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Making a Difference: Political Efficacy and Policy
Preference Construction

RAANAN SULITZEANU-KENAN AND ERAN HALPERIN*

How does individual political efficacy affect the construction of policy preferences? This article presents
a model of individual-level politicization of policy preference, which draws on psychological and
political explanations and posits that greater external political efficacy results in a stronger effect of
political ideology on concrete policy preference. Two empirical studies that test this hypothesis are
reported: an original survey experiment conducted in Israel, and an analysis that relies on the 2002 wave
of the European Social Survey. The empirical findings support the hypothesis. In contrast to the
established conviction that no association exists between political efficacy and policy preferences, these
findings reveal that external political efficacy has a polarizing effect on expressed policy preferences.

The Weberian definition of ‘power’ is ‘the chance of a man or of a number of men to
realize their own will in a communal action even against the resistance of others who are
participating in the action.’1 An implicit assumption underlying this definition is that
the content of one’s ‘will’ is independent of one’s perceived ability to realize it. This article
questions this assumption by examining the effect of external political efficacy on the
content of policy preferences.
Our main claim is that external political efficacy, namely, the belief that one has some real

measure of influence on policy decisions by expressing one’s positions publicly,2 plays a role
in determining the degree to which policy preferences are independent from, or consistent
with, the fundamental values encapsulated within a dispositional ideological position. In
contrast to Campbell et al.,3 who ‘introduced political efficacy as one of several independent
components of political engagement that predicted voter turnout but not voter preference’,4

we suggest that when citizens believe that their personal political position can actually
influence public policy, they feel more motivated to conform to their deep-rooted ideological
beliefs. Thus, we expect that when external political efficacy is high, political ideology will
have a much greater influence on concrete policy preferences than when political efficacy is
low. The findings of two different empirical studies consistently support our hypothesis.

* The Hebrew University of Jerusalem (email: rasulke@huji.ac.il); and Herzliya Interdisciplinary
Center (email: eran.halperin@idc.ac.il), respectively. The authors wish to thank Bethany Albertson,
Andrea L. Campbell, Daphna Canetti, Orit Kedar, Micha Mandel, Dan Miodownik, Lilach Nir, Tamir
Sheafer, Gadi Wolfsfeld, the editors of the British Journal of Political Science, three anonymous reviewers,
and participants of seminars at the Hebrew University, Tel Aviv University, and the Midwest Political
Science Association Conference (2010), for valuable comments and suggestions. Appendix 2 can be
viewed at /http://www.journals.cambridge.org/jpsS.

1 Hans Heinrich Gerth and Charles Wright Mills, eds, From Max Weber: Essays in Sociology
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1966), p. 180 (emphasis added).

2 W. A. Gamson, Power and Discontent (Homewood, Ill.: Dorsey, 1968).
3 A. Campbell, G. Gurin and W. E. Miller, The Voter Decides (Evanston, Ill.: Row, Preston, 1954).
4 J. L. Sullivan and E. Riedel, ‘Efficacy: Political’, in Neil J. Smelser and Paul B. Baltes, eds,

International Encyclopedia of the Social & Behavioral Sciences (Oxford: Elsevier, 2001), pp. 4353–6, at
p. 4353 (emphasis added).



In the following section, we review the literature on moderators of the association between
political ideology and policy preferences, the concept of political efficacy, and the psychological
and political bases for the efficacy interaction hypothesis. The subsequent section presents
and reports the findings of the two empirical studies. The first is a survey experiment conducted
in Israel in 2010, and the second is an analysis of the 2002 wave of the European Social
Survey. The final section summarizes and discusses the findings and their implications.

MODERATORS OF THE POLITICAL IDEOLOGY–POLICY PREFERENCES

ASSOCIATION

Why is political ideology influential in shaping people’s policy preferences in some cases
and not in others? This question has attracted the attention of many social scientists since
the early 1960s. Political ideology is understood as a relatively stable and coherent belief
system regarding ‘the proper order of society and how it can be achieved’.5 According to
Jost, Federico and Napier, ideologies help individuals to interpret the world as it is, by
‘making assertions or assumptions about human nature, historical events, present
realities, and future possibilities’.6 Throughout the years, most political scientists have
assumed that ideological beliefs constitute a prism through which people view the world
and are assisted in discerning which specific policies are expected to improve their well-
being and that of their group members. However, the relationship between ideology and
policy choice has been found to be moderated by the availability of political information,
and more recently, by motivational predispositions and processes.
One of the most noteworthy and controversial findings of modern public opinion

research is that only a small portion of the public structures its attitudes towards various
political issues in terms of underlying ideological predispositions.7 This particular subset
of the population has been found to include those who possess expertise and knowledge of
the political sphere.8 Indeed, the bulk of the scholarship in this field tends to depict the

5 R. S Erikson and K. L. Tedin, 6th edn, American Public Opinion (New York: Longman., 2003),
p. 64; P. E. Converse, ‘The Nature of Belief Systems in Mass Publics’, in D. Apter, ed., Ideology and
Discontent (New York: The Free Press, 1964), pp. 206–61.

6 J. T. Jost, C. M. Federico and J. L. Napier, ‘Political Ideology: Its Structure, Functions, and Elective
Affinities’, Annual Review of Psychology, 60 (2009), 307–37, p. 309. For the purposes of this article we will
use the term ‘political ideology’ and not the term ‘party identification’, mainly because it gives us more
flexibility in testing the same concept in different countries with different political systems. Since most of
our empirical investigation is based on multiparty rather than dual party systems, the concept of
partisanship was less relevant (see: S. Merrill and B. Grofman, A Unified Theory of Voting: Directional
and Proximity Spatial Models (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999)). However, some of the
findings reviewed in the introductory section are based on studies conducted in the United States which
used the term ‘party identification’. We are well aware of the theoretical differences between the two
concepts, but also think that these differences are less relevant in the context of the current investigation.

7 Stephen Bennett, ‘‘‘Know-nothings’’ Revisited: The Meaning of Political Ignorance Today’, Social
Science Quarterly, 69 (1989), 476–90; Christopher M. Federico and Monica C. Schneider, ‘Political
Expertise and the Use of Ideology: Moderating Effects of Evaluative Motivation’, Public Opinion
Quarterly, 71 (2007), 221–52; Charles M. Judd and Jon A. Krosnick, ‘The Structural Bases of Consistency
among Political Attitudes: Effects of Expertise and Attitude Importance’, in Anthony R. Pratkanis,
Steven J. Breckler and Anthony G. Greenwald, eds, Attitude Structure and Function (Hillsdale, N.J.:
Erlbaum, 1989), pp. 99–128; Converse, ‘The Nature of Belief Systems in Mass Publics’; Robert C. Luskin,
‘Measuring Political Sophistication’, American Journal of Political Science, 31 (1987), 856–99; J. R. Zaller,
The Nature and Origins of Mass Opinion (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1992).

8 Converse, ‘The Nature of Belief Systems in Mass Publics’.
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successful use of ideology as an informational problem. A central approach in this literature
identifies political sophistication as the most important moderator of the relationship
between political ideology and concrete policy preferences.9 The sophistication–interaction
theory of public opinion posits that a certain level of political knowledge and awareness is
required in order to relate general ideological views to concrete issues. It follows that
political beliefs of the highly sophisticated citizens rely more heavily on ideological values to
constrain their issue preferences and that the uninformed cannot ground their attitudes in
these general values.10 These micro-level findings are also supported by a recent macro-level
analysis according to which when partisan debate on an important issue receives extensive
media coverage, partisanship systematically affects issue attitudes.11 The results support
Zaller’s earlier presumption that when partisan elites debate an issue and news media cover
it, partisan predispositions are activated in the minds of citizens and subsequently constrain
their policy preferences.12

Conversely, Goren suggests the domain-specific approach that ‘posits that everyone
holds and uses abstract principles relevant to a given policy domain to constrain their
policy preferences with that domain’.13 He presents evidence that sophistication does not
moderate the impact of domain-specific principles on policy preferences. Goren suggests
that information processing demands of using domain-specific principles are quite low,
and citizens are more capable of principle-based reasoning than is typically recognized.
However, while Goren’s reliance on domain-specific principles rather than broader
ideological ones (conservative–liberal) relaxes the informational demands of constraining
policy preferences, its underlying mechanism and indeed the quality that sets it apart from
the sophistication approach remains within an informational analysis of the policy
polarization process.
Recent studies have pointed (either explicitly or implicitly) to motivational explanations

of policy preference polarization. In line with the sophistication–interaction theory,
Carsey and Laymen have shown that the availability of information on party differences
on a particular issue is a condition of both party-induced issue preference updating and
issue-induced partisan preference updating, which result in greater correspondence
between the two attitudes.14 However, they detect issue-based party conversion only for

9 This literature also uses the terms ‘political awareness’ (Zaller, The Nature and Origins of Mass
Opinion) in the same context. See also George Belknap and Angus Campbell, ‘Party Identification and
Attitudes toward Foreign Policy’, Public Opinion Quarterly, 15 (1951–2), 601–23; A. Campbell, P. E.
Converse, W. E. Miller and D. E. Stokes, The American Voter (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press,
1960); Converse, ‘The Nature of Belief Systems in Mass Publics’; M. X. Delli Carpini and S. Keeter,What
Americans Know about Politics and Why It Matters (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1996);
R. C. Luskin, ‘Political Psychology, Political Behavior, and Politics: Questions of Aggregation, Causal
Distance, and Taste’, in James H. Kuklinski, ed., Thinking about Political Psychology (New York:
Cambridge University Press, 2002), pp. 217–50; Paul M. Sniderman, Richard A. Brody and Philip E.
Tetlock, Reasoning and Choice (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1991).

10 Paul Goren, ‘Political Sophistication and Policy Reasoning: A Reconsideration’, American Journal
of Political Science, 48 (2004), 462–78; Zaller, The Nature and Origins of Mass Opinion.

11 Logan Dancey and P. Goren, ‘Party Identification, Issue Attitudes, and the Dynamics of Political
Debate’, American Journal of Political Science, 54 (2010), 686–99.

