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Abstract
This study attempts to identify the patterns of cooperation between legislators. We argue that if legislators decide to
cooperate, they prefer to do so first with their colleagues who share similar affiliations and then across affiliations. In
order to examine this hypothesis, we devised a unique cooperation scale and tested it using a sample of the private
member bills that were initiated in the 18th Knesset (Israel’s parliament) between 2009 and 2013. We then looked at
each bill with regard to its initiators and co-sponsors to see if they were members of the same party, members of the
opposition or coalition, or members of a minority group. Based on the quantitative analysis, we found that of all of the
factors, only being a minority was significant. Based on the qualitative analysis, we determined that intra-party
cooperation does exist. In three parties – Hadash, Meretz and Israel Beitenu -- legislators tended to cooperate with each
other. Finally, with regard to inter-party cooperation, Jewish and Arab MKs tended to cooperate, and Russian Jewish
legislators tended to cooperate regardless of party affiliation. Our study is innovative in its creation of a cooperation
scale that can be used in other legislatures and that is based on measures of co-sponsorship instead of analyses of dyadic
or social networks used in previous studies.
Keywords: inter-party cooperation, intra-party cooperation, cooperation scale, co-sponsors, legislation, legislators'
behavior
1. Introduction
Legislators in modern democracies tend to cooperate with each other when they have common goals (Matthews, 1960;
Fenno, 1973; Mayhew, 1974). The question this study asks is that what is the pattern of this cooperation? What are the
incentives to do so, compared to the costs of cooperation? Furthermore, if such cooperation exists, does it exist between
legislators of different parties, between those who are minority members and those who are in the majority, or between
those who are members of the coalition and the opposition and those who are members of the same party? To address
these questions, we developed a preliminary cooperation scale based on the different patterns we found in initiating and
co-sponsoring bills.
Given that sharing a position is one of the major predictors for co-sponsoring a bill (Cox & McCubbins, 1993; Crisp,
Kanthak, & Leijonhufvud, 2004), we maintain that legislators will first cooperate with the groups with whom they share
an affiliation in what we call intra-party cooperation. However, when the subject of the legislation is important to them,
they will cooperate across affiliations in what we term inter-party cooperation or cooperation within parliament.
The research has two goals. First, we seek to expand the discussion about the use of bill sponsorship to democracies
with parliamentarian regimes such as those in Europe and Israel, because most previous studies concentrate on the US
Congress. Second, we want to consider cooperation from a standpoint different from that of existing studies and then
suggest an addition point of view.
1.1 Ambitions and Tendency to Cooperate
Legislative scholars generally agree that the job of legislators is multifaceted and revolves around three main roles:
legislation, oversight and representation. Hence, they are multi-dimensional actors (Fenno, 1978; Searing, 1994; Strøm,
1997; Mayhew, 2000; Blomgren & Rozenberg, 2012). Furthermore, legislators act in two arenas within
parliament--formal and informal. Formal activity refers to those actions based on the procedures of the legislatures, and
informal activity involves actions that are not based on written procedures. We will concentrate on one specific formal
parliamentary tool and one that is considered significant - legislation.
Legislators have three roles--legislation, representation and oversight. In addition, according to Strøm (1997), their
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goals include being re-selected to run for office, being re-elected, obtaining a party office or receiving a legislative
office. In order to achieve their goals and play their roles, do they cooperate with each other? If so, what are their
patterns of cooperation? Finally, what are the characteristics of the legislators who cooperate with others as opposed to
those who do not?
Based on in-depth interviews we conducted with a sample of members of the Israeli Knesset (MKs), we found that
legislators' preferences and attitudes toward cooperation are a major factor in their decision to cooperate with other
legislators. Nevertheless, they do not operate alone or function without constraints, one of which is the institutional
rules of the legislature (Searing, 1994; Strøm, 1997). Schlesinger’s (1966) ambition theory posits that legislators are
rational actors who make political decisions consistent with their political ambitions that maximize the probability of
realizing their goals. Progressive ambition, as defined by Schlesinger, is about a long-term career in steadily improving
positions. Furthermore, it is the most common form of ambition among politicians (Herrick & Moore, 1993; Rohde,
1979; Borchert, 2011), but whether they act on it depends on their calculus--is it worthwhile trying to run for a higher
office? (Rohde, 1979). Legislators who do engage in progressive ambition tend to be legislatively active in terms of
introducing bills, floor activity and committee work (Herrick & Moore, 1993; Victor, 2005). They are more sensitive
to changes in public opinion, suggesting a desire to appeal to a broader constituency and to various media outlets in
addition to relevant state and national party leaders (Axelrod, 1984; Arnold, 1990; Maestas, 2008). If legislator i is
progressively ambitious and legislator j is also progressively ambitious, they have many opportunities to engage in
mutually rewarding activities and are therefore more likely to cooperate. Axelrod (1984) claimed that these mutually
rewarding actions have led to the creation of an elaborate set of norms in the Senate. They include vote trading, but also
extend to many types of mutually rewarding behavior.
