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Descriptive over-representation, cliental accountability,
and minority politics: the case of the Druze in Israel
Amal Jamal

School of Political Science Government and International Relations, Tel Aviv University, Tel Aviv,
Israel

ABSTRACT
This article explores the relationship between descriptive representation, patrimonial
voting, turnout, and voting patterns in small ethnic groups. It argues that the
combination between patrimonial voting and descriptive representation
marginalizes the importance of substantive representation, leading to a decline in
turnout, but simultaneously to cliental loyalty networks among voters that shape
voting preferences. It utilizes the case of the Druze in Israel and analyzes their
voting patterns in order to establish the argument that the mechanism that leads
to party preferences among minority voters, namely, clientalistic accountability, is
the same mechanism that renders descriptive over-representation devoid of
substantive impact on state policies directed towards the minority. Our aim is to
enrich the literature on the affinity between minority descriptive representation,
patrimonial voting, clientalist accountability, and political efficacy. We demonstrate
that Druze candidates in Zionist parties, especially those close to decision-making
circles by being part of the governmental coalition, establish a broad network of
supporters based on family ties, personally benefiting voters by integrating them or
their relatives into high-income jobs, making their cliental preferences rational. This
creates the gap between mere descriptive representation of minority groups and
the substantial representation of their communal interests in “patronage democracy.”
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Introduction

This article explores the relationship between descriptive representation, patrimonial
voting, turnout, and voting patterns in small ethnic groups. It argues that the combi-
nation between patrimonial voting and descriptive representation marginalizes the
importance of substantive representation, leading to a decline in turnout, but simul-
taneously to cliental loyalty networks among voters that shape voting preferences. It
utilizes the case of the Druze in Israel and analyse their voting patterns in order to
establish the argument that the mechanism that leads to party preferences among min-
ority voters, namely, clientalistic accountability, is the same mechanism that renders
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descriptive over-representation devoid of substantive impact on state policies directed
towards the minority.

The triggers behind exploring this issue are multiple. On the theoretical and com-
parative level, it is the debate in the literature regarding voting as a rational choice and
the role of self-benefit versus collective motivations in explaining turnout and prefer-
ence.1 More specifically, it is the elaboration of Kitschelt and Wilkinson’s concept of
“clientelistic accountability” and its deep affinity with descriptive representation that
turn this study into an important contribution to the literature, especially in pro-
portional electoral systems.2 In this regard, the claim made by scholars that we are
facing “the end of representative politics,”3 becomes crucial for minorities and necessi-
tates reexamining the qualifications of representation in order to demonstrate the
transformation of its meaning. Furthermore, the culminating literature on patrimonial
voting, which focuses on how “what citizens own (or not) shape their material inter-
ests, which in turn shape their vote choice”4 raise questions regarding the centrality of
patrimonial networks in shaping the preferences of minority groups, strengthening
descriptive representation, but simultaneously emptying it from its substantive
meaning.

The empirical motivation behind this study is the puzzling behaviour of the Druze
community in Israel, the majority of whose voters cast their ballots for the same
nationalist Zionist parties that a majority of them blame to promote policies, antagon-
istic to their civil rights and civic status in the state.5 The most prominent example is
voting for the same parties that legislated the Basic Law: Israel – The Nation State of
the Jewish People in 2018, which led to angry protests among the Druze, who argued
that the law turns them into second class citizens, after decades of “shared fate”
between them and the Jews.6 This pattern of voting is even more puzzling, when
noting that the same parties stood behind the amendment of the Planning and
Housing Law (the Kaminitz Law) in 2017, making it possible for administrative
state officials to issues high fines for what the law defines as “illegal housing,”
without any legal process; a policy that has been heavily implemented in Druze villages
since then and is greatly resented by them.7

Exploring the Druze case enables us not only to deconstruct the puzzle concerning
their voting patterns, but also to enrich the literature on the affinity between minority
descriptive representation,8 patrimonial voting,9 clientalist accountability,10 and politi-
cal efficacy. This affinity establishes the argument that Druze candidates in Zionist
parties, especially those close to decision-making circles by being part of the govern-
mental coalition, establish a broad network of supporters based on their attributive
characteristics (family ties), personally benefiting voters by integrating them or their
relatives into high-income jobs, making their cliental preferences rational. That is
why the common voting patterns in various Druze villages is for candidates from
the village or who have established a cliental network in other Druze villages and
are listed in a realistic slot in a party with high chances to be part of the coalition.
This pattern of cliental voting which looks rational on the personal level, although it
may not be so on the collective level, allows us to explain the gap between the mere
descriptive representation of minority groups and the substantial representation of
their communal interests in “patronage democracy.”11

We start with explicating the meaning of descriptive representation and its relation-
ship with substantial representation on the one hand and patrimonial voting and cli-
ental accountability on the other. We then briefly review the literature on Druze
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political behaviour in Israel, demonstrating the lack of available explanations of the
puzzle raised above. Only then do we introduce the data that have enabled us to expli-
cate our argument that descriptive representation of minority groups, especially in
majority parties could be heavily influenced by cliental networks that empty it from
its substantial meaning. We conclude with a few insights regarding descriptive rep-
resentation and its consequences for substantive minority interests.

