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Enfranchising immigrants and/or emigrants?
Attitudes towards voting rights expansion among
sedentary nationals in Europe

Elie Michel © and Joachim Blatter

Department of Political Science, University of Lucerne, Lucerne, Switzerland

ABSTRACT

Normative debates and comparative studies on voting rights regulations are
lively. However, little is known on what citizens think of enfranchising
migrants. This paper starts to fill this gap. We conducted an original survey in
26 European countries (n = 16,555). In most countries, an (often narrow)
majority of sedentary nationals supports enfranchising emigrants. In all
countries, no majority favours the enfranchisement of immigrants, although
falling short of a majority in several cases. Being a woman, a bi-national
citizen, but also younger, and leaning to the political left is associated with
higher support for enfranchising immigrants. However, no individual-level
characteristics, apart from age, is associated with the support for
enfranchising emigrants. An exclusive national identity is associated not only
with lower support for enfranchising immigrants but for emigrants, as well.
Furthermore, larger relative sizes of immigrant population fuel support for
enfranchisement of this group.
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Introduction

Political struggles to overcome voting right restrictions based on class, race,
and gender have been a major feature of processes of democratization in
the nineteenth and twentieth centuries (e.g. Przeworski 2009). While universal
suffrage for adult citizens has been achieved in almost all advanced democ-
racies, debates on voting rights expansion are not exhausted. In the
twenty-first century, political and theoretical disputes on the allocation of
voting rights focus on migrants." Indeed, migration undermines the congru-
ence between nationals (individuals that states recognize as their members)
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and residents (individuals that states recognize as living legally and perma-
nently on their territory) of a state. In the twentieth century, democratic
theory and practice have taken such a congruence as “natural”. Yet, these
debates have focused on whether, when, and how migrants should be
included into the electorates of democratic nation-states (e.g. Joppke 2010;
Owen 2011; Scherz 2013; Lépez-Guerra 2014; Baubdck 2018). This paper
investigates citizens’ attitudes on this set of questions.

While political and theoretical debates on voting rights mostly focus on
immigrants, the issue actually concerns both immigrants and emigrants.
Indeed, when dealing with political inclusion, migrants are always emigrants
and immigrants at the same time (Baubdck 2010). For instance, there is a par-
ticular concern on the voting rights of diaspora communities — which are
viewed as “abandoning” their nation of origin (Fitzgerald 2008), while also
struggling to integrate in their host country. Consequently, the principles
guiding the political inclusion of migrants need to be elaborated in both
the country of origin and in the country of residence (e.g. Owen 2011;
Baubdck 2015). In terms of regulations, a growing number of studies and data-
bases describe the diversity and the evolution of legal norms that regulate the
political inclusion of migrant populations in democratic nation states (e.g. Car-
amani and Strijbis 2013; Caramani and Grotz 2015). Empirically, Arrighi and
Baubock (2017) identify two trends of regulations on voting rights, based
on the articulation of the two requirements of residency and nationality.
First, a “post-national” approach overcomes the nationality requirement by
including all residents in the voting population, irrespective of whether they
are nationals or not. More and more European and American democracies
have adopted such “post-national” approach in local elections. Second, a
“deterritorialized” approach overcomes the residency requirement by includ-
ing all nationals in the voting population, irrespective of whether they reside
inside or outside the country. Many democracies adopt such a “deterritoria-
lized” approach in national elections.

Parallel to the evolution of regulations, the issue of the expansion of voting
rights generates a lively theoretical debate. Many normative theorists of
democracy support a principle labelled “all subjected to coercion” or “all sub-
jected to law” (e.g. Lopez-Guerra 2005; Christiano 2006; Abizadeh 2012;
Beckman 2009; Owen 2011, 2012; Song 2012; Beckman and Rosenberg
2018). The principle entails that voting rights should be granted based on resi-
dency (and not nationality), since the law of a country applies to all its resi-
dents (and not just its national citizens). Furthermore, since the most
important laws and regulations are introduced on the national level, and
the national government wields most coercive power, the residency criterion
should be appropriate for the national level and not only for the local level.

Remarkably, there is scarce research on the attitudes of citizens on voting
rights, or on what drives these preferences. Although voting rights generate
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considerable political, juridical, and theoretical debate, little is known on what
individuals think about who should be included in the voting population. This
research gap is problematic for two reasons: citizens generally have an indir-
ect, yet central, role in changes of electoral regulations; and the issue of voting
rights is intertwined with salient current political issues. First, in a historical
perspective, political elites are responsible for suffrage extension to the
working class and to women; yet citizens’ preferences are often considered
significant for election law reforms (Lizzeri and Persico 2004). Second, citizens
have specific demands about how electoral democracies should work — and
they often evaluate its processes with severity (Ferrin and Kriesi 2016).
Indeed, in many countries, especially in Eastern Europe, granting citizenship
and voting rights has also been politicized (e.g. Dumbrava 2013). Additionally,
the specific extension of voting right to immigrants taps into the broader pol-
itical issue of immigration and integration, which is increasingly salient
amongst voters (Dennison and Geddes 2019). On the specific issue of immi-
grants voting rights, citizens seem to oppose the expansion of the electorate
in direct democratic procedures (Veri 2019). For instance, in 2015, 78 per cent
of Luxemburgish voters rejected the expansion of voting rights to non-
national long-term residents (87 per cent voter turnout). Few studies investi-
gate public opinion on voting rights regulations per se, and they usually focus
on limited aspects and descriptive findings (see for instance the Eurobarom-
eter reports EB364, EB431, EB477).

Still, to our knowledge, no comparative study investigates citizens’ prefer-
ences for enfranchising non-resident nationals (emigrants) and non-national
residents (immigrants) at the same time. Thus, the knowledge gap on citizens’
preferences, and more specifically for extending suffrage, is at odds with the
intense normative, practical, and political debates on voting rights for
migrants.

