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A fascinating result of the 1981 elections in Israel was the acceleration of  the process 
of competitiveness between the two major parties and an increased polarization 
along ethnic lines within the electorate. While the latter phenomenon is the major 
subject for our discussion, it cannot be detached from the other political 
developments characterizing the Israeli political and party system. We will 
therefore briefly sketch these processes and then proceed to analyse the ethnic factor 
in the elections. 

The only blemishes in the purity of Israel's single-constituency, fixed-list system 
are the one-per cent minimum required for the first seat and the distribution of the 
surplus votes which has been done by the d 'Hondt  formula since 1973. At the same 
time, the tendency is clearly toward greater concentration of the vote in the two 
largest parties, especially since 1965 (see Table 1). This has not prevented the 
number of  competing lists reaching a record 31 in the 1981 elections. Only 10 won 
representation; the other 21 gathered among them 5.2 per cent of the vote. 

The growth of  the two-party share coincides with another phenomenon. Since 
1965, the two big winners have been amalgamations of two or more parties, setting 
up a joint list. In 1965, as a reaction to the split in Mapai caused by the setting up of 
Raft by Ben Gurion, Dayan, Peres, Navon and others, the old-time Mapai leaders 
formed an electoral coalition with Ahdut Haavoda in order to avoid disaster. By 
1968 Raft, Mapai and Ahdut Haavoda had formed the Labor party and in 1969 
Labor joined Mapam in the present Alignment. Meanwhile the Right and Center 
Herut and Liberals were forming an electoral bloc for the 1965 elections, one that 
was expanded in 1973 under the pressure of  Sharon and with the acquiescence of 
Begin in forming the Likud. 1 

The appearance of a break-away third party has tempered the trend of two-party 
vote concentration. In 1965 Raft won 10 seats and in 1977 the Democratic 
Movement for Change won 15. Most of these votes were at the expense of the 
Alignment; without their appearance the trend line would be even sharper. 

A related trend line which cannot be doubted is the growth of the Likud. 
Whereas it might be the case that the ascension of the Likud in 1977 was due to the 
votes taken from the Alignment by the DMC, it was clear that the surprise of May 
1977 was in the timing rather than in the very fact of the Likud's victory. By 1981 
the race between the Likud and the Alignment was very close; between them they 
won almost a million and a half votes of the almost two million cast, but only 10,405 
votes was the difference between them. Within the Jewish population the Likud 

* We wish to thank Ms C~rli Kalfus for her able assistance in communicating with the computer. 
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TABLE 1. The Israeli Party system: 1949-1981 

Second 
Biggest Biggest 
Winner Winner Total 

Competitive- 
ness Ratio* 

1949 Mapai---46 Mapam--19 65 0.41 
1951 Mapai--45 Liberal--20 65 0.44 
1955 Mapai--40 Herut--15 55 0.38 
1959 Mapai---47 Herut-  17 64 0.36 
1961 Mapai--42 Herut "~ 17 59 0.40 

Liberal ) each 
1965 Alignment~---45 Gahalb~-26 71 0.58 
1969 AlignmentC--56 Gahalb--26 82 0.46 
1973 Alignment~51 Likuda--39 90 0.76 
1977 Likudd--43 AlignmentC---32 75 0.74 
1981 Likudd---48 AlignmentC--47 95 0.98 

a. Mapai and Ahdut Haavoda 
b. Herut and Liberals 
c. Labor and Mapam 
d. Herut, Liberals and others 

Second Biggest Winner 
* Competitiveness Ratio= 

Biggest Winner 

was an even bigger winner,  since Arabs accounted for more  than 40,000 of  the 
Al ignment  total. The Likud continued its steady g rowth  and added more  than 
100,000 votes to its 1977 total. The  Alignment  bounced back f rom its 1977 t rauma 
and grew by 50 per cent. But compar ing  the 1981 results to the Al ignment ' s  more  
glorious past leads to the inevitable conclusion that it remains a party in decline 
despite the good  1981 showing. The difference between the 1969 and 1981 votes for 
the Alignment,  for example, was a mere 75,000 votes whereas the Likud in the same 
period added more  than 375,000 votes to its total. The  number  of  vot ing Israelis 
grew in that same period by more  than half a million. 

The competit iveness of  the elections manifested in the vot ing results, was also 
apparent  during the election campaign. Israel has never  before witnessed such a 
close race and extreme uncertainty as to the winner. In 1977, despite the Likud's  
victory, the expectations before the elections among  the electorate, party activists 
and observers were that the Al ignment  would w i n - - a s  it always had in the past. In 
1981, pre-election polls predicted a tied race, and the uncertainty about  who  won 
the elections and will be in power  for the next four years ran late into the night o f  
June 30. The campaign v io l ence - -no t  usually characteristic o f  Israeli elec- 
t i o n s - w a s  a clear manifestation of  this unprecedented competit iveness,  as well as 
an expression of  the ethnic factor, to which we turn now. 

T h e  E t h n i c  Vote  

When ethnic differences and vot ing behavior  are discussed in Israel today, the likely 
connotat ion is to differences among  Jewish groups and not between Jews and 
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non-Jews. That is a totally different topic, with altogether other issues involved. 
The major distinction among Jews is between Ashkenazim and Sephardim. While 
the terms are commonly used in contemporary Israeli politics, they obscure as much 
as they reveal since they are borrowed from other spheres. They have their origins 
in the medieval period of sojourning in the diaspora of the various communities 
following different expulsions throughout history. More appropriately three 
divisions should be used consisting of an Oriental (Eastern) community of Jews 
who never left the countries of Asia and Africa, the Sephardim whose language 
(Ladino) and ethnic culture originated in Spain before the expulsion of 1492, and 
the Ashkenazim (referring to Germany) whose hybrid language was Yiddish. 
Sometimes language is suggested as a base of distinction, but today both of these are 
vanishing languages and they did not penetrate everywhere. Yemenites spoke 
neither and many Southern European communities were exposed to both. In this 
century and especially since the creation of Israel, Hebrew is increasingly taught to 
Jews around the world and the earlier language distinction is failing. 

