LN 1 - 

72328 TZC 1 - 22521 CDA 12 0.39 

72410 PIL 1 - 22524 DS70 1 - 

72412 DASH 1 - 22526 CU 5 0.75 

72413 SHINUI 5 0.44 22527 GPV 7 0.02 

72414 YAHAD 1 - 22528 RPF 6 -0.08 

72415 CP 1 - 22710 CP 1 - 

72425 OMETZ 1 - 22711 CD 2 -1.000 

72427 TTW 1 - 22720 LPF 2 1.000*** 

72428 IFI 3 -0.2 22722 PVV 3 -0.11 

72430 KADIMA 3 0.03 22810 BP 1 - 

72431 TM 1 - 22951 PvdD 3 -0.11 

72440 TIAF 2 1.000*** 22952 SGP 12 0.39 

72450 AofU 1 - 22953 50PLUS 1 - 

72530 MAFDAL 9 0.49 22954 AOV 1 - 

72531 UofI 4 0.95** 22955 Unie55 1 - 

72532 TAMI 2 1.000*** 22956 EVP 1 - 

72533 SHAS 9 0.46     

72534 MORASHA 1 -     

72535 UTJ 8 0.32     

72536 UIW 1 -     

72612 HATEHIYA 3 0.97     

72613 TZOMET 2 1.000***     

72614 DH 1 -     

72615 MOLEDET 3 0.7     

72622 LIKUD 12 0.51*     

72623 SHLOM 1 -     

72624 TIL 3 -0.5     

72625 YB 4 0.28     

72701 TJH 3 0.81     

72901 RAAM 8 0.39     

72903 BALAD 5 0.23     

72904 UAL 1 -     

72951 GIL 1 -     

72952 DP 1 -     

72991 TELEM 1 -     

 

Note: Israel, 1977-2015; the Netherlands, 1977-2012; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10 

Source: Dolinsky (2021c). 
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Note: Total number of appeals in Israel (1977-2015; N:1948) and the Netherlands (1977-2012; N:1566). The solid 

line shows the fitted trend based on OLS linear regression for all elections in the dataset. The dashed line shows the 

fitted trend based on OLS linear regression excluding outlier elections (NL: 2003; IL: 1984, 1988, 1999, 2003). 

Source: Dolinsky (2021c). 

Figure A 4.1 Total number of appeals over time, by country 
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Figure A 4.2 Range and effective number of groups in party appeals by country 

Note: Figure on the left shows the average range of groups mentioned in parties’ appeals for Israel (1977-2015) and 

the Netherlands (1977-2012). N: 2305. The figure on the right shows the effective number of groups based on Greene 

(2015), using Shannon’s H measure. The solid line shows the fitted trend based on OLS linear regression for Dutch 

parties. The dashed line shows the fitted trend based on OLS linear regression for Israeli parties. 

Source: Dolinsky (2021c). 
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Figure A 4.3 Concentration of appeals across group categories 

 

Note: Figure shows the concentration of appeals across group categories for Israel (1977-2015) and the Netherlands 

(1977-2012) based on Shannon’s H measure of diversity. Higher values indicate even spread. Solid line shows fitted 

line based on OLS linear regression. 

Source: Dolinsky (2021c). 
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Note: Percentage of appeals by group category over time in Israel (1977-2015) and the Netherlands (1977-2012). The solid line shows the fitted trend based on 

OLS linear regression for all elections in the dataset. 

Source: Dolinsky (2021c). 

Figure A 4.4 Percentage of appeals by group category by country 
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Figure A 4.5 Total number of group appeals in manifestos vs. campaign ads, excluding 

1988 outlier election 

Note: Figure shows the total number of appeals made in manifestos (N: 2248) and campaign ads (N: 1407) in Israel 

(1977-2015) and the Netherlands (1977-2012). The solid line shows the fitted trend based on OLS linear regression 

for manifestos excluding the 1988 outlier election. The dashed line shows the fitted trend based on OLS linear 

regression for campaign ads. 

Source: Dolinsky (2021c). 
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Note: Figure on the left shows the average range of groups mentioned in parties’ appeals for Israel (1977-2015) and 

the Netherlands (1977-2012), comparing manifestos (N: 1965) and campaign ads (N: 1007). The figure on the right 

shows the effective number of groups based on Greene (2015), using Shannon’s H measure. The solid line shows the 

fitted trend based on OLS linear regression for Dutch manifestos. The dashed line shows the fitted trend based on 

OLS linear regression for campaign ads. 

Source: Dolinsky (2021c). 

Figure A 4.6 Range and effective number of groups in manifestos vs. campaign ads 



 

 220 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure A 4.7 Total number of appeals, range and effective number of groups excluding party name 

 

Note: These figures show data on group appeals the excludes party name for Israel (N: 1864) and the Netherlands (N: 1507). Top left corner: the effective number 

of groups based on Greene (2015), using Shannon’s H measure. Top right corner: the average range of groups mentioned in parties’ appeals. Bottom: the total 

number of appeals. The solid line shows the fitted trend based on OLS linear regression for all elections in the dataset. The dashed line shows the fitted trend based 

on OLS linear regression excluding five outlier elections (NL: 2003; IL: 1984, 1988, 1999, 2003). 