This paper aims to fill this gap: we describe how far “sedentary citizens” in
European countries support the enfranchisement of emigrants and immi-
grants, and investigate whether individual-level and contextual-level factors
drive the support for the one and/or the other.

Our contribution is set up as follows. First, we propose an exploratory
analytical framework for the study of attitudes towards voting rights. We for-
mulate testable hypotheses on (what shapes) support for voting rights for
emigrants and immigrants drawing from related research strands. Second,
we present the data of our original online survey conducted in 26 European
countries in 2019, and discuss the operationalization and empirical strategy.
Third, we present descriptive results on citizens’ levels of support for enfran-
chising non-national residents and non-resident nationals. Fourth, we present
our findings on the drivers of individual preferences for enfranchising immi-
grants and emigrants. Finally, we sum up and discuss the implications of
our findings for the normative debate and for further empirical research.



1938 (&) E.MICHEL AND J. BLATTER

Attitudes towards enfranchising migrants: an exploratory
framework

In this section, we provide an exploratory analytical framework for the study of
attitudes on voting rights for immigrants and emigrants. This framework is
exploratory since our approach is novel, as survey respondents are asked
about their position on voting rights for immigrants and emigrants
simultaneously. For a conceptual clarification, in this paper, we take the terms
immigrants and emigrants on the one hand, and non-national residents and
non-resident nationals on the other hand, as equivalent. While both pairs of
terms stem from different research traditions, we contend they both describe
the groups that can be enfranchised which we study in this paper. First, we
justify why we focus on voting rights for national elections and why we trace
the attitudes of “sedentary nationals”. In a second step, we develop original
hypotheses on the drivers of support for the enfranchisement of immigrants
and emigrants. This study focuses on the popular support for voting rights at
the national level. Indeed, the major contradiction between the normative
debate in political theory (strong support for overcoming nationality as a require-
ment for enfranchisement) and the regulatory trends (empirical trend towards
enfranchising non-resident nationals) occurs mainly at the national level. Fur-
thermore, this paper studies the attitudes of the “sedentary nationals”. In contrast
to non-resident nationals and to non-national residents, their inclusion in the
national electorate is undisputed. We investigate whether they are open to
include people who differ in terms of membership or of mobility.

Since there is scarce literature on individuals’ preferences for enfranchising
migrants, we formulate hypotheses on factors expected to drive these prefer-
ences, relying on related strands of research. Namely, we consider research on
public opinion on support for specific electoral reforms, and on debates over
existing voting rights regulations. Furthermore, we draw on the literature on
attitudes towards cross-border movement and the migrants’ inclusion (largely
focused on immigration). Notably, we are interested in whether the existing
knowledge on attitudes towards immigration can be generalized to all
migrants, or whether attitudes towards emigrants are shaped differently.

The first two hypotheses on the drivers of support for enfranchisement
focus on individual-level factors — socio-demographic characteristics (H1)
and political dispositions (H2), while the third derives from country-level
factors, i.e. the relative size of the migrant population (H3).

Frist, socio-demographic individual characteristics may influence preferences
for enfranchisement. Since education influences most political attitudes, we
expect it also does for preferences for enfranchisement. Regarding migration-
related issues, higher levels of education are associated with reduced probability
of opposing immigration, migrants’ inclusion, and of perceiving migrations nega-
tively (Cavaille and Marshall 2019). The relation between education and attitudes
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to migration is largely driven by cultural values and beliefs — rather than labor-
market competition (Hainmueller and Hiscox 2007). Particularly, more educated
respondents value cultural diversity (which should increase support for immi-
grants’ political inclusion) and have a more positive perception of the economic
consequences of migration (which should increase support for political inclusion
of both emigrants and immigrants indiscriminately). On this account, we expect
individuals with higher educational attainment to support the enfranchisement
of non-residents, and even more of non-nationals (H1a). Similarly, age is associ-
ated with attitudes towards immigration in two ways: older cohorts are more
concerned about migration — and these concerns increase over the life cycle
(although not linearly — Calahorrano 2013). On the account that older individuals
are generally more conservative and reluctant to change (Cutler and Kaufman
1975), we expect older individuals to support enfranchisement less — particularly
forimmigrants which older cohorts consider more threatening (H1b). The gender
gap in political attitudes is also largely documented: women have different atti-
tudes and electoral behaviours than men (Conover 1988; Box-Steffensmeier, De
Boef, and Lin 2004; Abendschon and Steinmetz 2014). Nowadays, in advanced
democracies, women tend to be more progressive and left-wing than men
(Inglehart and Norris 2000; Edlund and Pande 2002). Women tend to be politi-
cally more predisposed to display empathy and to favour policies that are sup-
portive of discriminated minorities (McCue and Gopoian 2000). Additionally,
proponents of alien voting rights often allude to the earlier campaigns for
women enfranchisement. Therefore, we expect women to show more support
than men for the enfranchisement of emigrants, but even more so for the
inclusion of immigrants (H1c). Finally, dual citizens constitute an interesting cat-
egory: they are part of the undisputed “core members” of the demos in the
country of residency (given, they reside in one of their countries of nationality);
and they are simultaneously members of a “peripheral group” of the demos in
another country. We expect that this double membership increases support
for enfranchising both types of migrants, compared to mono-nationals
without such a pluralist identity (H1d).

