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1

Political Opportunities, Social
Capital and the Political Inclusion
of Immigrants in European Cities

Laura Morales and Marco Giugni

Discussions about how public policies can promote more effectively the
active engagement and participation of immigrants and their children!
in the political and civic life of the countries where they live are at the
core of current scholarly and public debates. In advanced democracies,
there are recurrent disputes about the appropriateness and potential benefits
or shortcomings of introducing legal reforms that would guarantee that
large immigrant populations — and especially their native-born children - are
not excluded from the political process and from political representation.
As Jones-Correa (1998: 35 and 46ff.) notes, migrants’ political marginaliza-
tion has several potential negative implications for democratic politics: it
undermines the process of democratic representation and accountability, it
undervalues the role of active participation in the polity for the construction
of the political community, and it perpetuates the view of immigrants and
their descendants as outsiders to that community. Furthermore, the negative
consequences related to migrants’ political exclusion are likely to spill over
to their social and economic integration, as the policy process will fail to
address adequately their needs in these domains. Yet there are widely
divergent views on what are the most effective ways to promote migrants’
political inclusion, and on when and under what conditions should first-
generation immigrants be granted full political rights.

In its basic outlines, these different views correspond to different ‘models’
or conceptions of citizenship and of how the polity absorbs newcomers to
the community. While some conceptions of citizenship privilege territorial
belonging to the community, others give much more importance to ethnic
and cultural lineages in the attribution of membership status (Brubaker, 1992).
Furthermore, when confronted with new entrants to the community, different
conceptions of citizenship come to terms with ethnic and cultural diversity
in contrasting ways. Some promote it and celebrate it, while others view
ethnic and cultural practices as something that belongs in the private realm
at the same time that the state should aspire to neutral action based on equal
treatment and blindness towards diversity (see, for example, Taylor, 1992;
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Soysal, 1994; Favell, 1998; Joppke, 1998; Entzinger, 2000; Rex, 2000).
Clearly, there are very few examples of cases that follow purely each of
these polar models, and conceptions of citizenship and their implemen-
tation into legal codes and practices are constantly subject to social and
political change (Joppke, 2000), sometimes even leading to a certain degree
of convergence that originates in divergent political strategies (Feldblum,
1998). Yet there is a growing consensus that different citizenship regimes
do have a substantial impact on the degree of and paths to migrants’ politi-
cal incorporation or integration (Ireland, 1994 and 2000; Koopmans and
Statham, 2000b; Koopmans et al., 2005; Bloemraad, 2006b).

In this regard, American and European scholarship has typically
approached the study of the political engagement of migrants from sharply
different perspectives. In the US, issues related to the political dimension of
immigrant incorporation have been — until very recently — largely neglected
by political scientists and sociologists, as the privileged focus of attention
has been economic and social incorporation. Notable exceptions to this
general sidelining of political incorporation is the work by Jones-Correa
(1998), Gerstle and Mollenkopf (2001), Bloemraad (2006b), Ramakrishnan
and Bloemraad (2008), and Hochschild and Mollenkopf (2009a). Moreover,
often the emphasis of the American literature has been either on tracing the
historical and political processes that lead to migrants’ political incorpora-
tion (for example, Savidge Sterne, 2001; Ueda, 2001; McKeever, 2001) or on
identifying the individual predictors of migrants’ political engagement (for
example, DeSipio, 1996; Tam Cho, 1999; Leal et al., 2008).

In contrast, in general terms, the European scholarship has developed a
larger body of work that is specifically concerned with the political dimension
of migrants’ integration. Partly due to a lack of adequate survey data, and partly
due to the prevailing academic traditions, European academia has privileged
the study of the contextual and institutional factors when accounting for
the different levels and pathways of migrant integration into the political
process (for example, Ireland, 1994; Rex, 2000; Togeby, 2004; Garbaye, 2005;
Fieldhouse and Cutts, 2008). And in so doing, it has borrowed a solid pre-
existing theoretical framework that is able to account for the variations in
migrants’ political incorporation across settings: political opportunity theory
(Koopmans and Statham, 2000b; Koopmans et al., 2005).

A more recent development in European scholarship has also stressed the
importance of the group-level resources — notably the social capital generated
by the patterns of interaction and linkage of migrants’ organizations - in
understanding why certain groups are more successfully incorporated into
the political process (cf. Fennema and Tillie, 1999 and 2001; Jacobs and
Tillie, 2004). This has led, on both sides of the Atlantic, to an increasing interest
in the ways in which migrants’ associations can contribute to speed or slow
the political incorporation of the newcomers (cf. the essays in Ramakrishnan
and Bloemraad, 2008).



Political Opportunities, Social Capital and the Political Inclusion of Immigrants 3

In this book, we move a step forward in this research agenda by explicitly
bridging these different but complementary research agendas and traditions.
We believe that a proper understanding of the processes that drive the
political inclusion (or exclusion) of immigrants and their descendants
requires paying attention to the various individual, organizational and con-
textual factors that are likely to be relevant. As we discuss in the next pages,
the study in which this book is based has carefully collected information
on these three levels of analysis and, hence, takes on board the insights from
both the American and the European traditions.

As we will argue — and as many of the chapters in this volume
show - several aspects of the context of migrants’ integration importantly
shape their chances to become incorporated into the polity. But which
context is the relevant one? Often in this field, scholars have privileged
the national context in their studies (Brubaker, 1992; Soysal, 1994; Joppke
and Morawska, 2003; Koopmans et al., 2005). This is an understandable
development, as the thrust of citizenship and immigration policies is
commonly defined at the nation-state level. However, it is at the local level
where policies with a more direct impact on the daily life of migrants are
designed and implemented (Body-Gendrot and Martiniello, 2000; Penninx
et al., 2004; Borkert and Caponio, 2010). Local governments are the first
to experience the policy challenges brought about by the ethnic, cultural
and social diversity that immigration processes entail (Ireland, 1994; Rogers
and Tillie, 2001; Jones-Correa, 2001), and their responses can complement,
contradict or supplant national policies — especially in what is referred to as
immigrant integration (cf. Alexander, 2003; Penninx, 2006). Consequently,
local policies, local institutional settings and the prevailing public dis-
courses at the local level can importantly shape the pace, intensity and level
of migrants’ incorporation into the public arena. Moreover, these aspects can
substantially vary across local contexts even within the limits imposed by
national policies — mostly, citizenship and flow control policies.

It is also at the local level that migrants usually have greater opportunities
to become involved in political life. In several European countries, both
EU and non-EU citizens are granted voting rights at the local level, and in
all countries migrants are more likely to be able to mobilize successfully
around co-ethnic candidates at the local level. It is also, primarily, the local
context that determines the opportunities that migrants have to form civil
society organizations, forge links with pre-existing local associations and
parties, and rally together for collective action. Additionally, in various cities
consultative structures have been established between the municipal govern-
ment and the immigrant population, whereas in others the opportunities
for migrants to participate in local decision-making are scarce. The larger
concentration of immigrant-origin minorities in urban spaces also favours
the development of common identities and of feelings of shared fate, thus
fostering the emergence of group consciousness and group mobilization.
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Furthermore, the local context provides the conditions that will shape
the attitudes of the native population towards migrants, and the reaction of
policy-makers and political elites to the newcomers and their descendants.
Sometimes the political engagement of minorities is the result of specific
political issues that emerge in mainstream city politics. Thus, focusing on
the local level adds several layers of richness to the materials that one can
analyse when studying migrants’ political incorporation.

This book focuses on the local level — on large European metropolitan
cities, in particular - and, therefore, it contributes to examine a level of
government and of social interaction that is still understudied in a broad
comparative perspective. As we will explain in greater detail in the coming
pages, we have collected a vast amount of information that- without
neglecting the importance of the nation-state in determining some of the
conditions for migrants’ political incorporation - inspects how the institu-
tional, associational and societal dimensions of the local context alter the
opportunities that migrants have to become included in the political process.
As such, the book will illuminate the areas of policy intervention that local
governments can identify in their quest to improve the conditions of inte-
gration of immigrants and their offspring.

This leads us to the need to highlight that one major problem in the
study of migrants’ political integration is the lack of conceptual clarity
about what ‘integration’ means. What are the exact outcomes that poli-
cies and policy-makers should aim at achieving when promoting migrants’
political incorporation? Whereas sociological and economic approaches
to immigrant integration have extensively dealt with this conceptual
issue — albeit not necessarily reaching a consensus — there is much less
elaboration on the political component of integration or incorporation.
Both the scholarly literature and the policy-makers have been using in an
interchangeable fashion notions such as political incorporation, political
integration, political assimilation and political inclusion. Often, it is not
very clear whether all these notions are indeed equivalent and whether
the desired outcome that is pursued is the same in all cases. Because the
notion of political integration is central to our whole endeavour, in Chapter 2
Morales discusses the various conceptual and empirical angles that can
be applied to the study of migrants’ engagement in the civic and politi-
cal communities of their countries of residence, and outlines the notion
of political integration that we privilege in our approach to this topic at
the same time that she discusses the main tensions inherent in the study
of migrants’ political integration. As is explained in that chapter, we
believe that the most fruitful option is to conceive political integration as
a relative notion that entails comparing the situation of migrants to that
of the autochthonous population. Hence, we view political integration
as equivalent to political inclusion and, consequently, as the absence of
political exclusion.
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From that conceptual starting point, this volume analyses in detail the
various factors that lead to (or prevent) a successful integration of migrants
into the political process. As we will detail later in this chapter, the volume
relies on a unique international study that has collected data for 10 European
cities on the individual behaviours, attitudes and characteristics of selected
groups of migrants; on the associational fields of these same groups; on the
socio-demographic composition of the migrant groups; and on the institu-
tional and discursive political opportunities for migrants’ integration. The
uniqueness of the data lies not just on how extensive it is from the point of
view of the number of cases and levels of analysis covered, but also on the
fact that the data were collected following the same methods and using the
same instruments in all the cities included.

In the remainder of this chapter, we introduce the study to the reader
in more detail. The next section sketches out the main objectives and
framework of the volume, at the same time that it describes what is our
main contribution to the current scholarship on this topic. The third section
provides some important details about the research design and the data that
we use throughout the book, which we believe constitutes an important step
forward in the empirical study of this subject. The final section anticipates
some of the main findings and conclusions of each of the chapters in the
volume.

Understanding migrants’ political integration: micro,
meso and macro factors

The main purpose of this book is to assess the degree of political inte-
gration (or exclusion) of migrants in various European cities following a
multidimensional analytical perspective that takes into account three
main sets of explanatory factors: the individual characteristics of migrants,
their embeddedness in social (organizational) networks, and the political
opportunity structures of their place of residence (country and city).
Figure 1.1 summarizes the theoretical approach that underlies the focus
of this volume.

All three kinds of explanations have their roots in different strands of the
literature on political behaviour and participation. The role of individual
characteristics and resources has long been stressed by students of political
participation (see, for example, Verba et al., 1995; van Deth et al., 2007).
Indeed, the resource model (Verba and Nie, 1972) has long represented the
dominant paradigm in studies of political participation. In this perspective,
aspects such as education and socio-economic status are strong predictors
of participation. According to Verba et al. (1978), for example, political
participation at the individual level is largely determined by civic resources
(time, money and civic skills), which are usually the product of an elevated
socio-economic status.
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Figure 1.1 The theoretical approach

The comparative analysis of the political participation and, more generally
speaking, the political integration of citizens of migrant origin in European
cities must pay careful attention to individual characteristics that might
explain why some participate while others do not, why some trust the politi-
cal institutions of the receiving society while others do not, why some are
interested in the politics of the settlement society while others are not,
why some adhere to the habits and values of the receiving society while
others do not, and so forth. All these aspects are influenced by the personal
resources and skills migrants carry with them and are able to deploy. In this
regard, one specific individual skill is likely to play a crucial role: the com-
mand of the language of the place of residence (Jacobs et al., 2004). The
impact of this characteristic, of course, depends on which aspect of integration
we are dealing with. For example, to be interested in the political affairs of
the receiving society one clearly has to have at least some knowledge of
the language. Similarly, one has to take into account the duration of stay
in the country of residence and, partly related to that, the strength of the
homeland ties of individual migrants. We should expect migrants who have
arrived at an early stage of their lives or who have been born in the country
of residence and who, hence, have only a weak relation with their country
of ancestry to be politically more integrated. Yet, these as well as other
predictions relating to the impact of individual characteristics on political
integration need to be explored empirically, including through comparisons
both across ethnic groups and across different settings. This is a major task
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of this volume, and one to which it contributes substantially with novel
and unique data.

A second strand of research on political participation has stressed the
role of social integration (Almond and Verba, 1963). This body of literature
emphasizes in particular the importance of being engaged in political,
but also social and cultural, associations (Rosenstone and Hansen, 1993;
Verba et al., 19935; Pattie et al., 2003) as well as the mobilizing potential
of community ties and integration into local networks. Some have also
stressed the importance of integration within the community through the
feeling of attachment to the community and the feeling of trust towards
others (Putnam, 1993 and 2000; Hall, 1999). In this regard, the concept of
social capital has become quite fashionable to capture those (positive) exter-
nalities that individuals can draw from their involvement in organizational
networks and that they can bring into their political experience. Starting
from the seminal works of Bourdieu (1984, 1986), Coleman (1988, 1990)
and, more recently, Putnam (1993, 2000), the literature on social capital has
witnessed an important growth in recent years (see Lin, 2001, and Portes,
1998 for overviews).