Source: Dolinsky (2021c). 
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Table A 5.1 Parties added to dataset for coalition formation analysis 

Party ID Party Name Party Abbrev Year 

72960 Moshe Dayan MD SMK 1977 

72961 Yigael Yadin YY SMK 1977 

72962 Efraim Gur EG SMK 1988, 1992 

72970 Advance of Zionist 

Idea 

AZI 1988 

72971 Yiud Yiud 1992 

72972 Atid Atid 1992 

72973 Gesher Gesher 1999 

72974 Independence Indy 2009 

72975 New Right NR 2015 

 
Note: Party ID codes are based on MARPOR’s coding of parties (Volkens et al. 2018b). 

Source: Knesset website (“Parliamentary Groups” n.d.) 
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Table A 5.2 Logit likelihood of being included in a coalition with interaction variables 

 (1) (2) (3) 

 Appeals overall Manifestos Campaign Ads 

    

Group Appeals X Party Size 0.992*** 0.986*** 1.007* 
 (0.989 - 0.996) (0.980 - 0.991) (0.999 - 1.016) 

Group Appeals (original) 0.996 1.011 0.929** 

 (0.958 - 1.036) (0.954 - 1.071) (0.871 - 0.991) 

Effective Number of Manifesto Issues 0.945*** 0.954**  

 (0.913 - 0.978) (0.920 - 0.990)  

Number of Parties in Coalition 1.378*** 1.408*** 1.420*** 
 (1.253 - 1.516) (1.277 - 1.552) (1.310 - 1.538) 

Per cent of Seats Won in GE 1.195*** 1.243*** 0.994 

 (1.117 - 1.279) (1.164 - 1.327) (0.945 - 1.045) 

Non-Formateur Parties’ Left-Right 

Position Relative to Formateur Party 

0.886*** 

(0.821 - 0.956) 

0.888*** 

(0.822 - 0.958) 

0.916** 

(0.854 - 0.982) 

 

    

Constant 0.174*** 0.108*** 0.130*** 
 (0.070 - 0.429) (0.043 - 0.271) (0.070 - 0.241) 

    

Observations 806 806 771 
 

Note: 95% confidence intervals in parentheses. Data for Israel (1977-2015) and the Netherlands (1977-2012). 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10 

Source: Dolinsky (2021b). 
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Table A 6.1 Margin test—size of selectorate 

 

Netherlands Israel 

  

All appeals  Manifestos  Campaign ads  All appeals 

 

Manifestos 

 

Campaign ads 

 

  
Most 

limited 

Most 

extensive 

Most 

limited 

Most 

extensive 

Most 

limited 

Most 

extensive 

Most 

limited 

Most 

extensive 

Most 

limited 

Most 

extensive 

Most 

limited 

Most 

extensive 

Single 

leader 

0.030 0.031 0.019 0.021 0.009 0.010 0.250** 0.240** 0.263*** 0.243*** 0.125** 0.128*** 

Party elite 0.076* 0.078* 0.051 0.056 0.090** 0.094*** 0.344*** 0.342*** 0.361*** 0.357*** 0.254*** 0.257*** 

Party 

delegates 

0.505*** 0.509*** 0.451*** 0.467*** 0.549*** 0.556*** 0.311*** 0.319*** 0.299*** 0.315*** 0.404*** 0.402*** 

Party 

members 

0.389*** 0.382*** 0.479*** 0.456*** 0.352*** 0.340*** 0.095** 0.100** 0.077** 0.085** 0.217*** 0.213*** 

 

 Note: Israel (1977-2015) N: 98, the Netherlands (1977-2012) N: 96. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10 

Source: Dolinsky (2021a). 
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Table A 6.2 Margin test—decentralization of selection methods, the Netherlands 

  

  
All appeals  Manifestos  Campaign ads  

  
Most 

limited 

Most 

extensive 

Most 

limited 

Most 

extensive 

Most 

limited 

Most 

extensive 

National level only 0.753*** 0.727*** 0.840*** 0.797*** 0.388*** 0.377*** 

Local level subject 

to national-level 

approval 

0.229** 0.252*** 0.151** 0.191** 0.515*** 0.521*** 

Local level only 0.018 0.021 0.009 0.012 0.097** 0.101*** 

 

Note: The Netherlands (1977-2012) N: 96. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10 

Source: Dolinsky (2021a). 
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Appendix B Codebook 

 

Units: Parties at national elections 

 

Countries: 2, Israel and the Netherlands  

 

Time: 1977-2015 

 

Parties: 269 

 

Elections: 12 in each country  

 

Materials: Manifestos and print election campaign materials: posters, flyers, pamphlets, leaflets, stickers, newspaper ads. 