H1a: A higher level of education is associated with a higher support for enfran-

chising emigrants and immigrants

H1b: An older age is associated with lower support for enfranchising emigrants
and even more so with a lower level of support for enfranchising immigrants

H1c: Being a woman is associated with higher support for enfranchising emi-
grants and even more so with a higher support for enfranchising immigrants

H1d: Being a bi-/multinational citizen is associated with a higher support for
enfranchising emigrants and immigrants
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Political dispositions also influence individual's’ specific political attitudes. Par-
ticularly, we expect that individuals’ feeling of national identity influences
their preference for enfranchisement. Indeed, debates on political inclusion
are often driven by “symbolic boundaries”, and national identification (as
opposed to supranational forms of identification) may be negatively associ-
ated with inclusion of immigrants in the voting population (Pehrson, Vignoles,
and Brown 2009; Heizmann 2016). However, such national identification may
lead to a differentiated expectation regarding emigrants’ voting rights. In fact,
identifying with a national in-group could expend to non-resident nationals:
individuals identifying strongly with the national community may view dia-
sporic citizens as legitimate members of the political community (Vink,
Schmeets, and Mennes 2019). Therefore, we expect individuals with stronger
national identification to oppose immigrants’ voting rights, but to support
emigrants voting rights (H2a).

Few public opinion studies deal directly with support for electoral
reforms, an issue connected to enfranchisement (Manza, Brooks, and
Uggen 2004; Alvarez et al. 2011; Wilson and Brewer 2013). These contri-
butions are restricted to the US, mainly dealing with disenfranchisement
(i.e. “Felon Disenfranchisement” or “Voter ID Laws") or support for “conven-
ience voting reforms” (i.e. voter registration procedures, changing elections
dates) - still, they are informative on factors influencing preferences for
enfranchisement. Overall, their findings show that ideology and party pre-
ferences largely shape individual-level preferences for voting rights regu-
lations. In short, individuals identifying ideologically on the right, and with
corresponding party preferences, are less inclined to support further
enfranchisement. Transposing this insight, we expect that right-wing ideol-
ogy and party preferences are associated with reduced support for the
inclusion of immigrants and emigrants. Nevertheless, ideology may not
have symmetrical effects on attitudes towards enfranchisement for both
groups. Indeed, left-leaning individuals hold more positive attitudes
towards immigrants and their political inclusion (Lahav 1997; Cohrs and
Stelzl 2010), however, this disposition may not apply to emigrants. When
a left-wing ideology (or party) emphasizes universalism and a cosmopolitan
worldview, we can expect a positive association towards the enfranchise-
ment of emigrants, as well. When a left-wing ideology (or party) builds
on anti-elitist or anti-capitalist stances, though, we cannot expect this
anymore, since emigrants can be perceived as economic opportunists (i.e.
“affluent expatriates”). Therefore, we expect that left-leaning individuals
are associated with stronger support for suffrage extension to immigrants,
but not for that of emigrants (H2b).

H2a: National identification is associated with higher support for enfranchising
emigrants and with lower support for enfranchising immigrants.
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H2b: Right-wing ideology is associated with lower support for enfranchising
emigrants and immigrants, but left-wing ideology is only associated with
higher support for enfranchising immigrants.

Beyond individual-level characteristics, we expect that contextual factors
influence the support for the enfranchisement of immigrants and emigrants.
In this exploratory study, we focus on the relative size of the group that
demands to be enfranchised. Existing literature emphasizes the role of
migrant population size, yet it generates contradictory expectations on prefer-
ences for enfranchisement. Other contextual factors, such as democratic
history, the inclusiveness of current voting regulations, or the politicization
of migrants and migration, would require country-specific investigations,
which we leave to further studies.

The relative size of the group that demands voting rights may affect the
willingness of those who have these rights to fulfil their claims. If sedentary
citizens believe that their demand is normatively justified®, then a stronger
demand will lead to a stronger support among the in-group. For instance, a
larger group might articulate its demand better in public than a smaller
group. Additionally, the exclusion of a larger group may be perceived as a
larger democratic deficit (Blatter, Schmid, and Blattler 2017). Therefore, if
such normative considerations prevail among sedentary nationals, bigger
groups of emigrants and immigrants should go along with increased
support for enfranchisement (H3a).> On the other hand, strategic consider-
ations could lead to a negative relationship between group size and
support for enfranchisement. Hutcheson and Arrighi (2015) argue that
many states have implemented institutional restrictions on the franchise of
external citizens in order to ensure that the extension of voting rights has a
limited impact on electoral results. If sedentary citizens follow a similar
logic, larger migrant groups might be perceived as threatening the electoral
influence of sedentary population. Thus, there would be a negative relation-
ship between the size of the emigrant/immigrant group and the support
for enfranchisement among the sedentary citizenry (H3b).

H3a: A larger relative size of immigrant/emigrant groups is associated with

higher support for enfranchising these groups.

H3b: A larger relative size of immigrant/emigrant groups is associated with
lower support for enfranchising these groups.

Data and methods

The study of individual preferences for voting rights relies on an original CAWI
survey in 26 European countries (n = 16,555, fieldwork between May 8 and
May 15, 2019). It covers the countries of the EU (except Luxembourg,
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Cyprus, and Malta for technical reasons) and Switzerland. In 19 countries the
sample is around n=500 respondents, but in seven countries, which cover
the geographical and institutional diversity across Europe, the sample is
around n = 1,000 (Denmark, France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Poland, Switzer-
land).® The survey includes only respondents who are both nationals and resi-
dents of the country in which they are surveyed. This sampling method ensures
that the survey only includes respondents who have the right to vote in that
country; which we call sedentary nationals. In consequence, we exclude non-
national residents and non-resident nationals from our sample, although
they may currently be enfranchised in some countries. However, the survey
includes bi-national citizens, but only in the country of citizenship where
they reside and where they thus are part of the undisputed in-group (acknowl-
edging that they are also part of a disputed group in another country).

The dedicated survey on citizens’ preferences for enfranchisement asks
respondents to consider simultaneously whether they support the inclusion
of immigrants and/or the inclusion of emigrants into the national electorate.
The question has been formulated as follows: “Who should generally be
allowed to elect representatives in the [national] parliament?”, with four poss-
ible answer categories: “Only [national] citizens who currently reside in the
[nation]”, (2) “All [national] citizens - independently of whether they live in
the [nation] or abroad”, (3) “All legal and long-term residents in the [nation]
- independently of whether they are [national] citizens or not”, and (4) “All
[national] citizens AND all legal long-term resident in the [nation]”.