Empirical work following Axelrod's model has helped establish the prevalence of cooperation based on reciprocity
(Axelrod & Dion, 1988; Victor, 2005). Therefore, we can see that scholars agree that legislators are ambitious and
engage in their formal and informal parliamentary activities to achieve progressively higher positions. The question is
whether in order to improve their position they will cooperate and if so, in what kind of cooperation will they engage?
In sum, based on the ambition theory, ambition is a personality construct and is, therefore, evident in an individual's
behavior. Legislators as rational actors need to decide whether to try to realize their ambitions by determining whether it
is worthwhile running for higher office. Thus, we argue that a legislator’s decision to cooperate with his/her colleagues
depends on personal preferences and his/her attitude towards cooperation. Based on the in-depth interviews we
conducted, the legislators all claim that they believe in cooperating with one another. However, our statistical analysis
of their patterns of cooperation reveals that there is a gap between these statements of support for cooperation and actual
practice.
Ambitious legislators do not function in a vacuum. The immediate organization relevant to the legislators is the party,
whose importance in parliamentary life has been investigated extensively (Krehbiel, 1993; Cox & McCubbins, 2005;
Jenkins, Crespin, & Carson, 2005; Treul, 2009). These studies demonstrate that progressively ambitious legislators in
the US Senate are more loyal to the party than their colleagues who never had the desire for higher office (Treul, 2009).
Furthermore, the party affects the behavior of its members (Krehbiel, 1993; Cox & McCubbins, 2005; Jenkins et al.,
2005). It plays a significant role in legislators' careers in various ways. First, legislators seek to join together with those
with whom they share a similar affiliation. Second, political parties provide legislators with a brand name to ensure that
the typical problems associated with providing a public good are overcome, and that legislative actions can foster their
reputations. Parties are created primarily to reap electoral gains (Smith & Gamm, 2001; Evans & Oleszek, 2002). The
cartel party model describes a strong and cohesive party that votes as a bloc (Cox & McCubbins, 2005). In the last
decade there has been a new group of studies referring to the party as a network for its members (Fowler, 2006a;
Kirkland & Gross, 2014; Parigi & Sartori, 2014). The party has an internal structure made up of a network of legislators
informed by external social divisions and held together by the common goal of being re-elected (Parigi & Sartori,
2014).
In the current study we will use the term inter-party cooperation to describe cooperation between at least two legislators
from different parties. Previous scholars have called it bipartisan behavior (Harbridge, 2010; Louwerse & Otjes, 2015).
It can be true in a party system with two major parties such as the US Congress (Harbridge, 2010), but in a multi-party
system such as those in Western European countries it fails to describe the real picture.
Harbridge (2010) suggested the notion of the cut-point to define the co-sponsors of bipartisan bills. If twenty percent or
more of the co-sponsors are from the party opposite the party of the bill's sponsor, it can be considered bipartisan. This
concept of the cut-point can be relevant to the bipartisan party system in the US Congress, but it is not relevant to
multi-party systems in parliamentarian democracies such as Europe and Israel. Furthermore, from our perspective even
one representative from another party as a co-sponsor qualifies as cooperation. The second term we use is intra-party
cooperation to describe cooperation between at least two legislators from the same party. This term accords with
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previous studies that used the term partisan behavior.
Given that party matters, there are two puzzles we need to address regarding cooperation. First, is intra-party
cooperation the best way to pass legislation? Wouldn’t inter-party cooperation be a better strategy, because it would
demonstrate broad support among several parties? Previous studies provide inconclusive answers to these questions.
In some cases, intra-party cooperation is more significant. US Congress people engage in more bipartisanship when
the party is unpopular than when it is popular (Harbridge, 2010). Similarly, Dutch parliamentarians play their partisan
roles within specialized policy fields (Louwerse & Otjes, 2015). However, in other cases inter-party cooperation is more
significant (Briatee, 2016).
The second puzzle is why inter-party cooperation is even considered, because it works against party cohesion, making it
disadvantageous to the party. Cohesion has been defined as "the extent to which . . . group members can be observed to
work together for the group's goals" (Ozbudun, 1970, 305). This definition accords with partisan or inter-party
cooperation. Nevertheless, scholars have also argued that, "Cohesion and discipline matter in the daily running of
parliaments. The maintenance of a cohesive voting bloc inside a legislative body is a crucially important feature of
parliamentary life" (Bowler, Farrell, & Katz, 1999, 3). Therefore, inter-party cooperation implies that party cohesion
will be damaged.
We contest this claim and argue that inter-party cooperation can actually be beneficial for the party. For example, if the
issue is consensual, the likelihood of inter-party cooperation will increase. The legislators who are part of the inter-party
cooperation can encourage their party members to join them, hence unifying the party on a specific consensual issue.
Rahat (2007) found that cohesion in the Israeli parliament was relatively high on issues directly linked to the survival
and everyday functioning of the government. There was a medium degree of cohesion regarding issues that defined the
parties’ identities and possibility of remaining in the coalition. Finally, party cohesion was at its lowest when the vote
was on constitutional issues.
To determine what patterns of cooperation prevail in the Israeli Knesset, we created a cooperation scale based on the
literature about co-sponsorship.