 

Data Sources: MARPOR Corpus (“Manifesto Project Primary Documents Dataset - MPPDDS” 2018); MARPOR dataset (Volkens et 

al. 2018b); Archives of National Library in Jerusalem, Israel; the Harvard Judaica Collection (“Judaica Digital Collection” 2018), the 

Israel Democracy Institute (“Elections and Parties in Israel” 2020), the Knesset (“Elections for the Knesset” 2019);  

the documentatiecentrum nederlandse politieke paryijen, in Groningen, the Netherlands; and The Electoral Council (KIESRAAD) 

(“Databank Verkiezingsuitslagen” 2020). 

 

 

Variable Explanation  Codes 

country Two-digit country code based on MARPOR codebook. 22 Netherlands 

72 Israel 

countryname Name of country in English  

edate Day, month, and year of national election as d/m/year  

date Year and month of national election as YYYYMM  



 

 226 

parl_id Four-digit parliamentary identification code. First two digits are 

country code, two remaining digits code a general election 

 

party Six-digit party identification codes based on MARPOR coding  

partyname Party name in English  

ogpartyname Party name in original language (transliterated)  

partyabbrev Abbreviated party name  

parfam Grouping of political parties into party families according to the 

MARPOR codebook. “The Variable is constant over time and does not 

account for possible changes of party family. The variable is assigned 

when a party is included in the data set for the first time and it 

generally not changed afterwards” (Volkens et al. 2018b). In addition 

to these, some parties not included in the CMP dataset were grouped by 

the author into new “families.”  

a Parties coded for chapter 5. 

10 ECO Ecological parties 

20 LEF Socialist or other left  

30 SOC Social democratic  

40 LIB Liberal parties 

50 CHR Christian democratic  

60  CON Conservative 

70 NAT Nationalist  

80 AGR Agrarian  

90 ETH Ethnic and regional  

95 SIP Special issue  

96 SMK Single MKa  

97 SPL Split partiesa 

98 DIV Electoral alliance of 

                        diverse origin without 

                        a dominant party 

99 NIC Parties in MARPOR 
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pervote Percent of votes won in general election Continuous variable 

legislativeseats Number of seats won in general election Continuous variable 

perseats Percent of seats won in general election Continuous variable 

parsize Party size as ordinal variable, based on legislative seats very small parties < 6 seats 

small parties 6-10 seats 

medium-small parties 11-15 seats 

medium parties 16-20 seats  

medium-large parties 21-25 seats  

large parties 26-30 seats  

and very large parties > 31 seats 

totseats Total number of parliamentary seats Continuous variable 

effnumpar Effective number of parliamentary parties Continuous variable 

RILE Placement of parties on a left-right economic scale. 

Taken from MARPOR Codebook (Volkens et al. 2018b) 

Continuous variable 

docid Manifesto identification code 99 = missing 

doctype Type of manifesto used 1 = full 

2 = partial 

. = missing 

normshannonshd Diversity measure using Shannon’s H normalized, and over time Continuous variable 

 

For coding of parties’ policy positions in manifestos, see MARPOR Codebook (Volkens et al. 2018b) 
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Group Appeals 

 

[Group codes] Codes given to each of the 37 social group categories identified in parties’ materials 

 

code Word in English Word in Hebrew Word in Dutch 

1 Arab(s)  ערבים  

2 Worker(s) )עובד)ים(, פועל)ים Arbeiders, Werkers, Werknemers 

3 Religious Jews  ,דתיים, חובשי כיפה, מסורתיים

 כיפה סרוגה 

 

4 Ashkenazi Ultra-Orthodox Religious Jews בני תורה, פרום חרדים ,  

5 Sephardic Ultra-Orthodox Religious Jews  חרדים ספרדים, חרדים מעדות

 המזרח 

 

6 Russian Immigrants   מרוסיה, עולים  רוסים, עולים

 מברה״מ, עולים מחבר העמים 

 

7 Secular Jews  חילונים, יהודים חילונים  

8 Immigrants  מהגרים, עולים, עולים חדשים Immigranten, vluchtelingen, 

gastarbeiders, migranten, 

vreemdelingen, allochtonen  

9 Pensioners קשישים,  פנסיונרים, גמלאים ,

 אזרחים ותיקים 

gepensioneerden, ouderen, 65-

plussers, AOW'ers, bejaarden 

10 Women אישהנשים , Vrouwen 

11 Farmers  ,קיבוצניקיםחקלאים, מושבניקים boeren, argariërs, tuinbouwers 

12 Cherkes  צ׳רקסים  

13 Druze  דרוזים  

14 Sephardim /Oriental Jews ספרדים, עדות המזרח, מזרחיים  

15 Bedouin  בדואים  

16 Ethiopian Immigrants  אתיופים  

17 Religious Immigrants  עולים דתיים, עולים חובשי כיפה  
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18 Sephardic Immigrants  עולים ספרדים, עולים מארצות

 ספרד, עולים מארצות ערב 

 

