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1. INES information and robustness checks
	Table A1: Summary Statistics for INES Variables

	
	N
	Mean
	Std. dev.
	Min
	Max

	Dependent Variables
	
	
	
	
	

	Political identity
	14,970
	3.524382
	1.746313
	1
	7

	Peace and Security Position
	16,462
	2.284534
	1.079694
	1
	4

	Economic Position
	15,913
	2.612769
	.986392
	1
	4

	State and Religious Position
	17,056
	2.627111
	1.132097
	1
	4

	Democracy Position
	12,524
	2.498084
	1.039542
	1
	4



	Table A2: Wording for INES Questions Used 

	
	Question-Wording

	Dependent Variables

	Political identity
	There is much talk about left and right in politics. Where would you rank yourself along a left-right continuum, where 1 is the right end and 7 is the left end?

	Peace and Security Position
	In your opinion, should Israel agree or not agree to the establishment of a Palestinian state in Judea, Samaria, and the Gaza Strip within the framework of a permanent agreement?

	Economic Position
	About the structure of economic life in the country, which do you support more - a capitalist or socialist approach?

	State and Religious Position
	In your opinion, should the government of Israel see to it that public life in the country is conducted according to Jewish religious tradition or not?

	Democracy Position
	When thinking about possible directions for the development of the state of Israel, there are four values that are conflicting to some extent, and are important to different people to different degrees. Of the following four values, which is most important to you?
1. A Jewish majority
2. Greater Israel
3. A Democratic state (equal political rights to all)
4. A state of peace (low probability of war)



In addition to the primary analysis presented in the text, I conducted robustness tests by constructing the variable ‘repudiating left’ in a similar manner, but based on consistently holding left-leaning positions across all dimensions of Israeli politics while at the same time not identifying as left-wingers. The results of this analysis are presented in Figure A1, and are consistent with the main findings.
When constructing the ‘repudiating left’ variable by considering positions on the three central policy issues in Israeli politics, the percentage of individuals in this group decreases a bit compared to the main analysis; however, the overall trend remains similar to the main findings, with only slight variations. Notably, the highest percentage within this group, when analyzed by the peace-security issue alone, occurred in 2006 and 2013. As shown in Figure A1, when using the scale measure, the peak was in 2013, followed by a decline.
 [image: ]




Figure A1. Robustness check for the repudiating left percentages in the population using the issue-positions scale.

2. Dynamics of PDD - VAR analysis information
In order to employ the VAR model effectively, it is essential that both time series under analysis are stationary and exhibit the same order of integration. To affirm this condition, I conducted multiple unit root tests, recognizing that no single test is infallible. This analysis includes the Augmented Dickey-Fuller Tests (with and without a trend term), where the null hypothesis asserts the presence of a unit root in the series, and the Phillips-Perron Tests (with and without a trend term) with similar specifications. The results from these tests are compiled in Table A3, supporting the initial assumption that both series are appropriately stationary for VAR model analysis.
	Table A3: Unit Root Tests

	[bookmark: _Hlk172023438]
	Right Discourse
	Center-Left Discourse

	Augmented Dickey-Fuller Test

	Unit Root
	-4.094***
	-3.844***

	Unit Root with Trend
	-4.535***
	-5.423***

	Phillips-Perron Test

	Unit Root
	-3.827***
	-3.818***

	Unit Root with Trend
	-4.369***
	-5.793***

	Lo-MacKinlay Variance Ratio Test

	Variance ratio, k=4
	0.459***
	0.436***

	Variance ratio, k=14
	0.202**
	0.139**

	∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01. 
The null hypotheses are the existence of a unit root/random walk.