In the field of immigration and ethnic relations, this perspective has
recently been brought to the fore by Meindert Fennema and Jean Tillie
(1999, 2001). Fennema and Tillie have argued that differences in political
participation of ethnic minorities are linked to differences in what they
call ‘civic community’, which they conceive of above all as ‘ethnic’ social
capital of migrants stemming from participation in ethnic associational life.
Drawing from a research tradition that goes back to Alexis de Tocqueville,
Fennema and Tillie maintain that voluntary associations create social trust,
which spills over into political trust and higher political participation. In
their approach, however, the degree of ethnic civic community is measured
through the density of networks between ethnic organizations (see van
Heelsum, 2005, and Vermeulen, 2006, for a similar perspective). Thus,
networks are seen as reflecting the amount of social capital at the group level.
In this perspective, ‘[s]ocial capital at the group level is a function of (1) the
number of organizations, (2) the variety in the activities of the organizations
and (3) the density of the organizational network’ (Tillie, 2004: 531).

While fundamental both in their findings and for having stimulated
further research, the work by Fennema and Tillie has two main limitations
for the study of individual participation and integration. Firstly, it focuses
on organizational density and the social capital at the group level. Yet, social
capital does not only derive from organizational networks as such, but
is translated into individual resources through involvement in organizations
and other social networks. The number, variety and density of organizations
constitute the social capital at the group level, but if we want to explain the
political integration of migrants we must take into account their involve-
ment in voluntary associations and other structures of social interaction
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at the individual level as well. Secondly, Fennema and Tillie have focused
on ethnic social capital, neglecting the role of cross-ethnic and non-ethnic
networks. In other words, associational involvement may spur ‘bonding’
social capital, but also ‘bridging’ social capital (Putnam, 2000), and research
should be able to analyse the impact of both aspects on the political parti-
cipation and integration of migrants. In fact, the quality of a multicultural
democracy might well stem more from the bridging than from the bonding
social capital, as the latter lies within a specific community, whereas the
former overcomes the ethnic cleavage.

Recent work by a number of scholars, including Fennema and Tillie
themselves, has tried to respond to both of these limitations. On one hand,
they focus on the individual-level dimension of social capital by looking at
how individual involvement in different types of associations might favour
political participation and integration. The results of these studies were
published in a special issue of the Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies
(Berger et al., 2004; Jacobs et al., 2004; Tillie, 2004; Togeby, 2004). These
studies show, on the other hand, that non-ethnic or cross-ethnic organiza-
tions play an important role and have a distinct impact on the political
participation of migrants.

This volume follows this line of reasoning by looking at the impact of
organizational membership in different types of voluntary associations
and networks on the political participation and integration of migrants
at the individual level. We improve the existing research by taking into
account the effect of the social capital that develops from organizational
formation and involvement both at the individual and the group level (see,
especially, Chapter 5 by Morales and Pilati, and Chapter 6 by Stromblad
et al. in this book).

Together with political attitudes and motivations, individual characteristics
and social integration form what has been called the ‘civic voluntarism
model’ of political participation (Verba et al., 1995). In this perspective,
‘three main factors influence the decision to participate: the personal
resources used to participate, political attitudes that encourage participation,
and connections to groups or people who ask one to participate’ (Dalton,
2008b: 58). While it has dominated the existing literature, this focus on
individual-level factors overlooks the crucial role played by the political
and institutional context. Indeed, recent work on political participation has
started to stress contextual factors, either on their own (Franklin et al., 1996)
or in conjunction with individual factors (Anduiza, 2002; Bithlmann and
Freitag, 2006; Morales, 2009).

This is all the more important in the case of migrants, as they often face a
political and institutional setting that is completely different from the one
they were used to in their country of origin. Hence, one should seriously
take into account the impact of the context of settlement for migrants’
political integration (Portes and Borocz, 1989), and specifically the local
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variations that we often find within countries. Local contexts are, in this
regard, especially relevant because it is at the local level that many of the
policies and political interactions that have a vital impact on migrants’ lives
develop. For example, the local setting largely determines how political
parties and other political actors react to the arrival of new residents who
can become - eventually — full citizens and voters (Jones-Correa, 1998).
Additionally, in many countries local authorities have sufficient powers on
a number of policy domains that determine migrants’ capacity to become
part of the local society, and very importantly, that determine their ability
to engage in the policy process.

The concept of political opportunity structures has become fashionable in
this respect (Eisinger, 1973; Kitschelt, 1986; Tarrow, 1994; Tilly, 1978; Kriesi
etal., 1995). This is the third strand of research that we consider as important
to arrive at a deeper understanding of the patterns of political participation
and integration of migrants in European cities. This concept has its origin in
the literature on social movements and contentious politics (see Kriesi, 2004
and Meyer, 2004 for reviews). Political opportunities can be defined broadly
as ‘consistent but not necessarily formal, permanent, or national signals to
social or political actors which either encourage or discourage them to use
their internal resources to form social movements’ (Tarrow, 1996: 54). More
specifically, they refer to all those aspects of the political system that affect
the possibilities that challenging groups have to mobilize effectively. Among
such aspects, one can mention the following main dimensions (McAdam,
1996): the relative openness or closure of the institutionalized political system;
the stability or instability of that broad set of elite alignments that typically
undergird a polity; the presence or absence of elite allies; and the state’s
capacity and propensity for repression. All these aspects define ‘options for
collective action, with chances and risks attached to them, which depend on
factors outside the mobilizing group’ (Koopmans, 2004b: 65).

We maintain that the concept of political opportunity structures, originally
crafted to account for social movement and protest activity, can fruitfully
be applied to the study of the political participation and integration of
migrants. In order to do so, however, we need to elaborate it further in
at least three directions, as compared to its traditional usage in the social
movement and contentious politics literature. First, in addition to the more
traditional aspects relating to the general political opportunity structures,
such as the access to the institutionalized political system or the con-
figuration of power, one should also consider more specific features of the
political context that influences in particular the attitudes and behaviours
of migrants, most notably citizenship rights that open or close their access
to the national community (Koopmans et al., 2005). The policies enacted
and implemented by the political authorities of the country of residence
obviously constitute an important aspect of institutional opportunities in
this sense (Bloemraad, 2005; Ireland, 1994; Vermeulen, 2005 and 2006).
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Second, we need to acknowledge that behaviours are not only constrained
by political institutions, but that discourse matters as well. In other words,
opportunities have both an institutional and a discursive side. The former
aspects refer to the openness or closure of the institutional setting or the
policies enacted by political authorities; while the latter determine which
collective identities and substantive demands have a high likelihood of
gaining visibility in the mass media, resonating with the claims of other col-
lective actors, and achieving legitimacy in the public discourse (Koopmans
et al., 2005).

Finally, while political opportunity theory has looked almost exclusively
to when and how opportunities influence collective mobilization and social
movements, we propose to apply institutional and discursive opportunities
to explain the political participation and integration of individual migrants.
The main idea behind this extension of the original reach of the theory
is that political opportunities structure not just the incentives and dis-
incentives for political mobilization at the group level, but that they also
structure individual action. This is a logical extension of the applicability
of these theories, as it is difficult to see how political opportunities would
impinge on movement mobilization and protest if they do not affect indi-
vidual participation decisions as well, and other research has successfully
blended already the political opportunity structures approach with the
traditional predictors of political participation in models of individual
behaviour (cf. Leighley, 1995 and 2001; Morales, 2009).

In sum, this book aims to explain the political participation and inte-
gration of individual migrants of different national and ethnic groups by
examining the role of their individual characteristics and resources, the
impact of social capital accumulation at the individual and group level, and
the general and specific political opportunities — both institutional and
discursive — that characterize the country and especially the city in which
they live. We now describe in some detail how we conducted the study
and the data on which the volume is based.

The study

All the chapters that are included in this volume employ a large dataset that
is the result of an ambitious effort to study migrants’ political integration
and social capital in several European cities. It is the result of a collective
endeavour that was initiated originally by Meindert Fennema and Jean Tillie
in 2003 with the setting up of a network of European scholars that agreed
to employ the same research design and methods of data collection in each
and all of several European cities. Over the years, some teams were able to
get funding for their projects and others did not, some started earlier — the
Norwegian and Swedish teams, for example — and others had to wait a bit
more to get sufficient funding. In the end, eight teams were able to run
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the projects at some point between 2004 and 2008, and the data they have
produced for 10 different European metropolitan cities is what we use in
this volume.

The cities

As we have discussed in previous pages, studying migrant integration in
the urban context is particularly fruitful for several reasons. First, migrants
and their descendants in Europe are overwhelmingly concentrated in cities.
Migrants are often over-represented in cities and urban regions, as these are
places that provide not only better economic perspectives but more diverse
and dynamic social networks and integration possibilities. As a result, an
increasing number of European metropolitan cities contain large foreign-
origin communities of between a tenth and a third of their total population.
Yet, not only demographic factors make cities an important focus of research
on the political integration of migrants. In addition, most European cities
are relatively autonomous in formulating and implementing policies that
have a substantial impact on migrants’ daily lives, and the local context is
increasingly the one where the integration of migrants is at stake (Rex, 2000;
Penninx et al., 2004; Alexander, 2004).

From this viewpoint, the city is the setting that provides (or denies)
migrants with the general and specific political opportunities, both institu-
tional and discursive, for their political participation and integration. This is
the reason why we selected a number of European metropolitan cities that
reflect a wide variation in terms of the magnitude of immigrant flows,
their timing and their composition. We have chosen to study cities in coun-
tries of long-standing immigration — London, Lyon, Oslo, Stockholm,
Zurich and Geneva - as well as cities where immigration is a relatively
recent phenomenon — Barcelona, Budapest, Madrid and Milan.

All the cities studied are centres of large metropolitan regions with strong
economies. The annual per capita GDP generated in these places is usually sig-
nificantly higher than the national figure (Table 1.1). This attracts migrants
to these regions in larger numbers than the respective national average. The
difference is most striking in the case of London where the proportion of
migrants is more than six times that for Britain as a whole, although the North
London boroughs covered by our analysis (Islington, Camden, Hackney and
Haringey) are especially over-represented by ethnic minority groups even in
comparison with other parts of the city. The proportion of Londoners who
belong to ethnic minority groups is 29 per cent for the whole city.

In absolute terms, the British and Swiss cities stand out as the ones with
the largest shares of immigrant population, with Budapest at the other end
with barely 3 per cent of migrants. Most cities, however, are in intermediate
situations of between 10 and 20 per cent of immigrant population. Another
major difference across the cities studied is related to the dynamic element of
migrants’ presence in the city. In Barcelona, London, Madrid and Milan there
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Table 1.1 Socio-economic indicators of the metropolitan areas

Metropolitan Population Per capita Per capita GDP Percentage
Region (million) GDP (in USD, of the country of migrants
thousand) (in USD, thousand)
London™* 7.5 56.8 34.1 50.6f
Milan 3.9 44.3 29.5 12.5
Madrid 6.1 38.7 29.6 17.9
Barcelona 5.3 34.9 29.6 17.8
Budapest 1.7 39.7 17.9 3.2
Zurich 1.3 n.a.* 38.6 30.2
Stockholm 1.9 46.6 34.3 20.5
Lyon 1.7 39.3 31.7 9.4
Geneva 0.4 n.a* 38.6 42.8
Oslo 0.5 94.6 52.0 25.0

Source: Population and GDP, OECD Regional Statistics, 2006-2007 (TL3 level); percentage migrants,
respective local government statistics.

*Includes Inner London (East and West), Outer London (East, North East, South, West and North
West).

T Only for the North Inner London boroughs of Islington, Camden, Hackney and Haringey where
the study was conducted.

* Figures not available.

have been sharp increases in the inflow of immigrants in the last decade,
which reach up to a fivefold increase in the two Spanish cities. In contrast,
inflows have been less dramatic or have even stagnated in the other cities.
Our selection of cities has also sought to maximize the range of different
political contexts for migrants in their different dimensions: institutional
and discursive (see Cinalli and Giugni, Chapter 3 in this volume, for more
details). Thus, we have chosen cities in countries that are usually described
as leaning towards pluralist or multicultural models of citizenship (London
in Britain, and Stockholm in Sweden), cities in countries characterized as
following universalist-republican models (Lyon in France), cities in coun-
tries thought to approach migrants’ integration from an assimilationist-
differentialist model (Geneva and Zurich in Switzerland, Oslo in Norway),
and a number of cases in countries with less clear-cut models or ones very
much in the making due to their position as new receivers of immigration
(Barcelona and Madrid in Spain, Budapest in Hungary, and Milan in Italy).

Data and methods

The analyses presented in all chapters employ as their core source data from
surveys to representative samples of residents in the respective cities, stratified
by national/ethnic origin. In each city, the surveys include at least two — and
in most cases three — groups of migrant origin, and a control group of
autochthonous population. The migrant-background groups were selected
on the basis of their country of birth, nationality or ethnicity depending on



Political Opportunities, Social Capital and the Political Inclusion of Immigrants 13

the city and the available sampling frames. Thus, in Barcelona, Budapest,
Madrid, Lyon, Milan, Oslo and Stockholm migrants are defined as those
respondents who were either born in one of the foreign countries selected
to define the migrant origin, or with at least one parent foreign-born in the
respective country.? In Geneva and Zurich, migrants were selected based
on their nationality at the time of sampling, but respondents who were
randomly selected to the autochthonous group that were either born or
had parents of any of the respective foreign backgrounds were reallocated
to their respective migrant groups. In London, respondents were selected on
the basis of the ethnic group to which they ascribe. In all cities we aimed
at obtaining subsamples for each of the groups of between 200 and 300
individuals, so as to be able to compare them adequately. Additionally, in
all cities, a contrast group of autochthonous population of the same sample
size was also interviewed.