Minority voting patterns, descriptive representation and patrimonial
politics

Political participation and representation are at the core of modern democracy, since
they enable social groups to participate in political life and promote their worldviews
and interests.12 Therefore, who is represented and by whom and to what effect have
been important aspects of investigation in democratic studies.13 Attention has been
given to the identity of representatives and the extent to which it corresponds with
that of the represented, raising the importance of under-representation and its sec-
tional relationship with socio-economic, ethnic, and cultural identities.14 This gap
has brought the importance of minority representation to the fore, arguing that the
representation of minorities empowers them and enables them to express their
needs and become part of the democratic decision-making processes.15

Minority representation can take different forms.16 Whereas minorities can have
their own representatives in legislative institutions through their own political
parties, they can also be integrated into broad non-minority political parties and
seek to influence the political process from within.17 The exact form of minority rep-
resentation is not determined by legal and institutional factors alone, but is also deeply
influenced by the minority, especially its size and main socio-historical character-
istics.18 Whereas the demographic weight of large minorities allows them to institutio-
nalize their parties to represent their interests and as a result may have more impact on
decision-making regarding their rights, small groups in proportional systems must
integrate into large parties, turning the attributive features of minority representatives
into an important mobilizing force and an important factor in representing minority
interests.19

Pitkin, who has claimed that representation is about “acting in the interest of the
represented, in a manner responsive to them,”20 has also highlighted the importance
of descriptive representation as depending “on the representative’s characteristics,
on what he is or is like, on being something rather than doing something.”21 Notwith-
standing this understanding, some scholars have argued that defining representation
by the mere characteristics of the representatives does not take into consideration
what they do.22 According to them, speaking for, acting for, and looking after the inter-
ests of minority groups is crucial for representation and it has a strong impact on
turnout and preferences.23

These arguments highlight the importance and efficacy of descriptive represen-
tation.24 They also raise its relationship with regime type and the nature of the electoral
system.25 Many scholars have argued that proportional electoral systems facilitate the
chances for more representation of minority groups, such as women and ethnic
groups.26 Bird has argued that “if the inclusion of visible minorities in elected
bodies does not necessarily guarantee policies that are more sensitive to minority inter-
ests, their absence certainly points to the fact that something is amiss.”27
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As a result, there are those who view descriptive representation as empowering and
as having a positive impact on turnout and political participation.28 They argue that
descriptive representation is supported by social empowerment theory, turning invis-
ible leadership into an important factor in enhancing trust in government, efficacy,
group pride and participation.29 As Pantoja and Segura argue, “descriptive represen-
tation has a negative, significant, and important effect on political alienation.”30

When speaking of Latino citizens, they argue that the “effect increases as the frequency
of descriptive representation increases.”31 Accordingly, in many cases, minorities have
shown that they vote more when there are candidates that originate from their
national, ethnic or racial group.32

In contrast, there are those who cast some doubt on the efficacy of descriptive rep-
resentation and argue that this relationship is ambivalent.33 Others view it in negative
terms, arguing that descriptive representation is not correlated with turnout or trust in
the system, as many studies of African-Americans have shown and could lead to more
divisions in divided societies.34 As Bird demonstrates, in some cases, minority repre-
sentatives may be “disconnected from the ordinary classes of ethnic minorities they are
supposed to represent.”35 This possibility is most apparent when the political legiti-
macy of these representatives owes little to grassroots support or community activism
and is fully dependent on the political calculations of the party in which they are listed.

This debate brings to the fore the importance of how minority representatives are
chosen and whether they are chosen based on real electoral power or dependent on
internal party calculations. When we deal with the case of small minorities that
don’t have much electoral power, such as the Druze in Israel, the issue of descriptive
representation may take problematic shape. This is especially true when speaking of
traditional and patriarchal minorities in which family loyalties play an important
role.36 Such a social structure turns the treatment of clientelism, as a strategy rather
than as a historical given, into a necessary factor to consider in explicating minority
turnout and preferences.37 This treatment is especially important when we consider
clientalism as an exchange rather than a relationship.38 Piattoni has argued that client-
alism is a “quid pro quo relation, ruled by economic principles.”39 Berenschot and
Aspinall view it “as the practice of exchanging a targeted, non-policy based contingent
provision of material benefits (money, jobs, public services, government contracts,
etc.) for political support (such as votes, campaign funding and other forms of cam-
paign support)” (4). Kitschelt & Wilkinson speak of “clientalistic accountability,”
which “represents a transaction, the direct exchange of a citizen’s vote for direct pay-
ments or continuing access to employment, goods and services.”40 This type of clienta-
listic relations is most apparent in what Chandra (2009) calls “patronage
democracy.” As we shall demonstrate, in such cases, majority parties allow the devel-
opment of cliental relation between minority candidates and voters in order to win
their support.