19 LGBTQ  הומואים, לסביות, להט״ב homo's, lesbo's, flikkers, potten, 

LGBT'ers, LGBTQ'ers, LHBT'ers, 

homofielen 

20 French Immigrants  עולים מצרפת  

21 Jews as Ethnic group  יהודים  

22 Jews as Religious group  joden 

23 Ashkenazim אשכנזים  

24 Men איש גברים ,  mannen 

25 Disabled People / Invalid(s)/ Handicap נכים gehandicapten 

26 Students  סטודנטים studenten, studerenden, scholieren 

27 Muslims  מוסלמים moslims 

28 Christian נוצרים Christenen, christelijk 

29 Reformed  gereformeerden, reformatorisch 

30 Unemployed מחוסרי עבודה, בלתי מובטלים ,

 מועסקים 

werklozen, uitkeringsgerechtigden, 

arbeidsongeschikten 

31 Surinams  surinamers 

32 Dutch Caribbean  antillianen 

33 (South) Moluccans  molukkers, zuid-molukkers 

34 Turkish Immigrants  turkse immigranten, turken 

35 Moroccan Immigrants  marokkaanse immigranten, 

marokkanen 

36 Evangelical  evangelisten, evangeliërs 

37 Catholic  katholieken 
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Party Name 

 

Variable Explanation  Codes 

parnamgwho Party name mentions specific group 0 = no 

1 = yes 

parnamgtot Total number of groups mentioned in party’s name Count variable 

parnamgw1 Group mentioned: Arab(s) 0 = no 

1 = yes 

parnamgw2 Group mentioned: Worker(s) 0 = no 

1 = yes 

parnamgw3 Group mentioned: Religious Jews 0 = no 

1 = yes 

parnamgw4 Group mentioned: Ashkenazi Ultra-Orthodox Religious Jews 0 = no 

1 = yes 

parnamgw5 Group mentioned: Sephardic Ultra-Orthodox Religious Jews 0 = no 

1 = yes 

parnamgw6 Group mentioned: Russian Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

parnamgw7 Group mentioned: Secular Jews 0 = no 

1 = yes 

parnamgw8 Group mentioned: Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

parnamgw9 Group mentioned: Pensioners 0 = no 

1 = yes 

parnamgw10 Group mentioned: Women 0 = no 

1 = yes 

parnamgw11 Group mentioned: Farmers 0 = no 

1 = yes 
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parnamgw12 Group mentioned: Cherkes 0 = no 

1 = yes 

parnamgw13  Group mentioned: Druze 0 = no 

1 = yes 

parnamgw14 Group mentioned: Sephardim /Oriental Jews 0 = no 

1 = yes 

parnamgw15 Group mentioned: Bedouin 0 = no 

1 = yes 

parnamgw16 Group mentioned: Ethiopian Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

parnamgw17 Group mentioned: Religious Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

parnamgw18 Group mentioned: Sephardic Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

parnamgw19 Group mentioned: LGBTQ 0 = no 

1 = yes 

parnamgw20 Group mentioned: French Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

parnamgw21 Group mentioned: Jews as ethnic group 0 = no 

1 = yes 

parnamgw22 Group mentioned: Jews as religious group 0 = no 

1 = yes 

parnamgw23 Group mentioned: Ashkenazim 0 = no 

1 = yes 

parnamgw24 Group mentioned: Men 0 = no 

1 = yes 

parnamgw25 Group mentioned: Disabled People / Invalid(s)/ Handicap 0 = no 

1 = yes 
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parnamgw26 Group mentioned: Students 0 = no 

1 = yes 

parnamgw27 Group mentioned: Muslims 0 = no 

1 = yes 

parnamgw28 Group mentioned: Christian 0 = no 

1 = yes 

parnamgw29 Group mentioned: Reformed 0 = no 

1 = yes 

parnamgw30 Group mentioned: Unemployed 
0 = no 

1 = yes 

parnamgw31 Group mentioned: Surinams 
0 = no 

1 = yes 

parnamgw32 Group mentioned: Dutch Caribbean 0 = no 

1 = yes 

parnamgw33 Group mentioned: (South) Moluccans 0 = no 

1 = yes 

parnamgw34 Group mentioned: Turkish Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

parnamgw35 Group mentioned: Moroccan Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

parnamgw36 Group mentioned: Evangelical 0 = no 

1 = yes 

parnamgw37 Group mentioned: Catholic 0 = no 

1 = yes 
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Manifestos 

 

Variable Explanation  Codes 

mangwho Does party manifesto mention any specific social group 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangtot Total number of social groups in supportive mentions Count variable 

mangw1 Group mentioned: Arab(s) 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangw2 Group mentioned: Worker(s) 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangw3 Group mentioned: Religious Jews 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangw4 Group mentioned: Ashkenazi Ultra-Orthodox Religious Jews 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangw5 Group mentioned: Sephardic Ultra-Orthodox Religious Jews 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangw6 Group mentioned: Russian Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangw7 Group mentioned: Secular Jews 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangw8 Group mentioned: Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangw9 Group mentioned: Pensioners 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangw10 Group mentioned: Women 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangw11 Group mentioned: Farmers 0 = no 