Keeping in mind that we are compressing too much into the popularly-used 
dichotomy of Sephardim and Ashkenazim, we shall also rely on the usage of the 
government's Central Bureau of Statistics which reports place of birth and father's 
place of birth. There is a very high correlation between the European-American 
born and Ashkenazim and Asian-African born and Sephardim and hence we shall 
use the terms interchangeably. We should keep in mind, though, that the 
differences between Iraqi and Moroccan Jews (both called Sephardim here) are as 
great or greater than the differences between Russian and German Jews (both 
Ashkenazim). The more recent interaction of these Jews with their host country 
varied their common heritage as Sephardim or Ashkenazim just as a more distant 
history varied the common heritage shared by all Jews as they were developing the 
rituals, traditions and language shared only by Ashkenazim or Sephardim. 2 

In 1981, the ethnic issue became interwoven in the election campaign, as it has 
never been before. Ethnic polarization and the high degree of competitiveness 
combined to produce political intolerance and violence targeted mostly toward the 
Alignment. This campaign violence was perceived as based on ethnic identification. 
The election campaign rhetoric was loaded with ethnic references, explicit, implicit 
or so construed. The two major parties were clearly identified with the two ethnic 
groups--the Alignment with the Ashkenazim, the Likud with the Sephardim. The 
Likud enjoyed the image of opposing the establishment Alignment with its control 
of the Histadrut, kibbutzim and health clinics. Even though the Alignment had 
been out of power since 1977, it had not lost the image of the Ashkenazi 'bosses' 
with the concomitant response from many Sephardim who are collectively referred 
to as 'Second Israel'. In a survey conducted in April, 3 amidst the election campaign, 
respondents were asked to rate the Likud and the Alignment on a scale from 1 to 7, 
as Sephardi or Ashkenazi. 47 per cent rated the Alignment as Ashkenazi, compared 
to 6 per cent who rated it as Sephardi (47 per cent were in the middle). The Likud 
was perceived as Ashkenazi by 25 per cent and as Sephardi by 18 per cent (57 per 
cent--in the middle category). Both parties are led by Ashkenazi politicians. Also, 
the comparison of the perceptions in 1981 to those in 1973, shows that the Likud's 
image in ethnic terms has not changed, but the Alignment is perceived in 1981 as 
more Ashkenazi and less Sephardi (in 1973, 41 per cent rated the Alignment as 
Ashkenazi, 12 per cent as Sephardi). The difference in the images of the two parties, 
as well as the changes in them over time are therefore meaningful. Another survey 
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conducted after the elections and published in Monitin, 4 asked more direct 
quest ions,and obtained similar results. When asked 'Which party's approach is the 
best to solve the ethnic problems?',  39 per cent answered Likud and only 16 per cent 
- -Al ignment .  5 When asked 'Who represents better the Sephardim: the Sephardi 
Knesset members of  the Alignment or those of  the Likud?', 56 per cent answered 
the Likud, and 19 per cent - -Al ignment .  6 Among the Sephardim, the Likud is 
preferred by an even larger margin, but also among the Ashkenazim, the Likud 
comes out better. 

These images were not detached of  course from electoral behavior. Sephardim 
tended to vote for the Likud, Ashkenazim for the Alignment. Yet this relationship 
is not  a new phenomenon in Israel. In the 1950s and 1960s such a correlation was 
already found, v but it has become more pronounced than in the past. Moreover,  due 
to demographic processes characterizing the Israeli society, the effect of  this ethnic 
voting behavior on the ethnic composit ion of  the parties is different today. 

In the 29-year period since independence in which the Alignment in its earlier 
versions (Mapai, Labor) was dominant in the system, it had regularly won support  
from most groups in the society. This was especially true of  the new immigrants 
who were often in awe of  the 'miracle' which had returned them to the land of  their 
fathers and who were dependent on the bureaucracies of  the establishment for the 
whole gamut of  economic, educational, health, social and cultural needs. 8 Even 
though an increasingly large share of  the electorate was of  Sephardic origin, Mapai 
maintained its dominant  role as the largest plurality party and the leader of  every 
government  coalition. More than that, attempts to appeal to the Sephardic 
population at election time by lists set up by Sephardim themselves, largely failed. It 
was only before the mass immigration of  the early fifties that representation to the 
Knesset was achieved by lists manifestly linking themselves with the Sephardim 
and Yemenites. 9 

Table 2 presents the per cent supporting the Alignment vs. the Likud from 1969 
to 1981. The data support  our  claim that already in 1969 Ashkenazim tended to vote 
for the Alignment more than Sephardim, and Sephardim tended to vote more for 
the Likud. But this tendency has become more pronounced,  beyond the general 
trend of  the Likud's growth and the Alignment's decline. That  is to say that we find 
today more ethnic voting among the Israeli public: ethnicity discriminates or 
predicts better the vote for the Likud vs. the Alignment. In 1981 the preference 
ratio for the two parties among each ethnic group was about 2:1, with the 
Sephardim preferring the Likud, and the Ashkenazim the Alignment. 

The fortunes of  the Likud and the misfortunes of  the Alignment are evident 
along generation lines as well as the ethnic and demographic ones. The Likud does 
even better among the second generation of  Sephardim than it does in the first. The 
Alignment 's support  is greater among Ashkenazim who immigrated than among 
their children who were born in Israel (see Table 2). The Likud has gained most in 
those groups which are youngest and growing fastest, the Alignment losing 
support  within all groups over  t ime- -does  best in that group which is oldest and 
shrinking most rapidly. 

The term ethnic party expresses the other side of  the ethnic v o t e - - t h e  ethnic 
composit ion of  the party. In the 1981 elections the term 'ethnic party'  was used 
often. It was supposed to portray the support  of  the Jews from Asian and African 
countries and their children for the Likud. The fact is that the Alignment was as 
close to being an 'ethnic party'  in this sense as the Likud. About  two-thirds of  the 
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TABLE 2. Alignment portion of 2-party vote by continent of birth, 1969-81 a 

Respondent Israel Israel Israel Asia- Europe- 
Born Africa America 

Total 
Father Israel Asia- Europe- Asia- Europe- Sample Sample 
Born Africa America Africa America Total Size b Size 

Da#ofPo# 
Sept 1969 70 77 83 79 90 84 698 1315 
Oct-Nov 1969 40 62 73 68 81 74 1026 1825 

May 1973 60 51 57 66 79 70 1066 1939 
Sept 1973 57 22 42 62 75 63 287 548 
Dec 1973 41 24 41 43 77 52 274 530 

March 1977 37 26 50 41 71 52 639 1372 
April1977 39 31 42 43 68 49 180 497 
May 1977 53 32 38 35 61 49 198 485 
June 1977 29 10 30 33 56 37 255 465 

March 1981 46 47 68 48 71 57 765 1249 
April1981 46 31 68 33 71 51 585 1088 
June 1981 43 27 55 35 64 46 797 1237 

a. Surveys were conducted by the Israel Institute of Applied Social Research, except for 
March and June 1981, which were conducted by the Dahaf Research Institute. 

b. Respondents giving 'Alignment' or 'Likud' party answer to vote intention question are 
included here. 