This argument build on the literature on clientalism that highlights the relationship
between informal institutions, such as “patterns of patron-client relations but [in]
which power is also exercised.”41 or “socially shared rules, usually unwritten, that
are created, communicated, and enforced outside officially sanctioned channels”42

and personal interests. These patterns of relationships emphasize that in the patron-
client type of linkage, personal rather than universalistic interests are pervasive and
motivate political behaviour.43 This is an important feature to take into consideration
when seeking a better understanding of the impact of descriptive representation on the
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voting behaviour of minority voters. It brings us closer to the common notion of patri-
monial voting, which establishes a linkage between the “individual’s vote choice [and]
possession (or not) of the means of economic production.”44 Although the literature
on patrimonial voting usually focuses on material assets and resources that voters
already have, it allows us to consider potential assets or benefits that could be realized
as a result of political loyalty. Such understanding turns it into an important factor in
determining turnout and preference among voters, meaning that economic gains that
are guaranteed by being embedded in the networks established by political candidates
from political parties that have a strong impact on decision-making are important
factors in determining voting patterns. The case under study is a prototype that will
demonstrate these points.

Druze over-representation

The Druze community in Israel, an Arab-speaking religious and ethnic minority
amongst Palestinian society in Israel, live in the Galilee and Mount Carmel areas,45

and comprise around 2% of Israeli society. Nevertheless, it manages to be disproportion-
ally over-represented in the Israeli Knesset, where, in some cases, there are 2–5 Druze
MKs, mostly in Zionist parties. Furthermore, the voting patterns of the Druze are
closer to Jewish society than to the Arab-Palestinian minority. Most Druze voters cast
their votes in support of Zionist parties, including right-wing nationalist ones, mostly
for those in which candidates from the community have been integrated.

In seeking to explain Druze political behaviour, Aboultaif argues that “in a society
where political ideology did not establish itself as a means for mobilization, religion
becomes the only motive for political mobilization. Accordingly, Druze religious doc-
trines determine their struggle for political representation and influence their political
decision-making.”46 However, despite the importance of the Druze faith in the life of
the community members, it cannot explain the variance in turnout and preference.
Therefore, Brake claims that

Druze generally vote out of utilitarian motives and sometimes their voting is clearly instrumen-
tal; voting for parties which include a relative or someone from their town, who might be able
to grant a benefit, or voting influenced by relations with army personnel. Few vote out of ideo-
logical motives.47

Brake’s sound argument does not explain the over-representation of the Druze. It does
not explicate how voting patterns are related to manufacturing loyalty to specific can-
didates. This lacuna also characterizes Shanan and Eilat’s review of the main changes
taking place in Druze voting patterns.48 Although they address the constant drop in
Druze turnout and the transition from loyalty to the Labor party to a concentration
of voter support for parties in the centre of the political map, and even address the
transition from voting according to ethnic affiliation to voting according to the
place of residence of Druze candidates, they do not manage to provide a coherent
explanation for such trends. They do not provide evidence as to how cliental relations
are related to voting patterns.

Druze descriptive representation, turnout and preferences patterns

In order to address the puzzle mentioned above, we start by presenting a descriptive
analysis of the turnout of the Druze community in the last twenty-five years, beginning
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with the 1996 elections and until 2021. We are speaking of eleven election rounds.
Since the Druze live in various villages, in some cases mixed with other Arab citizens
(Moslems and Christians), and since it is hard to locate the Druze in these villages, we
collected data from ten solely Druze villages – Beit Jann, Julis, Daliat al-Carmel,
Horfesh, Yanuh-Jat, Yarka, Kisra and Sajur, Ein al-Asad and Bukaya’a.49 We collected
the data from the Central Election Committee and calculated the average of turnout
over the years, by dividing the percentage of voters by the number of eligible voters
in each village. As we see in Chart 1, there is a constant decline in turnout and the per-
centage of those citizens that participate in the elections dropped to around 50% of the
eligible voters in the last elections. This constant decline is surprising, especially when
we consider that the Druze are over-represented in the Israeli parliament. As the chart
demonstrates, the number of Druze MKs in the Knesset from 1996 until 2021 is much
higher than the number of MKs that the Druze could have voted into the Knesset, if all

Chart 1. Druze turnout and number of Knesset members.

Chart 2. Level of trust in the Knesset and its members.
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eligible Druze voters had participated in the elections. The gap between the number of
Druze MKs and the turnout rate among the Druze shows that the former are not there
as a result of their electoral power, but due to internal decisions made by the parties in
which they are listed.