1.2 Legislation and Co-sponsorship
Legislation is considered one of the most important roles of legislators. It is also regarded as one of the most
constrained parliamentary tools, one that demands a high price in terms of resources from legislators throughout the
entire process of legislation (Olson, 1994; Wawro, 2000; Cox & McCubbins, 2005; Garand & Burke, 2006). Like most
of these previous studies, this paper concentrates on the initiation of legislation and focuses on the co-sponsorship of
legislation (Koger, 2003; Fowler 2006a; Harbridge, 2010; Louwerse & Otjes, 2015) in order to determine the
cooperation patterns of the members of the Israeli parliament.
Some may argue that bill sponsorship seems to be an irrational act of otherwise rational legislators. However, the
sponsorship of bills has become a very important part of the legislative process and exists in legislatures worldwide. It
is unique because sponsorship is not about voting on legislation. Members of Congress invest a great deal of time
convincing their colleagues to sponsor their legislation (Wilson & Young, 1997; Koger, 2003; Fowler 2006a). Even
though sponsoring bills has no formal effect on the legislative process, the sponsorship enables legislators to take a
position (Campbell, 1982; Koger, 2003; Woon, 2008; Rocca & Gordon, 2010) and can have policy implications (e.g.,
Kessler & Krehbiel, 1996; Koger, 2003; Rocca & Sanchez, 2008). The sponsorship of bills gives political leaders low
cost information about the political gain they can achieve from legislation (Koger, 2003). Alternatively, legislators can
use the list of a bill’s co-sponsors to assess its level of support, ideological stance and endorsement by reputable experts
(Wilson & Young, 1997).
Legislators have used both roll call and co-sponsorship data to determine what policies the public favors (Aleman,
Calvo, Jones, & Kaplan, 2009). Furthermore, using sponsorship to measure minority activity helps us see what positions
they are taking (Schiller, 1995; Koger, 2003) and what kinds of policies they favor (Kessler & Krehbiel, 1996; Talbert
& Potoski, 2002). The strength of sponsorship is meaningful for the minority, so it is interesting to observe how they
use it. Nevertheless, a recent study about minorities in the US Congress found that they use sponsorship less often than
their non-minority colleagues (Rocca & Sanchez, 2008). Thus, bill sponsorship is not an irrational act. It provides
extensive information about the behavior of legislators that is non-legislative. Since the basic behavior in
co-sponsorship is that legislator i will cooperate with legislator j, some scholars study this type of relationship using
three theoretical approaches: network analysis theory, bipartisan theory and signaling theory (Wilson & Young, 1997;
Sunnafrank & Ramirez, 2004; Fowler, 2006a, 2006b; Harbridge, 2010; Peress, 2013; Louwerse & Otjes, 2015; Briatee,
2016). Furthermore, both theoretically and empirically there are three levels of analysis of co-sponsorship: the
individual level, the dyadic level, and the group level.
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The individual level accords with the signaling theory, which discusses when an individual legislator decides to
co-sponsor a bill. Hence, the signaling theory is useful for describing behavior when two parties (Pi, Pj) or two
legislators (i, j) have access to different information or take different positions on an issue. Typically, one party or
legislator, the sender, must choose whether and how to communicate (or signal) that information or position, and the
other party or legislator, the receiver, must choose how to interpret the signal. Co-sponsoring a bill can be considered
providing information about a legislator’s position on a particular topic. Therefore, other legislators can decide whether
to join him/her. Furthermore, before voting on a bill, legislators can see the number of co-sponsors on a specific bill and
the other legislators who sponsored it. According to the signaling theory, such information allows legislators to decide
whether they want to vote yes or no on the bill. For example, Peress (2013) created a model that assumed that
legislators use co-sponsorship as a signaling mechanism.
The dyadic level is about legislator i cooperating with legislator j, indicating reciprocity of political support among pairs
of legislators. The dyadic level accords with the bipartisan theory at the most basic level of just two legislators
cooperating with each other. The group level is all about network analysis, how more than one pair of legislators
cooperates with each other. Fowler (2006a, 2006b) called it connectedness, while Briatte (2016) described multi-levels
of partisanship based on the propensity of MPs to co-sponsor bills within and across party lines.
We base our analysis on the individual level and the signaling theory but diverge from previous studies that use the
individual level by focusing on a bill and its composition of initiators and co-sponsors. We conducted our study in Israel
to expand the research in this field, which to date has concentrated mostly on the US Congress (Kessler & Krehbiel,
1996; Talbert & Potoski, 2002; Koger, 2003; Fowler, 2006a, 2006b; Harbridge, 2010), the Netherlands (Louwerse &
Otjes, 2015) and Argentina (Aleman et al., 2009).
Despite the fact that the Israeli parliament is structured differently than the other parliamentary systems that have been
investigated in its candidate selection method and electoral system, it is interesting to note that Israeli legislators use
co-sponsoring as extensively as US Congress people. Therefore, we feel justified in using Israel as the basis for the
creation of our cooperation scale and feel confident that once validated, it can be used to assess cooperation in other
parliaments worldwide.