[bookmark: _Hlk174628582]In order to specify the correct model, it is essential to determine the appropriate number of lags by utilizing various time-series lag-selection metrics. To determine the optimal lag length, various statistical criteria are employed. These include a series of Likelihood Ratio (LR) tests, Final Prediction Error (FPE), Akaike’s Information Criterion (AIC), Schwarz’s Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC), and the Hannan and Quinn Information Criterion (HQIC). Most statistics, as summarized in Table A4, LR, FPE, and AIC concur that selecting five lags is optimal. The selection of five lags is further corroborated by a post-estimation Wald lag exclusion statistic. This test is run after the full model is executed and examines the null hypothesis that all the endogenous variables at a given lag are jointly zero. The results, shown in Table A5, reject this possibility for the fourth and fifth lag, indicating that they should be included in the model.
	Table A4: Lag-Selection Statistics

	Lag
	LL
	LR (=4)
	FPE
	AIC
	HQIC
	SBIC

	0
	-34.0789
	
	0.006286
	0.606368
	0.625335
	0.653076

	1
	53.7791
	175.72
	0.001536
	-0.80301
	-0.74611
	-0.662886

	2
	76.4541
	45.35
	0.001122
	-1.11687
	-1.02204
	-.883335*

	3
	85.3235
	17.739
	0.001034
	-1.19871
	-1.06595*
	-0.871759

	4
	85.9213
	1.1956
	0.001095
	-1.14153
	-0.970835
	-0.721163

	5
	97.7578
	23.673*
	.000961*
	-1.27324*
	-1.06461
	-0.759453

	6
	101.618
	7.7197
	0.000964
	-1.27089
	-1.02432
	-0.663682

	The boldfaced asterisks mark the recommended lag by each selection statistic.



	Table A5: Wald Lag-Exclusion Test

	Lag
	Right Equation
	Center-Left Equation
	Both Equation

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	21.59***
	2
	39.60***
	2
	81.32***
	4

	2
	24.10***
	2
	20.37***
	2
	36.44***
	4

	3
	1.52
	2
	4.28
	2
	6.55
	4

	4
	4.98*
	2
	6.53**
	2
	9.15*
	4

	5
	13.79***
	2
	6.02**
	2
	16.65***
	4

	∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01








I introduced several control variables, as it is essential to identify potential exogenous factors that might affect both the dependent and independent variables: The following control variables were included in the analysis: the timing of elections, where the quarter during which an election occurred was assigned a value of ‘0,’ and preceding quarters were assigned incrementally higher values moving backwards in time;[footnoteRef:1] negotiation talks with the Palestinians; the occurrence of significant security events such as major terrorist attacks or operations in Gaza; wars; and the number of no-confidence votes discussed in the Knesset. Each of these variables was treated as a dummy variable. [1:  For example, the 2013 election occurred in January; thus, Q1 of 2013 was assigned a value of 0, Q4 of 2012 a value of 1, Q3 of 2012 a value of 2, continuing in this manner until Q2 of 2009, which received a value of 15. ] 

The final VAR model and Post-estimation Granger Causality tests appear in the main text (Table 1). The full VAR model estimates are presented below:
	Table A6: Vector Autoregression (VAR) model

	 
	Right Discourse
	Center-Left Discourse

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 1
	Model 2

	 
	
	
	
	

	Right t
	0.447***
	0.521***
	-0.504***
	-0.442***

	
	(0.092)
	(0.089)
	(0.115)
	(0.110)

	Right t-1
	0.452***
	0.403***
	0.331*
	0.238

	
	(0.112)
	(0.112)
	(0.140)
	(0.138)

	Right t-2
	-0.121
	-0.182
	0.177
	0.130

	
	(0.117)
	(0.115)
	(0.147)
	(0.142)

	Right t-3
	-0.199
	-0.079
	-0.254
	-0.269

	
	(0.113)
	(0.114)
	(0.142)
	(0.141)

	Right t-4
	0.336***
	0.553***
	0.466***
	0.076

	
	(0.096)
	(0.123)
	(0.120)
	(0.153)

	Center-Left t
	-0.215**
	-0.241**
	0.520***
	0.308**

	
	(0.076)
	(0.080)
	(0.095)
	(0.099)

	Center-Left t-1
	0.026
	0.047
	0.218
	0.171

	
	(0.090)
	(0.086)
	(0.112)
	(0.106)

	Center-Left t-2
	0.130
	0.119
	0.095
	0.090

	
	(0.091)
	(0.086)
	(0.113)
	(0.107)