The constant decline in turnout, despite the presence of Druze candidates invites an
explanation that may shed light on the meaning of descriptive representation. One
possible factor that is considered in the literature and could be, at least partially, sup-
ported by some data in this research is the decline in trust in the political systems and
the politicians. Although trust may mean different things to different people, it is
important, since it reflects the level of expectation by voters that their representatives
will keep their promises and faithfully promote their views and meet their
expectations.50

In order to explore the level of trust and its impact on turnout, we looked at the data
of the European Social Survey (ESS) in the years 1999–2015. The ESS survey included
questions regarding the level of trust of Israeli citizens, including Druze, in the Knesset
and in politicians. The participants in the survey were asked to indicate their trust on a
scale of 0–10, when 0 means “I don’t trust at all” and 10 means “I fully trust.”As we can
see from Chart 2, which includes Druze respondents only, the level of trust in the
Knesset has declined from 5.81 to 5. Trust in politicians has also been declining,
although not as much as trust in the Knesset from 4.05 to 3.24. This means that the
Knesset and the politicians do not meet the expectations of the eligible Druze voters.

In order to verify this data, we examined the data of the Israeli National Elections
Survey (INES) in the years 2006-2019, focusing on Druze respondents. We noticed a
constant decline in the level of trust in politicians. Whereas in 2006 the level of mistrust
reached 2.65 on a scale of five, it went up to 2.75 in 2019.

We decided to explore whether there was a difference in the level of trust between
voters and non-voters51 and therefore, we ran a variance test based on the ESS data. We
thus divided the survey participants based on the question, “Did you vote in the last
elections,” between those who voted and those who did not. We found that the
number of Druze who voted was N = 195 and the number of those who haven’t
voted was N = 119. We ran a t-test between the two groups regarding trust in the
Knesset and trust in politicians based on the level of trust questions we related to
above. The results showed that there was no significant difference in the level of
trust in the Knesset between those who voted and those who did not. In contrast,
we found a significant difference between those who voted (N = 184) and those who
did not vote (N = 110) in the level of trust in politicians [t(275.2) = 3.32, (p < 0.005)]
when the level of trust of those who voted (M = 3.53, SD = 2.592) was higher than
that of those who did not vote (M = 2.64 SD = 1.976). This means that it is not the
trust in the parliament that influences the chances of voting or not, but rather the per-
sonal trust in specific politicians that makes people go out and vote.

In order to further verify if there are other factors than the personal trust in poli-
ticians that influence people’s decisions to vote or not, we examined the political pos-
itions of the respondents on a spectrum of 10, where 0 is left and 10 is right on various
topics, including ideology, satisfaction with one’s life, economic satisfaction and reli-
giosity. We found no difference between the two groups on these levels. The only vari-
able in which we found a difference was in the level of political interest p < 0.001
(441.285) t = 5.186 between those who voted (n = 192) and those who did not vote
(n = 117), as those who voted (M = 2.77, SD = 1.083) showed higher political interest
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compared with those who did not vote (M = 3.35. SD = 0.684). This means that the
data so far shows that the only significant difference between voters and non-voters,
given that voters are more interested in politics, relates to the level of their trust in poli-
ticians. Given the social structure in Druze villages, especially family ties, trust in poli-
ticians becomes a personal rather than an ideological matter.52

Delving deeper into the centrality of descriptive representation in explicating Druze
voting patterns, we explored the number of Druze MKs between 1996 and 2021 and
their party affiliation. As Chart 3 demonstrates, it is not only that the Druze are
over-represented in the Israeli Knesset, but that most of the Druze MKs are
affiliated with Zionist parties.

The data in Chart 3 made us explore whether there was a relationship between the
presence of a Druze candidate in a party and voting patterns. We examined whether
there was a correlation between the presence of a Druze candidate and the fluctuations
we found in the party preference among Druze voters. This point is especially impor-
tant since, even if we find a relationship between a Druze candidate and voting pat-
terns, we still have to explain what determines party preference when there are
Druze candidates in several parties. Since we are speaking of a long period of time,
we decided to narrow the number of parties and organize them according to
common parameters. We gathered the Arab parties (The Joint List, Hadash, Bald,
Ra’am and Ta’al), Zionist nationalist parties (Mafdal, Yemena, Habayet Ha-Yehudi,
Kulanu), centrist Zionist parties (Shinui, Kadima, Yesh Atid), left Zionist parties
(Labor, Meretz, Zionist Camp), and ultra-Orthodox parties (Shas and Yahadut
Hatora). The Likud and Yisrael Beiteinu were placed alone, since we found that
they attracted most Druze votes, and exploring the variables that stand behind such
preferences could shed light on the broader phenomenon of Druze voting patterns.
Our assumption, to which we devote attention in the coming pages, is that the presence
of a Druze candidate in a Zionist party that is part of the governmental coalition and
therefore has more impact on policy making, influences party preference.