In our selection of migrant groups, we had to balance a number of aspects
that were important for the study. First, their population size needed to be
big enough to be able to extract a sample of around 300 individuals. Second,
we wanted to include groups of more distant and more recent migration
waves. Third, in all cities we wanted to include at least one group of predomi-
nant Muslim faith. Fourth, migrant groups needed to be ‘relevant’ in each
of our cities, as it made little sense to study groups that were relatively small
within our cities, even if they were the most suited for comparative purposes.
Finally, we aimed at maximizing the comparability of national origins across
cities whenever possible. The resulting selection is shown in Table 1.2.

The surveys were carried in Oslo and Stockholm in 2003-2004 with
national funding and in the other eight cities in 2007-2008 with funding from
the 6th Framework Programme of the European Commission for Budapest,
London, Lyon, Madrid, Milan and Zurich; and national funding for
Barcelona and Geneva. Hence, the latter eight studies used a questionnaire
that overlaps much more than that administered in the two Scandinavian
cities, which share approximately three fourths of the questionnaire with
the other eight cities. In Barcelona, Budapest, London, Madrid, Milan and
Stockholm the interviews were conducted face to face, whereas — due to cost
issues or sampling frame availability — in Geneva, Lyon, Oslo and Zurich
they were undertaken by telephone.® The sampling strategies had to adapt
to the different availability of registers or lists that covered the population of
interest. Hence, in Barcelona, Budapest, Geneva, Madrid, Oslo, Stockholm
and Zurich nominal individual samples were randomly drawn from the
local population registers.* In London, focused enumeration within postal
districts was employed. In Milan, a method of random selection within
centres of aggregation was employed for the migrant groups,> while the
autochthonous group was selected from telephone registers. Finally, in
Lyon, the lack of any available register that includes information about the
country of birth or nationality of the individual or on that of the parents
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Table 1.2 Groups selected in each city

Nationality Groups of Groups of longer Muslim groups
recent arrival settlement
country and city
France
Lyon Tunisian Algerian, Moroccan Algerian, Tunisian,
Moroccan
Hungary
Budapest Chinese, Ethnic Arab/Turkish Arab/Turkish mixed
Hungarian mixed group group
Italy
Milan Ecuadorian Filipino Egyptian
Spain
Madrid Ecuadorian Moroccan and Moroccan
Barcelona Ecuadorian some of the other Moroccan
Andean
Moroccan and
some of the other
Andean
Switzerland
Zurich Kosovar Italian, Turkish Turkish, Kosovar
Geneva Kosovar Italian Kosovar
UK
London Bangladeshi Caribbean, Indian Bangladeshi (some
Indian)
Norway
Oslo Former Turkish Turkish (some former
Yugoslavia Yugoslavia)
Sweden
Stockholm - Chilean, Turkish Turkish

Note: groups that are studied in more than one city are shown in italics.

led to a sample design that proceeded by randomly generating telephone
numbers — within the area code - and screening respondents through a
short list of questions about their country of birth and their ancestry.®

In addition to the survey of individuals, as indicated in Figure 1.1, the
design of the study was structured around a data collection process that
gathered information on the multiple levels of analysis required for testing
the proposed theoretical and analytical model. In all cities, except for Oslo,’
we have additionally collected data through:

e Asurvey of migrants’ associations that collects information on their internal
organization, goals, membership structure and — very importantly — their
links and collaborations with other migrant and autochthonous local organi-
zations (such as political parties, trade unions and NGOs).
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e The analysis of various policy documents, regulations and interviews
with policy-makers that allow characterizing the institutional political
opportunity structures that migrants face.

e The coding of claims-making covered by newspapers and which reflect
the dominant public discursive practices with regard to immigration and
immigrant groups in each city, thus allowing us to adequately measure
the discursive opportunity structures for migrants’ political integration
in the local polity.

¢ The collection of various statistics and official data on the socio-economic
and demographic characteristics of the immigrant population and groups
within each city.

In this book, we make more extensive use of the data collected through
the survey of individual respondents as well as of the information gathered
about the institutional and discursive political opportunity structures. In
two chapters in this volume (5, by Morales and Pilati, and 6, by Strémblad
et al.), we also employ some of the data collected through the survey of
migrant organizations, but we leave the detailed analysis of this latter
dataset for other publications.

In summary, the data that we employ is unique and extremely rich. It is
the first large-scale international study of migrant minorities conducted in
this many cities in Europe. It not only covers individual information, but
also information on migrants’ organizational social capital, and about the
institutional and discursive setting for migrants’ integration into public life.
And, very importantly, it applies the same design and data collection instru-
ments in an unparalleled effort to obtain good quality data that will allow
us to test our theoretical propositions.

Outline of the book

The volume looks at different elements of the theoretical model illustrated
in Figure 1.1 in its various chapters. Chapter 2 by Laura Morales discusses
in some detail the concept of political integration as applied to immi-
grants and their descendants, and takes issue with the multiple empirical
approaches that one can employ when trying to measure this concept with
survey data. This chapter critically reviews the multiple understandings of
the concept of political integration and related notions, discusses the multiple
underlying tensions in the study of migrants’ political integration, and
illustrates with the survey data of this project the implications of choosing
different conceptual and measurement solutions to those tensions. From
that starting point, all other chapters look at the various aspects that foster
or hinder migrants’ political integration.

In Chapter 3, Manlio Cinalli and Marco Giugni focus on the effect of the
political context. They present the information collected on the institutional
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and discursive political opportunities that migrants face and study how they
shape migrants’ individual political participation. In Chapter 4, Amparo
Gonzélez-Ferrer builds on the findings by Cinalli and Giugni and examines
whether naturalized immigrants are less inclined to vote than autochtho-
nous individuals, and how this gap is moderated (or multiplied) by the
opportunities they are afforded to become integrated — in particular, those
related to the legal configuration of residence status.

The following chapters focus on the effect of migrants’ individual and
group-level social capital on their political integration. Laura Morales and
Katia Pilati analyse, in Chapter 5, the role of ‘bridging’ and ‘bonding’
social capital in defining the focus of concern of migrants’ political action
and interest, and how this effect interacts with the political context. In
Chapter 6, Per Stromblad, Gunnar Myrberg and Bo Bengtsson look at the
integrative functions of migrants’ voluntary associations and compare the,
a priori, favourable institutional opportunity structure for ethnic organiza-
tion and political inclusion of Stockholm with the situation in the other
European cities covered by the study.

In Chapter 7, Laura Morales and Miruna Morariu shift the focus of
attention to the impact of migrants’ transnational engagement and
examine whether the continued link with the country of origin or ancestry is,
as some have suggested, detrimental to their integration in the societies
where they live. Their chapter looks at different forms of transnational
exchanges and pays special attention to the spillover effects of these
engagements.

In Chapter 8, Gunnar Myrberg and Jon Rogstad compare in some detail
two cases that are often considered as relatively similar in many aspects
relevant to migrants’ political integration but not to their integration
‘philosophy’: Oslo and Stockholm. In so doing, they seek to identify the
similarities and differences in the patterns of political engagement of immi-
grants and their descendants across the two contexts, as well as the factors
that can account for the gaps in engagement with respect to the respective
autochthonous populations.

The last three empirical chapters focus on various aspects of migrants’ atti-
tudes, orientations and belief systems. Chapter 9 by, Eva Anduiza and Josep
San Martin, analyses the gap in political efficacy and confidence of migrant
populations for a selection of cities and groups. Their chapter shows that in
not all cases and all contexts are migrants less trusting of political institu-
tions than the autochthonous population, and that the common predictors
of efficacy and confidence operate differently for the autochthonous and
the migrant populations.

In Chapter 10, Nina Eggert and Marco Giugni study how religiosity is
an important driving force in migrants’ political participation. But they
also examine the ways in which the political context mediates the relation
between migrants’ religiosity and political engagement. In particular, their
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chapter looks at the effect that the ways in which local authorities deal with
cultural and religious differences mediate the connection between religion
and politics.

Chapter 11 by Ranji Devadason analyses the patterns of identification
with the political community of immigrants and their descendants by
focusing on place attachment. Using the case of London as the comparative
standpoint of a multi-ethnic and cosmopolitan city, she looks at how different
contexts shape the feelings of belonging to ethnic and religious categories, as
well as to the neighbourhood and the cities where they live.

Finally, in the concluding chapter we summarize and discuss the main
findings generated by the study and presented throughout the volume, and
we extract the main conclusion with regard to how European societies and
policy-makers can more effectively promote the integration of immigrants
and their offspring into the political life of the places where they live.

Notes

*We thank Bo Bengtsson, Abigail Fisher Williamson and Dirk Jacobs for their detailed
comments on previous versions of this chapter.

1. For brevity, throughout the book we will refer to immigrants and their children
as ‘migrants’, thus including first and second generations of people of foreign
origin.

2. In the case of Lyon, a small number of cases of individuals whose grandparents
were of Maghrebi origin were also included in the sample.

3. In Milan, the autochthonous group was interviewed by telephone.

4. In Barcelona and Madrid, due to problems of updating of the local register and
of response rates, part of the sample of the autochthonous group was selected
through random routes, and a small proportion of the samples for the migrant
groups were selected through the spatial sampling procedures employed also
in Milan. Multiple analyses of the Spanish data have shown that the sampling
method does not have a significant effect on the main outcome variables of inter-
est to this study. In Geneva and Zurich, the sampling frame for the autochthonous
subsample was the telephone register, which is the common sampling frame used
in Switzerland for surveys to the general population. In Budapest, due to problems
of coverage of the official population registers, for the Chinese and the mixed
Arab/Turkish groups the initial samples of 100 individuals were complemented
with individuals selected through the snowball method with more than 25 start-
ing points (31 for 249 Chinese subjects, and 27 for 286 additional respondents).

5. The sample is designed to achieve representativeness by proceeding to randomly
select within two different levels of sampling. The first level requires the identi-
fication of a certain number of local immigrant meeting places distributed across
the municipality. This level of the sampling refers to the local centres or places of
aggregation (institutions, places of worship, entertainment, care centres, meeting
points, and so on). The second level of sampling refers to the individuals sampled
in the various local centres. The universe of immigrants present at the time of the
survey, thus, is made up of a list of H statistical units, each of which represents a
set of contacts with a local centre (Blangiardo, 1999).
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6. The effort and cost of this method should not be underestimated. Even if the
precision of the area codes allows targeting specific neighbourhoods within Lyon,
67,938 phone numbers had to be called to obtain a sample of 1,100 individuals.
This means that nearly everyone was called across the selected areas. Targeting in
the areas of Vénissieux and Vaulx-en-Vélin was particularly difficult since all the
existing telephone numbers were exhausted at a relatively early stage. Numbers
were not randomly ‘generated’, instead lists of all existing phone numbers were
obtained from private companies that can provide all available phone numbers for
any given area. The selection included only landlines.

7. In Oslo, only the individual survey was conducted.
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Conceptualizing and Measuring
Migrants’ Political Inclusion

Laura Morales

Conceptualizing migrants’ inclusion in the political arena:
assimilation, acculturation, incorporation or integration?

Traditionally, the study of the processes and issues involved in the absorption
of large immigration inflows has sidelined somewhat the political dimen-
sion of these processes. Short of neglecting this aspect, the truth is that —
even in recent times — there is much less theoretical elaboration on the
political component of immigrants’ integration or incorporation, and espe-
cially around the concepts that we use when studying political integration
or incorporation. Many general recent overviews on the subject of immi-
grant integration fail to address the political dimension at all (Alba and Nee,
2003, Bean and Stevens, 2003) or do not address the important conceptual
issues involved (Messina and Lahav, 2006). This is not to say that political
scientists and sociologists have ignored the politics of immigration - far
from it, there is a booming academic industry on the topic — but conceptual
development has not been at centre stage.

Several American scholars have recently started to reflect around the
meanings, measurements and theories of the incorporation of migrants to
democratic politics (cf. Gerstle and Mollenkopf, 2001; Jones-Correa, 2005;
Hochschild and Mollenkopf, 2009b; Minnite, 2009). All of these studies high-
light the complexities and current ‘muddiness’ of our definitions, conceptions
and theorizing around immigrant political incorporation.

In parallel, European researchers initiated a wave of scholarship that
privileged cross-national comparisons and combined several of the concepts,
theories and methods of social movement studies with the scholarship of
political theorists on citizenship and the nation-state to gain a better under-
standing of the political processes involved in the mobilization and integra-
tion of immigrants and their descendants (Ireland, 1994; Koopmans and
Statham, 2000b; Koopmans et al., 2005). On that side of the Atlantic, much
of the discussion focused on the ways in which different models or philoso-
phies of citizenship and integration condition the extent to and pathways

19
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through, which migrants mobilize and become politically incorporated.
A substantial part of this scholarship has been devoted to examining whether
multicultural models or philosophies - and their mechanisms to foster
migrants’ ethnic organization — were better placed than assimilationist ones to
achieve the political integration of migrants (Fennema and Tillie, 1999, 2001;
Berger et al., 2004; Jacobs et al., 2004).