This approach is innovative, first, because it does not equate migrants to
immigrants (as public debates and scientific studies regularly do). Instead, it
also acknowledges their role of emigrants. Second, we deliberatively formu-
lated one question on the support for the enfranchisement of immigrants
and emigrants (rather than two separate questions). Each response option
contains simultaneously a statement signalling support for the in - or exclu-
sion of emigrants, and for the in — or exclusion of immigrants. By doing so,
we try to get on par with the normative discourse and the comparative study
of voting rights regulations, which recognize that immigrants are also
emigrants.

We test the drivers of support for migrants’ enfranchisement with multile-
vel regression analysis. Our two dependent variables are “support for the
enfranchisement of emigrants (non-residents)” and “support for the enfranch-
isement if immigrants (non-nationals)”. Both our dependent variables
combine two answer categories for the original question: on the one hand
support for the inclusion of non-residents and inclusion of both non-residents
and non-nationals (answer categories 2 and 4) and on the other hand support
for the inclusion of non-nationals and inclusion of both non-residents and
non-nationals (answer categories 3 and 47 Dependent variables are dichoto-
mous variables (1 = support; 0 = otherwise).
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Models include socio-demographic variables derived from H1: gender (1 =
female; 0 = male), age (three age groups), educational attainment (four cat-
egories), and being a binational citizen (1 = binational; 0 = mono-national).
Models include political variables derived from H2: national identity (1=indi-
viduals who identify with their nation only; 0 = individuals who also - or
only - identify as European) and left-right self-placement (0-10 scale). To
account for contextual effects, models include country-level measures of
the share of immigrants and emigrants in the population (H3).

Levels of support for granting national voting rights to
emigrants and immigrants

In this section, we present the main descriptive results in this study: how much
do sedentary nationals support the enfranchisement of emigrants and immi-
grants in their national electorate in Europe. Our findings show that support
varies strongly with respect to the types of migrants and between countries
(Figure 1). A majority of about 58 per cent of sedentary nationals in Europe
supports the inclusion of non-resident nationals in the national electorate.
A minority of about one-third (33 per cent) supports the granting of voting
rights to non-national residents in national elections. These results indicate
a high level of congruence between the regulatory trend revealed by
Arrighi and Baubdck (2017) and the preferences of the sedentary citizenry.
Regarding national elections, a majority of the sedentary Europeans supports
the inclusion of emigrants and the exclusion of immigrants.
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Yet, in many countries, the majority that supports the inclusion of emigrants
is narrow. It is much lower than the 74 per cent of Europeans who consider it
“important to maintain the right to vote in national elections of the country of
origin if living in another EU country” (Special Eurobarometer 477 “Democracy
and Elections”). These findings help explain why states that extend the fran-
chise to their external citizens, try to ensure that the external electorate’s
impact remains limited (Hutcheson and Arrighi 2015). On the other hand,
only a third of sedentary citizen in Europe supports voting rights for non-
national residents in national elections, although in some countries support
is above 40 per cent (Ireland, Italy, Croatia, and Portugal). Overall, resistance
against the inclusion of immigrants in the national electorate is not as wide-
spread among sedentary nationals, considering the actual regulations and
the general debate on immigration. Beyond the general picture among all
European citizens, the support for enfranchising immigrants and emigrants
differs strongly from country to country. Between-country difference is large:
the standard deviation of support for voting rights for non-nationals is 7.1
points (ranging from 17.8-45.9 per cent), and that of support for voting
rights for non-residents is 10.2 points (ranging from 36.3-81.2 per cent). Still,
in 21 out of 26 countries, a majority of respondents supports enfranchising emi-
grants. A majority rejects their enfranchisement in Hungary, Croatia, the United
Kingdom, and the Netherlands only. In all countries, a majority rejects the
enfranchisement of immigrants in the national electorate, but the opposition
varies from almost 80 per cent in Romania to about 55 per cent in countries
like Croatia, Ireland, Italy, Greece, Spain and Portugal.

Explaining support for enfranchising migrants

We test the expected effects of individual and contextual variables with two
multilevel logistic regressions, where support for enfranchising immigrants
and emigrants are the dependent variables (Table 1). Model 1 presents the
covariates of support for enfranchising immigrants. Regarding socio-demo-
graphics, being a female, younger, and having more than one citizenship is
associated to support for enfranchising immigrants in the national electorate.
Politically, left self-placement and holding a pluralist identity (i.e. not solely
national identity) are also associated to support for enfranchisement.
Additionally, the share of immigrants in the population has a small but posi-
tive effect on the support of sedentary nationals for their enfranchisement.
Model 2 shows that support for enfranchising emigrants is largely associated
to different factors. Regarding socio-demographics, older age and higher edu-
cation are associated to support for enfranchising emigrants. Contrary to our
expectations, identifying as solely national is negatively associated with sup-
porting emigrants’ enfranchisement. On the other hand, the relative size of
the emigrant population has no effect on preferences for enfranchisement.
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Table 1 . Explaining support for enfranchising immigrants and emigrants.
m )

Immigrants Emigrants
Gender (1 = female) 0.282%** —0.0289
(7.22) (—0.78)
Education (4 cat.) 0.00825 0.0612**
(—0.42) (3.25)
Age (3 cat.) —0.205%** 0.137%**
(—8.24) (5.84)
Binational 0.194%* 0.0675
(2.54) (0.92)
Left-Right —0.115%** —0.00119
(—14.04) (—0.16)
National identity —0.672%** —0.336%**
(—14.14) (—8.03)
Immigrant population (%) 0.0269** —-0.0166
(2.71) (-1.12)
Emigrant population (%) 0.0108 0.00506
(1.17) (0.37)
Constant —0.121 0.185
(—0.60) (0.65)
Variance (country) 0.0848** 0.202%**
(3.15) (3.39)
N 12026 12,815