Chart 3. Number of Druze Knesset members by Knesset and party.
Notes: *In the 3rd Knesset a representative of the Democratic List for Arabs in Israel entered during the Knesset term. *In the 8th
Knesset a representative of the Likud entered during the Knesset term. *In the 9th Knesset a representative of the United Arab
List entered during the Knesset term. *In the 12th Knesset a representative of Hadash and another one of Labour entered during
the Knesset term. *In the 16th Knesset a representative of the Labour entered during the Knesset term and left. *In the 17th
Knesset a representative of the Labour and another of Balad entered during the Knesset term. *In the 18th Knesset a represen-
tative of Kadima and another of Atsmaut entered during the Knesset term. *In the 20th Knesset a representative of the Zionist
Camp and another of Kulano entered during the Knesset term. An MK of Hadash left the Knesset during the term. *In the 24th
Knesset, based on implementing the Norwegian law, an MK from Yisrael Beiteinu left the Knesset, one from Meretz and one from
Kahol-Lavan entered the Knesset.

8 A. JAMAL



In Chart 4, we present the number and percentage of voters in each of these cat-
egories in each Knesset term since 1996. We have clearly marked the presence of a
Druze candidate in the party or category of parties to create differentiation between
them and other categories that have not included Druze candidates. The data we
analyse is based on the number of voters in the ten Druze villages we mentioned earlier.

The data presented in Chart 4, which enables a comparison between the periods in
which a Druze candidate was listed in the party or group of parties, and those periods
in which no Druze candidate was listed, shows that the presence of a Druze candidate
makes a difference in the voting patterns of Druze voters.

As we can see, in the 17th and 20th Knessets, when Said Nafa’a and Abdullah Abu
Ma’aruf were candidates in Arab parties (Balad and Hadash respectively), the number
of voters for these parties soared. The presence of Majali Wehbeh in Kadima in the
17th Knesset shifted many votes from the Likud to him. The presence of Hamad
Amar in Yisrael Beiteinu in the 19th Knesset led to a major rise in the number of
Druze voters, continuing until the 24th Knesset. In the 21st Knesset we see a major
increase in the number of voters to Kahol-Lavan in which Gadeer Kamal-Mreeh
was a candidate, who opposed the nation-state law, and we noted a major drop in
support for the Likud, despite the presence of a Druze candidate, since the party sup-
ported the law. In contrast, the absence of a Druze candidate in Kahol-Lavan in the
24th Knesset led to a major drop in the number of voters and a clear rise in the
number of voters for the Likud and Yisrael Beiteinu, in which the Druze candidates
managed to reestablish trust with voters in the community.

The data in Chart 4 also shows that the fluctuations in party preference among
Druze voters are not only related to the presence or absence of a Druze candidate,
but also concerns who this candidate is and whether s/he is part of the coalition or
has a good chance of being in the coalition. The shift of votes from Likud to
Kadima in the 19th Knesset in 2006 and the shift from Likud to Kahol-Lavan in the
20th Knesset in 2019 are good examples to support the argument that the presence
of a Druze candidate in a party that will most likely be part of the coalition is
heavily correlated with party preference among Druze voters.

Going beyond the descriptive data shown in Chart 4, we analysed different datasets
available in INES and ESS regarding the attitudes of voters concerning their

Chart 4. Number of Druze voters by party and Knesset term.
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preferences. The INES53 dataset enabled us to analyse Druze voting patterns in the
election rounds 1996–2020. Given that the percentage of Druze who participated in
the survey is low and given that not all participants answered all questions, we are
aware of the validity problem we encounter. Nonetheless, looking at the data
enabled us to indicate trends that may provide us with a possible answer that
should be better verified in future research.

Again, we assumed that there were various possible factors that could influence the
voting patterns of the Druze voters. These factors do not necessarily supplant the
descriptive factor but may actually add to it. The INES survey is usually conducted
before each election and aims to examine the attitudes of the voters in Israel. We
relate to eight surveys conducted before 1996, 2003, 2006, 2009, 2013, 2015, and
2019 elections. In each of the surveys, except for 1999 in which it was not possible
to separate the Druze from other participants, we focused on the question: “What is
your religion (Jewish/Moslem/Christian/Druze/other) in order to identify the Druze
participants”.

In each of the surveys, people were asked: In case the elections were to take place
today, to which party would you vote? Only 157 people out of 223 answered this ques-
tion. In each of the elections, we sorted out the parties according to those in which a
Druze candidate was nominated in a realistic position on the list, taking into consider-
ation that some parties included Druze MKs while other parties had not nominated a
Druze candidate. When sorting out the parties, we differentiated between Zionist
parties with a Druze candidate, Zionist parties without a Druze candidate and Arab
parties. The analysis of the answers we found in the survey shows the following.

The data in Table 1 show that the number of potential voters for Zionist parties with
a Druze candidate was much larger (102) than those who said that they would vote for
a Zionist party without a Druze candidate (44). The number of those who said they
would vote for an Arab party is very small (11), even when these parties had a
Druze candidate. These data add up to the descriptive statistics we provided above,
showing that, based on the patterns of voting and the attitudes of Druze voters, it
can be argued that the presence of a Druze candidate in a party that is most likely
to be part of the coalition influences their preference. Since Arab parties don’t tra-
ditionally join the coalition, they don’t win much support. This is strongly so when
they don’t nominate a Druze candidate in a realistic place.