More recently, several works have bridged the different approaches and
scholarship on both sides of the Atlantic in an effort to illuminate our
knowledge about the multiple macro- and micro-mechanisms that lie
behind different outcomes in the political incorporation of migrants across
advanced western democracies (Bloemraad, 2006b; Bloemraad et al., 2008;
Ramakrishnan and Bloemraad, 2008; Hochschild and Mollenkopf, 2009a;
Ireland, 2010).

Nevertheless, frequently these works have skipped the clear definition of
what exactly is political integration or incorporation, how we go about
measuring it and, especially, how we identify it when we see it. The aim of
this chapter is to contribute, modestly, to advance in the development of
a theoretically meaningful and empirically grounded definition of political
integration. In line with Bleich’s (2008b: 533) suggestions, the purpose of
this chapter is to try to clarify what constitutes successful integration, at the
same time that it tries to identify the appropriate metrics to assess it.

In the remainder of this section, I briefly discuss the issues involved in the
conceptual blurring of terms such as assimilation, incorporation, integration
and acculturation. Then I introduce the main tensions that emerge in the
scholarly literature when studying political incorporation or integration.
The following sections in this chapter address each of these core tensions at
the same time that they illustrate the empirical implications for comparative
analysis with data from the surveys we have conducted in 10 European cities
(see Chapter 1 in this volume). The goal is not to provide a final solution to
the conceptual and measurement issues underlying said tensions, but to propose
possible ways forward in gaining some clarity in this area.

On the need to clarify our concepts and definitions

The idea that we need to gain greater clarity in the definition of the core
concepts in this field is very well illustrated by Schuck’s (2009: 170) argument
that assimilation and integration are, in essence, the same thing and that
both carry the same ideological baggage of conformity to the cultural and
social norms of the majority population. In fact, contemporary scholars
contend that assimilation is but one type of immigrant incorporation or
integration (Bean and Stevens, 2003: 95), but the truth is that it is often
difficult to draw clear lines between the two terms.

Historically, the notion of assimilation implied that the behaviours and
attitudes of the immigrants and their descendants approximate those of the
native population. Assimilation was viewed initially as a linear process that
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moves in stages and results in convergence over time (Park, 1926, 1930;
Thomas and Znaniecki, 1927; Handlin, 1951; Gordon, 1964). Thus, for
Gordon (1964), political assimilation would require structural assimilation
into the main institutions of society — including civic associations — and
civic assimilation, which entails the absence of conflicts around values and
power. Similarly, Dahl’s (1961) notion of immigrant political incorporation
is also linear and proceeds through stages: disengagement, ethnic mobilization
through brokerage and patronage, and assimilation.

The linear process of incorporation that is implied, and its normative con-
notations in relation to the expectation of conformity from migrants, have
been subject to much criticism, and alternative models have been proposed:
the ethnic disadvantage model (for example, Glazer and Moynihan, 1963),
and the ethnic pluralism and segmented assimilation models (Gans, 1992;
Portes and Zhou, 1993; Portes and Rumbaut, 2006).! However, many contem-
porary scholars stress that the normative issues are much more problematic
for the socio-cultural and political elements of the assimilation canon than
for the socio-economic ones (for discussions, see Brubaker, 2001; Alba and
Nee, 1997, 2003; Gans, 1999; Bean and Stevens, 2003; Baubock, 2006). This
is so because, while the convergence of immigrants and their offspring
towards the socio-economic positions and status of the majority popula-
tion is viewed as intrinsically positive for the former, convergence towards
mainstream cultural and political values, customs and behaviour implicitly
assumes that migrants will have to discard (at least some of) those previously
held. Considering this loss of cultural diversity as something positive is
normatively problematic and often viewed as ethnocentric.

Still, some sociologists defend a less value-laden conception of assimila-
tion that is taken to mean only the process by which migrants become part
of the mainstream, and converge towards the positions of the native-born
(Alba and Nee, 2003; Bean and Stevens, 2003). Implicit is an assumption that
both receiving society and migrants move towards convergence, in such a
manner that there is mutual movement and adaptation. The core argument,
then, is that assimilation is one of the several valid paths towards the incor-
poration of migrants into the societal mainstream. Assimilation may occur
either through the convergence of the newcomers to the pre-existing
mainstream (the conformity route) or by mutual convergence of newcomers
and the mainstream (the ‘melting pot’ route).

Two conclusions from this brief overview of current understandings of the
concept of assimilation are important for our purposes. First, assimilation
is but one of several pathways or routes toward immigrant incorporation.
Second, different dimensions or aspects of assimilation may occur at differ-
ent paces or with different routes altogether. These two conclusions have
important implications for our understanding of the political component
of immigrant incorporation. One is that, from an empirical point of view,
we do not need to find exactly the same patterns of political attitudes and
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behaviours among migrants and the mainstream population in order to
conclude that migrants are being incorporated successfully into political life.
The other is that we should expect multiple scenarios in the link between
the socio-economic situation of migrants and their political incorporation,
given that socio-economic incorporation might precede, follow or be coincident
with political incorporation.

When focusing on political incorporation, there is no clear agreement on
what are the best indicators of successful incorporation. Shefter (1986: 90)
defines it as the process of gaining a secure position in the political process,
whereas several scholars explicitly refer to system responsiveness to the
interests of the groups and their representation in policy-making (Browning
et al., 1984; Ramirez and Fraga, 2008; Hochschild and Mollenkopf, 2009b).
Often, in addition to participation in the electoral process, naturalization
is taken as a major, or the main, indicator of political incorporation (Jones-
Correa, 1998; Howard, 2009: 7-8). For example, Mollenkopf and Hochschild
(2009: 9) view naturalization as one of the main drivers of political incor-
poration and reflect upon the reduced rates of naturalization of immigrants
in Europe as a major barrier to their political incorporation. Other scholars
widen substantially the scope and include in their studies a broad array of
forms of political engagement, interest in politics, or feelings of belong-
ing and attachment to the political community (cf. Ramakrishnan, 2005;
Messina and Lahav, 2006; Lee et al., 2007b; Bleich, 2008a; Martiniello, 2009;
Gidengil and Stolle, 2009).

In this volume, we favour an encompassing view of migrants’ political
inclusion that takes into account the multiple ways in which they relate
to the political process. In this regard, using naturalization as a core indica-
tor of incorporation or integration is highly problematic and potentially
misleading, insofar as it is neither a necessary nor a sufficient condition to
become engaged in most non-electoral forms of political participation or to
feel part of the political community and develop political attachments.
It is, hence, probably more appropriate to consider the acquisition of citizen-
ship (or holding it by birth) as a likely facilitating condition of political
integration, but one that we should not expect to foster equally all forms
of engagement and attachments.

In any case, a thorough review of the literature suggests that there are no
substantial differences between the concept of political incorporation and
that of political integration. In most cases, what is meant by incorporation
and integration is the same, and it is often a matter of personal taste which
of the two is chosen — with a more common preference for the usage of
the concept of incorporation in the North American literature, and a more
common predilection for the concept of integration in Europe. An impor-
tant exception is Bloemraad (2006b, 2008), who considers that political
assimilation — which she equates to indistinguishable individual-level
patterns of civic and political behaviour between migrants and autochthonous



Conceptualizing and Measuring Migrants’ Political Inclusion 23

populations — and political incorporation — that she relates to naturalization
and group-level political mobilization — are two different paths to political
integration. Hence, for Bloemraad, political incorporation is but one form
of political integration - the latter being the final desirable outcome to be
assessed. Her distinction is very suggestive, and highlights one of the main
tensions in the conceptual development around the political inclusion of
immigrants and their descendants — whether we should focus primarily on
individuals or on groups.

In order to clarify the terms of the analyses that will follow in this and
subsequent chapters, I propose to distinguish between the notions of
political integration and political incorporation. While both refer to the same
substantial phenomenon, we think it might be useful to reserve the latter
for the ‘dynamic’ component of inclusion into the political process, while
using the former to refer to the ‘static’ element at any given time-point. Thus,
when we discuss and evaluate the levels and types of the political integration
of immigrants and their descendants throughout this book, we evaluate
snapshots of the situation throughout the European cities that we study.
Admittedly, this may look as little more than a semantic distinction; however,
it is probably as far as one can go, given that the concepts of incorporation
and integration carry no substantial differential meaning in most situations
and for most scholars.

Main tensions in the study of migrants’ political integration

A review of the conceptual elaboration around the political incorporation
or integration of immigrants and their children also serves to highlight a
number of analytical tensions that underlie much of the scholarship to date.
These tensions refer to the fact that the focus or object of analysis is not always
clear. A first such tension is related to whether integration is predicated of
individual migrants or of migrant communities or groups (see Jones-Correa,
2005). An example of this tension is found in the work of Bloemraad (2006b,
2008), who argues that political integration can be achieved either when
individual migrants show the same patterns of political behaviour as the
majority population, or when migrants become mobilized in the political
arena as a group. Consequently, a lack of political integration is evident
when migrants are neither politically assimilated as individuals nor politically
mobilized as a group around a collective identity.

Bloemraad'’s distinction between individual and collective ‘paths’ to
political inclusion highlights the inherent tension in the study of migrants’
political integration, as both individual-level and group-level processes are
in place. Though we find her distinction between individual and collective
routes to political integration very appealing, we also think that it is still
somewhat problematic. For one, it fails to acknowledge that situations
where migrants are politically mobilized - for example in the way of collec-
tive protest — but are not able to engage individually in the major forms of
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civic and political action that determine policy-making in contemporary
democracies can hardly be described as indicative of political integration.
This is most obviously problematic when the lack of individual engagement
is mostly due to exclusion that stems from the incapacity to become a full
citizen in contexts where access to citizenship is very stringent. But we are
also likely to judge situations where migrants are formally not excluded
from the political process but fail — voluntarily or out of multiple processes
of practical exclusion - to engage individually in political life as indicative
of a lack of political integration, especially if the native population is much
more active than the migrants.

A second recurrent tension in the literature is that between conceiving of
political integration as an outcome or as a process (see also Ireland, 2010).
As discussed earlier, often the concept of political incorporation is viewed
as one that focuses primarily on the dynamic element of inclusion to
political life (cf. Lee et al., 2007a). For example, Hochschild and Mollenkopf
(2009b: 15ff) opt for an understanding of political incorporation that privi-
leges the processual and dynamic aspect. They identify several definitions
of political incorporation that share an underlying notion of process and
gradualism, and argue that ‘incorporation is a process in which individuals
or groups move from less to more (or vice versa) or from early stages to later
ones rather than a particular moment or threshold’. They hence advocate
a definition that emphasizes the process rather than the evaluation of
outcomes on simple dichotomous terms. Equally, Minnite’s (2009) account
of political incorporation theories emphasizes process, whether resulting in
inclusion or in absorption.

However, the tension between defining political incorporation as a process
or an outcome is clearly illustrated by Hochschild and Mollenkopf’s choice
to favour a flexible but relatively ambiguous notion of political incorpora-
tion: ‘addressing individuals as well as groups, attitudes and beliefs as well
as interests, processes as well as outcomes, exclusion as well as inclusion, and
change caused by immigrants’ actions as well as changes in those actions’
(2009b: 16). A vague definition is somewhat less problematic when com-
parisons are based on disparate cases, data and methods (as is the case with
the contributions to that volume), but they are highly problematic when
we need to evaluate outcomes cross-nationally and using the same methods
and data collection processes. Furthermore, vague definitions of political
incorporation are at odds with the starker depiction of the comparison of
political representation outcomes between the US and European countries
that Mollenkopf and Hochschild offer a few pages before (2009: 11).

This leads to the realization that — even if processes are important — in most
cases we are primarily interested in outcomes that can be evaluated at any
given time-point. When focusing on outcomes, we can choose to look at out-
comes of the ‘process’ of incorporation — such as system responsiveness — or
outcomes related to the group members’ orientations and behaviours. In this
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regard, Hochschild and Mollenkopf (2009b: 23ff.) take the responsiveness of
the political system as indicative (or otherwise) of successful incorporation
(see also Browning et al., 1984; Jones-Correa, 2005). This choice is, however,
not without problems, as policy change and changes in institutions and
practices in favour of (immigrant-origin) minorities are often the result of
complex political coalitions that involve not just the said minorities but also
large blocks of the mainstream population. Moreover, these changes can
(and do) frequently coexist with the political exclusion of large portions of
those minorities. Hence, it is problematic to take system responsiveness (or
its absence) as a clear indicator of political integration or otherwise.

Other scholars have chosen to analyse outcomes that are not dependent
on the outcomes of the policy process, but on migrants’ capacity to mobilize
politically (Ong and Meyer, 2008). This entails judging whether the levels
and forms of political action in which migrants engage are indicative or not
of successful political incorporation. This is indeed a tricky issue, as different
mixes of political action can be indicative of different degrees of political
integration depending on the context. This connects with the issue of the
multidimensionality of political participation and the different drivers and
consequences related to the multiple forms of political action. Given that
political participation is multidimensional and that individuals and groups
can choose to express their concerns, grievances and preferences in multiple
ways, it is not always straightforward to point to the political mobilization
patterns that are unequivocally indicative of integration and those that
indicate marginalization or exclusion.

In the following sections, I address these various tensions inherent in the
scholarship on migrants’ political incorporation and integration in more
detail, and at the same time propose ways forward in the analytical and
empirical approximation to each of these topics. The possible solutions to
these conceptual conundrums will be illustrated with the data obtained
through the surveys of immigrant-background and autochthonous individu-
als presented in Chapter 1 of this volume.