12 Zaller, The Nature and Origins of Mass Opinion.
13 Goren, ‘Political Sophistication and Policy Reasoning’, pp. 462–3.
14 Thomas M. Carsey and Geoffrey C. Layman, ‘Changing Sides or Changing Minds? Party

Identification and Policy Preferences in the American Electorate’, American Journal of Political Science,
50 (2006), 464–77.
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individuals for whom the issue is relatively salient, suggesting that at least part of the
partisan polarization process is shaped by the motivation to hold a particular attitude.15

Federico and Schneider demonstrate that though political expertise is positively
associated with greater ideological constraint of policy preferences, this association is
moderated by respondents’ ‘need to evaluate’ – ‘the extent to which an individual is
motivated to spontaneously form evaluations of various social objects as either ‘‘good’’ or
‘‘bad’’’.16 This finding supports their theoretical claim, according to which ‘need to
evaluate’ shapes information processing and storage, which then results in a greater
association between ideology and policy preferences. Lastly, a different motivational
mechanism – cognitive dissonance – has been demonstrated to account for opinion
polarization, by economists Mullainathan and Washington.17 They found greater
polarization in presidential and senatorial opinion ratings for respondents who voted
for/against the relevant candidates in the preceding elections. In this case, the
motivational mechanism pertains to the drive for consistency between a person’s past
act (voting) and her expressed opinion.
Following the idea that preference polarization is shaped by motivational as well as

informational processes, and relying on political and psychological processes, we
introduce an additional individual-level motivational factor – external political efficacy
– which has the potential to govern citizens’ relative freedom from, or adherence to
dispositional ideological values when shaping opinions on specific policy issues.

POLITICAL EFFICACY: BASIC CONCEPTUALIZATION

A long-established conviction suggests that citizens’ subjective perceptions of personal
effectiveness in politics, namely, their political efficacy, is one of the fundamental building
blocks of any democratic regime.18 The term political efficacy has its earliest roots in
political science in the work of Campbell et al., who defined it as a feeling that individual
political action does have, or can have, an impact upon the political process, meaning it is
worthwhile to perform one’s civic duties.19 It is closely related to the broader
psychological term of perceived self-efficacy, which reflects people’s beliefs in their
capability of exercising some measure of control over their own functioning and over
environmental events.20 In many ways, political efficacy can be defined as people’s sense
of control over their public and personal environments through acceptable political
processes.

15 This finding echoes some of the insights offered by congruity theory. See: Charles E. Osgood and
Percy H. Tannenbaum, ‘The Principle of Congruity in the Prediction of Attitude Change’, Psychological
Review, 62 (1955), 42–55; Percy H. Tannenbaum, ‘The Congruity Principle: Retrospective Reflections and
Recent Research’, in Robert P. Abelson, Elliot Aronson, William J. McGuire, Theodore M. Newcomb,
Milton J. Rosenberg and Percy H. Tannenbaum, eds, Theories of Cognitive Consistency: A Sourcebook
(Chicago: Rand McNally, 1968), pp. 52–72.

16 Federico and Schneider, ‘Political Expertise and the Use of Ideology’, p. 226.
17 Sendhil Mullainathan and Ebonya Washington, ‘Sticking with Your Vote: Cognitive Dissonance

and Political Attitudes’, American Economic Journal: Applied Economics, 1 (2009), 86–111.
18 Gabriel A. Almond and Sidney Verba, The Civic Culture: Political Attitudes and Democracy in Five

Nations (Boston, Mass.: Little, Brown, 1965). See also Harlan Hahn, ‘Political Efficacy and Foreign
Policy Attitudes’, Social Problems, 17 (1969), 271–9.

19 Campbell, Gurin and Miller, The Voter Decides; Campbell, Converse, Miller and Stokes, The
American Voter.

20 Albert Bandura, Self-Efficacy: The Exercise of Control (New York: Freeman, 1997).

298 SULITZEANU-KENAN AND HALPERIN



A general sense of political efficacy is composed of an integrated operation of two
separate though related factors – internal and external efficacy.21 Internal efficacy refers
to beliefs regarding one’s own competence to understand, judge and express one’s
political choices effectively. The external aspect of political efficacy concentrates on
one’s beliefs regarding the responsiveness of governmental authorities and institutions to
citizen demands.22 Cross-national studies have shown that the two concepts are not
interchangeable, as they correspond to different dimensions of political activity.23

Political efficacy encompasses beliefs regarding one’s capacity to express individual
preference by political action and the likelihood of this action to impact political outcome.
One’s perceived efficacy to convert preference into political action is covered by internal
political efficacy, and the potential of one’s action to impact political outcome is covered by
external political efficacy. Indeed, this staged understanding of internal and external efficacy is
supported by findings suggesting that internal and external political efficacy are positively
correlated, with internal efficacy generally perceived as predicting external efficacy.24 Our
interest in this research is in the effect of one’s belief in the likelihood of one’s preference
making a difference to the content of this preference. In this hypothesized process both internal
and external efficacy may play a role, but external efficacy is likely to be empirically more useful
in the sense that it captures the (perceived) ultimate effect of one’s choice on political outcomes.
Political efficacy entails important consequences for political life. A lack of political

efficacy can lead to political alienation and apathy, as well as a search for alternative ways
to influence the political realm, not only through the legitimate political process.
Therefore, a high sense of political efficacy is associated with high stability of democratic
regimes mainly because it enhances citizens’ trust in the political system and the political
process,25 moderates levels of political alienation, and encourages citizens to take active
roles in the political game above and beyond their formal democratic obligations.26

The current study joins a renewed growing interest in political efficacy in the recent decade,
by examining a different influence of political efficacy on the democratic process. It is
suggested that perceived political efficacy affects the way people form their concrete positions
on policy issues. More specifically, we suggest that external political efficacy positively
influences the extent of people’s reliance on political ideology in forming policy preferences.

21 Robert E. Lane, Political Life: Why People Get Involved in Politics (New York: The Free Press,
1959).

22 Stephen C. Craig, Richard G. Niemi and Glenn E. Silver, ‘Political Efficacy and Trust: A Report on
the NES Pilot Study Items’, Political Behavior, 12 (1990), 289–314. This distinction is similar to Bandura’s
(1997) distinction regarding self-efficacy between efficacy-expectation (belief in one’s ability to act
successfully) and outcome-expectation (belief that an action effectively led to a certain outcome).

23 Bernadette C. Hayes and Clive S. Bean, ‘Political Efficacy: A Comparative Study of the United
States, West Germany, Great Britain and Australia’, European Journal of Political Research, 23 (1993),
261–80.

24 Craig, Niemi and Silver, ‘Political Efficacy and Trust’; Stephen C. Craig, The Malevolent Leaders:
Popular Discontent in America (Boulder, Colo.: Westview, 1993).

25 Stephen C. Craig, ‘Efficacy, Trust, and Political Behavior: An Attempt to Resolve a Lingering
Conceptual Dilemma’’, American Politics Quarterly, 7 (1979), 25–9; Craig, Niemi and Silver, ‘Political
Efficacy and Trust’.

26 Steven E. Finkel, ‘Reciprocal Effects of Participation and Political Efficacy: A Panel Analysis’,
American Journal of Political Science, 29 (1985), 891–913; Geraint Parry, George Moyser and Neil Day,
Political Participation and Democracy in Britain (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992); Steven
J. Rosenstone and John M. Hansen, Mobilization, Participation, and Democracy in America (New York:
Macmillan, 1993).
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THE EFFICACY–INTERACTION HYPOTHESIS

Our hypothesis posits that higher levels of external political efficacy increase the congruence
between people’s policy preferences and their political ideology. This assumption is driven
by two complementary explanations – a political explanation that we define as the
efficacy–politicization circle explanation and a psychological explanation that is based on
the classical cognitive dissonance theory.27

According to the political explanation (the ‘efficacy–politicization circle’), once citizens
believe they can actually influence the decisions made by politicians on a certain public
issue, the issue then goes through a rapid politicization process. What follows is that the
person’s political identity becomes more salient and the issue that could have potentially
been viewed from various perspectives, is now more likely to be viewed through the lens
of one’s ideological predisposition or partisan loyalties.28 The politicization of the issue,
coupled with the saliency of the political identity may lead to the polarization of public
opinion on that issue.29 Alternatively, in the absence of a feeling of external political
efficacy, other identities (such as gender, family, ethnicity or profession) might play a
more central role, and the issue is then viewed and analysed through other dominant
perspectives, resulting in an aggregate de-polarization.
The politicization of an issue, driven by high perceived external political efficacy may also

create the sense of a more competitive political setting. This perception of heightened
competitiveness may result from the belief that if one has real influence on policy
consequences, it would only be reasonable to assume that other citizens, with conflicting
political positions, also possess such influence. Thus, the competitiveness between adversary
parties or conflicting ideologies strengthens the commitment of each individual to her core
beliefs, ideologies and party loyalties. In these cases the motivation to contribute to the desired
political outcome within the general political game can override potentially conflicting
motivations, driven by more personal worldviews or values. Preliminary empirical support for
this idea can be found in the study of Hug and Sciarini on the role of partisanship in varying
institutional arrangements of referendums on European integration.30 They have found that
in referendums with a binding outcome, government supporters strongly follow the position
of the government, while in non-binding votes government supporters vote mainly on the
issue at hand with diminished consideration of the government’s position. Hug and Sciarini
explain these results by suggesting that a binding referendum ‘forces the government
supporters to link their vote on the treaty with almost some kind of ‘‘vote of confidence’’’.31

Alongside the political explanation, the hypothesized moderating role of political
efficacy can be explained by an adjusted version of the classical cognitive dissonance
theory.32 Cognitive dissonance occurs when a person holds two cognitions (knowledge,

27 Leon Festinger, A Theory of Cognitive Dissonance (Evanston, Ill.: Row Peterson, 1957).
28 Leonie Huddy, ‘From Social to Political Identity: A Critical Examination of Social Identity Theory’,

Political Psychology, 22 (2001) 127–56; Bernd Simon and Bert Klandermans, ‘Politicized Collective
Identity: A Social Psychological Analysis’, American Psychologist, 56 (2001), 319–31.