This argument is supported by another set of data we have taken from the ESS.54

The ESS survey is usually conducted every two years, and for this research, we took

Table 1. Distribution of potential Druze voters according to party with/without Druze candidate.

Party

Year
N (Druze

participants)
Zionist with a Druze

candidate
Zionist without a Druze

candidate
Arab
Parties

1996 56 36 15 1
2003 16 9 0 3
2006 26 18 4 1
2009 51 18 14 0
2013 24 1 3 3
2015 19 6 3 1
2019 15 7 2 0
2020 16 7 3 2
Total 223 102 44 11
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six surveys that corresponded to four elections in Israel in the years 1999, 2006, 2009,
2015 (for the 2009 and 2015 elections there were two surveys and the for 2013 elections
no survey was conducted). We sorted out the Druze based on the question: What is
your religion (Jewish/Moslem/Christian/Druze/other)?

In each survey the question was posed: Which party did you vote for in the last elec-
tions? Only 141 people out of 329 answered this question. We sorted the parties in
accord with our earlier three categories: Zionist parties with a Druze candidate,
Zionist parties without a Druze candidate and Arab parties. The distribution we
received was as follows.

As we can see from Table 2, the data regarding voting patterns support the con-
clusions we have drawn based on the data from INES, namely, that Druze voters
prefer Zionist parties with Druze candidates and those who are likely to be part of
the coalition, when compared with Zionist parties without a Druze candidate or
Arab parties with a Druze candidate, but which have no chance of being part of the
coalition.

In order to make sure that it were the identity of the candidate and not other charac-
teristics of the supported parties that was the main factor behind the voters’ prefer-
ences, we looked at the voting patterns for the same parties, once when they had a
Druze candidate and in other cases, when they did not. The descriptive statistics
show that Arab parties win much more support when they list a Druze candidate com-
pared to when they do not. This is also true for Zionist parties, such as the case of the
Labor party in the elections for the 22nd Knesset, compared with the 21st Knesset six
months earlier. Another clear example is the tremendous shift in the patterns of voting
for the Likud in the 16th (2003) and 17th (2006) Knesset elections. In the 16th Knesset
two Druze candidates were elected and became MKs (Ayub Kara and Majaleh
Wehbeh). When the Likud was split by Ariel Sharon in 2005, leading up to the 19th
Knesset elections in 2006, and Sharon established Kadima, MK Wehbeh moved with
him. Because Kadima and not the Likud became the party with the greatest chances
of forming the government, a large number of Druze voters supported the party in
comparison to the drop in the support for Likud. The location of Wehbeh on the
Kadima list was realistic, and he ended up being elected. Kara’s placement at the
bottom of the list, in an unrealistic place, in which, according to the polls of the
period he had no chance of being elected, led to a major drop in the number of
voters for the party. A similar shift took place with Kahol-Lavan before the 24th
Knesset election (2021). While the party had a Druze candidate in a realistic place
in the elections to the 21st, 22nd, and 23rd Knesset elections, the candidate Gadeer
Kamal-Mreeh then left the party and, as a result, the percentage of Druze who voted

Table 2. Druze voting patterns according to party with/without Druze candidate.

Year
Survey
Version

N (Druze
Participants

Zionist with a Druze
candidate

Zionist without a Druze
candidate

Arab
Parties

2015 2016ESS8 37 5 7 6
2015 2014ESS7 53 12 7 2
2009 2012ESS6 48 12 7 2
2009 2010ESS5 74 15 7 0
2006 2008ESS4 62 27 7 1
1999 2002ESS1 55 19 4 6
Sum 329 90 39 17
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for the party dropped dramatically in the 2021 elections. These shifts in voting rates for
the same parties when they have a Druze candidate or not, is indicative not only of the
centrality of descriptive representation for preference, but also the importance of the
placement of the Druze candidate and the chances of being part of the coalition or not.

This last point makes it necessary to relate to another factor that influences party
preference, namely, the position of the Druze candidate concerning substantive
issues related to the Druze community. This factor assists in explaining the preference
for a specific party versus another when both have a Druze candidate in a realistic pos-
ition. When the Druze candidate of the Likud party lost the trust of the Druze voters
after supporting the nation-state law in 2018, we witnessed a serious drop in the per-
centage of those who supported the Likud. At the same time, we noted a serious rise in
the percentage of those who supported Kahol-Lavan since its candidate opposed the
law. Another important example drawing attention to the fact that not every Druze
candidate is deemed worthy of winning Druze support is the return of supporters to
the Likud and Yisrael Beiteinu in the elections to the 24th Knesset. This shift
showed that, when the head of Yisrael Beiteinu expressed his view that the nation-
state law was a mistake and violated the sentiments of the Druze community, the per-
centage of voters went up. In contrast, the Likud did not express this view and the per-
centage of Druze supporters did not go up as much. These examples demonstrate that
descriptive representation and the chances of being part of the coalition or not are very
strong factors in determining voting patterns, but in extreme cases, when the parties to
join the coalition are not clearly determined one cannot dismiss the importance of sub-
stantive differences between candidates.