1.3 Preliminary Cooperation Scale
The development of the preliminary cooperation scale is based on both the interviews we conducted with MKs and the
literature presented previously. Co-sponsoring a bill simply means that the initiator asks another MK to add his/her
name to the bill. Doing so requires almost no investment of time on the part of the co-sponsoring MK, other than to
ascertain who else is signing on to the bill and to calculate the costs and benefits of doing so. There are times when
some of the co-sponsors suggest other MKs as co-sponsors too. On the other hand, to initiate a bill with several MKs
and ask for co-sponsorship from several MKs requires much more time, Hence, in our scale the degree of cooperation
increases when both sides need to sit and talk about the bill that is going to be presented.
There are six categories of cooperation strategies in our scale: non-initiator (the MK does not bring bills to the table),
individualistic (non-cooperative legislator who works alone) (the MK proposes bills alone), little cooperation (the MK
sponsors bills but does not initiate them), medium cooperation (the MK initiates bills with one or more colleagues
without looking for sponsors for them), extensive cooperation (the MK initiates bills alone with one or more sponsors)
and very extensive cooperation (two or more MKs initiate bills with one or more sponsors). Based on the MKs’ patterns
of cooperative behavior, we graded them as follows: 1-non-cooperative, 2- individualistic, 3- little cooperation,
4-medium cooperation, 5- extensive cooperation and 6- very extensive cooperation.
Our unit of analysis, which differs from previous studies, is the bill and the amount of time the legislator or legislators
invested in it. We will also speculate on some possible explanations for variations in the degree of cooperation.
1.4 Does Affiliation Matter?
Scholars suggest a wide range of variables to explain parliamentary behavior. The current study will concentrate on two:
being a minority and membership in the coalition or opposition (in some legislatures, being part of the majority party).
First, we need to clarify and distinguish the two variables based on the Israeli context. By minorities we mean Arab
MKs. The majority refers to Jewish MKs. Israel has a coalition government, so at any given time some parties are part
of the coalition and others are in the opposition. Since the establishment of the State of Israel, the Arab political parties
have been in the opposition.
Minority Membership
Given that those in the minority in legislatures are excluded from the decision-making process, they tend to use tools
that have fewer restrictions and are more evident to the public (Hamm, Harmel, & Thompson, 1983; Koger, 2003;
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Rocca, 2007). Most of the research regarding minorities in parliaments concentrates on African-American MCs
(Mansbridge, 1999; Cobb & Jenkins, 2001; Tate, 2003) and has found that African-American legislators are less
successful in several state legislatures (Bratton & Haynia, 1999). Other studies have examined Hispanic MCs (e.g.,
Hero & Tolbert, 1995; Lublin, 1997), minority legislators in the UK (Saalfeld, 2011) and the Arab minority in the Israeli
parliament (Akirav, 2014). One of the reasons for minority legislators' lack of success is that policies reflecting the
preferences of the average voter are most likely to pass the House (Krehbiel, 1991; Wiseman & Wright, 2008). Given
that minority legislators are institutionally disadvantaged (Morris, 2001; Rocca, 2007), we would expect them to
cooperate with each other extensively, especially because legislation is considered the most difficult parliamentary goal
to accomplish.
However, in Israel majority-minority relations has a unique context in that Israel is the only country in the Middle East
in which Arabs are a minority. At the same time, the Jewish majority in Israel is a minority in the Middle East, and the
state is surrounded by hostile Arab countries. Hence, the Arab minority in Israel differs from the majority both in terms
of nationality and religion, in addition to its connection to the global Arab world.
Given this discussion about the role of being a minority, our first hypothesis states that:
H1: Arab MKs will tend to cooperate with each other more than with Jewish MKs.
Coalition/Opposition Membership
Membership in the majority party is the dominant explanation for legislative effectiveness (Frantzich, 1979; Meyer,
1980; Moore & Thomas, 1991; Weissert, 1991; Aldrich, 1995; Cox & Magar, 1999; Krehbiel, 1999; Anderson,
Box-Steffensmeier, & Sinclair-Chapman, 2003; Miquel & Snyder, 2006; Hasecke & Mycoff, 2007; Cox & Terry, 2008).
The power of the coalition legislators or majority party legislators allows them to cooperate with other legislators across
affiliations, especially because they have the power to pass legislation.
Given this discussion about the role of coalition/opposition membership, we expect that:
H2: Legislators from the coalition will tend to cooperate with each other to the same extent as legislators from the
opposition.
2. The Israeli Context
Israel has a unicameral parliament whose members are elected by a closed-list system of proportional representation
with the entire country serving as one constituency. Its political system has been described as a hybrid, combining
electoral rules, a fragmented party system and bipolar competition (Ottolenghi, 2004; Rahat & Hazan, 2005).
In the ﬁrst 30 years of its history, Israeli politics was dominated by the Mapai Party (later the Labor Party), which,
although it never won an outright majority, always formed the basis of the government. After Labor’s defeat in 1977,
and especially during the 1980s, the Israeli party system fragmented and chronic policy stalemates developed. Two
successive reforms sought to remedy this problem. The ﬁrst, passed in 1992, introduced the direct election of the prime
minister. After the failure of this reform to address the problems it was intended to ﬁx, in 2001 the Knesset restored
most of the old system, with the important addition of a constructive vote of no conﬁdence (to remove a sitting prime
minister, at least 61 MKs must vote for a speciﬁc alternative candidate).