Alignment 's  voters were Ashkenazim, and a similar percentage of  the Likud voters 
were Sephardim. This had not always been the case. In the past the bulk of  the 
Likud's  and the Alignment 's  support came from Ashkenazim; after all, the 
Ashkenazim comprised a majority of  the electorate. Polls going back to the late 
1960s indicate that then too about two-thirds of  the Alignment vote was from 
Ashkenazim even though Sephardim also voted for the Alignment often (see Table 
2). In the late sixties both parties were predominantly Ashkenazic; by 1981 the 
Alignment stayed that way and the Likud had become predominantly Sephardic. 
The turnabout  seems to be in 1977 when a majority of  the Likud vote was Sephardic 
for the first time. 

What has been changing on the political map of  Israel is the ethnic composition 
of  the Likud vote and the relative size of  the two parties. These changes could not 
have occurred were it not  for demographic changes, the essence of  which is the 
growth  of  the Sephardi electorate. The Sephardim today make up about 55 per cent 
of  Israel's Jewish population, and the Ashkenazim about 45 per cent. The 
composit ion of  the two ethnic groups in terms of  place of  birth is different from one 
another. Of  Israel's 3,300,000 Jews in 1981, more than 800,000 were born in Europe 
and America, about 650,000 in Asia and Africa. The number  of  Israeli-born whose 
fathers were born in Europe and America was a little over 525,000, whereas the 
Israeli-born of  Asian and African born fathers numbered more than 800,000. An 
additional half-million were born in Israel of  fathers who were also born in Israel, 10 
At this stage of  Israel's deve lopmen t - -bu t  not in fifteen or twenty years-- i t  is safe 
to conclude that most  of  the last group are Ashkenazim, reflecting their earlier 
arrival in the country. 
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TABLE 3. Voting potential of the Jewish population in Israel, 1969 and 1981 

Percentage Percentage 
in under Knesset 

Population voting age Seats ~ 

1967 1980 1969 1981 1969 1981 

Israel-born; 
father Israel-born 6.5 13.2 62.3 

Israel-born; father 
Asia-African born 18.7 25.3 81.6 

Israel-born; father 
Europe-American born 16.4 16.4 49.1 

Asia-Africa born 27.8 20.0 11.5 
Europe-America born 30.6 25.1 3.6 

Total 2,344,877 3,218,400 31.6% 

70.7 4 6 

53.7 5 18 

35.8 13 16 
1.7 38 30 
5.1 46 36 

30.5% 106 106 

a. Assuming 80 per cent participation; 12,000 votes per seat in 1969, 17,000 votes per seat 
in 1981. 

Sources: Statistical Abstract of Israel 1969, pp. 42-43; Statistical Abstract of israel 1981, pp. 
56 57. 

The reproduct ion rates o f  the various ethnic groups are also different, a l though 
less so over  time. The gross reproduct ion rate of  Jewish mothers  born in Asia and 
Africa was 1.48 in 1979 compared  with 2.04 in 1969; for European and American 
born Jewish mothers  it was 1.30 in 1979 compared with 1,32 in 1969. Part  of  this 
change is caused by the fact that the foreign-born populat ion of  both  ethnic groups  
is aging and the largest fertile g roup  now tends to be the Israeli born. That  g roup ' s  
rate had fallen too, f rom 1.43 in 1969 to 1.33 in 1979.11 

Because the age structure and the g rowth  rates of  the groups  differ, the impact  on 
the political system through the composi t ion of  the electorate is not identical 
(see Table 3). European-American born voters and their Israeli-born children 
comprised a majority of  the electorate in 1981 as they did in past elections but it is 
clear that they will soon be smaller in number  than the Asian-African voters and 
their Israeli-born vot ing children. We have seen that the latter g roup  is already a 
majority of  the Jewish populat ion and that their g rowth  rates are higher than the 
Europeans.  In the 1981 elections the Ashkenazim had a vot ing potential  o f  52 
Knesset  seats, the Sephardim 48. The shrinking of  the Ashkenazic base is evident 
when compared  with their potential  in the 1969 elections: 59 for the Ashkenazim, 
43 for the Sephardim. The potential  o f  the Sephardim will be more fully realized 
when their children who are under vot ing age (53.7 per cent for the Asian-African 
children, 35.8 per cent for the European-American  children) begin vot ing and 
when the Ashkenazim, who tend to be older and who have fewer children, make up 
an increasingly smaller percentage of  the electorate. 12 

I f  indeed the two major  parties in 1981 may be defined as ethnic parties, it is only 
in terms of  their electorate, and one has to keep in mind that about  one-third of  each 
ethnic group  voted for ' the wrong  party ' .  Neither  party organized politically in 
order to further specific ethnic ends, nor  along ethnic lines. Both the Alignment  and 
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the Likud were run by Ashkenazim, as had always been the case with most parties in 
Israel. In fact, the Alignment tried to deal with its problem of  lacking appeal among 
Sephardic voters by placing Sephardim in places assured of  election on its list. By 
any mechanical measure o f  representation, the Alignment did this more successfully 
than did the Likud. O f  the members of  Knesset elected by the two parties, the 
Alignment  had fourteen Sephardim, the Likud nine. Both parties were led by men 
born in Poland, but  both put  Sephardim in the number  two slot. The Alignment 
had a Sephardic woman,  Shoshana Arbeli-Almozlino, as its second candidate. She 
was born in Iraq and had been a very effective parliamentarian in the out-going 
Knesset. The  Likud put  David Levy as number  two. Minister o f  Housing and 
Immigrant  Absorpt ion and the Likud's candidate to head the Histadrut,  Levy was 
born in Morocco and lived in Beit Shean, a development  town in northern Israel 
which manifests many of  the social and economic problems with which the 
underprivileged population must contend. But representation was not the issue, 
and the images were different, as we have shown previously. The Likud and the 
Alignment were then ethnic parties in 1981 in one sense only: the social basis for 
voting for each of  them was more than ever before related to ethnicity. 