Note: t statistics in parentheses; *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

In order to better interpret the magnitude of the influence of individual-level
variables of interest, Table 2 presents the resulting predicted probabilities of
support for enfranchisement estimated from Models 1 and 2. Overall, the
results provide mixed support for our hypotheses. Gender is a significant
driver for the support of enfranchising immigrants (partly confirming H1c).
However, there is no effect of gender on support for emigrants’ enfranchisement.
A potential explanation is that proponents of voting rights for emigrants have
not claimed direct references to the historical struggle for women'’s enfranchise-
ment, as some advocates of immigrants’ voting rights do. Further, in contrast to
immigrants, emigrants are not perceived as a discriminated minority; they may
thus not prompt women's political empathy (McCue and Gopoian 2000). Surpris-
ingly, being a binational citizen shows similar features: it increases the probability
of support for enfranchising immigrants, but not emigrants. This differentiated
result could be explained because many dual citizens acquired this status
through naturalization in the country of residence. An important motivation
for naturalization might have been the wish for immigrants to have a vote in
their country of residence. As emigrants, voting rights in their country of origin
might be considered an unsatisfactory substitute, or even inappropriate, as
they are not subjected to the laws of that country anymore.

Age has a significant effect on preferences for migrants’ enfranchisement.?
Olderageisindeed clearly associated to opposing the enfranchisement of immi-
grants (partly confirming H1b), concurs with previous findings on the greater
reluctance of older cohorts to integrate immigrants (Calahorrano 2013). On
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Table 2. Predicted probabilities of support for enfranchising immigrant and emigrants.

Enfranchise immigrants Enfranchise emigrants
Gender
Male 0.30 (0.01) 0.59 (0.02)
Female 0.36 (0.01) 0.58 (0.02)
Age
16-34 0.37 (0.01) 0.56 (0.02)
35-54 0.32 (0.01) 0.59 (0.02)
55+ 0.29 (0.01) 0.62 (0.02)
Education
1 0.32 (0.01) 0.55 (0.02)
2 0.32 (0.01) 0.57 (0.02)
3 0.32 (0.01) 0.59 (0.02)
4 0.33 (0.01) 0.61 (0.02)
Binational
Yes 0.32 (0.01) 0.59 (0.02)
No 0.40 (0.02) 0.58 (0.03)
Left-right
Left 0.45 (0.02) 0.59 (0.02)
1 0.44 (0.02) 0.59 (0.02)
2 0.42 (0.02) 0.59 (0.02)
3 0.39 (0.01) 0.59 (0.02)
4 0.36 (0.01) 0.60 (0.02)
5 0.33 (0.01) 0.58 (0.02)
6 0.30 (0.01) 0.59 (0.02)
7 0.28 (0.01) 0.58 (0.02)
8 0.25 (0.01) 0.59 (0.02)
9 0.23 (0.01) 0.58 (0.02)
Right 0.19 (0.01) 0.57 (0.02)
Identity
Multiple identity 0.37 (0.01) 0.61 (0.02)
National only 0.23 (0.01) 0.52 (0.02)

the other hand, older age has a positive influence on support for enfranchising
emigrants (partly disconfirming H1b). A potential line of explanation for this
deviation from our hypothesis could rest on the “life cycle effects of age™: the
older one gets, the more averse one gets to change. Thus, one could argue
that regarding enfranchisement overcoming the residency requirement is per-
ceived is a more acceptable change than overcoming the nationality require-
ment. Contrary to our expectations, education has a limited effect on support
for emigrants’ enfranchisement, and none on immigrants’ enfranchisement.
While puzzling — these results indicate that preferences for migrants’ enfranch-
isement are not solely shaped by broader attitudes towards immigration, which
are strongly influenced by educational attainment.

Regarding political characteristics, citizens that identify as European in
addition to their national identity (or only as European) are more inclined
to support the enfranchisement of both immigrants (by about 15 points)
and emigrants (by 10 points). An exclusive national identity is the only
factor that negatively affects the support for enfranchising both types of
migrants (H2a not confirmed). This result contrasts previous results, which
find that national identification went together with greater acceptance of
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emigrants as part of the in-group (Vink, Schmeets, and Mennes 2019). The
influence of ideology on the support for enfranchising immigrants is in line
with our expectations. Immigrants’ enfranchisement is supported by individ-
uals who self-placing on the left and opposed by those self-placing on the
right (H2b partially confirmed). Nevertheless, ideology shows no relationship
to the support for including emigrants.

The effects of the (relative) size of the migrant group on support for
enfranchisement are also differentiated. Regarding emigrants’ voting rights,
our results show no relationship between group size and support (confirming
neither H3a nor H3b). This could mean that group size does not matter, and
the attitudes of sedentary citizens might be influenced by other factors (i.e.
how good emigrant groups are organized). Alternatively, normative and stra-
tegic considerations on the size of the emigrant group could influence
support simultaneously in conflicting directions. Regarding immigrants’
enfranchisement, we find a positive association between demand and
support. Overall, higher shares of immigrants positively influence support
for enfranchising this group at the national level (H3a partially confirmed).
Bivariate relations between demand and support provide some evidence of
a stronger claim about this relationship.

In our sample, the correlation between the share of immigrants in a country
and the level of support for enfranchising immigrants is relatively strong
(0.54). As Figure 2 shows, the higher the share of immigrants in a country
is, the higher support for their enfranchisement.

Correlation = 0.54

50
1 1

40

30
1

Enfranchise Immigrants (%)
20
1

10
1

0 10 20 30
Immigration (%)

Figure 2. Bivariate correlation between the share of immigration and support for enfran-
chising immigrants.
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Figure 3. Average marginal effects of support for the enfranchisement of immigrants
and emigrants.