For the sake of clarity and to make sure that our interpretation of the data was
correct, we sought to verify whether there was any unique characteristic that might
cause the difference between voters for Zionist parties with Druze candidates and
voters for Zionist parties without Druze candidates. We thus ran a t-test to help us
determine what factor/s would influence the difference. In order to conduct the test,
we chose the INES questions that relate to socio-economic status, personal economic
situation, and political and economic beliefs. We took thirteen questions that were
repeated almost every year. Although our sample was relatively small, our results
still showed that there was no statistically significant variance between the two
groups, thereby demonstrating that no factor other than the presence of a Druze can-
didate in a Zionist party most likely to be part of the coalition, determined party pre-
ference among Druze voters.

Notwithstanding this argument, which has been inductively and counterfactually
demonstrated, we still have not yet verified the cliental dimension of candidate prefer-
ence, given the fact that there are various Druze candidates in various Zionist parties
which may potentially join the coalition, such as in the case of the Likud and Yisrael
Beiteinu. To explicate this phenomenon and verify how the cliental accountability
argument works, we turned to examine the fluctuating voting patterns in the villages
in which a candidate was present in comparison to the voting patterns in the same vil-
lages when no such candidate was listed.

Cliental accountability and patrimonial voting

In this part, we demonstrate that the identity of candidates, especially their affiliation
with a certain locality and their ability to facilitate the economic interests of voters by
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being positioned in a realistic slot in a political party that has high chance to be part of
the governing coalition play an important role in explaining party preference. This
pattern of cliental loyalty, namely the chances that a Druze candidate will be able to
facilitate the economic interests of the voter, such as promises of employment or facil-
itating the promotion of relatives, is assumed to explicate the patterns of voting in the
Druze villages.

Table 3. Druze voting patterns in five Druze villages.
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As we see in Table 3, which introduces the voting patterns in five villages in which
candidates were listed in a realistic place in a Zionist party, the locality of a candidate
played a major role in mobilizing more people to vote for his/her party. To illustrate
the relationship between the presence of a candidate and the rise in the number of
voters for his/her party, it suffices to look at the changes in the number of votes for
the Likud in the 16th Knesset in Beit Jann (1504) compared to the votes in the 17th
Knesset (37), when Majalli Wahabe moved from the Likud to Kadima, which then
won 1295 votes as a result. Another example is the tremendous rise in the number
of voters for the Likud in the 21st Knesset (2481) when Fatin Mula, a candidate
from Yarka village was listed in a realistic place, compared with the 20th Knesset elec-
tions (261) when no candidate from the village was listed. Another example is the rise
in the number of voters for the Labor Party in Hurfeish when Shakib Shanan was listed
in a realistic place in the 17th and 18th Knesset elections. A similar pattern can be seen
when Gadeer Kamal-Mreeh joined Kahol-Lavan and was listed in a realistic place in
the elections to the 21st, 22nd, and 23rd Knesset.

To support the argument about the centrality of the cliental relationship between
candidates and voters, we sought to examine the correlation between the level of
trust in politicians and the satisfaction people have with their economic situation.
We assumed that, since the motivations behind economic satisfaction are self-interest
rather than collective motivations, when satisfaction correlates with trust in politicians,
it could be telling about the motivations of voters when considering whom to vote for.
In order to follow this line of thought, we returned to the ESS surveys.

In these surveys, respondents were asked to rank their level of satisfaction with the
economic situation in Israel. The scale ranged between 0 = not satisfied and 10 = very
satisfied. The development of this scale ranges from 1999 until 2015. We notice that
when it comes to satisfaction with the economic situation there is almost a constant
rise, despite the slight drop in the years 2006-2009. To explore the relationship
between satisfaction with the economic situation in Israel and political behaviour,
we examined where respondents placed themselves politically between right and left.
Both topics were examined on a scale of 0–10.

Our data demonstrate that an increasing number of people identify themselves with
the right-wing of the political scene, where the candidates and the parties they vote for
are located. As Table 4 shows, we also found that, among the respondents (N = 277),
there was a significant correlation between satisfaction with the economic situation
and political position (r = 0.253, p < 0.01). This means that the more people are
satisfied with the economic situation, the more they tend to be on the right of the pol-
itical map and vice versa. When examining whether there was any connection between
satisfaction with the economic situation and trust in politicians, we found that there
was a significant correlation (r = 0.300, p < 0.01). This means that the higher the satis-
faction with the economic situation, the higher the trust in politicians. This correlation
allows us to argue that the politicians that get more trust, win it from those who are

Table 4. Correlation between satisfaction with economic situation, political position and trust in politicians.