Yet there was an ethnic list or party in the 1981 elections, in the full sense of  the 
term. That  was Tami, Minister o f  Religion Abu-Hatzeira 's  party, which won three 
Knesset seats. Abu-Hatzeira had been cleared of  charges of  bribery just before the 
election and split from the National Religious Party on the grounds that Sephardim 
were not  adequately represented in the NRP and the other political parties. 
Abu-Hatzeira managed to recruit a former Agriculture Minister f rom the 
Alignment,  Aharon Uzan, who relinquished his place on the Alignment list in order  
to run on Tami's. Toge ther  with other  leaders, they presented a Sephardic list with 
special appeal to Nor th  African voters. The Nor th  African Jews are the largest 
Sephardic group in the country and are disproport ionately concentrated in its lower 
classes. The Nor th  African communi ty  which arrived in Israel in the early 1950s did 
not  come as a complete communi ty  since many of  the leadership preferred to 
emigrate to France rather than to Israel. Unlike the Iraqi communi ty  which arrived 
with its political, economic and cultural leadership intact, the Nor th  African 
communi ty  was the slowest in achieving higher status and positions o f  influence. 
Lacking any other  identifiable leadership and with lower levels of  skills, education 
and resources than some other  groups, some voters were receptive to Tami's 
arguments. Abu-Hatzeira also capitalized on his being a scion of  a prominent  
rabbinical family in Morocco and so for some his political plea turned into a 
religious cause as well. Tami was and is an ethnic party in terms of  its electorate, the 
issues it has raised, its appeal, its goals, its leaders and activists. 

The  emergence o f  lists trying to tap ethnic resentment is not  new; what was 
special was its partial success in 1981 and its appearance during a campaign charged 
with ethnic tension. Tami's  45,000 votes (2.6 per cent) was the clearest, most 
authentic expression of  ethnic political organization to have appeared in these 
elections. But its appeal must also be measured against previous efforts. In the past 
two elections, ethnic lists had competed and, while they did not  win representation, 
they came close. In 1973, the Black Panthers and Avner  Shaki's list which split from 
the NRP,  received almost 25,000 votes between them and in 1977, Ben Porat 's  list 
(an Iraqi who was number  two on Dayan's list in 1981) won almost 15,000 votes. 
Despite Tami's gains, the rule remains that most v o t e r s - - b o t h  Sephardim and 
Ashkenaz im-- tend  to support  the mainstream national lists. They do not  want an 
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ethnic party Ashkenazi or Sephardi. In our April 1981 survey, we asked the 
respondents to conceptualize the ideal party they wanted to see in power  and to 
describe it as Sephardi or Ashkenazi on a scale f rom I to 7. Among  the Ashkenazim, 
79 per cent want  a party in the m i d d l e - - n o t  Ashkenazi and not  Sephardi. A m o n g  
the Sephardim, this figure is 74 per cent. The Israeli pub l ic - -Ashkenaz i  and 
Sephard i - -does  not  want an ethnic party. ~3 The historical sociological analysis of  
Herzog  TM of  the ethnic lists in Israeli leads her to the conclusion that the ethnic 
political organizations are marginal in Israeli politics, but not 'ethnicity '  as a 
resource in politics. Ethnicity has become a current coin for the other parties, and in 
particular the two major  parties. Our  analysis will focus then on those two parties, 
the Alignment  and the Likud. 

The Meaning of the Ethnic Vote 

We have seen that ethnicity, while channelled through the major  parties for the 
most  part,  has played an increasingly greater role in determining the outcome of  
Israeli elections. With the demographic  trends projected into the future, it is quite 
poss ib le - -a l though  by no means necessary that this role will increase in 
importance as the Sephardim make up an increasingly larger segment of  the 
electorate. What  we lack in trying to understand the present (and the past), as well as 
foresee the future is some sense of  the political meaning of  the phenomenon  of  
ethnic vot ing in Israel. H o w  to characterize this vote? What  motivates it? With 
what  is it connected? 

We are well aware o f  the political dynamic which reduced the Alignment  to the 
second largest party in 1977 and 1981 after eight consecutive pluralities and of  the 
demographic  development  which sees the Ashkenazim a smaller and older part  of  
the electorate f rom election to election. But letting the argument  rest on ethnicity 
alone would mean that we accept the existence of  inherent differences among  the 
groups  which are somehow expressed in their voting behavior.  This we do not 
accept, not on substantive nor  on methodological  grounds.  We assume that there is 
a deeper social, political and/or attitudinal explanation of  the fact that ethnicity and 
the vote were so highly correlated in the 1981 elections, an explanation which 
relates to the social and political realities of  Israel and it needs to be specified55 

We shal l introduce in this section five alternative or complementary explana- 
tions of  the ethnic vote which have been suggested by political commenta tors  
before and after the June elections and test their relative validity and importance.  

The first explanation has to do with social class and has been brought  up in the 
broader  context of  ethnic relations in Israel. ~6 It equates the support  for the 
Alignment  with upper  class demands, the support  for the Likud with lower class 
demands. While this relationship may seem strange to outside observers,  it should 
be remembered  that the Labor  Alignment  is not only socialist, but has been up to 
1977, the dominant  establishment party. Thus it has become conservative and 
aligned with those parts in the society who have something to lose. In any case, 
since class and ethnicity are well known to be related, this reflects itself in the 
vote-ethnicity relationship too. Social class does not distinguish sharply among 
Israelis, in the sense that a large majority belongs to the middle categories. In the 
March 1981 poll, for example, 64 per cent identified themselves as middle class, 56 
per cent had 9 through 12 years of  education, 55 per cent belonged to middle 
income categories. This heavy concentrat ion of  middle-class respondents means 
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that more people, regardless of  ethnic group,  will fall into the middle-class 
category. But it is also true that Sephardim as a group concentrate heavier in the 
lower classes, in particular on the indicators of  density of  living quarters and 
education. 17 