Overall, the findings from Models 1 and 2 point to a differentiated structure
of factors influencing support for the inclusion of immigrants and emigrants in
the national electorate. National identity is the only factor that coherently and
significantly affects support for the enfranchisement of both groups of
migrants. Our expectation that national identity would have a differentiated
effect finds no confirmation. On the other hand, all of the other factors
have differentiated effects on the two preferences, as illustrated in Figure 3
(average marginal effects of all covariates). Preferences for enfranchising
immigrants seem to be influenced just like general attitudes towards immigra-
tion and immigrants — albeit the substantial difference of the effect of edu-
cation. On the other hand, preferences for enfranchising emigrants are
shaped differently: surprisingly little influence of socio-demographic charac-
teristics, and almost no effect of political characteristics.

Summary and conclusions

This study addresses the knowledge gap on what ordinary citizens think
about granting voting rights to immigrants and emigrants. Our original Euro-
pean survey attempts to catch up with the developments of the normative
literature and of comparative studies on the enfranchisement of non-seden-
tary people. Specifically, respondents were asked about their preferences
for enfranchising immigrants and emigrants simultaneously.
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In most countries, an (often narrow) majority of sedentary nationals sup-
ports enfranchising emigrants as non-resident nationals (except in Croatia,
Hungary and the UK). In every European country, only a minority of sedentary
citizens support enfranchising immigrants in the national electorate. Yet,
more than 40 per cent support their inclusion as non-national residents in
Ireland or Italy. In Europe, no majority of sedentary citizens currently shares
the dominant view among normative scholars of citizenship and democracy,
who favour residency as criterion for enfranchisement (implying the inclusion
of immigrants, but not emigrants). Instead, the opinion of the majority is in
line with state regulations which show a trend towards the “deterritorializa-
tion” of national demoi, but almost no signs of a “postnationalization”
(Arrighi and Baubdck 2017). Nevertheless, our survey shows that public
opinion is not as clear-cut as restrictive voting regulations are. In many
countries, support for enfranchising emigrants is low, and in some countries,
more than 4 out of 10 sedentary citizens support the enfranchisement of
immigrants. In other words, in many European countries, a large part of the
sedentary citizens would be willing to grant immigrants voting right in
national (and not just local) elections, without expecting that these immi-
grants go through the process of naturalization. As a result, representatives
trying to make voting from abroad easier for emigrants cannot assume that
all sedentary citizens support such policy. Representatives who promote the
inclusion of immigrants, on the other hand, face a lower risk of alienating a
large part of their native constituency than previously thought. Indeed, the
impression that sedentary citizens oppose the inclusion of immigrants has
been strongly shaped by referenda in Switzerland and Luxembourg -
where large majorities voted against alien voting rights at the cantonal and
national levels. However, our analysis shows that higher proportions of immi-
grants in a population are associated to overall aggregate support for their
enfranchisement.

In general, our findings on the drivers of support for enfranchisement are in
line with our expectations — albeit some results are surprising. Accordingly,
women, bi-national citizens, younger and left-leaning individuals tend to
show a higher level of support for the enfranchisement of immigrants - yet
these characteristics are not associated to support for enfranchising emi-
grants. On the contrary, only older individuals show a higher level of
support for including non-resident nationals. Further, an exclusive national
identity is associated not only with a much lower support for the enfranchise-
ment of non-national residents but also with a stronger resistance against the
inclusion of non-resident nationals. Individuals who perceive their national
identity as their only identity therefore define the national community in a
very exclusive way; they do not accept their co-nationals who reside abroad
as part of the national demoi.
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Notes

1.

Nevertheless, other flows than human migrations across national borders, such
as capital and goods, (and also “bads” like pollution) and the resulting (inter)de-
pendencies between national policy-making lead to proposals to expand voting
rights beyond residents and migrants (Blatter 2018).

. The “all subjected to law/coercion” is not the only important principle in the

boundary of the demos debate. Alternatives are the “all affected interests” prin-
ciple (Goodin 2016) and the “stakeholder” principle (Baubdck 2018). Yet, it is the
dominant one among normative scholars. Furthermore, granting alien voting
rights is not the only way to fulfill this principle, smooth naturalization is
another. Nevertheless, liberal naturalization rules and the enfranchisement of
non-national residents usually go together and are not used as alternatives
(Blatter, Schmid, and Blattler 2017).

We consider as “sedentary citizens” the individuals who are nationals as well as
residents of the country in which they have surveyed. We acknowledge that the
term “sedentary” has broader implications, yet this term emphasizes that we
study the opinion of the large group of people who would not profit personally
from any voting rights expansion. It reveals the current “openness” of those who
are currently not in a migratory situation towards those who are.

Such a normative belief can be supported by policy diffusion (Turcu and
Urbatsch 2015), and the emergence of a global norm among states (Rhodes
and Harutyunyan 2010).

Mirilovic (2015) provides evidence that in democratic states, the relative size of
immigrant and emigrant groups is positively related to the toleration of dual citi-
zenship (which plays an important role in facilitating enfranchising migrants
through naturalization).

. See sample description and variables distribution in the online Supplementary

material.

Note that one answer category is included in both variables (“enfranchisement
of all national citizens and long-term residents”). However, respondents’ level of
support for this option displays little variation across countries.

For the purpose of clarity, the effects of age a presented in three age groups.
However, all tests have also been conducted with age in years, confirming the
linear relation between age and support for enfranchisement for immigrants
(negative relation) and emigrants (positive relation).

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

Funding

Swiss National Science Foundation (Schweizerischer Nationalfonds zur Férderung der
Wissenschaftlichen Forschung) (Project 100017_172651).