29 Jon A. Krosnick, Allyson L. Holbrook and Penny S. Visser, ‘The Impact of the Fall 1997 Debate
about Global Warming on American Public Opinion’, Public Understanding of Science, 9 (2000), 239–60.

30 Simon Hug and Pascal Sciarini, ‘Referendums on European Integration: Do Institutions Matter in
the Voter’s Decision?’ Comparative Political Studies, 33 (2000), 3–36.

31 Hug and Sciarini, ‘Referendums on European Integration’, p. 32.
32 Festinger, A Theory of Cognitive Dissonance. See also Jon Elster, Sour Grapes: Studies in the

Subversion of Rationality (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983).
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beliefs or attitudes) that are inconsistent with each other. The inconsistency creates
discomfort and subsequently a drive to reduce the dissonance. A later variant of cognitive
dissonance theory maintains that the effects of dissonance are most clearly observed when
there is an inconsistency between individuals’ actual behaviour and their perceptions of
themselves on various aspects.33

This elaboration of the theory appears to be particularly relevant to the main premise of
the current research. As long as external political efficacy is low, expressing policy
preferences that contradict a person’s core political ideology do not really mean acting
against that person’s beliefs, but only expressing contradictory positions, which do not
necessarily yield any practical implications. However, when external political efficacy is
high, the implications of expressing positions that contradict a person’s core political
ideologies extend beyond the attitudinal dimension and into the behavioural one. Since
dissonance theory suggests that it is easier for people to hold two contradictory beliefs
than to act in a way that contradicts a core belief, it is expected that when external
political efficacy is high, people will be motivated to reduce dissonance by adjusting their
expressed policy preferences to complement their core dispositional political ideology.
Based on these political and psychological analyses, we hypothesized that external political

efficacy moderates the effect of political ideology on citizens’ policy preferences. More
specifically, we expect that the association between political ideology and concrete policy
preference will be stronger when external political efficacy is high and weaker when it is low.34

EMPIRICAL ANALYSES

In order to assess this hypothesis empirically, we conducted two empirical examinations
that vary in nature (experimental v. observational) and context. The first (Study I) relies
on an experimental survey among a nationwide sample in Israel (N5 600). The aim of the
experiment was to test the causal effect of political efficacy on the relationship between
political ideology and policy preferences. For this purpose we have used a novel
experimental treatment to alter respondents’ external political efficacy, and examined its
effect on the association between political ideology and a policy issue that was highly
salient in Israeli public discourse at the time of the study – the negotiations between Israel
and Hamas over a proposed release of Gilad Shalit (an Israeli soldier who was kidnapped
on 25 June 2006 by Hamas in a cross-border raid) in exchange for the release of about
1,000 Palestinian prisoners held by Israel. The second (Study II), utilizes the 2002 wave of
the European Social Survey (ESS), to test the hypothesized relationships between
ideology, external political efficacy and policy preferences in twenty countries and
regarding eight different concrete policy issues. The combination of these studies provides
the complementing advantages of two research approaches: Study I enables strong
internal validity by randomly assigning respondents to high/low political efficacy
treatment groups, and a control group; Study II, by contrast, offers strong external
validity, by drawing on a large, diverse and representative sample, and a variety of policy

33 Elliot Aronson, ‘Dissonance Theory: Progress and Problems’, in Abelson et al., eds, Theories of
Cognitive Consistency, pp. 5–27; Elliot Aronson, T. Chase, Robert Helmreich and R. Ruhnke, ‘A Two-
Factor Theory of Dissonance Reduction: The Effect of Feeling Stupid or Feeling Awful on Opinion
Change’, International Journal for Research and Communication, 3 (1974), 59–74.

34 It should be noted that this study provides empirical tests for the hypothetical outcome of these
theoretical accounts. However, we do not purport to determine here which one of these theoretical
accounts (or possibly both) is the underlying mechanism/s of this outcome.
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issues. Furthermore, Study II also enabled us to extend our framework by adding internal
political efficacy to our analysis.

STUDY I

To test the causal relationship between external political efficacy, political ideology and
support for concrete policies, we utilized a web-based experimental survey among a
nationwide sample in Israel. The survey first assessed a number of relevant covariates.
Next, respondents were randomly exposed to one of three treatments – low or high
external political efficacy or control (no treatment) – after which they were asked about
their policy preference on a salient public issue.
Our experimental manipulation relied on a novel external political efficacy treatment,

aimed at making respondents believe that they could (or could not) influence actual policy
on the issue in question later in the survey. The selected policy issue was the debate about
whether Israel should release Palestinian prisoners, and if so how many, in exchange
for the release of one captured Israeli soldier – Gilad Shalit – held by Hamas in Gaza.
This affair had been a central issue in the Israeli public agenda.35 Based on public
statements of both Israeli and Palestinian officials at the time of the study, Israel and the
Hamas were close to signing an agreement on a German-mediated prisoner exchange deal
in which Hamas would release Shalit in exchange for Israel’s release of about 1,000
Palestinian prisoners. The Israeli public was divided over this possible deal.
Importantly, Israelis were roughly divided on the question of the Shalit release bargain

along their ideological positions on the right–left political spectrum. Traditionally, left-
wingers in Israel (also defined as doves) express higher levels of support for compromises
with Arab countries and with the Palestinians compared to right-wingers (also defined as
hawks) who usually express uncompromising positions.36

Method

Sample. Our experiment was embedded in a survey that was administered by the firm
Midgam Project (MP) and fielded between 15 and 20 January 2010 to 1,565 panelists who
were randomly drawn from the (MP) panel. Of these, 1,192 completed the questionnaire,
yielding a final stage completion rate of 76 per cent. The MP is an opt-in panel that covers
the Israeli population aged 17 years and older. The sample did not include Arab respondents
(20 per cent of the Israeli population) since the Gilad Shalit affair involves aspects of the
Israeli–Palestinian conflict on which Jews’ and Arabs’ attitudes systematically diverge.

Experimental manipulations. Respondents were randomly assigned to three groups of
equal size. Each group was presented with one of the three versions of the survey
questionnaire. The questionnaires began with a number of psychometric scales,37

35 One hundred and fifty articles that included the name ‘Gilad Shalit’ appeared in Ha’aretz national
newspaper during January 2010.

36 Michal Shamir and Asher Arian, ‘Collective Identity and Electoral Competition in Israel’, American
Political Science Review, 93 (1999), 265–77; Dan Bar-Tal, Eran Halperin and Neta Oren, ‘Socio-
Psychological Barriers to Peace Making: The Case of the Israeli Jewish Society’, Social Issues and Social
Policy Review, 4 (2010), 63–109.

37 ‘Need for structure’, self-efficacy’, ‘authoritarianism’, ‘cognitive reflection test’ (CRT), a series of
questions which gauge time-preferences and risk preferences.
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followed by the manipulation, and a series of questions regarding respondents’ opinion as
to the Gilad Shalit release bargain. The manipulation section for the ‘high external
political efficacy’ group included a vignette which informed the readers that political
science research had shown that public opinion polls have a strong influence on
government decisions in hostage release bargains (see Appendix 1 for the wording of the
vignettes). The vignette in the ‘low external political efficacy’ group suggested that public
opinion polls have no effect, and the control group received no vignette. Apart from
the vignettes, the questionnaires were identical for the three groups. Thus, the actual
difference between the content of the ‘high’ and ‘low’ external political efficacy versions is
merely six words. Based on the results of a pilot study we conducted, we expected that,
given that the subjects were taking part in a nationwide survey, the information regarding
the actual effects of these kinds of surveys on policy makers would influence their sense of
external political efficacy.38

Since our manipulation relied on textual vignettes, the questionnaire included an
instructional manipulation check (IMC).39 The IMC is a single-item tool for detecting
respondents who are not following textual instructions, or satisfice in reading and
answering survey questions.40 Following previous experimental studies41 recruitment
continued until 600 respondents who had passed the IMC were collected (from the total
1192: 50.34%). The rest of the analyses were conducted with this sub-sample. It should be
noted that the proportion of respondents who passed the IMC is not significantly related
to the experimental groups (p5 0.538).

Measurements. Political ideology was assessed by using a single-item measure, in which
respondents were asked to indicate their political position on a scale of 1 (extreme right)
to 5 (extreme left). It is important to note that political ideology was measured separately
from the experiment. Data on most of the respondents’ (N5 352) political ideology was
provided by MP from its existing records, and in the remaining cases (N5 248) were

38 The main goal of the pilot study was to identify an experimental treatment that would successfully
influence the subject’s perceived external political efficacy. Ninety-seven Israeli students (71 females, 24 males,
2 unspecified; M age5 24.20, SD51.57) from two different academic institutions in Israel participated in the
pilot study. They were randomly assigned to a high external political efficacy condition (N5 33), a low
external political efficacy condition (N5 31), or a control condition (N533), and were exposed to the
experimental conditions described in the text. To evaluate the effectiveness of the manipulation, participants
were asked to indicate to what extent (15not at all, to 75 very much) they thought that citizens had an
influence on the government’s policy regarding the negotiations with Hamas about the Gilad Shalit deal.
A one-way ANOVA using Tukey post hoc tests showed that the manipulation had an effect on participants’
perceptions regarding citizens’ influence on actual decision making regarding the Shalit deal (F53.60,
p50.03). Participants in the high external political efficacy group (M5 4.87, SD51.54) believed that citizens
had more influence on the government decision than those in the low external political efficacy group
(M53.68, SD51.82; p50.05). Interestingly, almost the same differences (although only marginally
significant) in levels of perceived influence were found between the low influence group and the control group
(M54.79, SD5 1.86; p5 0.06). It is worth noting that we used the pilot study to examine additional
alternatives for external political efficacy treatment, but they did not yield any significant effects.