A second hypothesis has more of  an ethnic identification focus. It suggests that 
Sephardim perceive the Alignment as the establishment, the Likud as the 
opposition, despite four years of  rule by the Likud. They blame the Alignment for 
their relatively lower status as a group and the mistakes made in the process of  their 
absorption in Israeli society. Their  perceived deprivation is matched by the relative 
success of  the Ashkenazim and the latter's desire to return the Alignment to power  
in order to maintain their favored position. This thesis is different f rom the previous 
one, al though it does not  deny, and even partly stems from the existence of  
socio-economic gaps between the ethnic groups. But the focus is different. 
According to this hypothesis the ethnic vote is on one hand the outward expression 
of  the unrealized expectations of  the Sephardim, many of  whom had aspired to and 
reached the middle-class but  were stymied in their mobility, and on the other hand 
the reaction of  the Ashkenazim who were fearful that their privileged status was in 
jeopardy. Therefore  we will not  expect only the lower classes Sephardim to vote for 
the Likud, or the upper classes Ashkenazim to vote for the Al ignment- -as  the first 
hypothesis would predict. Indeed, it is fashionable to discuss the ethnic problem as 
if its focus was in the development  towns of  Israel and the underprivileged 
neighborhoods o f  the big cities, but the statistical fact is that the Jews living in these 
places constitute a minori ty of  the Sephardic community.  Their  problems are most 
acute and therefore most visible, but the bulk of  the Sephardic voters have achieved 
middle to high levels of  education and income to an extent greater than the 
stereotype of  the slum-dweller permits. The feeling that the Alignment 's  vision of  
society meant the continued domination of  Ashkenazim and the continued 
relegation of  Sephardim to second levels of  management,  status and power,  was as 
important  a reason as any other  for the massive support  of  the Likud by the 
Sephardim, according to this version. TM 

Another,  third hypothesis has to do with the background and historical 
experiences of  the various communities before arriving in Israel; in more 
professional terms, the political culture from which they came. The Ashkenazim 
came from European and American countries, with democratic rules and norms 
(even if not  always practiced), and modern,  secular political parties such as the 
Alignment. The Sephardim, the argument goes, came from Asian and African 
countries, which were authoritarian in their form of  government  and political 
culture, as well as social structure and family life. They would therefore be more in 
tune to the authoritarian and paternalistic style and message of  Begin and the Likud. 
This is the source of  the link between ethnicity and the vote, according to this 
hypothesis. 19 

The fourth hypothesis also stems from the differing backgrounds of  the various 
ethnic groups and is related to the fundamental justification and goal of  the state of  
Israel. Many Ashkenazim are secular, and tend to accept the vision of  Israel as a 
modern,  liberal, Western, basically secular state. Another  way of  conceiving the 
Jewish state is that its legitimacy stems from basically religious sources. Whether  
God-given or not, the ties between the people, its history and the land are ultimately 
a matter of  belief and therefore differ basically from the rationalist model of  the 
modern state. Many Sephardim, who tend to be more traditional, respond to the 
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logic of  the religion-sanctioned state. Begin utilized the symbols and language of  
religion masterfully; the Alignment,  while attacking the religious parties and their 
disproport ionate  gains through coalition bargaining, appeared at times to be 
anti-religious. According to this a rgument  then Sephardim tend to support  the 
Likud for religious and tradition-based reasons. 2° 

The fifth and last alternative explanation for the ethnic vote, is related to the 
Likud's  hawkish foreign policy positions compared with the Al ignment ' s  more  
moderate  ones. While the majority of  the Israeli public is quite hawkish, Sephardim 
are more  so than Ashkenazim. Several reasons have been suggested for this 
difference: Sephardim, who grew up among  Arabs and understand them better than 
the Ashkenazim, may realize that only force and power  are appreciated among  these 
people and a government  which shows moderat ion is ultimately doomed  to even 
more difficult confrontations.  Because of  their persecution and maltreatment  in the 
Arab countries f rom which they came, the Sephardim may be less conciliatory and 
more  hateful toward the Arabs in general, zl Another  explanation looks for the 
source of  the Sephardim's  hawkishness and lower tolerance towards Arabs in their 
lower status in Israeli society: The  Sephardim perceive the Ashkenazim as a positive 
reference group,  and wish to distinguish themselves f rom the Arabs who are of  
lower status, and provide a negative referent for them. = On the other hand, the 
Ashkenazim may be more  aware than the Sephardim of  the growing  support  in 
Europe  for the Palestinian movement ,  and of  the problem presented to Israel as a 
modern,  democratic,  liberal, Western state by its continued dominat ion over  a vast 
Arab populat ion in the territories. In any case, this last hypothesis suggests that the 
ethnic vote stems f rom issue voting. The more hawkish Sephardim vote more  for 
the more  hawkish Likud. 23 

The existence of  so many explanations for the ethnic vote only emphasizes the 
complexity of  the phenomenon.  We do not  necessarily intend to validate one 
alternative explanation and reject all others, but rather we will try to separate the 
different effects, and identify those that are supported by empirical data versus those 
that are not. In other words,  we want to assess the relative importance of  the factors 
mentioned in the explanation of  the relation between ethnicity and the vote. To  
explore this question, we analysed data gathered before the 30 June 1981 elections. 
As is often the case, the data on which our  analyses are based are not as good as we 
would have wished. The  questions were not  designed to tap directly the dimensions 
which interest us here; these issues had not yet clearly emerged when the 
questionnaires were being prepared. But the data do afford us reasonable 
approximations for each of  these dimensions and can provide  us with at least 
tentative indications of  the relationships at work.  The empirical analysis was done 
with multiple indicators for most  concepts, and using more  than one sample 
whenever  the data allowed it, so as to minimize the validity and reliability problems 
of  the single indicators. 

In order  for us to accept any one of  the alternative explanations we will expect to 
find it related to both  ethnicity and to the two-par ty  vote. These data are presented 
in Table 4. The results are quite consistent across polls and indicators. It  is clear that 
Sephardim are of  lower class, and lower classes tend to vote more for the Likud as 
suggested. This relationship holds for all four indicators, but education and density 
of  living quarters appear to differentiate most  between the groups.  Ethnic 
identification was the hardest dimension to measure with our  data. The second 
indicator, measuring concern for ethnic representation, and the third one, 
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TABLE 4. Pearson correlations between indicators for alternative explanations, ethnicity and 
vote: 1981 

March ~ April  b June c 

Ethnicity a Vote ¢ Ethnicity d Vote ¢ Ethnicity a Vote ~ 

Social Class 
Education 0.32 --0.09 0.17 --0.07 
Subjective class 0.14 0.05 (--0.009) --0.10 
Income f 0.11 (--0.008) 0.17 --0.11 
Density of  living 
quarters 0.32 --0.15 0.38 --0.23 

Ethnic Identification 
What is the most 
important  problem 
the government  
should handle--(social  
gap vs.others)? --0.13 0.09 (--0.05) (0.03) 