In Israel each party can choose the way it selects its candidates. Currently, there are three dominant practices: a closed
primary in which all party members vote, a party caucus in which a few hundred party members choose the candidates,
and an appointed committee in which a small select group of leaders choose the candidates. Thus, the candidates do not
represent a geographically defined constituency, but may feel that they represent the interests of a particular group. For
example, Yahadut Hatora sees itself as speaking for the ultra-Orthodox community. The Arab parties (in the last election
they created a joint list of the four Arab parties) also have their specific audiences that might be considered
constituencies.
We test our cooperation scale using data from the 18th Knesset when Israel’s 32nd government – Benjamin Netanyahu’s
second – was sworn in on 31 March 2009. Since the establishment of Israel, it was the third government and the first
one in the last 30 years that lasted the full years of the Knesset’s term. Netanyahu’s government was backed by four
distinct coalitions during his time in office. The ﬁrst coalition consisted of Likud (27 seats), the Russian immigrant
party Israel Baaliya (15 seats), the Sephardic religious party Shas (11 seats), the Labor Party (13 seats), the National
Religious Party (3 seats), and the ultra-Orthodox Jewish party Yahadut Hatora (5 seats), for a total of 74 out of the
Knesset’s 120 seats. The second coalition was established when the Labor Party withdrew from the government, but
five of its members established a new party called Haaztmaut, which remained in the government, creating a coalition
of 66 out of 120 seats. The third coalition was the shortest one, lasting between 8 May 2012 and 7 July 2012 when
Kadima, the largest party in the Knesset with 28 seats, joined the government and established a coalition of 94 seats out
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of 120. The fourth coalition was created when Kadima withdrew from the coalition, leaving it with 66 members.
Based on Morgenstern, Negri, and Perez-Linan (2008), we calculated the opposition partisan unity (the ratio between
the number of seats of the largest opposition party and the total seats the opposition has). For the first coalition, that
number was 0.6, for the second - 0.51, for the third - 0.15 and for the fourth – 0.48. Generally, when there is a large
opposition, we would expect little cooperation between it and the coalition unless the topic of the bill promotes
cooperation.
3. Methodology
In order to test the research hypotheses, we gathered data from the 18 th Knesset (February 2009 - February 2013).
Based on the Rules of Procedure, every MK (except ministers and deputy ministers) is entitled to co-sponsor bills
without any restrictions. Since February 2009, 4,593 private member bills have been presented in the Knesset, and
2,585 (56%) of them were initiated by one MK. Hence, our database includes the other 2,008 (44%) bills that involved
some form of cooperation: two or more initiators without co-sponsors, one initiator with one or more co-sponsors, and
two or more initiators with one or more co-sponsors. Using a probability layer sample in which every year in the
Knesset's term (four years and two months) was considered a layer, we sampled 259 of the 2,008 bills in the database,
resulting in 65 bills involving cooperation. For each bill, we gathered the following information: who initiated the bill,
who sponsored it, the characteristics of the initiators and the sponsors (minority membership and coalition/opposition),
the subject of the bill and whether it passed.
During 2012, we also conducted in-depth interviews with a sample of MKs (15 out of 85 who were not ministers or
deputy ministers) to hear their perspectives about the cooperation strategies they use in legislation. We sent e-mails to
all of the 85 MKs, asking them to interview them. Fifteen agreed and answered open-ended questions such as: ―What is
you perception regarding cooperating with other MKs?‖ ―Do you cooperate with other MKs?‖ ―How do you decide
whether or not to cooperate with them?‖ Two assistants coded the content of the interviews each separately. We then
conducted an inter-coder reliability test to assess their analysis. The results were similar with only a few insignificant
differences.
We also used Briatte’s (2016) dataset of 150 bill co-sponsorship networks that covers 27 parliamentary chambers from
19 European countries, plus Israel. The data show the extent of partisanship expressed by MPs through their propensity
to co-sponsor bills within and across party lines in several different parliamentary systems. From this dataset we looked
at seven Western European countries (Austria, Belgium, Finland, Ireland, Norway, Italy and France) to compare to
Israel. We chose these countries because they all have a multi-party, parliamentary political system (except France with
a semi-presidential political system) and are established democracies with data from the end of the 1980s until 2016.
Thus, our research is based on a mix of qualitative and quantitative research methods. First, we present data from
Western European countries collected by Briatte (2016) to compare to Israel. Second, we analyze the number and
composition of the cooperation strategies and the content of the Israeli bills. Then, we review the content of the
interviews and the content of the bills that passed.
4. Findings and Discussion
4.1 Strategic Alliances – How Do They Work?
The number of co-sponsored bills in Briatte’s dataset ranges from 8 (Ireland) to 2,096 (Italy). The average is 425, the
median 276 and the standard deviation is 494. Clearly, there are major differences in how representatives use the option
to co-sponsor bills. However, we can see that the numbers are high and seem to be increasing over time.