39 Daniel M. Oppenheimer, Tom Meyvis and Nicolas Davidenko, ‘Instructional Manipulation Checks:
Detecting Satisficing to Increase Statistical Power’, Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 45 (2009),
867–72.

40 Satisficing means finding a ‘good-enough’ solution, rather than the best solution for a problem. See:
Herbert A. Simon, ‘A Behavioral Model of Rational Choice’, Quarterly Journal of Economics, 69 (1955),
99–118.

41 Oppenheimer, Meyvis and Davidenko, ‘Instructional Manipulation Checks’.
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fielded as a separate question two weeks after conducting the experiment.42 This ensured
that political ideology could not be influenced by the manipulation, and thus (unlike the
ESS data) any change in the association between ideology and policy preference could be
solely attributed to a change in policy preference rather than in ideology.
The dependent variable – support for a bargain in the Gilad Shalit case – was gauged by

two items: (1) a choice between eight possible numbers of prisoners to be released in
exchange for Shalit;43 (2) a choice between seven levels of a Likert scale describing the
extent of the respondent’s support for the release of Shalit in exchange for about 1,000
prisoners. The two questions were highly correlated (r5 0.80, p, 0.001, Cronbach’s
a 5 0.89), and were thus averaged into one variable – ‘deal policy’ – ranging from 0
(objection) to 1 (support).44 This variable was found to have a bimodal distribution. For
this reason, deal support was also transformed into a dummy variable that equalled 1 for
deal policy values of more than the median (0.6), and 0 otherwise.
When participants had completed the questionnaires, they were told that the study was

over, and they were fully debriefed about the goals and procedures of the study. Particular
care was taken to explain that the vignette describing the extent to which public opinion
polls influence leaders’ decisions on deals to free kidnapped soldiers was fictitious and that
there was no final consensus in the scientific community about the actual influence public
opinion has on decisions of that kind.

Sample statistics. For each respondent we measured a number of covariates which included
gender, age and individual scores on self-efficacy and time-preference scales. Formal statistical
tests show that the randomization procedure appears to have been successful. None of the
covariates are significantly related to experimental group assignment, and their mean values
are not significantly different across experimental groups. A test of the joint significance of the
covariates in a multinomial logit model (predicting experimental group as a function of all
the covariates shown in Table 1) has a p-value of 0.78. The sample characteristics are generally
in line with those of the Israeli Jewish population.45 The proportion of males and females
(51.67 per cent) is not significantly different from that of the general Israeli Jewish population
(50.91 per cent). The geographic distribution of respondents deviates from the true
proportions in two out of seven regions (4 per cent overrepresentation of the Jerusalem
region; and 3.4 per cent underrepresentation of the Tel Aviv region). Young people (17–39) are

42 No association exists between the timing of ideology measurement and experimental group
allocation (x2 5 0.04, p5 0.978); no difference in the distribution of responses to this question in the two
measurements (x2 5 0.83, p5 0.935); And no association was found between reported ideology in both
‘early’ and particularly ‘late’ measurements and experimental group allocation (F5 0.78, p5 0.459; and
F5 0.78, p5 0.462, respectively). The main analysis was also conducted separately in the two groups,
yielding substantively identical interaction-term coefficients (b5 0.072, p, 0.01 and b5 0.072, p, 0.01,
respectively). The marginal statistical significance is due to the limited number of observations in the
subgroups.

43 ‘What is the maximum number of Palestinian prisoners that should be released in your opinion in an
agreement for the release of Gilad Shalit? 1. Not willing to release prisoners; 2. Up to 10 prisoners;
3. 10–50 prisoners; 4. 50–100 prisoners; 5. 100–250 prisoners; 6. 250–500 prisoners; 7. 500–1000 prisoners;
8. Any number needed.’

44 The two questions have an unequal number of choices (8 and 7). In order to balance the weight of the
two questions the transformation relied on the following procedure: Deal_policy5 0.5{(prisoner_to_
release/8)1 (1000_prisoners_release_deal/7)} yielding a new variable that gives equal weight to the two
items, and ranges between 0 and 1.

45 Based on data drawn from the Central Bureau of Statistics: http://www.cbs.gov.il/
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also overrepresented in the sample (by 7.3 percentage points). The median policy preference in
the sample was for a release of 250–500Palestinian prisoners in return for the release of Shalit,
and the median score of 4 out of 7 in the scale of support for the release of 1,000 prisoners.

Results and Short Discussion

Manipulation check. In order to assess the effect of the manipulations on the three groups,
we asked respondents to estimate the influence citizens have on political decision making
on the issue of Gilad Shalit (Very little influence (1) y Very strong influence (7)). The results
show statistically significant differences in respondents’ mean estimation of ‘citizens’
influence’ across the three groups, with the ‘high external political efficacy’ group ranking
the highest (M5 5.08, SD51.740, N5 200), the control group with a middle value
(M5 4.36, SD52.045, N5202), and the ‘low external political efficacy’ group with the
lowest (M5 3.18, SD51.840, N5 197). All pair-wise differences are statistically significant
at p,0.001. Importantly, more selective manipulation checks indicate no significant
difference in the effect of the manipulation across right-wing and left-wing respondents.

Main analysis. Table 1 reports ordinary least squares (OLS) and logistic regression
analyses with the level and proportion of support for the release bargain, respectively. For
each analysis we begin with a bare-bones specification (Models 1 and 3). Models 2 and 4 add
covariates for gender, age, self-efficacy and time preference. The primary focus of our
analysis is on the interaction terms between political ideology and external political efficacy.
In this study the latter variable is represented by two dummy variables representing
experimental groups ‘high political efficacy’ (High PE) and ‘control’ (while the ‘low political
efficacy’ group serves as the reference group), yielding two interaction terms High PE x
Ideology and Control x Ideology, which indicate whether the association between political

TABLE 1 OLS and Logistic Regression Analyses with the Level and Proportion of
Support for the Release Bargain, Respectively

OLS regressions Logistic regressions

1 2 3 4

High PE group3 Ideology .080 (.039)* .075 (.037)* .572 (.293)* .578 (.302)*
Control group3 Ideology .030 (.037) .033 (.036) .079 (.268) .101 (.278)
High PE 2.171 (.105) 2.155 (.101) 21.41 (.791) 21.39 (.816)
Control 2.049 (.103) 2.055 (.099) 2.106 (.735) 2.150 (.764)
Ideology y .069 (.028)* .057 (.027)* .374 (.197) .329 (.205)
Self-efficacy – 2.044 (.028) – 2.427 (.215)
Gender (women) – .124 (.024)*** – .818 (.185)***
Time preference (long) – -.071 (.024)** – 2.511 (.184)**
Age – .002 (.001)* .014 (.007)
Constant .410 (.075)*** .456 (.113)*** 21.04 (.530)* 2.378 (.867)
F 10.99*** 12.48*** – –
Log likelihood – – 2367.512 2346.764
Adjusted R2 .08 .16 – –
Pseudo R2 – – .04 .10
Observations 554 554 554 554

*, ** and *** denote one-tailed significance levels of 5%, 1% and 0.1%, respectively.
y Extreme right5 1; extreme left5 5.
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ideology and policy preference regarding the potential release bargain is significantly
different from its value in the low political efficacy group. It is apparent from Table 1 that in
all four analyses this variation is statistically significant when comparing the High PE and
Low PE groups (p5 0.022 for the OLS estimate; p5 0.028 for the logistic estimate).46 No
significant difference in this association was found between the control group and the Low
PE group. This finding thus appears to be robust for both measures of policy preference, and
under different model specifications.

Figures 1 and 2 depict this effect graphically. Figure 1 depicts the OLS and Figure 2 the
logistic marginal association between political ideology and deal policy, across the three
experimental groups. Clearly, a positive association appears to exist between political
ideology and the level of support for a deal in all three groups. This positive association
suggests that people who identify themselves as more left-wing tend to support the release
bargain. The important finding, however, is that the size of this association increases from
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Fig. 1. Marginal association between ideology and support for Shalit bargain (OLS); 90% CI
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Fig. 2. Marginal association between ideology and support for Shalit bargain (logit); 90% CI

46 Our main hypothesis is directional in the sense that external political efficacy is expected to increase
the association between ideology and policy preference (rather than merely alter it). Under such a
hypothesis it is appropriate to use a one-tailed significance test.
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the ‘low political efficacy’ group, through the control group, and up to the ‘high political
efficacy’ group.47 The treatment of external political efficacy in this experiment has produced
the hypothesized effect suggesting that political efficacy moderates the association between
political ideology and particular policy preferences by increasing these associations as
political efficacy increases. While Study I provides support for our hypothesis, with strong
internal validity, it leaves open the question whether this finding is limited to a particular
policy issue, or national setting. Study II offers the necessary external validity by extending
the research to eight different policy issues in twenty countries, drawing on data from the
European Social Survey.

STUDY II

If indeed external political efficacy moderates the effect of political ideology on policy
preferences we should expect to find correlational indications of it above and beyond the
specific context of the Israeli society. We thus rely on the 2002 wave of the European
Social Survey (ESS; N5 42,359) to estimate the interaction between external political
efficacy and political ideology in predicting eight policy preferences.48

Method

Data and measurements. As indicated above, we utilize the 2002 wave of the ESS, which
covers adults in twenty-two countries.49 This wave of the ESS includes five questions that
gauge political efficacy – three addressing internal efficacy, and two addressing external
efficacy (‘Do you think that politicians in general care what people like you think?’; and ‘Would
you say that politicians are just interested in getting people’s votes rather than in people’s
opinions?’).50 Valid responses were given on a scale between 1 (‘Hardly any politicians care
what people like me think’) and 5 (‘Most politicians care what people like me think’). In line
with the results of previous studies,51 exploratory factor analysis on the five political efficacy
items revealed two distinct factors which are divided between the external and internal
political efficacy questions. The two questions measuring external political efficacy are
moderately correlated (r5 0.6, p, 0.001, Cronbach’s a 5 0.75), and were summed into one
variable representing external political efficacy, and adjusted to range between 0 and 8.