	Center-Left t-3
	0.158
	0.121
	0.199
	0.195

	
	(0.090)
	(0.086)
	(0.113)
	(0.106)

	Center-Left t-4
	0.060
	0.008
	-0.150
	0.024

	
	(0.081)
	(0.083)
	(0.101)
	(0.103)

	Time from election
	
	-0.006
	
	-0.007

	
	
	(0.003)
	
	(0.004)

	Security Issue
	
	-0.025
	
	-0.013

	
	
	(0.028)
	
	(0.035)

	Peace Negotiation
	
	0.003
	
	0.004

	
	
	(0.034)
	
	(0.043)

	No-confidence
	
	0.027
	
	-0.090

	
	
	(0.041)
	
	(0.050)

	War
	
	-0.018
	
	-0.046

	
	
	(0.030)
	
	(0.037)

	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	-0.016
	-0.020
	-0.010
	0.238***

	
	(0.034)
	(0.054)
	(0.043)
	(0.067)

	Observations
	120
	115
	120
	115

	Standard errors in parentheses
	
	
	

	*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05
	
	
	




3. Over-time analysis 
This Appendix provides a detailed account of the robustness checks conducted to validate the main findings presented in the paper. The primary analysis suggests that political delegitimization discourse in Israel has contributed to a decline in left identity and an increase in individuals holding left views without self-identifying as leftists. 
[bookmark: _Hlk174891248]To address the inherent limitations of my pre-existing data and of observational data analysis more generally, I utilize two data sources: the INES and the Peace Index. Since these datasets were not originally formed and designed for this specific study, each comes with its own set of constraints. Therefore, using these two datasets allows for a more comprehensive examination of the question at hand. However, to ensure the reliability of the results presented in the main analysis, some robustness checks were performed.
First, given the considerable heterogeneity in political events between 1992 and 2022, the analysis divided this timeline into two distinct periods: 1992-2006 and 2009-2022. This temporal segmentation aims to account for variations in political contexts and events that could influence the dynamics of public opinion and political identity. The results of this temporal division are consistent with those reported in the main analysis, supporting the robustness of the initial findings. 
An additional robustness check was conducted by employing an alternative measure to identify the repudiating left group, which combines the three main policy domains in Israeli politics. While the results of the robustness check are not statistically significant, the direction of the effect remains consistent with the findings discussed in the paper. The comprehensive results of both analyses, including detailed findings and methodological considerations, are presented below.
Finally, this appendix provides additional materials and analyses related to the Peace Index time series analysis presented in the text.

INES Analysis Using an Ascending Numerical Series (1, 2, 3, ...) for the Years Variable
Table A7: The Impact of Political Right Delegitimization Discourse on The Repudiating ‎Left, 1999-2022
	 
	Repudiating Left

	
	Raw Data
(1)
	Delta
(2) 

	 
	-12.454
	

	Delegitimization
	(9.209)
	

	
	
	22.594*

	Delta Delegitimization
	
	(6.714)

	
	0.301
	-0.886*

	Years
	(0.299)
	(0.267)

	
	-572.640
	1,781.779*

	Constant
	(600.965)
	(537.592)

	
	
	

	
	11
	10

	Observations
	0.219
	0.681

	R-squared
	-12.454
	

	Standard errors in parentheses *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05