We conducted an ANOVA test between the different countries (F=48.63, Sig=0.00) and found differences between the
countries in the way representatives use co-sponsorship. For example, the members of the Italian parliament co-sponsor
bills more often than all the other countries. Israel ranks second after Italy in this regard. In contrast, the members of the
Irish parliament engage in co-sponsorship much less frequently than representatives in other countries. France, Norway,
Austria, Belgium, and Finland have a mixed pattern
Briatte provides graphs that describe the networks involved in co-sponsorship. Italy and France are the countries with
the most intensive intra-party cooperation. The clusters for each party are cohesive, with only a few ties to other parties.
Ireland has a similar pattern of intra-party cooperation but makes limited use of co-sponsorship (9 to 12 bills for each
term). In Finland, Norway and Belgium there is an intra-party pattern with moderate inter-party cooperation. Israel and
Austria have a mixed pattern, involving both inter-party and intra-party cooperation. Israel and some of the Western
European countries that were examined behave similarly to the US Congress in their use of co-sponsoring bills.
With regard to Israel, from the beginning of the 18 th Knesset in February 2009 until its end in February 2013, Israeli
MKs initiated 4,593 private bills, but just 272 became law (6% of the total). The average rate of passage of private bills
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in the Knesset is around 10%. Here we can see an increase in the number of the bills initiated compared to previous
Knesset terms, but a decrease in the number of bills that passed. In the same Knesset term, the government brought 341
bills to the table and passed 306 (90% of the total), matching the rate of previous governments. Some might say that
such numbers indicate high productivity on the part of the representatives, while other will argue that the actual
measurement that matters is the number of bills that passed (Matthews, 1960; Frantzich, 1979; Moore & Thomas, 1991;
Wawro, 2000; Anderson et al., 2003; Garand & Burke, 2006; Cox & Terry, 2008). The current research examines both
the initiation and the passage of the legislation (with and without co-sponsorship) in terms of their number and content,
with a particular focus on the cooperation strategies used.
Table 1. Initiating and sponsoring private bills by cooperation strategies
Initiators and co-sponsors

More than one initiator, without
sponsors
26
10%

233
90%

Number of private bills
Percentage
of the total (n=259)

Table 1 shows that most of the cooperation strategies involved initiating and co-sponsoring bills – 90%. Only 10% of
the bills were co-initiated without sponsors at all. Based on the interviews we conducted with MKs, we can say that
they see cooperation as a way of life, not just in the legislative arena, but also in all of the other parliamentary activities
in which they are involved. As Nowak (2006) claimed, cooperation means that people forgo some of their selfishness to
help one another.
Looking at the data, we maintain that a significant number of MKs (excluding ministers and deputy ministers) prefer to
cooperate with their colleagues. Furthermore, the preferred cooperation strategy is initiating and co-sponsoring bills.
The results strengthen previous studies regarding the use of sponsorship (e.g., Campbell, 1982; Kessler & Krehbiel,
1996; Koger, 2003; Fowler, 2006a; Rocca & Sanchez, 2008; Woon, 2008).
The cooperative strategies model posits two situations in which legislators will cooperate. First, MKs will cooperate
with the groups with whom they share an affiliation. Second, when the subject of the legislation is important to them,
they will cooperate across affiliations. In order to examine these two cooperation strategies we coded each bill regarding
the type of cooperation it entailed: 1 for intra-party and 2 for between parties. Furthermore, we looked at each strategy
with regard to whether it involved cross opposition/coalition cooperation or within coalition and within opposition
cooperation. Table 2 presents the distribution of the bills with regard to opposition intra-party cooperation and coalition
intra-party cooperation.
Table 2. Intra-party cooperation
Coalition
intra-party
cooperation
The party
Israel Beiteinu
United Torah Judaism
Labor

Total

Opposition intra-party cooperation
Number of bills
52 (93%)
3 (5.4%)
1 (1.6%)

The party
Hadash
Meretz
National
Assembly
Ra'am-Ta'al
Kadima
Total

56

Democratic

Number of bills
134 (76%)
30 (17%)
6 (3.4%)
5 (2.9%)
1 (0.7%)
176

Most of the intra-party cooperation was among opposition parties, which is not surprising for two reasons. First, such
actions accord with the legislators' attitudes toward cooperating with their colleagues within the same parties. Second,
the opposition, which is in a weaker position, must cooperate with other parties to pass legislation.
Analyzing the content of bills looking for cooperation strategies, we found several interesting patterns of behavior.
Cooperation in Arab National Minority Parties. In the 18th Knesset, there were three Arab parties: Hadash, Ra'am-Ta'al
and National Democratic Assembly. There were also other Arab MKs who were members of Jewish parties. The most
cooperative party was Hadash, which had three Arab MKs and one Jewish MK. Its strategic pattern was to initiate and
co-sponsor bills whenever possible. MK Dov Khenin initiated most of the bills, which were co-initiated or co-sponsored
by his party colleagues. In his interview, MK Khenin said that for him it was natural to cooperate with his party
colleagues, and when they needed his sponsorship, he was always supportive. Three other Arab MKs from
Hadash--Mohammad Barakeh, Hana Sweid and Afu Agbaria—almost always co-sponsored the bills that their Jewish
party colleague MK Khenin initiated. Most of their bills revolved around issues of everyday life such as social welfare,
employment, education, and health care. In contrast, the National Democratic Assembly cooperates little, and
Ra'am-Ta'al does not cooperate almost at all.