47 It is possible that the treatment of political efficacy resulted in different levels of effort on the part of
respondents to provide accurately true responses, and that this, rather than ideological polarization,
accounts for the reported finding. The results of two analyses are sufficient to alley this concern. First, as
noted above, the proportion of respondents who passed the IMC is not significantly related to the
experimental groups (p5 0.538); Secondly, a variance comparison test between the ‘Low’ and ‘High’
political efficacy groups shows no significant difference in the variance between the two groups for the
policy preference answers: ‘low-efficacy group’ SD5 0.3043; ‘high-efficacy group’ SD5 0.3047; p5 0.988;
Moreover, neither were any significant differences in variance found in separate analyses for left-wing and
right-wing supporters (p5 0.525 and p5 0.683, respectively).

48 R. Jowell and the Central Co-ordinating Team, European Social Survey 2002/2003: Technical Report
(London: Centre for Comparative Social Surveys, City University, 2003).

49 Austria, Belgium, Switzerland, the Czech Republic, Germany, Denmark, Spain, Finland, France,
United Kingdom, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway, Poland,
Portugal, Sweden and Slovenia.

50 The 2004 and 2006 waves include only three questions gauging internal political efficacy (POLINTR,
POLCOMPL, POLDCS), and the 2008 wave includes only two questions gauging internal political
efficacy (POLCMPL, POLDCS).

51 Hayes and Bean, ‘Political Efficacy’.
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The measure of political ideology relied on the standard left–right self-placement scale (‘In
politics people sometimes talk of ‘‘left’’ and ‘‘right’’. Using this card, where would you place
yourself on this scale, where 0 means the left and 10 means the right?’).

The 2002 ESS survey includes eight questions which capture people’s preferences
regarding various concrete policy issues. These questions are presented in Table 2. Three
pairs of policy items were found to be associated, and thus were joined into three single
policy-issue scales, and two policy items were analysed separately. This resulted in five policy
issues for which preferences were analysed: immigration, socio-economic, anti-hate
legislation, gay rights, and militant democracy.52

TABLE 2 Policy Questions in the European Social Survey and Respective Policy Issues

Question wording Association Policy Issues

1. To what extent do you think [country]
should allow people of the same race or
ethnic group as most [country] people to
come and live here? [1. Allow many to
come and live here y 4. Allow none]

r5 0.68
Cronbach’s a 5 0.81

Immigration Policy

2. How about people of a different race or
ethnic group from most [country] people?
[1. Allow many to come and live here y

4. Allow none]

3. To what extent do you agree or disagree
the government should take measures to
reduce differences in income levels?
[1 Agree strongly y 5. Disagree strongly]

r5 0.33
Cronbach’s a 5 0.49

Social-Economic
Policy

4. To what extent do you agree or disagree
employees need strong trade unions to
protect their working conditions and wages?
[1 Agree strongly y 5. Disagree strongly]

5. How good or bad are for a country is a law
against promoting racial or ethnic hatred?
[0. Extremely bad y 10. Extremely good]

r5 0.73
Cronbach’s a 5 0.84

Anti-Hate
Legislation Policy

6. How good or bad are for a country is a
law against racial or ethnic discrimination
in the workplace? [0. Extremely bad y 10.
Extremely good]

7. To what extent do you agree or disagree gay
men and lesbians should be free to live their
own life as they wish? [1 Agree strongly y

5. Disagree strongly]

Gay Rights Policy

8. To what extent do you think political
parties that wish to overthrow democracy
should be banned? [1 Agree strongly y

5. Disagree strongly]

Militant Democracy
Policy

52 For the latter concept, see Karl Loewenstein, ‘Militant Democracy and Fundamental Rights, II’,
American Political Science Review, 31 (1937), 638–58; Raphael Cohen-Almagor, The Boundaries of Liberty and
Tolerance: The Struggle against Kahanism in Israel (Gainesville: University Press of Florida, 1994).
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Statistical Analysis

We can estimate the moderating effect of political efficacy on the association between a
person’s stable political ideology and her or his particular policy preference with the
following regression equation:

Pij ¼ a0i þ a1iIdj � PolEfficacyj þ a2iIdj þ a3iPolEfficacyj þ
Xk

k¼4

akiControlkj þ eij : ð1Þ

Here Pij is the preference of individual j on policy i; Idj is the ideological position of j on
the left–right axis; PolEfficacyj is the level of external political efficacy of j, and Controlsj
is a vector of individual attributes. Our main concern is with the parameter of the
interaction term involving Idj and PolEfficacyj. This parameter indicates whether the
association between political ideology and a concrete policy preference varies across
different values of political efficacy. More specifically, our hypothesis predicts marginal
association between ideology and policy preference would be closest to zero under low
political efficacy, and furthest from zero (in either the positive or negative domain) under
high political efficacy.

Control Variables at the Micro Level

At the individual level in all models we have controlled for gender and age. Furthermore,
given the consistent findings about the sophistication interaction that were described
above,53 this interaction and its components should be controlled for in any analysis. An
increasing number of studies suggest that factual knowledge is the best single indicator of
sophistication.54 However, the ESS does not offer such measures. Therefore, in line with
other studies we use respondents’ educational level as a proxy for political sophistication,
and the model specification includes its interaction with political ideology.55 In order to
assess the robustness of the findings, we also conducted all the analyses using another
proxy for sophistication – political news exposure – known to be strongly associated with
political knowledge.56

53 Delli Carpini and Keeter, What Americans Know about Politics and Why It Matters; Luskin,
‘Political Psychology, Political Behavior, and Politics’; John Zaller, ‘Political Awareness, Elite Opinion
Leadership, and the Mass Survey Response’, Social Cognition, 8 (1990), 125–53; Zaller, The Nature and
Origins of Mass Opinion.

54 Delli Carpini and Keeter, What Americans Know about Politics and Why It Matters; Susan T. Fiske,
Richard R. Lau and Richard A. Smith, ‘On the Varieties and Utilities of Political Expertise’, Social
Cognition, 8 (1990), 31–48; Jon A. Krosnick and Michael A. Milburn, ‘Psychological Determinants of
Political Opinionation’, Social Cognition, 8 (1990), 49–72; Milton Lodge, Kathleen M. McGraw and
Patrick Stroh, ‘An Impression-Driven Model of Candidate Evaluation’, American Political Science
Review, 83 (1989), 399–419; Luskin, ‘Measuring Political Sophistication’; Kathleen M. McGraw and Neil
Pinney, ‘The Effects of General and Domain-Specific Expertise on Political Memory and Judgment’,
Social Cognition, 8 (1990), 9–30; Eric R. A. N. Smith, The Unchanging American Voter (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1989); Zaller, The Nature and Origins of Mass Opinion.

55 Samuel L. Popkin, The Reasoning Voter: Communication and Persuasion in Presidential Campaigns,
2nd edn (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1994); Sniderman, Brody and Tetlock, Reasoning and
Choice.

56 See relevant references in fn. 51. We rely on three items available in the ESS: time spent watching
news or current affairs on the television; time spent listening to news or current affairs on the radio; and
time spent reading about politics and current affairs in the newspapers.
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Control Variables at the Macro Level

Policy preferences can potentially be influenced by macro-level institutional variables.
Controlling for such variables is particularly important when they are also related to the
left–right ideology scale and to political efficacy. In order to address some of these
institutional features, two sets of macro political variables were included in the analyses.
Based on Piurko et al., two dummy variables representing collective public perceptions of
the left–right ideological scale were included.57 These categories include ‘post-communist’,
‘traditional’ and ‘liberal’ (as reference). Drawing on the work of Karp and Banducci, we
also added two institutional variables that were found to be associated with external
political efficacy: (1) ‘disproportionality’ between seats and votes; and (2) the number of
coalition partners.58 For the ‘disproportionality’ variable we rely on Karp and Banducci’s
figures, which are appropriate for the relevant ESS survey (2002).59 Preliminary analyses of
the overall relationship between ‘disproportionality’ and political efficacy in the ESS data
suggested a non-linear relationship, thus a natural log (Ln) transformation of this variable
was used in the analysis.60

As shown in Table 2, responses to the policy questions are given on an ordinal scale.
Therefore, the estimation of the parameters of Equation 1 utilized ordered-logit
regression analyses. To account for the data structure in which randomizations were
conducted within each country, the following analyses use robust clustered standard
errors on the country-level and country-fixed effects:

LogitðPjiÞ ¼ a0i þ a1iIdj � PolEfficacyj þ a2iIdj � Educationj þ a3iIdj

þ a4iPolEfficacyj þ a5iEducationj þ a6iGenderj þ a7iAgej

þ a8iTraditional þ a9iPostCommunist þ a10iLnDisprop:

þ a11iCoalitionSizeþ a12iCountry þ eij :

ð2Þ

Results and Short Discussion

Tables 3, 4 and 5 present ordered logit regression results for the five policy issues
preferences. For each policy preference we employ three model specifications. The first is a
simple estimate of the associations between the main independent variables and the policy
preference (Models 1, 4, 7, 10 and 13). These analyses present the overall association
between ideology and each policy preference. The second model specification adds the
interaction terms that involve external efficacy and ideology, and education level and
ideology (Models 2, 5, 8, 11 and 14), and the third model specification adds country-level
variables (Models 3, 6, 9, 12 and 15). All models include country-level fixed effects. As in
Study I, the centre of the analysis is the interaction terms Political efficacy x Ideology which

57 Yuval Piurko, Shalom H. Schwartz and Eldad Davidov, ‘Basic Personal Values and the Meaning of
Left–Right Orientations in 20 Countries’, Political Psychology, 32 (2011), 537–61.

58 Jeffrey A. Karp and Susan A. Banducci, ‘Political Efficacy and Participation in Twenty Seven
Democracies: How Electoral Systems Shape Political Behavior’, British Journal of Political Science, 38
(2008), 311–34.