The political integration of whom? Individuals versus groups

A recurrent theme in the study of the political integration of immigrants and
their offspring is the fuzziness about whether the focus should be primarily
on individuals or on groups. Admittedly, the question is not a simple one, as
it is linked to the question of whether it is individual or collective processes
that drive the inclusion of migrants in political life.

DeSipio (2001), for example, argues that unlike earlier models or waves
of political incorporation, the current model of incorporation to electoral
politics in the US is one primarily driven by individual-level factors. Rather
than being incorporated into the political process by ethnic-community-based
institutions, migrants are increasingly incorporated (or not) by their individual
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decisions to naturalize and, in parallel, by the socio-economic biases that
drive the political engagement of the majority population.

This debate can be approached from different angles. One option is
to take groups as the starting point and examine how cohesive they are
in the strategies and pathways they pursue when engaging in public life.
This allows an assessment of the extent to which collective processes of
political integration are prevalent. Another option is to take individuals as
the starting point — consistent with methodological individualism - and
assess the relative weight of individual-level and group-level attributes
and processes in migrants’ political integration. These two options lead to
distinct methodological approaches in data gathering and analysis, and
in this volume we have chosen the latter one.

In order to illustrate how we can discern the relative relevance of individual
and group factors we use the interest in the public affairs of the country of
residence as an example of a ‘minimalist’ indicator of political integration.
Figure 2.1 compares the levels of interest in politics of the autochthonous
population with, on the one hand, all individuals of immigrant origin
interviewed (section A) and, on the other hand, individuals of each of the
specific groups studied (section B).2 We can evaluate how important group-
level processes might be by comparing the results when we take all immigrant
backgrounds as a single category (section A) and when we disaggregate
between each of the migrant/ethnic groups (section B). The results point to
the existence of a wide array of situations. While in most cities there is a
substantial gap in the levels of political interest of migrants when compared
to the autochthonous population, in several cities, group-level processes do
not seem to be of much relevance. In places like Madrid, Geneva, Zurich,
London and Stockholm, all migrant groups show similar levels of interest in
politics. In the opposite case, in Barcelona, Milan, Budapest, Lyon and Oslo
we find substantial variation across the migrant groups studied.

Further to this, the type of data collected in this project allows us to
assess DeSipio’s (2001) claims — summarized above — that political integra-
tion is primarily reflecting the same socio-economic biases that prevail for
the majority population. As an illustration, continuing with the example of
interest in politics described in Figure 2.1, we can simply examine whether
having a migrant background plays a part in driving levels of political inte-
gration — and also whether different migrant backgrounds operate in differ-
ent ways. Figure 2.2 shows the results of estimating two slightly different
models of interest in the politics of the country of residence. Model 1 focuses
on the estimation of the likelihood of being interested in politics for the
immigrant-origin population (as compared to the majority population),
while model 2 focuses on comparing the likelihood of being interested
in politics of each of the studied migrant groups to the reference group of
the majority population. In both cases the figures show the estimated value
of the logit coefficient for the relevant contrasts and the models control
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Figure 2.1 Comparing the interest in residence country politics of migrant-background
and autochthonous population (very or fairly interested in local or national politics)
Legend: White squares are for immigrant-origin individuals and black dots for autochthonous
individuals. The dot/square indicates the value of the mean and the bars mark the 95 per cent
confidence interval of the mean. ALG = Algerian; AUT = autochthonous, AND = Other Andean;
BAN = Bangladeshi; BCAR = Black Caribbean; BOS = Bosnian; CHI = Chinese; CHIL = Chilean;
ECU = Ecuadorian; EGY = Egyptian; ETH_HU = Ethnic Hungarian; FIL = Filipino; IND = Indian;
ITA = Italian; KOS = Kosovar; MOR = Moroccan; MMUS = Mixed Arab/Muslim; PAK = Pakistani;
TUN = Tunisian; TUR = Turkish.

for gender, age, educational attainment, employment situation and having
citizenship of the country. Hence, when the 95 per cent confidence interval
of the coefficients overlaps with the value of zero we have no evidence that
individuals of migrant background differ from the autochthonous popula-
tion in their levels of interest in politics.

As we see, only in four cities (Budapest, Zurich, Stockholm and Oslo) do
the gaps in interest in politics persist once we control for naturalization
and for the main socio-economic aspects that drive engagement in politics.
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Figure 2.2 Main effect of migrant background on interest in residence country politics
(value of the logit coefficient)

Legend: The dot/figure indicates the value of the coefficient and the bars mark the 95 per cent confi-
dence interval of the coefficient. Group acronyms as in Figure 2.1.

We cannot delve much into it in this chapter, but it is interesting to point to
a different pattern in the sign of the coefficients for the countries of recent
immigration (Hungary, Italy and Spain) and those of longstanding immigra-
tion (France, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland and the UK).

In the case of interest in politics, group-level specificities do not seem
to abound, as the results of Model 2 indicate that — once individual-level
attributes are controlled for — all migrant groups within a given city tend to
show similar gaps with respect to the majority population. Hence, all three
migrant groups in Oslo (Bosnians, Pakistanis and Turks) show equivalent
gaps with the autochthonous Norwegians, and all three migrant groups in
Zurich (Italians, Kosovars and Turks) show similarly lower levels of interest
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in politics than the autochthonous Swiss. There are some exceptions, though,
as Arab ethnics in Budapest show patterns that are dissimilar to the Chinese
and ethnic Hungarian migrants in that city; and the Indians in London and
the Chileans in Stockholm do not follow the same patterns of interest as the
respective remaining migrant groups studied in each city.

As mentioned earlier, this is just an illustration of how the results presented
throughout this volume might help us move forward in the examination of
individual- and group-level processes of political integration. By focusing
on individual migrants but also collecting sufficient information about the
migrant groups to which they ascribe, we can gain some clarity in this area.

Absolute versus relative notions of political integration

The discussion and, especially, the analyses presented in the previous section
link well with another of the key dilemmas when discussing political incor-
poration and integration: should we opt for a relative or an absolute notion?
In other words, do we need to take the autochthonous patterns of civic and
political engagement as a standpoint from which to judge migrants’ partici-
pation, or can we conceive of political integration in some absolute sense
that is detached from what the autochthonous population does?

Clearly, the scholarship on immigrant assimilation opts for a view of inte-
gration that by default compares patterns of social, economic and political
attitudes or behaviour with those of the majority or mainstream population.
However, other scholars have argued for conceiving of integration in absolute
rather than relative terms. For example, Bengtsson (2010) approaches the
notion of political integration from the view of ‘proper’ access to political
rights and resources and uses as a standpoint the normative standards of
what full political membership entails. Hence, Bengtsson applies the notion
of political integration to society as a whole, rather than to a segment of it.
If migrants do not have access to the political rights and resources of full
membership in the political community then the society is not politically
integrated and neither are migrants themselves. As individuals, migrants are
not politically integrated when either they or others believe that they do not
have the right to participate on equal terms. Bengtsson thus conceives of
political integration as a normative and socially constructed concept that does
not necessarily require an explicit comparison to the mainstream population.

Nevertheless, following this logic (and that of any absolute notion of
political integration), if the autochthonous population is passive and
displays high levels of political apathy - as is often the case in many
advanced and consolidated democracies — then the society as a whole is
not politically integrated either. But how should we describe migrants’
political integration in a situation where they are as active as the autoch-
thonous population but all are equally inactive? This is probably one of
the scenarios that becomes difficult to categorize when the prism to evaluate
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political integration is that of society as a whole, and for this reason we
do not think it is the most helpful option.

We can well illustrate the substantive implications of choosing an abso-
lute or a relative notion of political integration with some of our data.
Figure 2.3 shows the results of analysing in absolute (panel A) and in rela-
tive (panel B) terms the levels of political participation of migrants in the
10 cities for which we have data. In this case, the indicator of political
participation is a dichotomous variable that adopts the value of 1 whenever
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Figure 2.3 Political participation in any of 13 types of activity

Legend: White squares are for immigrant-origin individuals and black dots for autochthonous individuals.
The dot/square indicates the value of the mean and the bars mark the 95 per cent confidence interval
of the mean. ALG = Algerian; AUT = autochthonous, AND = Other Andean; BAN = Bangladeshi;
BCAR = Black Caribbean; BOS = Bosnian; CHI = Chinese; CHIL = Chilean; ECU = Ecuadorian; EGY =
Egyptian; ETH_HU = Ethnic Hungarian; FIL = Filipino; IND = Indian; ITA = Italian; KOS = Kosovar;
MOR = Moroccan; MMUS = Mixed Arab/Muslim; PAK = Pakistani; TUN = Tunisian; TUR = Turkish.



Conceptualizing and Measuring Migrants’ Political Inclusion 31

the individual has participated in any of 13 forms of political activity in the
12 months prior to the survey.?

If we evaluate migrants’ political integration from the viewpoint of abso-
lute levels of engagement, then we should conclude that the political integra-
tion of migrants has been quite successful in Stockholm and in Lyon for all
groups studied, and in Geneva for Italians; in these three cities these migrant
groups achieve levels of political participation close or over 50 per cent of
the relevant subpopulations. Following this same logic, migrants — and in
some cases also the majority population — are not politically integrated at
all in several cities, most notably in Milan, Budapest, Zurich and London.
In all of them, the rate of political participation of migrants is around or
below 20 per cent.

However, if we focus on the gap between the majority population and each
of the respective migrant groups, the conclusion changes somewhat: only in
Barcelona are all migrant groups indistinguishable from the autochthonous
population, and the political integration of immigrants and their descendants
has also been relatively successful for most groups in London and Lyon,
whereas Stockholm and Geneva show more mixed results with small participa-
tory gaps for one of the groups (Chileans and Italians, respectively) but not for
the other (Turks and Kosovars, respectively). In turn, the gloomy picture for
Milan and Zurich remains the same when we analyse participatory gaps but it
changes somewhat for Budapest, as ethnic Hungarian migrants exhibit a large
positive participatory gap in comparison to the autochthonous Hungarians.

Hence, our conclusions change substantially with regard to Barcelona and
London when we look at political integration from the point of view of a
relative notion that compares migrants with the mainstream population.
They are also somewhat qualified in the evaluation of the cases of Stockholm
and Budapest, as they allow us to focus on the specificities of different migrant
groups and their distinctive patterns of political integration within the city.
Finally, analysing migrants’ political integration from a relative viewpoint
focuses the attention on the important issues of political inclusion and
exclusion, and equality of voice, as they position migrants’ participation in
the context of the habits and ways of doing of the majority population.

In summary, our proposal in this volume is to move forward in this
research agenda by focusing on relative notions of political integration that
take levels of political orientations and behaviours from the majority popula-
tion as the comparative standpoint from which to judge the degree to which
a given society has been successful in integrating immigrants and their off-
spring into life. Precisely for this reason, in many of the analyses presented
throughout this volume, a key issue of empirical focus is whether migrants
differ in their attitudes or behaviours from the autochthonous population,
once other aspects that drive attitude formation and behavioural patterns
are taken into account. In this regard, this volume privileges a notion of
political integration built around the notion of political inclusion. Yet, as
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I explain in the next section, this understanding of political integration is
not necessarily ‘assimilationist’. We are not seeking to find identical attitudinal
and behavioural patterns between migrant groups and the autochthonous
population, as our notion of political integration as inclusion allows for
migrants engaging differently in politics as long as this divergence does not
entail their political exclusion.

The multidimensionality of political integration and its
consequences for judging political integration

As we have discussed in previous sections, the notion of political integration
is complex and multifaceted. Previous work by scholars on this topic has
stressed the importance of considering not just participatory behaviours, but
also attitudinal aspects such as trust or confidence in political institutions
and showing an interest in politics (see Fennema and Tillie, 1999; Jacobs et al.,
2004). In contrast, most of the American scholarship focuses on voting (Tam
Cho, 1999; Mollenkopf et al., 2001; Ramakrishnan and Espenshade, 2001;
Messina, 2007; Leal et al., 2008; Jang, 2009), although an increasing number
of studies in the US are also taking into consideration other forms of political
participation (see chapters in Lee et al., 2007b; Ramakrishnan, 2005; Rim,
2009), as well as political orientations, especially partisanship (Cain et al.,
1991; Alvarez and Garcia-Bedolla, 2003; Geron and Michelson, 2008).

The special attention devoted to voting in studies of immigrant political
integration and incorporation is, though understandable, highly problem-
atic because it assumes that electoral participation and abstention patterns
fully and adequately reflect the degree of integration or incorporation
achieved by the respective migrant groups. As Minnite (2009: 52) argues,
the extension of traditional approaches and theories of ethnic and racial
politics to the study of immigrant political incorporation is inadequate, as
electoral politics need not be the pathway to the political inclusion or absorp-
tion of migrants in the same way that it was for African-Americans in the
US. This critique is likely to be valid not just for the US case, but also for the
European context. The risk is that, as she points out, we may be falling into
conceptual and theoretical stretching that results from applying inadequate
theoretical models to immigrant political incorporation by focusing wrongly
on the electoral dimension. In fact, the data analysed by Ramakrishnan
(2005: ch. 7) for California shows precisely that voting is for some immigrant
groups not the most common form of political engagement — attending
local meetings is, for both first- and second-generation Latinos, as well as
for second-generation Asian-Americans — and that the patterns of political
engagement (and the mix of forms of action they prefer) can substantially
vary across ethnic and migrant groups.