INES Segmented Analysis
[bookmark: _Hlk174889319]Given the vast diversity within Israel’s political landscape from 1992 to 2022, I divide the timeline into two distinct phases: 1992 to 2006 and 2009 to 2022. The earlier period witnessed significant political turbulence in Israel, marked by the pivotal events of the Oslo peace agreements, the peace treaty with Jordan, the assassination of Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin, the Second Intifada, the Second Lebanon War, and the Disengagement from Gaza. In contrast, the latter period, beginning in the late 2000s onward, was characterized by relative stability, devoid of major wars and diplomatic peace processes, and the dominant leadership of Benjamin Netanyahu as Prime Minister, who held office for most of this period. Due to the limited number of observations (11) and the extensive range of potential control variables that I cannot control for, this segmentation aids in a more focused and manageable framework for analysis. This analysis, as the main analysis presented in the text, examines the relationship between political delegitimization discourse and the repudiating left, using both raw data and delta values for each period (see Table A8). 
Several key insights are revealed despite the challenges posed by the small sample size. Across both periods, there is a consistent, though varying, positive relationship between political delegitimization discourse and the repudiation of the left. This relationship is stronger in the earlier period (1992-2006) compared to the later period (2009-2022). The time variable shows differing trends across periods, with a significant upward trend in the repudiation of the left during the earlier period and a significant downward trend in the later period. 
These findings reinforce the conclusion of the main analysis that political ‎delegitimization discourse significantly influences the repudiation of left-wing identity in ‎Israel. The consistency of results across different periods and models adds a degree of ‎robustness to the dissertation’s central hypothesis. ‎

	Table A8: INES Segmented Analysis: 1992-2006 and 2009-2022

	 
	1992-2006
	2009-2022

	
	Repudiating
	Repudiating

	
	Raw Data
	Delta
	Raw Data
	Delta

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Delegitimization
	46.564*
	
	17.719†
	

	
	(9.645)
	
	(7.148)
	

	Delta Delegitimization
	
	50.504†
	
	21.431†

	
	
	(6.667)
	
	(7.294)

	Time
	9.092**
	0.983
	-5.225*
	-1.866

	
	(0.788)
	(0.758)
	(1.305)
	(1.232)

	Constant
	-129.211*
	-5.813
	127.899*
	32.899

	
	(15.208)
	(11.649)
	(24.339)
	(25.346)

	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	5
	4
	6
	6

	R-squared
	0.989
	0.983
	0.863
	0.746

	Standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, † p<0.1

	
	
	
	
	



The small number of observations (5 for 1992-2006 and 6 for 2009-2022) limits the statistical power of the analyses, making it more difficult to detect significant effects and increasing the risk of Type II errors. The limited N also means that the results are more susceptible to being influenced by outliers or anomalies in the data, potentially skewing the findings. Thus, the reliability and generalizability of the regression models is affected. While the R-squared values indicate high explanatory power, these may be artificially inflated due to the limited data points. Consequently, the robustness of the conclusions drawn from these models should be interpreted with caution.

INES Analysis Using an Alternative Measure to Identify the “Repudiating Left”
The results of this second robustness analysis are presented in Table A8. In this analysis, we use a repudiating left measure based on three primary dimensions of Israeli politics: peace-security, religion-state, and socio-economic issues, instead of relying solely on a single question focused on the central political axis of the Palestinian-Israeli conflict. I conducted an OLS regression analysis following the same methodology outlined in the dissertation. In the table, Model 1 employs raw values, while Model 2 examines changes over time by using delta values (the latter analysis estimates the change in the percentage of the repudiating left out of the total population). The independent variables include the change in political delegitimization discourse from the right in the three months leading up to each election, with a time control variable. 
While the results of the current analysis are not statistically significant, the direction of the effects aligns with the findings from the main analysis. Model 1 suggests that political delegitimization discourse leads to a decrease in the absolute numbers of the repudiating left; in Model 2, increases in political delegitimization discourse between consecutive elections are associated with a rise in the number of the repudiating left. not statistically significant. Although not statistically significant, these findings reinforce the conclusions drawn from the main analysis presented in the text.

Table A9: The Impact of Right Political Delegitimization Discourse on The Repudiating ‎Left, 1999-2022
	 
	Repudiating

	
	Raw Data
(1)
	Delta
(2) 

	 
	 
	 

	Delegitimization
	-14.602
	

	
	(6.337)
	

	Delta Delegitimization
	
	10.998

	
	
	(6.507)

	Time
	0.504*
	-0.686*

	
	(0.206)
	(0.259)

	Constant
	-977.429*
	1,380.656*

	
	(413.507)
	(521.012)

	
	
	

	Observations
	11
	10

	R-squared
	0.524
	0.507

	Standard errors in parentheses *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05

	
	
	