59 Their measure is derived from Gallagher’s least squares index (‘and is based on the election when the
survey was conducted’), see Michael Gallagher, ‘Proportionality, Disproportionality and Electoral
Systems’, Electoral Studies, 10 (1991), 33–51.

60 The Ln transformation had an R2 of 0.3 in predicting external political efficacy, compared with 0.12
for the raw disproportionality variable.
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indicates whether the association between political ideology and the particular policy
preference varies across the values of political efficacy.
Tables 3 to 5 present the logit coefficient and standard error (in parentheses)

for each relationship. Additionally, in order to offer a more substantively informative
measure for these relationships, the percentage change in the odds for a higher rank
in the dependent variable for one standard deviation increase in each dependent
variable is presented beneath each coefficient in italics. All the policy preferences appear
to have a significant association with ideology, except for militant democracy. The
effect of one standard deviation increase shift to the right is associated with 21 per cent,
52.5 per cent, 215 per cent and 27.7 per cent changes in the odds of a higher level of
opposing immigration, active social economic policy, supporting anti-hate legislation,
and opposing gay rights policy, respectively (p, 0.001). Preference regarding militant
democracy, however, was not found to be associated with ideology, with an insignificant
0.9 per cent change in the odds (p5 0.817). Given this latter null association, we do
not expect to find a moderating effect of external political efficacy for this policy issue
preference.61

Next, Tables 3 and 4 show that nearly all the estimates of the Political efficacy x
Ideology interaction terms are statistically significant in the hypothesized directions. This
is evident by the finding that these interactions are positive where the policy preference is
positively associated with ideology, and negative where this association is negative
(support for anti-hate legislation). Only in Model 9 is the interaction term not statistically
significant (p5 0.148). Another way to assess the substantively moderating effect of
external political efficacy on the association between ideology and policy preference is by
comparing the overall percentage change in odds of each policy preference associated with
one standard deviation of shift to the right in ideology (presented in Models 1, 4, 7 and
10), and the conditional associational changes in odds presented in the same line in the
other models for each policy issue preference. The conditional associations represent the
change in odds when external political efficacy is minimal.62 It is clear that in all the cases
the latter associations are smaller than the overall associations: 9.6–12.2 per cent
compared with 21 per cent for immigration policy; 35.5–37.6 per cent compared with
52.5 per cent for socio-economic policy; 211.6–214.1 per cent compared with 215 per
cent for anti-hate legislation; and 20.4–21.9 per cent compared with 27.7 per cent for gay
rights policy.63

These findings are consistent with our theoretical expectations. External political
efficacy was found to increase the overall associations between ideology and each of the
policy preferences. Where no overall association was found (in the case of militant
democracy policy, see Table 5), no moderating effect of political efficacy was observed.
Finally, in the case of anti-hate legislation policy, where overall association with ideology

61 It should be noted that contrary to theoretical expectations, most of the (unconditional) associations
between external (as well as internal) political efficacy and policy preferences in the 2002 ESS data are
statistically significant, and some appear to be substantively meaningful (immigration policy). Such an
association was not found in experimental treatment in Study I, suggesting that these associations may
reflect confounding factors.

62 For a useful guide on interpreting interactions, see Thomas Brambor, William R. Clark and Matt
Golder, ‘Understanding Interaction Models: Improving Empirical Analyses’, Political Analysis, 14 (2006),
63–82.

63 As can be expected the null association between ideology and militant democracy policy resulted in
null associations also in the conditional associations (see Table 5).
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TABLE 3 Ordered Logit Regression Estimates of the Moderating Effect of External Political Efficacy on Ideology–Policy
Preferences Associations [Immigration and Socio-economic]

Immigration Socio-economic

1 2 3 4 5 6

Individual-level variables
Political efficacy3 ideology .014 (.005)** .016 (.005)** .021 (.004)*** .020 (.004)***

18.1 21.3 29.1 27.8
Education level3 ideology .025 (.006)*** .023 (.006)*** .038 (.011)*** .038 (.012)**

22.7 20.4 35.5 35.5
Ideology .087 (.024)*** .052 (.031) .042 (.034) .192 (.029)*** .139 (.032)*** .146 (.037)***

21.0 12.2 9.6 52.5 35.8 37.6
Political efficacy 2.181 (.013)*** 2.253 (.029)*** 2.267 (.032)*** .041 (.013)** 2.067 (.024)** 2.062 (.027)*

228.6 237.6 239.2 7.9 211.7 211.0
Education level 2.254 (.015)*** 2.386 (.036)*** 2.386 (.040)*** .193 (.016)*** .005 (.052) .010 (.056)

230.9 242.9 242.7 32.6 0.7 1.4
Gender (female) 2.054 (.042) 2.048 (.042) 2.067 (.046) 2.236 (.033)*** 2.226 (.033)*** 2.244 (.035)***

22.6 22.4 23.3 211.1 210.7 211.5
Age (birth year) 2.010 (.002)*** 2.010 (.002)*** 2.011 (.003)*** .002 (.001) .002 (.001) .003 (.001)

216.1 216.1 217.2 4.3 4.3 4.7
Country-level variables
Traditional 2.588 (.035)*** .028 (.024)

223.1 1.3
Former communist 2.631 (.017)*** 2.095 (.012)***

221.7 23.6
Disproportionality (Ln) .918 (.026)*** 2.089 (.007)***

113.1 27.0
Coalition size .664 (.032)*** 2.376 (.027)***

130.4 237,0
Country fixed effects YES YES YES YES YES YES

Log-pseudolikelihood 248595.79 248541.96 242773.22 255397.224 255266.597 249084.569
Pseudo R2 .06 .07 .06 .05 .05 .05
Observations 31,518 31,518 27,767 32,013 32,013 28,232

Note: *, ** and *** denote significance levels of 5, 1 and 0.1 per cent, respectively; robust clustered standard errors in parentheses, and
percentage change in odds for one SD increase in the dependent variable is given in italics.
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TABLE 4 Regression Estimates of the Moderating Effect of External Political Efficacy on Ideology–Policy Preferences
Associations [Anti-Hate Legislation and Gay Rights]

Anti-hate legislation Gay rights

7 8 9 10 11 12

Individual-level variables
Political efficacy3 ideology 2.007 (.003)* 2.005 (.003) .011 (.004)** .009 (.004)*

28.3 25.8 13.6 11.4
Education level3 ideology 2.018 (.005)** 2.018 (.006)** .015 (.006)** .017 (.006)**

213.6 213.2 12.7 14.8
Ideology 2.074 (.011)*** 2.056 (.016)** 2.070 (.015)** .111 (.014)*** .085 (.018)*** .091 (.021)***

215.0 211.6 214.1 27.7 20.4 21.9
Political efficacy .072 (.012)*** .108 (.028)** .095 (.028)** 2.027 (.010)** 2.081 (.025)** 2.077 (.029)**

14.3 22.3 19.5 25.0 214.1 213.3
Education level .154 (.019)*** .247 (.035)*** .263 (.039)*** 2.165 (.017)*** 2.241 (.033)*** 2.243 (.035)***

25.0 43.1 46.1 221.2 229.5 229.5
Gender (female) .045 (.045) .040 (.045) .041 (.051) 2.351 (.054)*** 2.347 (.054)*** 2.381 (.049)***

2.3 2.0 2.1 216.1 215.9 217.4
Age (birth year) .008 (.002)*** .008 (.002)*** .009 (.002)*** 2.019 (.002)*** 2.019 (.002)*** 2.019 (.003)***

14.7 14.7 16.3 229.0 229.0 229.0
Country-level variables

Traditional 1.008 (.044)*** 2.137 (.024)***
57.0 25.9

Former communist 2.347 (.011)*** 1.033 (.055)***
212 48.7

Disproportionality (Ln) 2.413 (.015)*** .234 (.012)***
228.9 21.3

Coalition size .015 (.025) 2.100 (.022)***
1.9 211.8

Country fixed effects YES YES YES YES YES YES
Log-pseudolikelihood 279818.49 279794.33 270153.45 241162.37 241139.46 235996.78
Pseudo R2 .02 .02 .02 .06 .06 .06
Observations 31,324 31,324 27,717 32,006 32,006 28,232

Note: *, ** and *** denote significance levels of 5, 1 and 0.1 per cent, respectively; robust clustered standard errors in parentheses, and
percentage change in odds for one SD increase in the dependent variable is given in italics.
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was relatively the weakest, the moderating effect of external political efficacy was
statistically insignificant in one model specification (Model 9).64

Assessing the Results under an Alternative Proxy for Political Sophistication

This section assesses the robustness of the findings of Study II by replacing education level
with media exposure, as proxy for political sophistication. As noted above, since direct
measures of political knowledge are not available in the ESS, we have used education level

TABLE 5 Regression Estimates of the Moderating Effect of External Political
Efficacy on Ideology–Policy Preferences Association [Militant Democracy]

Militant democracy

13 14 15

Individual-level variables
Political efficacy3 ideology 2.003 (.003) 2.003 (.003)

23.3 24.1
Education level3 ideology 2.006 (.004) 2.007 (.005)

24.9 25.4
Ideology .004 (.017) .010 (.021) .011 (.024)

0.9 2.3 2.4
Political efficacy .011 (.010) .025 (.018) .030 (.020)

2.0 4.7 5.7
Education level 2.018 (.012) .014 (.029) .022 (.031)

22.6 2.0 3.2
Gender (female) .131 (.026)*** .130 (.026)*** .146 (.027)***

6.8 6.7 7.6
Age (birth year) .012 (.001)*** .012 (.001)*** .012 (.001)***

23.1 23.1 23.5

Country-level variables
Traditional 2.714 (.035)***

227.3
Former communist 2.078 (.009)***

23.0
Disproportionality (Ln) .297 (.014)***

27.8
Coalition size .081 (.018)***

10.7
Country fixed effects YES YES YES

Log-pseudolikelihood 243484.08 243481.14 238567.14
Pseudo R2 .02 .02 .02
Observations 31,948 31,948 28,176

Note: *, ** and *** denote significance levels of 5, 1 and 0.1 per cent, respectively; robust
clustered standard errors in parentheses, and percentage change in odds for one SD increase in
the dependent variable is given in italics.