ORCID

Elie Michel 2 http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2359-6575
Joachim Blatter (2 http://orcid.org/0000-0002-2921-2619


http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2359-6575
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-2921-2619

ETHNIC AND RACIAL STUDIES (&) 1951

References

Abendschon, Simone, and Stephanie Steinmetz. 2014. “The Gender Gap in Voting
Revisited: Women’s Party Preferences in a European Context.” Social Politics:
International Studies in Gender, State & Society 21 (2): 315-344.

Abizadeh, Arash. 2012. “On the Demos and Its Kin: Nationalism, Democracy, and the
Boundary Problem.” American Political Science Review 106 (4): 867-882.

Alvarez, R. Michael, Thad E. Hall, Ines Levin, and Charles Stewart. 2011. “Voter Opinions
About Election Reform: Do They Support Making Voting More Convenient?” Election
Law Journal: Rules, Politics, and Policy 10 (2): 73-87.

Arrighi, Jean-Thomas, and Rainer Baubdck. 2017. “A Multilevel Puzzle: Migrants’ Voting
Rights in National and Local Elections.” European Journal of Political Research 56 (3):
619-639.

Baubdck, Rainer. 2010. “Studying Citizenship Constellations.” Journal of Ethnic and
Migration Studies 36 (5): 847-859.

Baubdck, Rainer. 2015. “Morphing the Demos Into the Right Shape. Normative
Principles for Enfranchising Resident Aliens and Expatriate Citizens.”
Democratization 22 (5): 820-839.

Baubdck, Rainer. 2018. “What Is Wrong with Selling Citizenship? It Corrupts
Democracy!.” In Debating Transformations of National Citizenship, IMISCOE Research
Series, edited by Rainer Baubdck, 37-41. Cham: Springer International Publishing.

Beckman, Ludvig. 2009. The Frontiers of Democracy: The Right to Vote and Its Limits.
London: Palgrave Macmillan UK.

Beckman, Ludvig, and Jonas Hultin Rosenberg. 2018. “Freedom as Non-Domination
and Democratic Inclusion.” Res Publica (Liverpool, England) 24: 181-198.

Blatter, Joachim. 2018. Transnationalizing Democracy Properly: Principles and Rules for
Granting Consociated Citizens Voting Rights and Partisan Representation in the
Parliaments of Nation States. WZB Berlin Social Science Center.

Blatter, Joachim, Samuel D. Schmid, and Andrea C. Blattler. 2017. “Democratic Deficits
in Europe: The Overlooked Exclusiveness of Nation-States and the Positive Role of
the European Union.” Journal of Common Market Studies 55(3): 449-467.

Box-Steffensmeier, Janet M., Suzanna De Boef, and Tse-Min Lin. 2004. “The Dynamics of
the Partisan Gender Gap.” American Political Science Review 98 (3): 515-528.

Calahorrano, Lena. 2013. “Population Aging and Individual Attitudes Toward
Immigration: Disentangling Age, Cohort and Time Effects.” Review of International
Economics 21 (2): 342-353.

Caramani, Daniele, and Florian Grotz. 2015. “Beyond Citizenship and Residence?
Exploring the Extension of Voting Rights in the Age of Globalization.”
Democratization 22 (5): 799-819.

Caramani, Daniele, and Oliver Strijbis. 2013. “Discrepant Electorates: The Inclusiveness
of Electorates and Its Impact on the Representation of Citizens.” Parliamentary Affairs
66 (2): 384-404.

Cavaille, Charlotte, and John Marshall. 2019. “Education and Anti-lmmigration
Attitudes: Evidence from Compulsory Schooling Reforms Across Western Europe.”
American Political Science Review 113 (1): 254-263.

Christiano, Thomas. 2006. “A Democratic Theory of Territory and Some Puzzles About
Global Democracy.” Journal of Social Philosophy 37 (1): 81-107.

Cobhrs, J. Christopher, and Monika Stelzl. 2010. “How Ideological Attitudes Predict Host
Society Members’ Attitudes Toward Immigrants: Exploring Cross-National
Differences.” Journal of Social Issues 66 (4): 673-694.



1952 (&) E.MICHEL AND J. BLATTER

Conover, Pamela Johnston. 1988. “Feminists and the Gender Gap.” The Journal of
Politics 50 (4): 985-1010.

Cutler, Stephen J., and Robert L. Kaufman. 1975. “Cohort Changes In Political Attitudes:
Tolerance Of Ideological Non Conformity.” Public Opinion Quarterly 39 (1): 69-81.
Dennison, James, and Andrew Geddes. 2019. “A Rising Tide? The Salience of
Immigration and the Rise of Anti-lmmigration Political Parties in Western Europe.”

The Political Quarterly 90 (1): 107-116.

Dumbrava, Costica. 2013. “Rolling Back History: The Romanian Policy of Restoration of
Citizenship to Former Citizens.” CITSEE Story.

EB364. 2013. Flash Eurobarometer 364: Electoral Rights. Bruxelles: European Commission
Directorate-General for Communication.

EB431.2016. Flash Eurobarometer 431: Electoral Rights. Bruxelles: European Commission
Directorate-General for Communication.

EB477. 2018. Special Eurobarometer 477: Democracy and Elections. Bruxelles: European
Commission Directorate-General for Communication.

Edlund, Lena, and Rohini Pande. 2002. “Why Have Women Become Left-Wing? The
Political Gender Gap and the Decline in Marriage." The Quarterly Journal of
Economics 117 (3): 917-961.

Ferrin, Mdnica, and Hanspeter Kriesi. 2016. How Europeans View and Evaluate
Democracy. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Fitzgerald, David. 2008. A Nation of Emigrants: How Mexico Manages Its Migration.
Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press.

Goodin, Robert E. 2016. “Enfranchising All Subjected, Worldwide.” International Theory
8 (3): 365-89.

Hainmueller, Jens, and Michael J. Hiscox. 2007. “Educated Preferences: Explaining
Attitudes Toward Immigration in Europe.” International Organization 61 (2): 399-442.