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Opposition Parties. Another party that cooperates extensively is Meretz, with its three MKs. Like Hadash, it offers
cooperation of all kinds, with one MK initiating bills and the other two co-sponsoring it, or two initiators and one
sponsor and so on. Like Hadash, there is one MK, Haim Oron, the head of the party, who initiates most of the bills. He
offered the same explanation about cooperating with colleagues that MK Khenin did. Finally, like Hadash, Meretz is a
small party and in the opposition. This finding seems to support one of the explanations in the literature for cooperation
strategies. Disadvantaged MKs tend to stick together and struggle to overcome the constraints they face as small,
opposition or minority parties (e.g., Morris, 2001; Rocca, 2007).
Coalition Parties. We also found similar cooperation strategies in a party that is part of the coalition called Israel
Beiteinu. Given that some of its members are ministers and deputy ministers and hence cannot bring private bills to the
floor, the rest of the party's members tend to cooperate both in the initiation and co-sponsorship of bills. Furthermore,
one of its members is Druze (a minority Arab group) and cooperates extensively with his party colleagues.
The Likud party did not show evidence of the cooperation strategies we found in the parties mentioned above. There are
several explanations for this finding. First, as one of the largest parties with 27 seats and the ruling party in the coalition,
a significant number of its members are ministers, deputy ministers and chairs of committees. Therefore, with the
exception of the last group, they cannot bring a private bill to the floor. Another explanation may be the lack of cohesion
in the party, which is a result of individual MKs fighting for their re-election. In such a competitive environment, the
MKs do not consider cooperation in legislation a tool for helping them get re-elected (e.g., Bowler et al., 1999; Heidar
& Koole, 2004; Hazan, 2006). We found similar behavior in Kadima, the largest party with 28 seats, which was in the
opposition during the entire Knesset term. This party originally split from the Likud and then picked up additional
members from other parties. Therefore, the explanation about the lack of cohesion in the party seems a reasonable one
in this instance as well.
The data show that cooperation strategies in the Israeli parliament generally occur in parties that are part of the
opposition. Is this the case as well when we examine cross-affiliation cooperation strategies?
4.2 Cross-affiliation Cooperation Strategies
Table 3 demonstrates the distribution of cooperation across coalition/opposition lines and cooperation within just the
coalition or opposition.
Table 3. Cooperation between parties and opposition/coalition affiliation
Between party cooperation and across
opposition/coalition lines
13 (50%)

Between party cooperation
Within the opposition
4 (15.4%)

Within the coalition
9 (34.6%)

Half of the cooperation is across opposition/coalition affiliations, while among the other half, most occurs within the
coalition and less within the opposition. Thus, legislators from the opposition tend to cooperate more within their party
and less with other opposition parties. Just one party from the coalition - Israel Beiteinu - cooperates extensively within
the party but initiated only three bills with legislators from the Likud (another party from the coalition).
Analyzing the patterns of initiating and co-sponsoring, we found two groups that used cross-affiliation cooperation
strategies extensively and one that used them infrequently.
Minority Group Members. By minority group members, we mean Arab MKs. The most frequent pattern of cooperation
we found is when Jewish MKs initiate a bill, and Arab MKs co-sponsor it. The literature indicates that using
sponsorship to measure minority activity reveals their position taking (Schiller, 1995; Koger, 2003) and what kinds of
policies they favor (Kessler & Krehbiel, 1996; Talbert & Potoski, 2002).
In the 18th Knesset, the dominance of the Jewish majority is significant. The Arab MKs adopted a subordinate position
in order to promote their agenda. Given the situation, this was a realistic strategy. The second most frequent pattern of
cooperation is when, once again, the Jewish MKs initiate a bill, but Jewish MKs join the Arab MKs in co-sponsoring it.
In this case the Jewish majority still plays a significant role in the cooperation pattern.
The third most frequent pattern marks a shift in the cooperation pattern. Here Arab MKs initiate the bill, which is
co-sponsored by both Jewish MKs and Arab MKs. In this cooperation pattern, the minority is dominant, and the
majority is subordinate. These data are consistent with the literature detailing how minorities use co-sponsorship to take
a position and define their policy. The fourth most frequent pattern is one in which Arab MKs and Jewish MKs initiate
the legislation together without any kind of co-sponsorship. The fact that majority members and minority members sit
together and invest time in order to create a shared bill is an important step toward cross-national legislative
cooperation.
From the interviews we conducted with Arab MKs, they indicated that not only do they not rule out cooperation with
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Jewish MKs, but they also considered it an excellent means of promoting their agenda. Advancing their policies would
usually be impossible if they relied solely on the support of the Arab MKs. The Arab MKs we interviewed noted that
about 80% of the issues discussed in the Knesset are not controversial. They are social issues and therefore are relevant
to all citizens of Israel regardless of their gender, nationality, religion or other affiliations. It is interesting to see the
cooperation strategies and the serious work that is invested in the legislation that transcends the ideological
disagreements between the Arab MKs and the Jewish MKs.