Which group 
should get more 
representation in 
own p a r t y - -  
(Sephardim vs. 
others)? --0.21 0.13 

Ideal party 
(Ashkenazi vs. 
Sephardi) --0.21 0.20 

It is best to 
destroy all and start 
anew --0.12 (0.05) 

Political Cultureg 
What is the most 
important  factor in 
determining your 
vo te - - (Leader  
vs. others) (--0.04) (0.04) --0.15 0.10 

Some say that a 
few strong leaders 
would be better for 
the country than 
all deliberations 
and laws (5 point  
agreement scale) (--  0.02) (0.03) (--  0.007) (0.004) 

Democracy is the 
best form of  
government  -- 0.13 0.07 

I believe in free 
speech to all (--0.004) (0.05) 

0.26 --0.11 
0.14 (--0.03) 

(0.01) ( -0 .006)  

0.35 --0.18 

(--0.04) (--0.04) 

toni'd) 
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TABLE 4. (continued) 

March a April b June c 

Ethnicity d Vote ~ Ethnicity d Vote ~ Ethnicity d Vote ~ 

Sometimes it is 
best to take the law 
in own hands 
instead of waiting for 
the authorities to 
a c t  

A good citizen 
pays his income 
tax 

A good citizen 
votes in the 
elections 

Religiosity 
Degree of religious 
observance 

Hawkishness 
Return territories h 

--0.10 0.07 

(0.06) 0.09 

--0.13 0.09 

--0.29 0.19 --0.33 0.31 --0.32 0.24 

--0.15 0.26 --0.21 0.44 

a. Survey based on a representative sample of the adult urban Jewish population of Israel by Dahaf 
Research Institute. N = 1249; respondents responding 'Alignment' and 'Likud' used here, N = 738. 

b. Sample as in note a, conducted by Israel Institute of Applied Social Research. N=1088, 
two-party response N=514. 

c. See note a: N=1237, two-party response N=607. 
d. Ethnicity is coded 0=Sephardim, 1 =Ashkenazim; for Israel-1)orn, father's place of birth. 
c. Vote is coded 0=Alignment, l=Likud. 
f. in March and June household expenditures were asked. 
g. Variables coded so that more authoritarian or less 'democratic' response is coded higher. 
h. The questions were differently worded and had a different number of categories. 
( ) Not significant at the 0.05 level. 

measur ing  the percept ion  of  an ideal polit ical  party that the r e sponden t  w ou l d  wan t  
to see in power  as Sephardi  or Ashkenazi ,  appear best. All  measures conf i rm the 
expectat ion that the Sephard im feel depr ived,  and the more  highly  depr ived  vote  
more  for the Likud.  

The  third hypothesis  suggested the different polit ical  cul ture  of  Ashkenaz im and 
Sephard im as the source for their different vo t ing  choice. We measured  several 
aspects of  poli t ical  cul ture,  yet those re la t ionships  are the weakest  of  all those 
examined:  all correla t ions  are low, and abou t  half  o f  them, are non-s igni f icant .  The  
third,  poli t ical  cul ture  explana t ion  seems at this po in t  most  tentat ive.  Political 
cul ture  or ien ta t ions  are only  marg ina l ly  related to vote  for the Likud  vs. the 
A l i g n m e n t ;  Ashkenaz im and Sephardim d i f f e r - - i f  at all only  weakly on  these 
d imens ions .  It should  be no ted  t h o u g h  that even if weak, the corre la t ions  are in the 
hypothes ized direct ion.  The  last two hypotheses  are s t rongly  suppor ted  in that we 
find Ashkenaz im and A l i g n m e n t  voters  less rel igious and less hawkish.  The  
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TABLE 5. Results of regression analysis a 

327 

Dependent Variable: 
Vote (Likud-Alignment) Total 

Sample b Sephardim Ashkenazim 
Independent 

Variables B /~ B fl B 

Social Class (density) --0.04 --0.10 (--0.02) (--0.06) (--0.01) 
Ethnic Identification 

(group 
representation) 0.10 0.09 (0.06) (0.06) (0.10) 

Political Culture 
(leadership) (0.02) (0.03) (--0.008) (--0.01) (0.04) 

Religiosity 0.07 0.12 0.06 0.10 0.08 
Hawkishness 0.12 0.24 0.13 0.24 0.11 
R = O.34 O.30 
R2= 0.12 0.09 
N = 738 341 

(-0.03) 

(0.07) 

(0.08) 
0.13 
0.25 

0.32 
0.10 
309 

a. March survey, 1981. 
b. Respondents responding 'Alignment' or 'Likud'. 
( ) Non significant at the 0.05 level. 

correlation coefficients are the highest of  those obtained (except for those for 
density o f  living), and repeat in the 3 samples. 

Table 4 thus provides us with preliminary data on the bivariate relationships. But 
to fully test the hypotheses, we need to ascertain the simultaneous relationships 
among vote, ethnicity and the alternative explanations. The regression analysis 
presented in Table 5 provides such a test. 24 The multivariate regression analysis 
allows us to assess the effect of  each factor on the vote, while taking into account all 
the other  factors simultaneously. The first clear and important  result is that the 
political culture explanation is not  supported by the data. It does not seem to be the 
case that political culture attitudes and orientations lead either Ashkenazim or 
Sephardim to a certain pattern of  vot ing behavior. I f  anything the parameter 
estimates are higher for Ashkenazim, but none is significant. 

When we examine the results for the total sample (the first two columns in Table 
5), we find the four other explanations holding. Hawkishness is clearly the most 
important  factor (fl is at least double the size of  the other  factors), followed by 
religiosity, social class (measured by density) and ethnic identification. Being 
hawkish has the strongest impact in the Israeli electorate on voting for the Likud vs. 
the Alignment. The results of  the regression analyses performed separately on 
Sephardim and on Ashkenazim reinforce our  previous conclusions and further 
elaborate on them. Within each ethnic group,  being more or less hawkish is still the 
most important  determinant o f  the vote,  followed by degree of  religiosity. But the 
indicators for the social class and ethnic identification explanations become smaller 
and non-significant. We must conclude therefore that social class and ethnic 
identification (as measured in our  data), do not  cause the vote for the Likud vs. the 
Alignment. Both factors are related to ethnicity; Sephardim feel ethnically deprived 
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and are of  lower class, but this does not  seem to be what makes them vote for the 
Likud. The only explanations for the voting behavior of  the two ethnic groups that 
hold through our  analysis are religiosity and hawkishness. O f  the five alternative 
explanations suggested in the beginning of  this section, these last two are most 
supported by the da t a - -bo th  expressing major cleavages in Israeli society. 