Heizmann, Boris. 2016. “Symbolic Boundaries, Incorporation Policies, and Anti-
Immigrant Attitudes: What Drives Exclusionary Policy Preferences?” Ethnic and
Racial Studies 39 (10): 1791-1811.

Hutcheson, Derek S., and Jean-Thomas Arrighi. 2015. “Keeping Pandora’s (Ballot) Box
Half-Shut: A Comparative Inquiry Into the Institutional Limits of External Voting in
EU Member States.” Democratization 22 (5): 884-905.

Inglehart, Ronald, and Pippa Norris. 2000. “The Developmental Theory of the Gender
Gap: Women'’s and Men'’s Voting Behavior in Global Perspective.” International
Political Science Review 21 (4): 441-463.

Joppke, Christian. 2010. Citizenship and Immigration. Cambridge, Oxford, Boston, MA:
Polity.

Lahav, Gallya. 1997. “Ideological and Party Constraints on Immigration Attitudes in
Europe.” JCMS: Journal of Common Market Studies 35 (3): 377-406.

Lizzeri, Alessandro, and Nicola Persico. 2004. “Why Did the Elites Extend the Suffrage?
Democracy and the Scope of Government, with an Application to Britain’s ‘Age of
Reform’.” The Quarterly Journal of Economics 119 (2): 707-765.

Lopez-Guerra, Claudio. 2005. “Should Expatriates Vote?*.” Journal of Political Philosophy
13 (2): 216-234.

Lopez-Guerra, Claudio. 2014. Democracy and Disenfranchisement: The Morality of
Electoral Exclusions. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

Manza, Jeff, Clem Brooks, and Christopher Uggen. 2004. “Public Attitudes Toward Felon
Disenfranchisement in the United States.” Public Opinion Quarterly 68 (2): 275-286.

McCue, Clifford P., and J. David Gopoian. 2000. “Dispositional Empathy and the Political
Gender Gap.” Women & Politics 21 (2): 1-20.



ETHNIC AND RACIAL STUDIES (&) 1953

Mirilovic, Nikola. 2015. “Regime Type, International Migration, and the Politics of Dual
Citizenship Toleration.” International Political Science Review 36 (5): 510-525.

Owen, David. 2011. “Transnational Citizenship and the Democratic State: Modes of
Membership and Voting Rights.” Critical Review of International Social and Political
Philosophy 14 (5): 641-663.

Owen, David. 2012. “Constituting the Polity, Constituting the Demos: On the Place of
the All Affected Interests Principle in Democratic Theory and in Resolving the
Democratic Boundary Problem.” Ethics & Global Politics 5 (3): 129-152.

Pehrson, Samuel, Vivian L. Vignoles, and Rupert Brown. 2009. “National Identification
And Anti-Immigrant Prejudice: Individual And Contextual Effects Of National
Definitions.” Social Psychology Quarterly 72 (1): 24-38.

Przeworski, Adam. 2009. “Conquered or Granted? A History of Suffrage Extensions.”
British Journal of Political Science 39 (2): 291-321.

Rhodes, Sybil, and Arus Harutyunyan. 2010. “Extending Citizenship to Emigrants:
Democratic Contestation and a New Global Norm.” International Political Science
Review 31 (4): 470-493.

Scherz, Antoinette. 2013. “The Legitimacy of the Demos: Who Should Be Included in
the Demos and on What Grounds?” Living Reviews in Democracy 4: 1-14.

Song, Sarah. 2012. “The Boundary Problem in Democratic Theory: Why the Demos
Should Be Bounded by the State.” International Theory 4 (1): 39-68.

Stutzer, Alois, and Michaela Slotwinski. 2019. Power Sharing at the Local Level: Evidence
on Opting-In for Non-Citizen Voting Rights. Faculty of Business and Economics —
University of Basel. Working paper.

Turcu, Anca, and R. Urbatsch. 2015. “Diffusion of Diaspora Enfranchisement Norms: A
Multinational Study.” Comparative Political Studies 48 (4): 407-437.

Veri, Francesco. 2019. “Explaining Foreigners’ Political Rights in the Context of Direct
Democracy: A Fuzzy-Set QCA of Swiss Cantonal Popular Votes.” Politics and
Governance 7 (2): 410-426.

Vink, Maarten, Hans Schmeets, and Hester Mennes. 2019. “Double Standards? Attitudes
Towards Immigrant and Emigrant Dual Citizenship in the Netherlands.” Ethnic and
Racial Studies 42 (16): 83-101.

Wilson, David C., and Paul R. Brewer. 2013. “The Foundations of Public Opinion on Voter
ID Laws: Political Predispositions, Racial Resentment, and Information Effects.” Public
Opinion Quarterly 77 (4): 962-984.



1954 e E. MICHEL AND J. BLATTER

Appendices
Appendix 1. Country samples

Austria 501 Italy 1,001
Belgium 502 Latvia 505
Bulgaria 502 Lithuania 504
Croatia 501 Netherlands 501
Czech 506 Poland 1,001
Denmark 1,004 Portugal 502
Estonia 502 Romania 500
Finland 500 Slovakia 502
France 1,003 Slovenia 502
Germany 1,003 Spain 501
Greece 1,002 Sweden 500
Hungary 503 Switzerland 1,006
Ireland 501 UK 500
Total 16,555
Appendix 2. Variables summary statistics
Variable Obs. Mean Std. dev. Min. Max.
Gender 16,555 0.51 0.5 0 1
Education 16,555 2.78 1.07 1 4
Age 16,555 44.25 15.04 16 75
Binationality 16,555 0.07 0.26 0 1
Left-right 16,555 5.26 247 0 10
National identity 16,555 0.32 0.47 0 1
Immigrant population (%) 26 11.93 6.82 1.7 299
Emigrant population (%) 26 9.65 6.5 3 253
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