1 = yes 
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mangw12 Group mentioned: Cherkes 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangw13  Group mentioned: Druze 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangw14 Group mentioned: Sephardim /Oriental Jews 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangw15 Group mentioned: Bedouin 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangw16 Group mentioned: Ethiopian Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangw17 Group mentioned: Religious Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangw18 Group mentioned: Sephardic Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangw19 Group mentioned: LGBTQ 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangw20 Group mentioned: French Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangw21 Group mentioned: Jews as ethnic group 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangw22 Group mentioned: Jews as religious group 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangw23 Group mentioned: Ashkenazim 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangw24 Group mentioned: Men 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangw25 Group mentioned: Disabled People / Invalid(s)/ Handicap 0 = no 

1 = yes 
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mangw26 Group mentioned: Students 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangw27 Group mentioned: Muslims 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangw28 Group mentioned: Christian 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangw29 Group mentioned: Reformed 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangw30 Group mentioned: Unemployed 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangw31 Group mentioned: Surinams 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangw32 Group mentioned: Dutch Caribbean 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangw33 Group mentioned: (South) Moluccans 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangw34 Group mentioned: Turkish Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangw35 Group mentioned: Moroccan Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangw36 Group mentioned: Evangelical 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangw37 Group mentioned: Catholic 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangencom party manifesto makes an all-encompassing statement in favor of a specific 

demographic group [‘we are the party of workers!; ‘we are the party of 

pensioners’] 

0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangencomtot total number of social groups mentioned in all-encompassing supportive 

mentions 

Count variable 
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mangencomw1 Group mentioned: Arab(s) 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangencomw2 Group mentioned: Worker(s) 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangencomw3 Group mentioned: Religious Jews 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangencomw4 Group mentioned: Ashkenazi Ultra-Orthodox Religious Jews 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangencomw5 Group mentioned: Sephardic Ultra-Orthodox Religious Jews 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangencomw6 Group mentioned: Russian Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangencomw7 Group mentioned: Secular Jews 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangencomw8 Group mentioned: Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangencomw9 Group mentioned: Pensioners 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangencomw10 Group mentioned: Women 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangencomw11 Group mentioned: Farmers 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangencomw12 Group mentioned: Cherkes 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangencomw13  Group mentioned: Druze 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangencomw14 Group mentioned: Sephardim /Oriental Jews 0 = no 

1 = yes 
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mangencomw15 Group mentioned: Bedouin 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangencomw16 Group mentioned: Ethiopian Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangencomw17 Group mentioned: Religious Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangencomw18 Group mentioned: Sephardic Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangencomw19 Group mentioned: LGBTQ 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangencomw20 Group mentioned: French Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangencomw21 Group mentioned: Jews as ethnic group 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangencomw22 Group mentioned: Jews as religious group 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangencomw23 Group mentioned: Ashkenazim 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangencomw24 Group mentioned: Men 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangencomw25 Group mentioned: Disabled People / Invalid(s)/ Handicap 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangencomw26 Group mentioned: Students 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangencomw27 Group mentioned: Muslims 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangencomw28 Group mentioned: Christian 0 = no 

1 = yes 
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mangencomw29 Group mentioned: Reformed 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangencomw30 Group mentioned: Unemployed 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangencomw31 Group mentioned: Surinams 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangencomw32 Group mentioned: Dutch Caribbean 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangencomw33 Group mentioned: (South) Moluccans 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangencomw34 Group mentioned: Turkish Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangencomw35 Group mentioned: Moroccan Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangencomw36 Group mentioned: Evangelical 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangencomw37 Group mentioned: Catholic 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangimp Does the party mentioned the interests of any group(s) as important or more 

important 

0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangimptot total number of social groups whose interests are mentioned as important or 

more important than those of other groups 

Count variable 

mangimpw1 Group mentioned: Arab(s) 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangimpw2 Group mentioned: Worker(s) 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangimpw3 Group mentioned: Religious Jews 0 = no 

1 = yes 
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mangimpw4 Group mentioned: Ashkenazi Ultra-Orthodox Religious Jews 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangimpw5 Group mentioned: Sephardic Ultra-Orthodox Religious Jews 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangimpw6 Group mentioned: Russian Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangimpw7 Group mentioned: Secular Jews 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangimpw8 Group mentioned: Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangimpw9 Group mentioned: Pensioners 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangimpw10 Group mentioned: Women 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangimpw11 Group mentioned: Farmers 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangimpw12 Group mentioned: Cherkes 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangimpw13  Group mentioned: Druze 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangimpw14 Group mentioned: Sephardim /Oriental Jews 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangimpw15 Group mentioned: Bedouin 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangimpw16 Group mentioned: Ethiopian Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangimpw17 Group mentioned: Religious Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 
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mangimpw18 Group mentioned: Sephardic Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangimpw19 Group mentioned: LGBTQ 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangimpw20 Group mentioned: French Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangimpw21 Group mentioned: Jews as ethnic group 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangimpw22 Group mentioned: Jews as religious group 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangimpw23 Group mentioned: Ashkenazim 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangimpw24 Group mentioned: Men 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangimpw25 Group mentioned: Disabled People / Invalid(s)/ Handicap 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangimpw26 Group mentioned: Students 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangimpw27 Group mentioned: Muslims 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangimpw28 Group mentioned: Christian 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangimpw29 Group mentioned: Reformed 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangimpw30 Group mentioned: Unemployed 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangimpw31 Group mentioned: Surinams 0 = no 