Analysis Using the Peace Index
In addition to the INES, an alternative dataset, the Peace Index, was used to evaluate the relationship between the political delegitimization discourse of politicians based on the Knesset Plenary Chamber and the percentage of the repudiating left as reflected in public opinion surveys. This data set enables a time series analysis of the data.
To employ the VAR model effectively, it is essential that both time series under analysis are stationary and exhibit the same order of integration. To affirm this condition, I conducted multiple unit root tests, recognizing that no single test is infallible. This analysis includes the Augmented Dickey-Fuller Tests (with and without a trend term), where the null hypothesis asserts the presence of a unit root in the series, and the Phillips-Perron Tests (with and without a trend term) with similar specifications. The results from these tests are compiled in Table A10, supporting the initial assumption that both series are appropriately stationary for VAR model analysis.
	Table A10: Unit Root Tests‎

	
	Politicians’ Discourse
	Repudiating Left

	Augmented Dickey-Fuller Test

	Unit Root
	-3.986***
	-2.960**

	Unit Root with Trend
	-4.003***
	-4.137***

	Phillips-Perron Test

	Unit Root
	-4.043***
	-2.852*

	Unit Root with Trend
	-4.053***
	-4.157***

	Lo-MacKinlay Variance Ratio Test

	Variance ratio, k=4
	0.402*
	0.413*

	Variance ratio, k=14
	0.169
	0.214

	∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01. 
The null hypotheses are the existence of a unit root/random walk.



To further specify my model, it is essential to determine the appropriate number of lags by utilizing various time-series lag-selection metrics. These include a series of Likelihood Ratio (LR) tests, Final Prediction Error (FPE), Akaike’s Information Criterion (AIC), Schwarz’s Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC), and the Hannan and Quinn Information Criterion (HQIC). As summarized in Table A11, FPE, AIC, and HQIC concur that selecting one lag is optimal. However, a post-estimation Wald lag-exclusion statistic run after the full model is executed and examines the null hypothesis that all the endogenous variables at a given lag are jointly zero, rejects this possibility for the fourth and fifth lag. This result, summarized in Table A12, indicates that these lags should be included in the model. Consequently, the final model incorporates five lags.

	Table A11: Lag-Selection Statistics

	Lag
	LL
	LR (=4)
	FPE
	AIC
	HQIC
	SBIC

	0
	‎-103.987‎
	
	‎16.4989‎
	‎8.47896‎
	‎8.50601‎
	‎8.57647*‎

	1
	‎-99.2272‎
	‎9.5197‎
	‎15.5607*‎
	‎8.41818*‎
	‎8.49931*‎
	‎8.71071‎

	2
	‎-98.1378‎
	‎2.1789‎
	‎19.8102‎
	‎8.65102‎
	‎8.78625‎
	‎9.13857‎

	3
	‎-95.6496‎
	‎4.9763‎
	‎22.8041‎
	‎8.77197‎
	‎8.96128‎
	‎9.45454‎

	4
	‎-92.3382‎
	‎6.6228‎
	‎24.9993‎
	‎8.82706‎
	‎9.07046‎
	‎9.70465‎

	5
	‎-85.1347‎
	‎14.407‎
	‎20.5722‎
	‎8.57077‎
	‎8.86827‎
	‎9.64338‎

	6
	‎-84.4353‎
	‎1.3988‎
	‎29.5011‎
	‎8.83482‎
	‎9.18641‎
	‎10.1025‎

	7
	‎-78.932‎
	‎11.007*‎
	‎30.3075‎
	‎8.71456‎
	‎9.12024‎
	‎10.1772‎

	8
	‎-76.4913‎
	‎4.8815‎
	‎42.9486‎
	‎8.8393‎
	‎9.29907‎
	‎10.497‎

	The boldfaced asterisks mark the recommended lag by each selection statistic.