64 We re-estimated all the models within each country as a robustness check. These analyses involved
66 country–policy issue pairs (omitting cases in which no overall association between ideology and policy
preference was found). Statistically significant (at p, 0.10) and consistent results were obtained for 65 per
cent of the country–policy pairs.
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as a proxy for political sophistication. Another proxy that has been identified in the
literature is media exposure, which is known to be strongly associated with political
sophistication.65 Relying on three items available in the ESS that reflect exposure to
media coverage of political issues,66 we created a joint measure and used it in the analyses
(Cronbach’s a 5 0.53). Table 6 presents these findings, by presenting only the variables of
theoretical interest. The findings are substantively similar to those of the main analyses.
External political efficacy appears to increase the associations between ideology and all
the policy preference. It should be noted that in this analysis this finding is statistically
significant for all the model specifications for the anti-hate legislation policy. It should be,
however, noted that the sophistication interaction was not replicated in these analyses (as
it was with the education level proxy).

Extending the Findings beyond External Political Efficacy: The Moderating Role
of Internal Political Efficacy

In this article our hypothesis was that external political efficacy may serve as a motivational
moderator of policy preferences. However, since internal efficacy is akin to external efficacy,
we take advantage of the inclusion of measures of internal political efficacy in the 2002 ESS
(Cronbach’s a 5 0.61), in order to offer a more comprehensive examination of our
theoretical framework. While external and internal efficacy are distinct attitudes, they are
expected to play a cumulative role in shaping a person’s overall sense of political efficacy.67

Accordingly, in the context of this research we expect both external and internal efficacy
similarly to moderate the ideology–policy preference association.
For this purpose, two additional sets of analyses were conducted. The first attempts to

replicate the findings of Study II by replacing external with internal political efficacy. The
second analysis utilizes one policy issue to assess the combined moderating effect of
external and internal efficacy on the ideology–policy preference relationship, in order to
demonstrate that these effects do not merely overlap, but rather add up cumulatively.
Results of the first set of analyses are presented in Table 7. These findings suggest that

internal efficacy plays a similar role in moderating the relationships between political
ideology and policy preferences as external political efficacy.68 To address the goals of the
second set of analysis, we estimated the ideology–policy preference association for socio-
economic policy issues, restricting it to four different combinations of internal and
external efficacy levels.69 These are all possible combinations of low (below median) and
high (above median) levels of internal and external efficacy. Table 8 shows that when both

65 Delli Carpini and Keeter, What Americans Know about Politics and Why It Matters; Lodge, McGraw
and Stroh, ‘An Impression-Driven Model of Candidate Evaluation’; Luskin, ‘Measuring Political
Sophistication’; Zaller, The Nature and Origins of Mass Opinion.

65A Samuel L. Popkin, The Reasoning Voter: Communication and Persuasion in Presidential Campaigns,
2nd edn (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1994); Sniderman, Brody & Tetlock, Reasoning and Choice.

66 (1) Time spent watching news or current affairs on the television; (2) time spent listening to news or
current affairs on the radio; and (3) time spent reading about politics and current affairs in the newspapers.

67 See Douglas Madsen, ‘Political Self-Efficacy Tested’, American Political Science Review, 81 (1987), 571–81.
68 The only case in which the interaction between internal efficacy and policy preference is only

marginally significant (p5 0.088) is in Model 24 for anti-hate legislation preference – much like the
findings with external efficacy.

69 The analysis controls for the sophistication effect (education level as proxy), education level, gender,
age, whether the country is traditional, former communist, logged disproportionality of parliament seats
and votes, coalition size, and country fixed effects.
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TABLE 6 Robustness Tests with Political Media Exposure as Proxy for Political Sophistication

Immigration Socio-economic

16 17 18 19 20 21

Political efficacy3 ideology .012 (.006)* .013 (.006)* .025 (.005)*** .025 (.005)***
15.3 17.8 35.1 34.3

Media exposure3 ideology 2.004 (.012) 2.008 (.013) .014 (.009) .019 (.010)
22.2 23.9 7.5 10.1

Ideology .096 (.025)*** 2.064 (.032)* .057 (.036) .217 (.031)*** .136 (.034)** .141 (.039)***
23.1 14,7 13.0 59.6 34.1 35.2

Political efficacy 2.176 (.013)*** 2.238 (.032)*** 2.249 (.034)*** .033 (.014)* 2.094 (.028)** 2.091 (.030)**
227.6 235.3 236.7 6.2 215.8 215.4

Media exposure 2.051 (.028) .029 (.083) 2.011 (.096) 2.037 (.017)* 2.104 (.055) 2.140 (.054)**
24.6 22.6 21.0 23.4 29.2 212.0

Anti-hate legislation Gay rights

22 23 24 25 26 27

Political efficacy3 ideology 2.012 (.003)*** 2.011 (.003)*** .013 (.006)* .012 (.006)*
213.7 212.8 17.0 16.2

Media exposure3 ideology 2.005 (.006) .000 (.005) 2.013 (.008) 2.010 (.009)
22.5 0.0 26.5 25.1

Ideology 2.080 (.010)*** 2.041 (.015)** 2.051 (.015)** .112 (.017)*** .081 (.027)** .080 (.031)*
215.8 28.5 210.3 27.2 18.9 18.6

Political efficacy .069 (.012)*** .133 (.025)*** .129 (.026)*** 2.023 (.011)* 2.090 (.036)* 2.090 (.040)*
13.5 27.5 26.8 24.1 215.2 215.3

Media exposure .013 (.015) .037 (.041) 2.006 (.033) 2.043 (.022)* .022 (.046) .003 (.052)
1.2 3.5 20.5 23.9 2.0 0.3

Note: *, ** and *** denote significance levels of 5, 1 and 0.1 per cent, respectively; robust clustered standard errors in parentheses, and
percentage change in odds for one SD increase in the dependent variable is given in italics. All models include controls for education, gender,
age and country-level fixed effects; Models 18, 21, 24 and 27 add country-level controls for traditional, post-communist, Ln-proportionality
and coalition size.
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TABLE 7 Regression Estimates of the Moderating Effect of Internal Political Efficacy on Ideology–Policy Preferences
Associations

Immigration Socio-economic

28 29 30 31 32 33

Internal PE3 Ideology .042 (.008)*** .047 (.009)*** .055 (.016)** .071 (.018)***
40.3 45.8 55.8 76.3

Education level3 Ideology .022 (.005)** .019 (.006)** .035 (.008)*** .031 (.008)***
19.4 16.1 33.3 27.9

Ideology .091 (.022)*** 2.029 (.020) 2.050 (.020)* .200 (.029)*** 2.046 (.033) 2.002 (.029)
22.1 26.1 210.3 55.7 10.7 20.3

Internal Political Efficacy 2.235 (.028)*** 2.452 (.051)*** 2.491 (.059)*** .123 (.026)*** 2.151 (.072)* 2.215 (.084)*
218.7 232.8 234.6 11.4 212.4 217.0

Education Level 2.246 (.014)*** 2.357 (.031)*** 2.351 (.038)*** .186 (.015)*** .010 (.041) .031 (.042)
230.5 241.0 239.7 31.6 1.6 4.6

Anti-hate legislation Gay rights

34 35 36 37 38 39

Internal PE3 Ideology 2.016 (.007)* 2.016 (.009) .023 (.006)*** .025 (.007)***
211.9 212.1 20.3 21.9

Education level3 Ideology 2.020 (.005)*** 2.017 (.006)** .013 (.005)* .015 (.006)*
214.8 212.3 11.4 12.4

Ideology 2.076 (.011)*** 2.033 (.025) 2.037 (.030) .114 (.014)*** .049 (.021)* .045 (.026)
215.5 26.9 27.7 28.7 11.5 10.4

Internal Political Efficacy .171 (.023)*** .249 (.044)*** .265 (.052)*** 2.135 (.020)*** 2.250 (.038)*** 2.261 (.043)***
16.2 24.4 25.7 211.2 219.8 220.2

Education Level .143 (.018)*** .244 (.032)*** .237 (.035)*** 2.148 (.014)*** 2.215 (.034)*** 2.212 (.038)***
23.4 43.1 40.8 219.6 227.2 226.3

Note: *, ** and *** denote significance levels of 5, 1 and 0.1 per cent, respectively; robust clustered standard errors in parentheses, and percentage
change in odds for one SD increase in the dependent variable is given in italics. All models include controls for gender, age and country-level fixed
effects; Models 30, 33, 36 and 39 add country-level controls for traditional, post-communist, Ln-proportionality and coalition size.
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internal and external efficacy is low (top-left cell), the association between ideology and the
policy preference is weakest.70 Increasing only external (top-right cell) or internal efficacy
(bottom-left cell) results in statistically significant increases (p, 0.001) in this association.
These findings support the argument for a parallel effect of the two attitudes. However, the
combined effect of high external and internal efficacy (bottom-right cell) indicates a further
increase in this association, suggesting that external and internal efficacy have a
cumulatively moderating effect on the ideology–policy preference relationship.71

The results of Study II provide additional support for our hypothesis. For four out of
the five policy issues external political efficacy was found to increase the associations
between political ideology and the policy preferences, and the null finding for the fifth
policy issue is also in line with our theoretical expectation, as this policy preference did
not exhibit an association with ideology. These findings were consistent across various
policy issues, and model specifications. Moreover, Study II suggests that our hypothesis
applies also to internal efficacy. Obviously, inferences drawn from the analyses of these
cross-section data are exposed to the potential confounding associations between political
efficacy and other factors. However, their consistency with our experimental finding
provides credence to the possibility that these associations indeed represent causal
relationships.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

The main goal of the current research was to examine the role of external political efficacy
in shaping policy preferences. Specifically, we sought to examine the moderating effect of
external political efficacy on the association between political ideology and concrete

TABLE 8 Estimating the Moderating Effects of Internal and External Efficacy

External PE

Low High

Low 0.124*** 0.182***
30.5% 43.8%

Internal PE N5 7,762 N5 6,919
High 0.172*** 0.286***

51.5% 89.5%
N5 4765 N5 8323

Note: *** represents statistical significance at p,0.001; the upper figure in each cell is the logged
odds ratio coefficient for ideology; the middle figure is the estimated percentage change in odds
for one SD rise in ideology (shift to the right); and the bottom figure is the number of respondents
in each analysis. All four analyses control for the sophistication effect (education level as proxy),
education level, gender, age, whether the country is traditional, former communist, logged
disproportionality of parliament seats and votes, coalition size and country fixed effects.