Clearly, this calls for opening up the range of forms of political participa-
tion and attitudes that we consider when studying immigrant political
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integration. This raises, however, two important substantive and methodo-
logical issues. The first is that the meaning of some types of political engage-
ment and political attitudes are not unequivocal. In this vein, Bleich (2008a)
argues that while some indicators of political incorporation are undisputedly
so — voting and engagement in various forms of mainstream political organi-
zations and activities — there are other forms of political engagement whose
integrative character is contested — such as engagement in migrant/ethnic-
based politics and organizations. Furthermore, and crucially for our purposes
in this volume, he argues that different political contexts and citizenship
regimes will facilitate certain forms of engagement by migrants, probably
at the expense of others. Hence, multicultural models of integration might
more often promote the latter forms of ‘disputed’ political incorporation, thus
avoiding outright political exclusion but sometimes leading to ‘withdrawal’
from mainstream politics. In turn, assimilationist models of integration are —
if successful - likely to foster ‘undisputed’ political incorporation but can
often lead to reactions of ‘resistance’ when the equality that the normative
vision of citizenship it portrays is not fulfilled in daily life. As a consequence,
the interpretation of given levels of political participation will not always
be straightforward, as the meanings of the same forms of political action
may vary depending on the context and can have diverging implications for
political integration as a whole.

A second important difficulty that we face when acknowledging empirically
the multidimensionality of the concept of political integration is deciding —
from an empirical point of view - how much weight we should give to each
of these different forms of engagement and orientations towards political
objects when trying to assess the degree of political integration that various
immigrant groups have achieved in any given society. Of course, different
attitudinal and behavioural components of political integration can highly
correlate as to form a single underlying dimension of political integration,
but this is not often the case empirically (see the relevant chapters in van
Deth et al., 2007). Indeed, political participation can sometimes be moti-
vated by mistrust or discontent with political elites, as sometimes happens
with ‘critical citizens’ (Norris, 1999). But more often than not scholarship
in the field of political behaviour has shown that citizens who have positive
political attitudes and orientations towards political institutions and elites are
generally more likely to be politically active as well.

Our surveys of autochthonous and migrant populations allow us to
examine this multidimensionality in quite some detail. We have measured
several of these components of political integration, and thus we can distin-
guish between attitudinal and behavioural indicators of our respondents’
engagement with the political affairs of the countries and cities where they
reside. Table 2.1 presents the cross-city and cross-group patterns for each of
the main attitudinal indicators of political integration that we can analyse in
the ten cities studied, while Table 2.2 includes the behavioural indicators.



Table 2.1 The political attitudes of autochthonous and migrants by city and group

e

City Group Interest Interest Trust city  Trust national Non response Attachmentto Non response
local country gov’t (0-10 parl’t (0-10 to both trust  settlement to left-right
politics (%) politics (%) average) average) items (%) country people self-placement (%)

(0-10 average)
BAR AUTOC 43 45 5.2 4.7 2 7.2 11
MOR 50 56 6.4 5.8 6 7.1 44
ECU 37 42 5.6 5.6 7 6.6 23
AND 41 49 5.6 5.5 6 6.8 17
MAD  AUTOC 45 50 4.8 5.1 0 8.3 7
MOR 31 40 5.5 4.9 12 7.1 31
ECU 31 41 6.0 6.0 3 6.6 12
AND 38 46 5.7 5.5 5 6.5 7
MIL AUTOC 68 65 4.9 4.4 2 7.8 10
EGY 25 43 5.3 5.1 18 6.0 34
FIL 33 38 6.2 6.1 6 6.2 34
ECU 19 26 3.7 3.9 7 4.9 31
BUD AUTOC 61 62 4.2 3.8 4 8.3 29
ET_HU 60 71 2.5 3.7 6 5.6 19
CHI 65 63 5.1 4.9 42 5.1 61
MMUS 41 38 5.7 5.3 21 6.1 26
ZUR AUTOC 71 79 6.5 6.1 1 8.0 7
ITA 48 49 6.9 6.6 10 7.5 11
KOS 51 55 7.1 6.8 2 7.4 27
TUR 47 48 6.3 5.8 9 6.7 14
GEN AUTOC 58 79 5.4 5.7 4 7.0 10
ITA 50 51 6.2 5.8 10 7.7 18
KOS 47 50 7.3 7.0 12 8.1 36
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Table 2.2 The political participation of autochthonous and migrants by city and
group, percentages

Voting Contacting
City Group Voted Eligible Voted Eligible Contacted Contacted Contacted Contacted
national national local local a politician a govt media a solicitor
elections elections elections elections official
BAR AUTOC 81 95 80 93 7 6 4 2
MOR 45 14 29 14 4 9 4 6
ECU 32 8 33 8 2 11 3 S
AND 73 20 63 19 3 12 4 7
MAD AUTOC 87 95 84 94 5 11 3 3
MOR 53 6 47 6 1 2 0 1
ECU 47 S 36 S 2 3 3 2
AND 70 11 62 10 2 7 3 4
MIL AUTOC 93 96 90 97 9 15 12 4
EGY 61 10 45 10 0 2 2 2
FIL 75 3 63 3 2 2 2 3
ECU 43 2 29 2 2 3 2 3
BUD AUTOC 78 98 76 97 2 5 1 1
ET_HU 75 22 77 25 S 6 3 3
CHI 29 3 14 3 1 1 0 1
MMUS 56 19 54 21 1 1 2 1
ZUR AUTOC 63 99 63 99 7 12 7 5
ITA 14 2 14 2 1 2 4 2
KOS 21 11 15 11 7 2 3 2
TUR 23 22 38 22 3 1 3 3
GEN AUTOC 72 97 69 97 10 10 7 6
ITA 66 15 58 15 4 4 4 7
KOS 34 14 20 14 7 4 4 S
LYO AUTOC 60 100 n.a. n.a. 18 21 10 8
MOR 69 78 n.a. n.a. 10 12 9 S
ALG 64 80 n.a. n.a. 11 12 6 6
TUN 61 79 n.a. n.a. 8 12 6 5
LON AUTOC 45 97 40 95 3 3 1 0
BAN 45 81 32 83 1 1 0 1
IND 54 49 53 49 4 4 1 1
BCAR 33 89 23 93 2 1 0 1
STO AUTOC 94 99 86 99 18 37 9 9
TUR 83 78 76 82 11 22 7 7
CHIL 85 70 84 72 11 21 6 8
OSL AUTOC 96 98 87 99 19 29 16 15
TUR 67 63 65 67 5 5 4 14
PAK 65 65 60 66 S 3 4 4
BOS 55 40 56 56 4 6 6 7
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Party activity Protest Consumer participation
Worked Worked Member or Wear/ Attended Joined Signed a Donated Boycotted Boycotted
for action for participates  display public a strike petition money products products
group political  activities badge/ demon-

party political sticker/  stration

party poster
3 4 3 6 15 2 17 5 7 7
3 1 1 8 9 2 12 7 4 5
1 1 0 5 5 1 16 5 3 5
3 0 3 9 9 2 17 10 5 9
4 3 3 7 22 6 22 3 11 13
0 0 0 0 2 0 1 4 0 0
1 0 0 S 9 2 12 2 2 5
3 2 2 5 8 2 11 3 5 6
5 3 4 9 17 17 29 8 27 9
0 1 0 2 4 3 2 1 2 1
1 1 1 4 4 1 4 1 3 1
1 0 0 1 3 2 3 1 1 0
1 1 1 3 3 0 9 2 3 1
2 4 2 8 20 4 19 3 9 4
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1
3 3 9 2 8 1 45 12 30 17
1 1 3 1 3 2 7 3 8 2
2 1 2 1 5 1 6 8 2 1
2 1 1 1 6 0 4 3 5 4
3 2 7 13 12 3 64 20 39 23
1 0 1 6 4 3 34 13 16 7
1 1 1 4 3 1 10 5 5 1
4 4 6 11 28 22 53 16 39 18
6 S 4 13 26 25 40 6 18 9
2 3 4 9 25 22 43 13 23 9
2 2 4 5 25 12 34 12 23 10
0 1 1 3 2 0 7 1 4 4
0 0 0 7 3 1 5 1 2 1
1 0 1 2 2 0 3 1 0 0
0 0 0 4 1 0 4 1 5 1
9 2 4 8 9 1 51 66 32 21
6 4 8 9 18 3 34 37 18 10
8 6 N 11 32 8 46 51 34 15
N 6 0 19 27 8 38 14 31 25
2 1 0 N 14 4 16 6 14 5
1 3 0 4 8 7 2 8 9 2
1 0 0 4 18 7 17 3 14 7
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Starting with the attitudinal indicators of political integration (Table 2.1)
we see that, in most cases, migrant-origin individuals across cities and groups
are substantially less interested in the politics of the countries and cities where
they live than are the autochthonous population. There are some exceptions,
though, with Moroccans in Barcelona showing higher levels of interest in
both local and national politics than the autochthonous Spaniards, ethnic
Hungarians displaying a greater interest in Hungarian national politics and
similar ones for local politics, and most migrant groups in Lyon showing very
similar levels of interest to the autochthonous French.

The picture changes substantially when we focus on trust or confidence
in the main local and national political institutions: the city government
and the national parliament.* In most cases, migrants declare higher levels
of confidence than the autochthonous population. Again, some exceptions
exist: ethnic Hungarians are extremely critical of the local government of
Budapest, Black Caribbeans are very mistrusting of both the local execu-
tive and the British parliament, Tunisians place less confidence in the
government of Lyon than all the other groups, and Ecuadorians in Milan
tend to show less trust in both the local Milanese government and the Italian
parliament. However, it is also noteworthy that the non-response levels for
some of the migrant groups with respect to political confidence are extremely
high, thus indicating an incapacity to relate to these institutions and pro-
vide an answer. This is particularly the case with the Chinese and the Arab/
Muslim mixed group in Budapest, and to a lesser extent with Moroccans in
Madrid, Egyptians in Milan, and Turks and Pakistanis in Oslo.

A further potential attitudinal indicator of the extent of political integra-
tion of migrants relates to their feelings of attachment to the citizens of the
countries where they live and, hence, how much they feel they belong to
the ‘people’ (see also Devadason, Chapter 11 in this volume). In this case,
we see quite mixed patterns depending on the locality and the group we
consider. All migrant groups in Budapest (including the ethnic Hungarians)
feel substantially less attached to the Hungarian people than do the autoch-
thonous population, and the same is true for the Bangladeshis and Indians
in London in relation to the British, for all the Andean Latin Americans in
Madrid in relation to Spaniards, and for all migrant groups in Milan in relation
to Italians. However, in other places — Lyon, Oslo, Stockholm and Zurich -
most migrants feel as attached to the country nationals as do the respective
autochthonous groups. And the patterns of responses across groups do
not seem to be consistent with either those relating to interest in politics
or with confidence in political institutions, thus pointing to what seems an
entirely different dimension of attitudinal political integration.

Finally, the last column in Table 2.1 shows the patterns of non-response for
the item that asks individuals to place themselves on the left-right scale.
As we know, the left-right ideological divide is still a crucial organizing
element of the political landscape of European societies, and hence being
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able to position oneself on this continuum indicates a capacity to relate to
the core political objects and issues at stake. In this regard, we see that several
migrant groups in several of the studied cities have considerable trouble in
relating to the left-right ideological dimension. This is particularly clear for
the Chinese group in Budapest, all migrant groups in Milan, Moroccans in
both Barcelona and Madrid, and Kosovars in both Geneva and Zurich. At the
opposite end, we find that most of the migrants studied in both London and
Lyon have incorporated the main ideological divide into their way of relating
to politics.

Turning our attention to political action (Table 2.2) again we find a
mix of consistent and contrasting patterns.> Three cities show consistent
and large gaps between the autochthonous population and all migrant
groups for virtually all forms of political participation: Milan, Oslo and
Zurich. And three cities show a higher degree of participatory assimilation
of most migrant groups to the autochthonous patterns for many of the
forms of participation: London, Lyon and Stockholm. In the remaining
cities (Barcelona, Madrid, Budapest and Geneva), the patterns substantially
change across groups and forms of political participation. For example, in
Barcelona, migrants show relatively high levels of contacting that are similar
to or surpass those of the autochthonous Spaniards but have very low elec-
tion turnout levels and much less of an inclination to join demonstrations.
And in Budapest, the ethnic Hungarians are much more active than the
autochthonous Hungarians across most forms of engagement, while the
Chinese and the mixed Arab/Muslim groups are generally as disengaged as
the autochthonous population, except for their much lower voting rates.

If we look carefully at the different types of political participation, we
can compare how the patterns of political integration vary across forms of
action. With regard to voting, we find that — with few exceptions (ethnic
Hungarians in Budapest, Bangladeshis in London for national elections, all
groups in Lyon for national elections, and Chileans in Stockholm for local
elections) — in most cities and for most groups, migrants have substantially
lower rates of turnout than the autochthonous populations for both national
and local elections. Moreover, in the cities in which immigration is a rela-
tively recent phenomenon (Barcelona, Budapest, Madrid and Milan) and in
the two Swiss cities, the percentage of migrants who are eligible to vote is
really a minority; whereas in the other four cities (London, Lyon, Oslo and
Stockholm) a majority are entitled to vote.