	Table A5.6: Wald Lag-Exclusion Test

	Lag
	Repudiating Equation
	Right Equation
	Both Equation

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	10.50***
	2
	2.06
	2
	10.78**
	4

	2
	1.46
	2
	2.69
	2
	6.56
	4

	3
	0.75
	2
	1.32
	2
	2.94
	4

	4
	9.47***
	2
	3.26
	2
	9.90**
	4

	5
	2.07
	2
	8.92**
	2
	10.27**
	4

	6
	1.52
	2
	0.70
	2
	3.68
	4

	∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01








[bookmark: _Hlk174887421]I introduced several control variables, as it is essential to identify potential exogenous factors that might affect both the dependent and independent variables: The following control variables were included in the analysis: the timing of elections, where the quarter during which an election occurred was assigned a value of ‘0,’ and preceding quarters were assigned incrementally higher values moving backwards in time;[footnoteRef:2] negotiation talks with the Palestinians; the occurrence of significant security events such as major terrorist attacks or operations in Gaza; wars; and the number of no-confidence votes discussed in the Knesset. Each of these variables was treated as a dummy variable. [2:  For example, the 2013 election occurred in January; thus, Q1 of 2013 was assigned a value of 0, Q4 of 2012 a value of 1, Q3 of 2012 a value of 2, continuing in this manner until Q2 of 2009, which received a value of 15. ] 

[bookmark: _Hlk174888022]The final VAR model is represented by the following system of equations: 


in these equations, the dependent variables are the current values of the DV. The coefficients  and  estimate the effects of the lagged endogenous variables (politicians’ discourse and repudiating left) over the previous quarter. The coefficients  assess the influence of a vector of exogenous control variables denoted by . Finally,  and  represent vectors of intercepts and error terms, respectively. 
Post-estimation Granger Causality tests appear in the main text in Table 3. This post-estimation was based on the full VAR model estimates presented below:


	Table A13: Vector Autoregression (VAR) model

	 
	Right Discourse
	Repudiating Left

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 1
	Model 2

	 
	
	
	
	

	Right Discourse t
	0.299
	0.164
	-23.446*
	-27.101**

	
	(0.200)
	(0.177)
	(9.192)
	(8.657)

	Right Discourse t-1
	-0.233
	-0.238
	8.779
	6.511

	
	(0.239)
	(0.221)
	(10.964)
	(10.786)

	Right Discourse t-2
	0.052
	0.319
	-3.767
	2.961

	
	(0.216)
	(0.240)
	(9.910)
	(11.737)

	Right Discourse t-3
	0.327
	-0.058
	-29.927**
	-32.126*

	
	(0.221)
	(0.280)
	(10.154)
	(13.663)

	Right Discourse t-4
	-0.740**
	-0.770***
	11.324
	12.131

	
	(0.235)
	(0.210)
	(10.790)
	(10.253)

	Repudiating Left t
	-0.003
	-0.006
	0.215
	0.129

	
	(0.004)
	(0.004)
	(0.193)
	(0.185)

	Repudiating Left t-1
	-0.007
	-0.008*
	-0.060
	-0.054

	
	(0.004)
	(0.003)
	(0.177)
	(0.163)

	Repudiating Left t-2
	0.007
	0.006
	0.075
	0.086

	
	(0.004)
	(0.004)
	(0.174)
	(0.172)

	Repudiating Left t-3
	-0.005
	-0.007
	0.147
	0.155

	
	(0.004)
	(0.004)
	(0.178)
	(0.182)

	Repudiating Left t-4
	0.003
	0.001
	0.228
	0.248

	
	(0.004)
	(0.003)
	(0.162)
	(0.161)

	Time from election
	
	-0.006*
	
	-0.041

	
	
	(0.003)
	
	(0.141)

	Security Issue
	
	-0.019
	
	-0.181

	
	
	(0.026)
	
	(1.279)

	Peace Negotiation
	
	0.115
	
	2.252

	
	
	(0.059)
	
	(2.866)

	No-confidence
	
	0.048
	
	1.283

	
	
	(0.035)
	
	(1.699)

	War
	
	0.059
	
	-2.393

	
	
	(0.047)
	
	(2.301)

	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	0.529*
	1.112***
	28.162*
	30.494*

	
	(0.259)
	(0.290)
	(11.908)
	(14.170)

	Observations
	28
	28
	28
	28

	Standard errors in parentheses
	
	
	

	*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05
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