No less important  a finding is that the political culture and social class 
explanations for the different voting behavior of  the two ethnic groups are not  
supported by the data. In Table 5 we presented the results for density o f  living as the 
indicator for social class, but equivalent analyses with income, education and 
subjective class were all non-significant for the whole sample and for each ethnic 
group separately. The results clearly reject the social class hypothesis, as they do 
with regard to the political culture explanation. 2s The case is different with regard to 
the ethnic identification hypothesis. While the data does not support  the ethnic 
deprivation or ethnic identification explanation either, we are reluctant to reject it, 
because our  measurement of  it is lacking. The indicator we used is a question asking 
the respondent to select two groups he wanted represented in the political party he 
intends to vote for. In the list appeared young people, women,  Sephardim, 
intellectuals, workers,  military men, business men, and new immigrants. We 
distinguished between respondents who mentioned as one of  the groups 
Sephardim, and those who did not mention this category. The face validity of  this 
measure is clear, the higher the feelings of  ethnic deprivation and ethnic 
identification, we expect more concern for ethnic representation. Obviously this is 
not  a perfect measure for the complex phenomenon we were trying to estimate. In 
particular, we had no indicator for the related dimension of  blame, dislike, or even 
hatred for the Alignment as the major agent in the painful process of  absorbing 
immigrants on the part of  Sephardim, and the protest vote for the Likud as a result 
of  it. Furthermore,  it may be that the problem is not representation at all. When we 
examine the groups respondents selected, the young people category stands out: 50 
per cent of  the respondents mention it, vs. only 21 per cent who select the 
Sephardim category. Among  Sephardim this figure is 31 per cent---not a very high 
figure, al though it is higher than the comparable percentage in 1977, which was 22 
per cent. 

Of  all explanations here examined, our  doubts with regard to the validity of  the 
empirical measures used, are highest for this dimension of  ethnic identification. In 
addition, we find that we have not provided a complete explanation for the 
relationship between ethnicity and the vote. When we redo the regression analysis 
with ethnicity added as a sixth independent variable, it is still significant. Beta is 
- 0 . 1 3 ,  second only to the hawkishness factor, which remains 0.24. This beta, 
equivalent to the partial correlation, is to be compared with the zero-order 
correlation of  --0.23 between vote and ethnicity. Thus the ethnic group to which a 
voter  belongs still affects his voting behavior, even after his socio-economic status, 
his concern for Sephardi representation, his hawkishness and degree of  religiosity 
are taken into account. 26 If our  aim was to decompose the phenomenon of  ethnic 
vote, and understand what stands behind i t - - the  statistical expression of  which is a 
beta close to zero and non-significant in the above described regression we did 
not fully accomplish it. There is more in the phenomenon than we have been able to 
measure or to measure well. 

We suspect, but have no data to support  this claim, that the part of  the ethnic vote 
phenomenon which is still unspecified has to do with the aspect of  politics and 
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political history ment ioned above. The  process of  absorbing immigrants  which was 
undertaken on such a massive scale led to feelings of  d i s l ike- -and  often even 
h a t r e d ~ f  the then dominant  Labor  party (Mapai) by many of  the immigrants ,  
especially f rom Asian and African countries. Ove r  the years, mostly in the late 1960s 
and the 1970s these immigrants  became less dependent  economically, politically and 
socially on those who  received them, and these feelings could manifest themselves 
in the vot ing booth.  Since Herut ,  and later Gahal and Likud were the major  
opposi t ion parties, they were the recipients of  this protest  vote. The process of  
legitimization of  the Likud and the Right  after its participation in the National 
Unity G o v e r n m e n t  in 1967-70, accelerated this process. The Six Days War  and its 
ou tcome caused similar political developments ,  since nationalistic and religious 
feelings got  a direct and powerful  meaning. Also the link between them was 
strengthened. The occupied territories, united Jerusalem and the open access to the 
holy places emphasized and strengthened the relationship to religion and religious 
tradition among  the secular Jews, and the nationalistic inclination among  the 
o r thodox  religious circles. The Israeli public has become nationalistic, and the fact 
that the Likud is both  more  hawkish and closer to religion than the Alignment,  
accelerated the identification of  the Sephardim with the Likud and their foresaking 
the Alignment.  

The  same developments  that crystallized the ethnic vote (in addition to the 
demographic  changes which we discussed in the first part  o f  this article) stand also 
behind the other  changes in the political and party system of  Israel, already 
mentioned: the g rowth  o f  the Likud, the weakening of  the Alignment ,  increased 
competi t iveness between the parties and the end of  the dominant  party system. 

The  unprecedented competi t iveness which characterized the June 1981 election 
affected the ethnic issue and helped make it so central in the campaign. The  ethnic 
gaps and polarization exist o f  course, but simultaneous push-pull  effects worked  for 
both  parties on the two ethnic groups.  We may expect then that further  public 
debates and focus on the ethnic vote,  will act to strengthen it, in particular if the 
factor o f  ethnic identification and deprivat ion are important  sources of  it. The  
political parties '  and ~lites' t reatment  o f  the subject will therefore determine to a 
large degree the course of  events in the future. In any case, it is clear that today more  
than ever, ethnicity, social class, religiosity and attitude on foreign and security 
issues overlap. Our  effort to decompose  this phenomenon  in order  to better  
understand it is by necessity pr imary  and explorative, and has to be seen as such. 
Given the importance of  these issues and their implications for Israeli society and 
politics, further analyses--historical ,  contextual, on the aggregate and on the 
individual l e v e l ~ r e  surely needed. 

N o t e s  

1. This type of arrangement affords the activists many advantages. Their quota of parliamentary 
seats is fixed through negotiation with the other partners in the amalgam, reducing the 
organizational and personal tensions which usually are associated with elections. The relative 
strength of a partner in one of these arrangements is fixed; if the list does well the absolute number 
of representatives in the Knesset increases. This arrangement also affords the politician 
ideological benefits. Whereas he can be extreme (or moderate as the case may be) in the councils of 
his own party, he can also explain to his party that in order to reap the benefits of the larger 
amalgamation, his position must be flexible in negotiation. It is not clear whether this is the cause 
or the effect of the general de-ideologization of Israeli politics but it is increasingly prevalent. 