1 = yes 
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mangimpw32 Group mentioned: Dutch Caribbean 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangimpw33 Group mentioned: (South) Moluccans 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangimpw34 Group mentioned: Turkish Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangimpw35 Group mentioned: Moroccan Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangimpw36 Group mentioned: Evangelical 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangimpw37 Group mentioned: Catholic 0 = no 

1 = yes 

mangappeals Group Appeals in Manifestos 

Combination of mangw, mangecom, mangimp, parnamgw 

Count variable 

mangapepalsc Group Appeals in Manifestos with zeros as missing. Count variable 

mangappealsd Group appeals in manifestos over time Count variable 

mangrange Range of groups mentioned in parties’ appeals Count variable 

mangranged Range of groups mentioned in parties’ appeals over time Count variable 

ensh_mang_mi Effective number of groups in parties’ appeals, using Shannon’s H Continuous variable 

ensh_mang_mid Effective number of groups in parties’ appeals, using Shannon’s H over time Continuous variable 

rmangappealwLC Relative percentage of appeals devoted to Life Cycle groups Count variable 

rmangappealwIP Relative percentage of appeals devoted to Identity Politics groups Count variable 

rmangappealwECO Relative percentage of appeals devoted to Economic groups Count variable 

rmangappealwREL Relative percentage of appeals devoted to Religious groups Count variable 

rmangappealwETH Relative percentage of appeals devoted to Ethnic groups Count variable 
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Print campaign advertisements 

 

Variable Explanation  Codes 

cmatgwho Does party manifesto mention any specific social group 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgtot Total number of social groups in supportive mentions Count variable 

cmatgw1 Group mentioned: Arab(s) 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgw2 Group mentioned: Worker(s) 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgw3 Group mentioned: Religious Jews 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgw4 Group mentioned: Ashkenazi Ultra-Orthodox Religious Jews 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgw5 Group mentioned: Sephardic Ultra-Orthodox Religious Jews 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgw6 Group mentioned: Russian Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgw7 Group mentioned: Secular Jews 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgw8 Group mentioned: Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgw9 Group mentioned: Pensioners 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgw10 Group mentioned: Women 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgw11 Group mentioned: Farmers 0 = no 

1 = yes 
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cmatgw12 Group mentioned: Cherkes 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgw13  Group mentioned: Druze 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgw14 Group mentioned: Sephardim /Oriental Jews 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgw15 Group mentioned: Bedouin 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgw16 Group mentioned: Ethiopian Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgw17 Group mentioned: Religious Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgw18 Group mentioned: Sephardic Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgw19 Group mentioned: LGBTQ 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgw20 Group mentioned: French Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgw21 Group mentioned: Jews as Ethnic Group 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgw22 Group mentioned: Jews as religious group 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgw23 Group mentioned: Ashkenazim 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgw24 Group mentioned: Men 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgw25 Group mentioned: Disabled People / Invalid(s)/ Handicap 0 = no 

1 = yes 
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cmatgw26 Group mentioned: Students 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgw27 Group mentioned: Muslims 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgw28 Group mentioned: Christian 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgw29 Group mentioned: Reformed 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgw30 Group mentioned: Unemployed 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgw31 Group mentioned: Surinams 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgw32 Group mentioned: Dutch Caribbean 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgw33 Group mentioned: (South) Moluccans 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgw34 Group mentioned: Turkish Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgw35 Group mentioned: Moroccan Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgw36 Group mentioned: Evangelical 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgw37 Group mentioned: Catholic 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgencom party manifesto makes an all-encompassing statement in favor of a specific 

demographic group [‘we are the party of workers!; ‘we are the party of 

pensioners’] 

0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgencomtot total number of social groups mentioned in all-encompassing supportive 

mentions 

Count variable 
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cmatgencomw1 Group mentioned: Arab(s) 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgencomw2 Group mentioned: Worker(s) 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgencomw3 Group mentioned: Religious Jews 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgencomw4 Group mentioned: Ashkenazi Ultra-Orthodox Religious Jews 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgencomw5 Group mentioned: Sephardic Ultra-Orthodox Religious Jews 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgencomw6 Group mentioned: Russian Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgencomw7 Group mentioned: Secular Jews 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgencomw8 Group mentioned: Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgencomw9 Group mentioned: Pensioners 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgencomw10 Group mentioned: Women 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgencomw11 Group mentioned: Farmers 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgencomw12 Group mentioned: Cherkes 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgencomw13  Group mentioned: Druze 0 = no 

1 = yes 

 

cmatgencomw14 Group mentioned: Sephardim /Oriental Jews 0 = no 

1 = yes 
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cmatgencomw15 Group mentioned: Bedouin 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgencomw16 Group mentioned: Ethiopian Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgencomw17 Group mentioned: Religious Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgencomw18 Group mentioned: Sephardic Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgencomw19 Group mentioned: LGBTQ 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgencomw20 Group mentioned: French Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgencomw21 Group mentioned: Jews as ethnic group 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgencomw22 Group mentioned: Jews as religious group 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgencomw23 Group mentioned: Ashkenazim 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgencomw24 Group mentioned: Men 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgencomw25 Group mentioned: Disabled People / Invalid(s)/ Handicap 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgencomw26 Group mentioned: Students 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgencomw27 Group mentioned: Muslims 0 = no 