70 0.124 log odds; 30.5 per cent change in the ordinal level of policy preference of on SD change in
ideology; p, 0.001.

71 A further set of analyses including both external and internal efficacy, their respective interactions
with ideology while controlling for the sophistication (education) interaction, and the set of individual
and macro controls for the four groups of policies yielded similar substantive results.
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policy preferences. Based on the integration of political (i.e., the efficacy–politicization
circle) and psychological (i.e., cognitive dissonance theory) theoretical assumptions, we
hypothesized that it would be easier for people to express a concrete policy preference that
contradicts their long-term political ideology, when they do not really believe that their
position on that issue would have actual political implications (i.e., low external political
efficacy). By contrast, we hypothesized that when people truly believe that their expressed
policy preference may influence real-life policies (i.e., high external political efficacy), they
will try to avoid expressing positions that are incongruent with their ideology, and be
motivated to reduce potential dissonance by adjusting their policy preferences to their
ideological value set.
The two studies conducted provide support for this hypothesis. Study I allows us to

infer causality from the change in the ideology–policy preference association between
experimental groups. Moreover, given that ideology was measured separately from the
experimental setting, the change in ideology–policy preference can be attributed solely to
a change in policy preference. Such selective inference is not available in Study II, as
the change in the association can result from a shift in either expressed ideology, or
policy preference, or both. The combination of random assignment and the inde-
pendent measurement of political ideology in Study I allows us an exceptionally clear
interpretation of its findings: Enhanced external political efficacy increases peoples’
tendency to adjust their policy preferences to their held political ideology.
The results of the current research contain theoretical, methodological and practical

implications. From a theoretical perspective, they broaden our understanding of the
processes that govern the role of relatively stable political ideologies in shaping more
transient policy preferences. Previous studies have concentrated on the role of political
information in moderating these relations. These results add to those few relatively recent
works that introduce motivational processes of ideological polarization. Following
Federico and Schneider, we had expected motivation to play a role in ideological
polarization of policy preferences.72 Yet our current work links this motivation not to a
personal predisposition, but rather to the way individuals perceive their role in a political
environment – political efficacy – which draws on both enduring personal attributes and,
importantly, transient or stable situational aspects.
In contrast to an established conviction, according to which no association exists between

political efficacy and policy preferences,73 our findings reveal that external political efficacy
has an indirect effect on expressed policy preferences. While the overall effect of political
efficacy may be null, the effect on each ideological group is substantive. Moreover, changes
in political efficacy that differ across political groups may result in overall attitude shifts. To
illustrate this point, drawing on our experimental data we can calculate what would have
been the overall proportion of support for a hostage release bargain under varying
conditions of external political efficacy allocation across ideological group, as shown in
Table 9.74 This analysis demonstrates that while a uniform change in external political

72 Federico and Schneider, ‘Political Expertise and the Use of Ideology’.
73 Campbell, Gurin and Miller, The Voter Decides.
74 These were conducted by creating new groups by merging right-wing and left-wing identifiers from

different experimental groups, and calculating these groups proportion of support for the release bargain.
For example, the top-right cell of Table 9 was calculated by taking the left-wing identifiers from the high-
PE group and the right-wing identifiers from the low-PE group (n5 160), and calculating their overall
proportion of support for the deal. Such groups provide four different distributions of political efficacy,
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efficacy across ideological groups (comparison on the principal diagonal) yields an
insignificant shift of 4 percentage points in overall support for the policy in our sample
(p5 0.44), changes in this political perception that are not uniform across ideological
groups (comparison on the anti-diagonal) results in a significant difference of 13 percentage
points in the overall level of support (p5 0.017).
This relationship introduces a range of implications for the study of ideological

polarization by looking at the consequences of micro-level and macro-level antecedents of
political efficacy for public opinion. The work of Hug and Sciarini can serve as such an
example.75 Drawing on the findings of this research, it is possible to account for their
findings by a mediating (unmeasured) effect of the institutional setting (non-binding/binding
referendum) on external political efficacy, and its consequent effect on vote polarization.
In addition to its theoretical contribution, these findings yield some applied

implications that can be utilized by decision makers, political consultants and others
who have an interest in mobilizing public support. According to the results, political
efficacy can serve as a political tool that may free citizens’ choices from their ideological
and party loyalties, or contribute to strengthening the adherence of choices to such value
sets. It appears that a sensitive use of that tool can potentially be applied by politically
interested parties to attract new potential supporters, or to secure the support of
traditional constituencies.
From a methodological perspective, this is the first study, to the best of our knowledge,

in which external political efficacy has been manipulated experimentally. Although some
scholars have already acknowledged the differences between general and situation specific
political efficacy,76 most political scientists and political psychologists have treated
political efficacy as a relatively stable individual characteristic.77 The fact that external
political efficacy can be manipulated by using such a small-scale intervention holds
promise for future studies to be conducted in this field.

TABLE 9 Overall Level of Support for a Bargain under Different Allocations of
External Political Efficacy among Ideological Groups

Left-wing identifiers

Low PE High PE

Low PE 42% 50%
(n5 175) (n5 160)Right-wing identifiers

High PE 37% 46%
(n5 172) (n5 186)

(F’note continued)

across ideological groups: two uniform distributions (top-left and bottom-right), and two with uneven
distribution (top-right and bottom-left).

75 Hug and Sciarini, ‘Referendums on European Integration’.
76 Neil Wollman and Robin Strouder, ‘Believed Efficacy and Political Activity: A Test of the Specificity

Hypothesis’, Journal of Social Psychology, 131 (1991), 557–66; Michael E. Morrell, ‘Deliberation,
Democratic Decision-Making and Internal Political Efficacy’, Political Behavior, 27 (2005), 49–69.

77 Sidney Verba, Kay L. Schlozman and Henry E. Brady, Voice and Equality: Civic Voluntarism in
American Politics (Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press, 1995).
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One limitation of Study I is that the manipulation used to boost external political
efficacy is issue-specific.78 This fact can potentially raise doubts about the generalizability
of the findings to other policy domains as well as to other political contexts. Previous
studies, however, have emphasized the importance of situation-specific and domain-
specific feelings of political efficacy, by showing that the more specific the feelings of
efficacy, the greater the predictability of political behaviour.79 Yet we still believe that
future studies should aspire to extend the findings of this study by manipulating external
political efficacy on other domains, as well as by trying to manipulate a general sense of
political efficacy, above and beyond one specific domain.
To conclude, our empirical findings support the existence of a moderating effect of

external political efficacy on the degree to which policy preferences would be guided by
enduring political ideology at the individual level. Our model was driven by an integration
of political and psychological theories, yet this research merely provides support for the
outcome of these hypothetical mechanisms. In our view, identifying and untangling these
mechanisms is probably the main challenge for future studies.

AP PEND IX 1 : WORD ING OF V IGNETTE S

‘Low External Political Efficacy’

One of the most interesting and important questions addressed by political scientists in recent years
is to what extent public opinion polls influence leaders’ decisions on political issues in general and
on deals to free kidnapped soldiers and civilians in particular. Prof. Herbert Ross of Yale University
in the United States conducted the most extensive study to address this question and came up with
clear and fascinating results. Prof.Ross and his team examined how public opinion polls have
influenced leaders’ decision-making in negotiations to free captives in 179 cases in 20 different
countries, including Israel. They found that public opinion polls have no influence whatsoever on the
decisions made by the leaders regarding the price they were willing to pay to return the captive or
captives home. Specifically, in 155 of the 179 cases the leader actions did not correspond with public
positions, as these were presented to him or her in public opinion polls. Furthermore, Ross, who
examined Israeli public attitudes regarding deals to free captives and conducted in-depth interviews
with leaders who made decisions on such deals, claims that in Israel, the relationship between public
opinion polls and leaders’ decision-making is significantly weaker than that found in all other
countries studied in [his] research. In other words, public opinion polls’ influence over the decisions
of Israeli leaders is insignificant, and the Israeli public thus has no power or influence on whether
such deals do or do not go through.

‘High External Political Efficacy’

One of the most interesting and important questions addressed by political scientists in recent years
is to what extent public opinion polls influence leaders’ decisions on political issues in general and
on deals to free kidnapped soldiers and civilians in particular. Prof. Herbert Ross of Yale University
in the U.S. conducted the most extensive study to address this question and came up with clear and
fascinating results. Prof. Ross and his team examined how public opinion polls have influenced
leaders’ decision-making in negotiations to free captives in 179 cases in 20 different countries,
including Israel. They found that public opinion polls have tremendous influence on the decisions
made by the leaders regarding the price they are willing to pay to return the captive or captives
home. Specifically, in 155 of the 179 cases the leader actions corresponded with public positions, as

78 For more about this distinction, see Morrell, ‘Deliberation, Democratic Decision-Making and
Internal Political Efficacy’.

79 Wollman and Strouder, ‘Believed Efficacy and Political Activity’.
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these were presented to him or her in public opinion polls. Furthermore, Prof. Ross, who examined
Israeli public attitudes regarding deals to free captives and conducted in-depth interviews with
leaders who made decisions on such deals, claims that ‘In Israel, the relationship between public
opinion polls and leaders’ decision-making is significantly stronger than that found in all other
countries studied in his research. In other words, public opinion polls’ influence over the decisions of
Israeli leaders is substantial, and the Israeli public thus has great power and influence on whether
such deals do or do not go through’.
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