When we focus on contacting, we find much more inclusive patterns of
engagement, as in many cities the levels of contacting of migrant individuals
are very similar to those of the autochthonous population — or even higher.
Only in Milan and Oslo do we find large gaps between migrants and the
natives. Instead, there are no clear patterns with regard to party activity,
partly because levels of engagement are very low as well for the autochtho-
nous populations in most contexts. It is interesting to note that the ethnic
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Hungarians, and Chileans and Turks in Stockholm, show a mildly greater
inclination to join the activities of political parties.

Turning to protest activities, a close inspection of the results suggests
that — contrary to what many believe — migrants are not particularly conten-
tious. In fact, in most cases they are either less inclined to protest or indistin-
guishable from the autochthonous population in their protest behaviour.
Only the ethnic Hungarians in Budapest and the Chileans in Stockholm are
consistently more prone to protesting than their respective autochthonous
populations. Finally, political consumerism is generally not very widespread
across migrants in Europe. In Madrid, Milan and Zurich migrants rarely
engage in this sort of practice, whereas they show patterns that are closer to
the autochthonous ones in Barcelona, Budapest and Stockholm.

Overall, substantially different patterns of political integration emerge
depending on the indicators we examine. However, there are a few general
patterns that provide interesting insights. Taken as a whole, we see a
relatively consistent picture of political assimilation in London, Lyon and
Stockholm; whereas a situation of acute political exclusion of all or most
migrant groups emerges in Milan, Oslo and — somewhat less — in Zurich. The
situation in Barcelona, Budapest, Geneva and Madrid is much more mixed
and crucially depends on what aspect of political integration we focus on.

In essence, what these results are suggesting is that in empirical terms
there is no single underlying set of attitudes and behaviours that consistently
identifies who is politically integrated and who is not. In fact, the results of
a number of factor analyses performed on the data — not shown here due
to space limitations® — suggest the non-existence of a single underlying
dimension of political integration, regardless of the origin group. For both
types of respondents, the indicators for confidence in political institutions
come up as distinct from the underlying dimensions of participation and,
often, of interest in politics and/or voting. In practical terms, what this
means is that migrants — like the autochthonous population — might be quite
well integrated in terms of their confidence in political institutions but not in
terms of their active engagement in politics, or the other way around. Hence,
in the future we need to pay attention separately to these different elements
of migrants’ political integration.

Conclusions

In this volume, we share the concerns of other scholars who have pointed out
that the notion of ‘integrating’ immigrants and their descendants is highly
problematic, to the extent that it assumes the existence of a pre-existing
organically integrated and bounded society (Joppke and Morawska, 2003).
Our proposal is to define political integration as equivalent to political inclusion.
We will therefore say that migrants are politically integrated whenever their
political attitudes and behaviours are not indicative of their outright exclusion
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from the policy process, and this can be empirically evaluated by taking
into consideration the multiple forms through which migrants can become
included in political life.

This does not necessarily mean that in all instances migrant groups will
have to replicate identically the attitudinal and behavioural patterns of the
autochthonous - that is, they need not be fully assimilated to the autochtho-
nous. Our notion of political integration leaves room for migrants to define
patterns of engagement with politics that diverge in important ways from
that of the natives or the mainstream, as long as this divergence does not
entail their political exclusion.”

For example, migrants might display different levels of political contact-
ing and protesting than autochthonous populations without this necessar-
ily indicating that they are excluded from the political process. As long as
migrants are able to use other repertoires of political action that grant
them access to decision-making processes we would judge them as politically
integrated into their countries of residence. Hence, in our view, the notion of
political integration needs to be understood in terms relative to the prevail-
ing patterns of engagement with politics in the countries where migrants
reside, but this does not mean that political integration is indistinguishable
from political assimilation in all instances.

This approach is, on the other hand, consistent with a view of participa-
tion in the political community that does not make simplistic assumptions
about a supposed homogeneity in the patterns of political engagement of the
autochthonous population. All societies encompass multiple political sub-
cultures that relate to the political realm in varying ways (see Almond and
Verba, 1989), and assuming the existence of a unique ‘autochthonous’ politi-
cal culture overly simplifies the political realities of contemporary democracies
and artificially imposes a homogeneity that does not really exist.

Consequently, an empirical approach to migrants’ political inclusion will
thus have to consider in a balanced way both levels and patterns of political
participation and attitudes of migrants. This means, in practical terms, that
we need to assess the degree to which migrants and their children become
involved and share the basic values of the settlement polity. But it also
means that we will have to carefully assess whether the patterns of engage-
ment we find reflect exclusion (or excorporation) or are simply reflecting the
emergence of new political subcultures through which migrants adapt
the political repertoire to their needs and preferences.

Appendix

List of variables used in this chapter that required any substantial recoding, and
that are described in the general Appendix to this volume: immigrant-origin;
overall political participation, non transnational (allpolaction3); confidence
in political institutions; attachment to ‘host-country’ people; gender; age;
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educational attainment (edu); employment situation (employed); and having
the citizenship of the country (resnatio).

Notes

1. A final interesting contribution to this conceptual debate is that of Berry (1997),
who considers integration and assimilation as two distinct strategies of accul-
turation. Berry describes four typical strategies of acculturation depending on the
degree to which the newcomers interact with the dominant or mainstream groups,
and the degree to which they try to maintain their own original identity and values:
integration, assimilation, separation/segregation and marginalization.

2. We refer the reader to Chapter 1 for a detailed description of the samples and the
groups included in this study.

3. However, individuals who only engaged in such activities in relation to their
country of ancestry were given a value of zero. Hence, this variable is well suited
to capture the notion of political integration in its behavioural component.

4. These were two of the three indicators that the two Scandinavian questionnaires
included that were common to the other questionnaires, the other one being
related to the police. Furthermore, the response categories differed between the
Scandinavian wording and that used elsewhere: the former employed a four-category
ordinal response set, whereas in the rest of the cities a O to 10 scale was used. See
the general Appendix to this volume for a description of how the responses were
recoded for the two Scandinavian surveys to make them comparable to the rest.

5. The grouping of political participation forms follows that suggested in Teorell et al.
(2007: 344-348) who distinguish five forms of political participation that are more
or less consistent in their dimensionality across Continental Europe: voting, con-
tacting, party activity, protest activity and consumer participation.

6. Different specifications of the factor analysis were used: city-by-city analyses;
pooled analyses, distinguishing between the autochthonous group and the three
migrant groups; and distinguishing only the autochthonous group and all migrant
individuals jointly. Nine indicators were included that measured: trust in the city
government, trust in the national parliament, interest in local or national politics,
attachment to the people of the country of residence, local voting (intention),
party activity, contacting, protesting and consumer activity.

7. For a similar view see Ireland (2004: 17ff.).
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Institutional Opportunities,
Discursive Opportunities and
the Political Participation of
Migrants in European Cities

Manlio Cinalli and Marco Giugni

Introduction

The idea that the political context sets the parameters within which political
participation and mobilization occur is quite common among students of
social movements and contentious politics (see Eisinger, 1973; Kriesi et al.,
1995; McAdam, 1999; Tarrow, 1998; Tilly, 1978). This holds as well for the
political activities carried out by migrants’ organizations (Bloemraad, 2006;
Vermeulen, 2006). However, previous work has stressed the impact of the
institutionalized political system, largely overlooking more cultural and sym-
bolic contextual aspects. In addition, previous work has looked at the role of
political opportunities for explaining collective action, focusing much less on
how they influence individual participation and behaviour (but see Leighley,
2001; Morales, 2009). This chapter engages with the systematic analysis of
a set of ‘opportunity structures’, ranging from institutional opportunities
to discursive opportunities, for the political participation of migrants at the
individual level. To what extent does the political context influence individual
participation? If there is an impact, how can we disentangle the institutional
from the discursive aspects of that context? What are the implications in terms
of policy-making?

Following on previous work on variations in claims-making in the field of
immigration and ethnic relations politics (Giugni and Passy, 2004 and 2006;
Koopmans et al., 2005; Koopmans and Statham, 1999a), we look at the ways
in which institutional approaches to migration and public debates in this field
provide opportunities for the political participation of migrants. In particular,
we use data from the analysis of a large number of political indicators and
from systematic coding of local newspapers so as to examine the impact of
two main strands of opportunities, namely, institutions and discourse, on
the political participation of migrants.

Our study focuses on nine European cities: Barcelona, Budapest, Geneva,
London, Lyon, Madrid, Milan, Stockholm and Zurich. We start with the
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analysis of the impact of institutional opportunities, focusing in particular
on the main political arrangements in the field of immigration and ethnic
relations. This initial analysis deals especially with the intervention of the
nation-state, for example in terms of its laws referring to citizenship, working
permits and antidiscrimination rights. Subsequently, we include the analysis
of more specific opportunities that may be available for migrants in their
own cities, primarily related to specific policies of migrant integration.
This first strand of more classic opportunities is then combined with the
analysis of the second strand, that is, ‘discursive opportunities’. We thus
consider whether the political participation of migrants varies according to
the prevailing public discourse, which fosters public visibility and political
legitimacy for certain actors, identities and issues. Overall, we aim to identify
variations across cities in terms of institutions and discourse that may
explain differences in the political participation of migrants.

Political opportunities for political participation

Political opportunities have been shown to play a major role in explaining
the levels, forms and outcomes of the mobilization of social movements
(see Kriesi, 2004 and Meyer, 2004 for reviews). McAdam (1996: 27) has
identified four main dimensions of the political opportunity structures
found in the literature: the relative openness or closure of the institutional-
ized political system; the stability or instability of that broad set of elite
alignments that typically undergird a polity; the presence or absence of
elite allies; and the state’s capacity and propensity for repression. Different
combinations of these four dimensions have in particular been applied
both to single case studies of the emergence of certain movements (for
example, McAdam, 1999; Meyer, 1990) and to the analysis of systematic
cross-national variations in social movement mobilization (Kriesi et al.,
1995). Furthermore, recent work has proposed to include within the notion
of political opportunities those elements that influence only certain col-
lective actors in certain fields (Cinalli, 2004; Berclaz and Giugni, 2005;
Chabanet and Giugni, 2008). For example, migrants often lack basic citi-
zenship rights allowing them to exert some leverage on receiving society
institutions in order to mobilize. In this case, the aspects of the political
context that affect their mobilization are to be found not primarily in the
overall institutionalized political system or in elites’ alignments, but rather
in the citizenship rights that open or close their access to the national
community (Koopmans et al., 2005).

This definition of the concept of political opportunities and its con-
crete applications to account for political participation face in our view
a number of challenges and a major shortcoming. A key challenge is to
apply institutional and discursive opportunities to explain not only the
political participation of migrants at the collective level, but also the
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political participation of individual migrants and their descendants. A related
challenge is that previous studies of the impact of political opportunities
on collective mobilization have not paid enough attention to empirical
measures of political opportunities themselves. Scholars have found ways
to measure the activities carried out by movements (for example, through
methods such as protest event analysis), but have mostly relied on abstract
or anecdotic operationalizations of political opportunities. Koopmans et al.
(2005) are the most noticeable exception in the literature, providing a com-
parative set of citizenship indicators, ranging from the legal-institutional
framework for obtaining citizenship rights to national immigration and
integration policies. Indeed, we pick up from where these authors have left
off, so as to extend the number, scope, and level of political indicators to
be measured.

Having assessed precise measures of our two main strands of political
opportunities across the nine selected cities, this chapter faces another main
challenge. These measures are taken as an additional explanatory factor
to be put side by side with other factors that are more usually taken into
account for predicting political participation at the individual level. In
so doing, we contribute to further bridge the gap between scholars working on
individual variables at the micro-level, on the one hand, and those who deal with
the context of political institutions and public policies at the macro-level on
the other hand. In particular, we evaluate the relative impact of a wide range
of top-down political interventions vis-a-vis the individual characteristics of
migrants themselves. In other words, we can assess the predicting power of
individual variables at the micro-level while controlling for cross-national
differences on key indicators of political opportunities.

Among these individual attributes, command of the main language
in the country of settlement is considered to be a key factor in much of
the literature on the political participation of migrants. Language pro-
ficiency, it is argued, works often as a precondition for incorporation,
allowing for full communication and understanding of codes of receiving
societies (Jacobs et al., 2004). The generational effect is also considered
to be decisive (Grunberg et al., 2002), with expected differences between
different age cohorts of migrants. This is also linked to the analysis of the
‘timing of immigration’. Gender and employment are additional variables
which this chapter will take into consideration, as they have been used
extensively to explain different forms of political engagement, including
variations in political knowledge (Hatchuel and Loisiel, 1999). We also
take into consideration the potential effect of other characteristics of
individual migrants so as to check whether citizenship, religion, or a
certain type of migration, do have an important impact on their political
participation.

As regards the major shortcoming, this lies in the fact that the study
of political opportunity structures is often approached as having only an
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institutional dimension. Yet, as the body of works on framing processes in
the field of social movement studies has shown (see Snow, 2004 and Benford
and Snow, 2000 for reviews), discourse matters as well. In other words,
opportunities for political mobilization and participation stem not only
from the openness or closeness of the institutional setting or the policies
enacted by political authorities, defining the conditions that impinge upon
the costs of different forms of mobilizations and their chances of success
(Koopmans, 1995; Tilly, 1978), but also from the discourses which prevail
in the public domain. These discourses, in turn, determine which collective
identities and substantive demands have a high likelihood to gain visibility
in the mass media, to resonate with the claims of other collective actors, and
to achieve legitimacy in the public discourse (Koopmans et al., 2005).