1 = yes 

 

cmatgencomw28 Group mentioned: Christian 0 = no 

1 = yes 
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cmatgencomw29 Group mentioned: Reformed 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgencomw30 Group mentioned: Unemployed 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgencomw31 Group mentioned: Surinams 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgencomw32 Group mentioned: Dutch Caribbean 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgencomw33 Group mentioned: (South) Moluccans 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgencomw34 Group mentioned: Turkish Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgencomw35 Group mentioned: Moroccan Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgencomw36 Group mentioned: Evangelical 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgencomw37 Group mentioned: Catholic 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgimp Does the party mentioned the interests of any group(s) as important or more 

important 

0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgimptot total number of social groups whose interests are mentioned as important or 

more important than those of other groups 

Count variable 

cmatgimpw1 Group mentioned: Arab(s) 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgimpw2 Group mentioned: Worker(s) 0 = no 

1 = yes 

 

cmatgimpw3 Group mentioned: Religious Jews 0 = no 

1 = yes 
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cmatgimpw4 Group mentioned: Ashkenazi Ultra-Orthodox Religious Jews 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgimpw5 Group mentioned: Sephardic Ultra-Orthodox Religious Jews 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgimpw6 Group mentioned: Russian Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgimpw7 Group mentioned: Secular Jews 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgimpw8 Group mentioned: Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgimpw9 Group mentioned: Pensioners 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgimpw10 Group mentioned: Women 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgimpw11 Group mentioned: Farmers 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgimpw12 Group mentioned: Cherkes 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgimpw13  Group mentioned: Druze 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgimpw14 Group mentioned: Sephardim /Oriental Jews 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgimpw15 Group mentioned: Bedouin 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgimpw16 Group mentioned: Ethiopian Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

 

cmatgimpw17 Group mentioned: Religious Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 
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cmatgimpw18 Group mentioned: Sephardic Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgimpw19 Group mentioned: LGBTQ 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgimpw20 Group mentioned: French Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgimpw21 Group mentioned: Jews as ethnic group 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgimpw22 Group mentioned: Jews as religious group 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgimpw23 Group mentioned: Ashkenazim 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgimpw24 Group mentioned: Men 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgimpw25 Group mentioned: Disabled People / Invalid(s)/ Handicap 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgimpw26 Group mentioned: Students 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgimpw27 Group mentioned: Muslims 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgimpw28 Group mentioned: Christian 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgimpw29 Group mentioned: Reformed 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgimpw30 Group mentioned: Unemployed 0 = no 

1 = yes 

 

cmatgimpw31 Group mentioned: Surinams 0 = no 

1 = yes 
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cmatgimpw32 Group mentioned: Dutch Caribbean 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgimpw33 Group mentioned: (South) Moluccans 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgimpw34 Group mentioned: Turkish Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgimpw35 Group mentioned: Moroccan Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgimpw36 Group mentioned: Evangelical 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgimpw37 Group mentioned: Catholic 0 = no 

1 = yes 

cmatgappeals Group Appeals in Campaign Ads 

 

Combination of cmatgw cmatgecom, cmatgimp, parnamgw 

Count variable 

cmatgappealsc Group Appeals in Campaign Ads with zero cases as missing Count variable 

cmatgappealsd Group appeals in manifestos over time Count variable 

cmatgrange Range of groups mentioned in parties’ appeals Count variable 

cmatgranged Range of groups mentioned in parties’ appeals over time Count variable 

ensh_cmatg_mi Effective number of groups in parties’ appeals, using Shannon’s H Continuous variable 

ensh_cmatg_mid Effective number of groups in parties’ appeals, using Shannon’s H over time Continuous variable 

rcmatgppealwLC Relative percentage of appeals devoted to Life Cycle groups Count variable 

rcmatgappealwIP Relative percentage of appeals devoted to Identity Politics groups Count variable 

rcmatgappealwECO Relative percentage of appeals devoted to Economic groups Count variable 

rcmatgappealwREL Relative percentage of appeals devoted to Religious groups Count variable 

rcmatgappealwETH Relative percentage of appeals devoted to Ethnic groups Count variable 
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Appeals overall 

 

Variable Explanation  Codes 

allappeals Group Appeals Overall: total number of social groups mentioned in the dataset 

 

Combination of: mangw mangencom, cmatgimp, allappealw, cmatgecom, 

cmatgimp, parnamgw 

Count variable 

allappealsc Group Appeals Overall with zero cases as missing Count variable 

allappealw1 Group mentioned: Arab(s) 0 = no 

1 = yes 

allappealw2 Group mentioned: Worker(s) 0 = no 

1 = yes 

allappealw3 Group mentioned: Religious Jews 0 = no 

1 = yes 

allappealw4 Group mentioned: Ashkenazi Ultra-Orthodox Religious Jews 0 = no 

1 = yes 

allappealw5 Group mentioned: Sephardic Ultra-Orthodox Religious Jews 0 = no 

1 = yes 

allappealw6 Group mentioned: Russian Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

allappealw7 Group mentioned: Secular Jews 0 = no 

1 = yes 

allappealw8 Group mentioned: Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

allappealw9 Group mentioned: Pensioners 0 = no 

1 = yes 

allappealw10 Group mentioned: Women 0 = no 

1 = yes 
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allappealw11 Group mentioned: Farmers 0 = no 