Political position (Right) Trust in politicians

Satisfaction with the economic situation 0.25* 0.29*
N 277 304

*p < 0.01.
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more satisfied with their economic situation. Such a correlation makes the chances
higher than usual that people who are more economically satisfied will vote for a
certain party, having a candidate that they trust and can promote their economic inter-
ests. This correlation also allows us to argue that politicians who can guarantee more
jobs and facilitate economic interests are likely to have greater chances to win support
than others; otherwise, how can we explain the fluctuations in voting patterns in each
of the villages sampled, and the correlation between trust in politicians and economic
satisfaction. In other words, it may be argued that economically satisfied eligible voters
are more likely to vote for Zionist parties that are supportive of the neo-liberal
economy and include a Druze candidate. In order to better emphasize this point, we
compared the support for Druze candidates in Arab parties or opposition parties
with candidates from parties that have been in power or have better chances to be
in power. This means that there is a variance between different Druze candidates
based on their network in centres of power and their ability to translate their
influence into either problem-solving or integrating voters in the job market.

It is important to note that we have not found a positive correlation between trust in
politicians and political ideology. This means that we cannot establish the argument
that a right-winger trusts politicians more. However, we did find that there is a positive
correlation between political ideology and economic satisfaction, and between the
latter and trust in politicians. These correlations do not provide a full explanation of
patrimonial voting, but nevertheless show that chances are very high that there is a
strong overlap between the three variables, namely, those who are economically
satisfied mostly vote for right-wing parties since they trust candidates of these
parties who end up supporting their interests.

Furthermore, these results make it difficult to verify the cliental accountability argu-
ment based on the statistical data available. Nevertheless, when looking at the cumu-
lative data presented so far, it is possible to argue that we have not found any
explanation for the voting patterns in Druze villages other than the presence of a
Druze candidate in a Zionist party that is or could be part of the governing coalition.
That is an important factor that makes this candidate influential, and positioned close
to policymaking, especially regarding what concerns the candidates, namely, the ability
to win the trust of their supporters in their villages or in other villages in which they
have their own familial network. In other words, it is possible to argue with greater
certainty that descriptive representation is important, but it should be combined
with another important element in order to explicate the variance in voting patterns
when there is more than one Druze candidate. The correlations presented above
could shed light on this variance, leading us to the cliental accountability argument.
This argument means that cliental voting does not contradict rational choice on the
personal level and even when it is based on ethnic favouritism, it may overrule com-
munal interests.

Conclusion

The data regarding the Druze community’s turnout and voting patterns refute the
argument made in the literature that descriptive representation determines turnout,
but reiterates the argument made by many scholars that it is a major motivation
behind party preference.55 As the data demonstrates, the majority of Druze voters
vote for Zionist parties with a Druze candidate in a realistic slot on the party list.
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Notwithstanding its centrality, descriptive representation has to be supplemented by
other factors in order to explain the variance in supporting different Druze candidates
in various Zionist parties, and between them and Druze candidates in Arab parties. As
we have demonstrated, these factors are the chances of a Druze candidate to become
part of the governing coalition and the familial ties the candidate has in his village or
other Druze villages. In such cases, exchanging patrimonial interests for personal loyal-
ties nourish cliental accountability and become strong motivation behind voting pat-
terns. When representatives with attributive features similar to their voters run for
office, they are most likely to be supported when they have the ability to utilize their
power in their party to facilitate the patrimonial interests of their supporters.56 This
patter seems to explain the low number of Druze voters for Arab parties, even when
they include a Druze candidate, let alone when they don’t.

This brings us back to the puzzling voting patterns of many Druze for the same
Zionist parties that have disappointed them by supporting the nation-state law. The
patron-client accountability explicated above provides us with an explanation to the
mismatch between broad communal interests and narrow personal benefits. This mis-
match problematizes the meaning of descriptive representation. Given the familial
social structure in the Druze community, the ability of individuals whose interests
are at stake to mobilize voters to support candidates from political parties that have
a strong influence on allocation policies and on the integration of people in the job
market, turns out to be a strong factor in determining voting patterns. This means
that Druze voters tend to support Druze candidates in right-wing Zionist parties
that are most likely to be part of the coalition and a result has the best chances to
influence their self-interests. This pattern of voting, despite ethnic favouritism,
refutes the argument that faith alone explains the political behaviour of the Druze.
The data show that personal utility rather than common communal interests provides
a rationale behind the fact that most Druze have voted for Likud and Yisrael Beiteinu,
despite the fact that these parties were behind the legislation of the nation-state law and
the Kaminitz Law. This voting pattern problematizes the literature on descriptive rep-
resentation of minority groups and on rational voting. It shows how patrimonial inter-
ests and cliental accountability subordinate representation to patron-client deals that
empty substantive representation from its genuine meaning.
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