A closer examination of those who initiate and co-sponsor bills reveals several other patterns. Arab MK Hamed Amar
initiates and usually co-sponsors bills with his party colleague from Israel Beiteinu (a right-wing Jewish party). Jewish
MK Dov Khenin initiates and co-sponsors bills extensively with three of his party Arab MKs colleague (Hadash is a
left-wing party with mainly Arab members and one Jewish MK). Arab MK Ahmad Tibi cooperates extensively with
Jewish MKs, mainly on health care issues, regardless of their party affiliation or left-wing or right-wing stance. MK
Tibi also co-sponsors Jewish MKs' bills. Majalli Wahabi, a Druze MK from the centrist Kadima Party, co-sponsors
many bills initiated by Jewish MKs. Finally, while it is true that most of the cooperation is between Jewish MKs and
Arab MKs from the left wing, there is also cooperation with Jewish MKs from the right wing as well.
What do these patterns say about cross-national cooperation strategies? First, it is win-win situation to cooperate
cross-nationally. The Arab MKs gain the ability to set their agenda, which focuses on social issues, while Jewish MKs
collect more votes to support their social initiatives. Second, we can see that as the majority, the Jewish MKs use such
cooperation to set their agenda. Third, the Arab MKs need to choose between pride and realism. A realistic approach can
bring about legislative success. Nevertheless, some of the Arab MKs interviewed chose to refrain from cross-national
cooperation and were willing to pay the price of legislative failure. Fourth, most of the subjects on the Knesset agenda
are not controversial. Indeed, in most cases, cooperation is the standard mode of operation in the Knesset
Russian Jewish Immigrants. MKs who immigrated to Israel from the former Soviet Union tend to cooperate on bills that
are relevant to the Russian immigrants in Israel. Note that these MKs are from different parties and cross other
affiliations.
Gender and Seniority. At first glance, there seems to be little cross-affiliation cooperation on the basis of gender or
seniority. However, in the interviews, female MKs indicated that they do engage in such cross-affiliation cooperation
when it comes to gender issues. Support for this statement comes from the protocols of the Committee on the Status of
Women, which indicate cross-affiliation cooperation when it comes to gender issues.
4.3 The Characteristics of the Cooperation
After creating the scale and inputting our data into it, we looked at two factors that might explain the differences in
cooperative strategies: being a minority member and membership in the coalition or opposition. Of the two factors, only
being a minority member was significant (χ2=4.035, Sig=0.039). Arab MKs tend to cooperate more than Jewish MKs.
We also identified this pattern in the content analysis of the bills. This finding strengthens previous studies regarding
minority activity in legislatures (e.g., Schiller, 1995; Kessler & Krehbiel, 1996; Talbert & Potoski, 2002; Koger, 2003).
Being a member of the coalition or the opposition was not significant. This lack of significance is surprising given the
results of previous studies. Perhaps it is because the sample is not big enough and does not reflect the entire picture. A
second alternative explanation is based on the ambition theory - legislators prefer to act alone or when they do
cooperate, it is an ad hoc decision rather than being based on the similarity of affiliation. A third alternative explanation
is that due to changes in the Israeli political system, the power of the party leader and candidate selection methods,
parliamentary activity has little effect on being re-selected to run for office, being re-elected or achieving higher office
(Akirav, 2013). Therefore, co-sponsoring and passing legislation are less attractive endeavors than in other political
systems.
5. Conclusion
MKs are rational actors, so they decide when it is best for them to cooperate. If they choose to cooperate with their
colleagues, in accordance with the ambition theory, they do so to achieve the goals they want for their voters and for
themselves. Furthermore, their first preference is to cooperate with their colleagues from the same affiliation, usually
their own party. However, they will cooperate across affiliations on issues that are significant to them. Such preferences
support the ambition theory, which argues that legislators will cooperate with others whom they trust only if the
potential gains are greater than the potential losses (Axelrod & Hamilton, 1981; Maynard, 1982; Axelrod, 1984;
Chaudburi, Sopher, & Strand, 2002). In addition, MKs will cooperate when they believe it will help them realize their
ambition to be re-selected to run for office, re-elected or obtain a higher position (Schlesinger, 1966; Rohde, 1979;
Herrick & Moore, 1993; Francis & Lawrence, 1996; Victor, 2005; Treul, 2009).
Consistent with this view and based mainly on the qualitative analysis, we also found that MKs cooperate primarily
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within their affiliations and less often across affiliations. Finally, there are some MKs who do not cooperate with others,
having decided rationally that it is more beneficial for them to act alone than cooperate with their colleagues.
The study’s unique contribution is the creation of a cooperation scale that can help us understand and analyze more
deeply how MKs behave as rational actors and realize their ambitions. Our findings strengthen previous studies
regarding co-sponsorship in a legislature never previously examined. Finally, this is the first study to look at
parliamentary members in light of the strategic alliances they adopt based on legislation. The study opens up a new
avenue for the future study of all kinds of cooperation strategies that exist in a wide variety of legislatures. Such
investigations can look for similarities in the cooperation strategies as we found in this research or expand the
explanations for the cooperation strategies we found.
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