1 = yes 

allappealw12 Group mentioned: Cherkes 0 = no 

1 = yes 

allappealw13  Group mentioned: Druze 0 = no 

1 = yes 

allappealw14 Group mentioned: Sephardim /Oriental Jews 0 = no 

1 = yes 

allappealw15 Group mentioned: Bedouin 0 = no 

1 = yes 

allappealw16 Group mentioned: Ethiopian Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

allappealw17 Group mentioned: Religious Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

allappealw18 Group mentioned: Sephardic Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

allappealw19 Group mentioned: LGBTQ 0 = no 

1 = yes 

allappealw20 Group mentioned: French Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

allappealw21 Group mentioned: Jews as Ethnic Group 0 = no 

1 = yes 

allappealw22 Group mentioned: Jews as religious group 0 = no 

1 = yes 

allappealw23 Group mentioned: Ashkenazim 0 = no 

1 = yes 

allappealw24 Group mentioned: Men 0 = no 

1 = yes 
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allappealw25 Group mentioned: Disabled People / Invalid(s)/ Handicap 0 = no 

1 = yes 

allappealw26 Group mentioned: Students 0 = no 

1 = yes 

allappealw27 Group mentioned: Muslims 0 = no 

1 = yes 

allappealw28 Group mentioned: Christian 0 = no 

1 = yes 

allappealw29 Group mentioned: Reformed 0 = no 

1 = yes 

allappealw30 Group mentioned: Unemployed 0 = no 

1 = yes 

allappealw31 Group mentioned: Surinams 0 = no 

1 = yes 

allappealw32 Group mentioned: Dutch Caribbean 0 = no 

1 = yes 

allappealw33 Group mentioned: (South) Moluccans 0 = no 

1 = yes 

allappealw34 Group mentioned: Turkish Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

allappealw35 Group mentioned: Moroccan Immigrants 0 = no 

1 = yes 

allappealw36 Group mentioned: Evangelical 0 = no 

1 = yes 

allappealw37 Group mentioned: Catholic 0 = no 

1 = yes 

allappealsd Group appeals in manifestos over time Count variable 

allrange Range of groups mentioned in parties’ appeals Count variable 
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allranged Range of groups mentioned in parties’ appeals over time Count variable 

ensh_allapp_mi Effective number of groups in parties’ appeals, using Shannon’s H Continuous variable 

ensh_allapp_mid Effective number of groups in parties’ appeals, using Shannon’s H over time Continuous variable 

rallappealwLC Relative percentage of appeals devoted to Life Cycle groups Count variable 

rallappealwIP Relative percentage of appeals devoted to Identity Politics groups Count variable 

rallappealwECO Relative percentage of appeals devoted to Economic groups Count variable 

rallappealwREL Relative percentage of appeals devoted to Religious groups Count variable 

rallappealwETH Relative percentage of appeals devoted to Ethnic groups Count variable 

nonameappealsd Group appeals overall excluding party name, over time Count variable 

nonameranged Range of appeals overall, excluding party name, over time Count variable 

ensh_nnapp_mid Effective number of groups in party appeals exclusing party name, over time Continuous variable 
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 Additional variables for coalition formation analysis 

 

 

Variable Explanation  Codes 

coalparty Is the party included in the coalition No = 0 

Yes = 1 

coalsize Number of parties in the coalition Count variable 

form_dist Non-formateur parties’ left-right position relative to the formateur party (in 

absolute terms) 

Continuous variable 

nonform Is the party the formateur of the coalition No = 0  

Yes = 1 

ensh_mi Effective Number of Manifesto Issues from Shannon's H" 

 

*For more detail see Greene (2015; 2017) 

Continuous variable 

allappsize Interaction variable between total group appeals overall and party size measured 

as number of seats gained in general elections (variable: legislativeseats) 

Count variable 

mangappsize Interaction variable between total appeals in manifestos and party size measured 

as number of seats gained in general elections (variable: legislativeseats) 

Count variable 

cmatgappsize Interaction variable between total appeals in campaign ads and party size 

measured as number of seats gained in general elections (variable: 

legislativeseats) 

Count variable 
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 Additional variables for choice of candidate selection methods analysis 

 

 

Variable Explanation  Codes 

decentralization  Measure of the level of territorial centralization/decentralization of candidate 

selection methods 

 

1 = national level only 

2 = local level subject to 

national level approval 

3 = local level only 

selectoratesize 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1 = Single leader  

2 = Party elite 

3 = Party delegates 

4 = Party members 

rightleft Placement of parties on a left-right economic scale. 

Taken from MARPOR Codebook (Volkens et al. 2018b) 

Continuous variable 
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