330 The Ethnic Vote in Israel's 1981 Elections 

2. For a comprehensive analysis of the intricacies involved in these distinctions, and the histories of 
the different ethnic Jewish communities, see Raphael Patai, Tents of Jacob, Prentice-Hall, 1971. For 
an analysis of the general ethnic problem in Israel, see Sammy Smooha, Israel: Pluralism and 
Conflict, University of California Press, 1978. 

3. The survey was conducted by the Israel Institute of Applied Social Research. The sample of 1088 
is representative of the adult Jewish (urban) population of Israel. All surveys used in this paper 
were directed by Asher Arian, unless otherwise specified. 

4. The survey was conducted by the Dahaf Research Institute, and represents the adult Jewish 
population, N = 1250. The survey was directed by Eliyahu Hasin, from the monthly Monitin, and 
Dr Mina Zemach, the director of the Dahaf Research Institute, and was published in Monitin, 
November 1981. 

5. 6 per cent mentioned the religious parties; 12 per cent said all parties would do similarly, and 25 
per cent said that no one's approach is fitting. 

6. The remaining respondents did not answer the question, or rejected both groups. 
7. See Asher Arian, The Choosing People, Press of Case Western Reserve University, 1973; Naomi E. 

Kies, 'Constituency Support and the Israeli Party System'. Unpublished PhD. Dissertation, MIT, 
1969; Moshe Lissak, Social Mobility in Israeli Society (Jerusalem Academic Press, 1969); J. Matras, 
Social Change in Israel (Chicago Aldine Pub. Co., 1965). 

8. Arian, The Choosing People. 
9. Hanna Herzog, 'The Ethnic Lists to the Delegates' Assembly and the Knesset (1920 1977) 

Ethnic Political Identity?' Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Tel-Aviv University, 1981. 
10. StatisticalAbstract of Israel, 1981, p. 56. Jews make up 84 per cent of Israel's population and 90 per 

cent of the electorate. 
11. Statistical Abstract of Israel, 1980, p. 89. 
12. These projections are based on the assumption that immigration and emigration will not have a 

significant effect on the composition of the Jewish population in Israel. Such an assumption is of 
course risky, since the population of Israel has known great fluctuations in the past and is likely to 
do so in the future. Israel is a country whose past was largely determined by immigrants and 
whose ideology is still based on the central concept of gathering in the exiled Jews of the world. 
The Jewish population in 1948 was made up of a little more than a third Israel-born, in 1980 55 per 
cent. Population change in Israel is not simply a matter of fertility rates and life expectancies but is 
also determined directly by immigration and of course by emigration. 

13. We get a mirror image within the two ethnic groups in terms of preference. Among Sephardim, 20 
per cent want a Sephardi party, and 6 per cent an Ashkenazi party. Among Ashkenazim the 
picture is reversed: 5 per cent want a Sephardi party and 16 per cent an Ashkenazi party. 

14. Hanna Herzog, 'The Ethnic L i s t s . . . ' .  
15. Our logic is the same as Adam Przeworski and Henry Teune's in their Logic of Comparative Social 

Inquiry, Wiley, 1970, pp. 29-30. 
16. The most prominent representatives of this thesis are Gadi Yatziv, The Ethnic Basis of Part 5, 

Identification: The Case of Israel (The Kaplan School of Economics and the Social Sciences, The 
Hebrew University, Jerusalem, 1979); Shlomo Swirski, Orientals and Ashkenazim in Israel: The 
Ethnic Division of Labor (Haifa, Books of Research and Critique, 1981); both in Hebrew. See also 
Smooha, Israel: Pluralism and Conflict, and Smooha in symposium on 'The Jewish Society in Israel: 
The Melting Pot or a Pluralistic Society' (Tel Aviv, November 1981). 

17. Such findings are well documented. See for example Smooha, Israel." Pluralism and Conflict. 
18. This explanation for the ethnic vote was very common in the printed media after the elections, and 

featured prominently in the analyses of politicians, journalists and political scientists. Shimon 
Peres, the Alignment leader, for example spoke of the Sephardim's historical ragc at the 
Alignment stemming from their feelings of affront (Labor Party Meeting, Shefaim, August 1981). 
The political scientists, Shevah Weiss (Haaretz, 17 July 1981), Yohanan Peres and Dan Horowitz 
( 'Medina Vemimshal '  Symposium, Tel-Aviv, September 1981) also emphasized this factor. 

19. For example: Dan Horowitz ('Medina Vemimshal'  Symposium, Tel-Aviv, September 1981); 
Shlomo Ahronson (Haaretz, 2 October 1981). They also emphasize Ben Gurion's  authoritative 
personality and image as a major reason for the Sephardim's vote for Mapai in the 1950s and 
1960s. 

20. Asher Arian, 'Competitiveness and Polarization: Elections 1981', .Jerusalem Quarter[),, 21, Fall 
1981, pp. 3-27. 

21. For example: H. Slann, 'Jewish Ethnicity and the Integration of an Arab Minority in lsrael: A 



MICHAL SHAMIR AND ASHER ARIAN 331 

Study of the Jerusalem Incorporation'  Human Relations 26(3), 1973, pp. 359-370. Y. Peres, 
'Ethnic Relations in Israel' American Journal of Sociology 76(6), May 1971, pp. 1021-1047. 

22. Peres, 'Ethnic Relations in Israel'. 
23. For example: Y. Peres ( 'Medina Vemimshal '  Symposium). 
24. a). These results are based on the March poll. Most analyses, were performed on all three data sets, 

as far as the data permitted, and the result concurred. But only the March poll included indicators 
for all 5 hypotheses tested. 
b). The application of regression analysis to a dichotomous dependent variable is not 
straightforward, yet given certain assumptions which we are willing to make, it is correct. The 
results of a parallel discriminant analysis were of course equivalent. 

25. The analysis does not reject a causal explanation such as Peres', according to which Sephardim 
vote more for the Likud since they are more hawkish, and their hawkishness stems from their 
lower socio-economic status in the society. 

26. a). We did also add into the regression analysis a dummy variable for Israel-born respondents, 
which turned out non-significant. 
b). The partial correlations between ethnicity and the vote, controlling for each explanation in 
turn ranged in the --0.20's, the lowest being --0.17 for religiosity. The raw correlation was 
--0.23. 