In the next section we show how we have approached methodologically
the measurement of the two strands of political opportunities. We discuss
how institutions and discourse combine into a multi-level structure that can
be assessed through the analysis of a series of indicators at the national and
at the sub-national level. In the following sections we analyse empirically
the impact of political opportunities structures on migrants’ participation in
the nine cities included in the study. We offer a general description of the
situation of political opportunities in our cities. We then analyse the political
engagement of migrants at the individual level, focusing on overall political
participation and political protest.

Measuring institutional and discursive opportunities for
comparative purposes

The main objective of this chapter is to assess the impact of variations in
institutional and discursive opportunities (at the macro-level) on the political
participation of migrants themselves (at the micro-level). As regards institu-
tional opportunities, we focus on three main dimensions of analysis, dealing
respectively with the individual access of migrants to the community of
nationals, with the promotion of their cultural group rights, and with
the specific opportunity structure in the field of immigration and ethnic
relations. Each dimension has been operationalized through a set of indica-
tors to be measured along a three-point scale, but also more qualitatively
through the production of extensive commentaries that discuss each score.
As an example, it can be useful to provide further details about some main
indicators that measure the third dimension of specific opportunities. Thus,
we have assessed the extent to which public information and support
services for migrants are provided in the city (ranging between non-existent
and well-developed); we have identified all policies tackling migration;
and we have looked for the percentages of the city budgets devoted to the
development of migration policies and to the subsidy of migrants’ organiza-
tions. More crucially, we have measured the involvement of a wide range
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of organizations, including boards and assemblies that represent migrants
themselves, in both the formulation and the implementation of city policy-
making. In addition, we have examined the existence of arrangements to
favour the presence of persons with ethnic minority background in both the
leadership and the membership of local parties. Our indicators also enable
us to distinguish between different ethnic groups.

All measures were computed by attributing a score to each indicator on the
basis of a three-point scale: —1 corresponds to restrictive policies (and there-
fore to closed opportunities for migrants) and +1 to liberal policies (and
therefore to more open opportunities), with O reflecting a more neutral
situation. We then added the scores of the indicators in each subdimension
and calculated the averages within each dimension. In particular, the average
score for the first dimension, namely, individual rights of migrants vis-a-vis
the community of nationals, is based on eight categories of indicators: access
to short-term permits; access to long-term permits; access to family reuni-
fication; access to nationality; labour market access; welfare state access;
anti-discrimination rights; and political rights. The average score for the
second dimension, namely, cultural group rights, is based on six categories
of indicators: cultural requirements to access the community; language
programmes; schooling; religion; media; and labour market group rights
(affirmative action). As regards the third dimension, namely, the specific
opportunities structure, the average is based on five categories of indicators:
degree of development of migrants’ integration policy at the local level;
political representation of migrants; attitude of sub-national powers towards
minorities and migrants’ organizations; attitude of local powers towards
organizations whose activity is specialized in, or has an impact on, migration
and integration issues; and electoral support of anti-immigrant and radical
right parties. All scores refer to the situation in 2006.

Moving to the second strand of our political opportunities, the impact of
discursive practices has been examined by building on our previous work
on political claims analysis, in a way to conduct a systematic analysis of dis-
cursive interventions in reports of main newspapers in our cities (Koopmans
and Statham, 1999Db). Political claims analysis builds on protest event analy-
sis as developed in the field of social movements and collective action (see
Koopmans and Rucht, 2002) but extends the method to include speech acts
and public discourse variables. We have thus decided to analyse all forms
of public claims-making in the field, including purely discursive forms such
as public statements, press releases and conferences, publications or inter-
views, alongside conventional forms of political action such as litigation
or petitioning, as well as classical protest forms such as demonstrations or
political violence. At the same time, we extend the range of actors to include
any discursive intervention in our cities, regardless of the actor who makes
it, including the usual suspects of protest event analysis (social movement
groups, NGOs, and so on), as well as interest groups (such as employers’
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associations or churches), but also political party, parliamentary, governmental
and other state actors.

Each discursive intervention is characterized by a typical structure that
can be broken down into some main parts. Given our focus on cities, we
have collected data on discursive interventions which entered the local
public domain through publication in a number of selected newspapers.!
Data cover one full year corresponding to the same time as the collection
of information on institutional indicators (2006).2 Actor and issue are the
main variables for data collection and analysis. We have also coded infor-
mation on the addressee and object of the discursive intervention, as well
as the position towards the object. This latter variable enables us to evaluate
which actors intervene more explicitly in favour or against the interests of
migrants. More precisely, measures of discursive opportunity structures
have been computed on the basis of the analysis of one main newspaper
in each city. Scores represent the average position of all actors for which
claims were reported except migrants themselves.? As in the case of institu-
tional opportunities, scores range from -1 to +1: the closer the score is to +1,
the more favourable is the discursive position and therefore the discursive
opportunities for the political participation of migrants.

Variations in political opportunities across cities

We first present the values of political opportunities across our nine cities.
As said, we have unpacked the institutional strand into three dimensions
(individual rights, cultural group rights, and specific opportunities). As regards
discursive opportunities, measures of average discursive positions refer to
the whole migration and ethnic relations field.* Table 3.1 provides the
summary scores for every type of political opportunity. While some relevant
intra-national variations refer to different groups within a same city, cross-
national variation is the most noticeable.

Figures 3.1 and 3.2 show in full the extensive variation across groups and,
especially, across cities along each dimension of the institutional strand.
The analysis of individual rights shows that Kosovars in Geneva are far from
accessing the community of Swiss citizens on the same basis as Algerians in
Lyon. More generally, Budapest is the city with the strongest constraints in
terms of individual rights, while Stockholm stands out for its remarkable
openness. The analysis of cultural group rights again shows key distinc-
tions between cities that acknowledge cultural pluralism on the one hand
(Stockholm, London, Madrid and Barcelona), and cities that do not promote
cultural group rights (Budapest, Milan and Geneva) on the other hand. The
analysis of specific opportunities confirms previous findings: thus, London
has gone the farthest in terms of provision of political opportunities for
migrants’ participation, while Budapest stands out for its highly constraining
environment. Yet, it also adds up some key data that do not fit necessarily



Table 3.1 Summary scores for the political opportunity structures in the nine cities

Individual rights

Cultural group rights

Specific opportunities

Discursive opportunities

Barcelona
Moroccans
Ecuadorians
Andeans

Budapest

Ethnic Hungarians

Chinese
Muslims
Geneva
Kosovars
Italians
London
Bangladeshis
Indians
Afro-Caribbeans
Lyon
Algerians
Tunisians
Moroccans
Madrid
Moroccans
Ecuadorians
Andeans

.01 (intermediate)
.06 (intermediate)
.06 (intermediate)

-.18 (intermediate)
—.20 (closed)
—.20 (closed)

—-.28 (closed)
—-.01 (intermediate)

.13 (open)
.13 (open)
.13 (open)

.29 (open)
.22 (open)
.03 (intermediate)

.01 (intermediate)
.06 (intermediate)
.06 (intermediate)

.33 (open)
.33 (open)
.33 (open)

-.25 (closed)
—.43 (closed)
-.22 (intermediate)

-.19 (intermediate)
-.19 (intermediate)

.04 (intermediate)
.42 (open)
.42 (open)

.08 (intermediate)
.08 (intermediate)
.08 (intermediate)

.25 (intermediate)
.33 (open)
.33 (open)

.27 (intermediate)

-.54 (closed)

.02 (intermediate)

.64 (open)

—.43 (closed)

.18 (intermediate)

.27 (intermediate)

—.23 (closed)

.32 (intermediate)

.30 (intermediate)

.36 (open)

.35 (open)

(continued)

(4



Table 3.1 Continued

Individual rights

Cultural group rights Specific opportunities

Discursive opportunities

Milan
Filipinos
Egyptians
Ecuadorians

Stockholm
Turks
Chileans

Zurich
Turks
Kosovars
Italians

—-.07 (intermediate)
—-.07 (intermediate)
—-.07 (intermediate)

.73 (open)
.73 (open)

—-.28 (closed)
—.28 (closed)
-.18 (intermediate)

-.27 (intermediate)
—.28 (closed)
—.28 (closed)
-.28 (closed)
.51 (open)
.56 (open)
.77 (open)
.25 (intermediate)
.00 (intermediate)
.00 (intermediate)
—-.05 (intermediate)

.15 (intermediate)

.49 (open)

.06 (closed)

Note: Cut-off points calculated on the basis of quintiles.
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Figure 3.1 Individual and collective rights by city and ethnic group
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Figure 3.2 Specific opportunities and discursive opportunities by city

with previous findings. In particular, specific opportunities are very closed
in Lyon. This is somewhat in contrast with the generous provision of indi-
vidual rights and the relative openness in terms of cultural group rights in
the French city.

As regards discursive opportunities, the lower segment of Figure 3.2
confirms the importance of high cross-national variation. Stockholm and
Budapest are situated on the opposite poles of the discursive continuum.
The consideration of other cities leaves no doubt about the idea that the
discourse is not necessarily dependent upon the institutional context, and
hence deserves a central place for treatment itself. Thus, Lyon now stands
out for its high openness (second only to Stockholm) in spite of previous
findings in terms of specific opportunities. In other words, the constraining
force of institutional arrangements and local policy-making in the French
city does not fit with the fact that a great share of interventions in the public
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space go in favour of migrants’ interests. Milan provides us with another
interesting case owing to the openness of its discursive environment, which
is in contrast with the overall negative nature of all dimensions of the insti-
tutional strand.

Furthermore, combinations of opportunities broaden the scope of analysis.
The crucial point here is that individual rights and cultural group rights can
be mixed together so as to identify a bi-dimensional space for placing cities
in different positions (Koopmans and Statham 2000). Figure 3.3 shows that
Budapest, Milan, Zurich and Geneva fit well with an assimilationist model,
acknowledging limited space for both individual and cultural group rights.
Take, for example, Zurich and Geneva, which follow the traditional Swiss
treatment of migrants as ‘guest-workers’. Here barriers to citizenship
acquisition are still very high, long-term permits are defined by strict limits,
while cultural rights for minorities are extremely rare, as the absence of
public-funded minority schools, or again the ban on minarets during the
2010 referendum, seem to confirm. The city of Milan, itself a major symbol
of Italian immigration, is also influenced by the assumption that immigrants
are not there to settle. By contrast, Stockholm is the multiculturalist city par
excellence owing to its extensive promotion of both individual and cultural
group rights. In this case, the guest-worker model is rejected through gener-
ous access to both individual and cultural rights. The main assumption is
that immigrants are there to stay and that policy-making has the duty to
facilitate their integration.

Lastly, the other cities provide us with scenarios that are more ambiguous.
On the one hand, Lyon fits only partially with French Republican rhetoric

Cities within citizenship regimes
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Individual rights

Figure 3.3 Local configurations of citizenship in the nine cities
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since any further restriction in terms of individual rights would be sufficient to
push it close to the other assimilationist cities. Let us examine, for example,
the common claim that ‘everybody can be French’. In this case, it is impor-
tant to emphasize that in Lyon (and more generally, France) full access to
nationality for second-generation migrants is guaranteed (independently of
conditions of residence). Yet, one should also pay attention to the criterion
of the required time of residence, which is the same as in Budapest (5 years),
and not very different in practice from the situation in the Swiss cities
(as the years’ residence between the ages of 10 and 20 years double count).
Another illustration of this is the recent restrictive twists in France (in 2003
and 2006) in terms of rights of citizenship acquisition through marriage. On
the other hand, Madrid, Barcelona and London are just on the edge of the
‘differentialist’ space, owing to the relative mismatch between a generous
promotion of cultural pluralism and a somewhat parsimonious provision
of individual rights. Once again, our data identify the potential risk that
true institutional practices and policies may indeed depart from the official
rhetoric of nation-states. Thus, when analysing regulations about short-term
and long-term permits, or again about family reunion and welfare state
benefits, one discovers that access to individual rights in ‘multicultural’
London is as difficult as it is in Budapest, Geneva and Zurich (that is, the
most assimilationist cities of our study).

Variation of opportunities also allows for placing each city along the
continuum comprising ‘closed’, ‘intermediate’, and ‘open’ opportunities (see
Table 3.1) so as to assess the extent to which a curvilinear relationship may
exist between opportunities and mobilization (see Eisinger, 1973; Kitschelt,
1986; Tilly, 1978). The cut-off points for detecting closed, intermediate or
open opportunities have been calculated on the basis of the quintiles for the
distribution of cases on each type of opportunities.® The absolute scores that
we used to classify opportunities between -1 and +1 make the interpretation
of final averages difficult when identifying ‘intermediate’ situations close
to 0, either on the positive or the negative end, along different dimensions
of opportunities. Indeed, the multiple dimensions are measured with the
same —/+ vector, but they may have a distribution according to a different
progression of marginal increments. For example, under the leadership of an
inclusive government, increments in terms of institutional openness could
be much easier to achieve than the same increments in terms of discursive
openness, owing for example to the presence of counter-movements and
the extreme right in the public space. Thus, we have taken the two extreme
quintiles as indicating a closed and an open opportunity structure, respec-
tively, while at the same time considering the other quintiles under the label
of ‘intermediate’ opportunities.

Looking at the specific situation in each of the nine cities included in our
analysis, we can see the particularly unfavourable political context faced by
migrants in Budapest, as compared to the other eight cities, where it is more
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open. On the other end of the openness—closedness continuum, Stockholm
presents the most favourable situation, in terms of the more open oppor-
tunity structures for the political participation of migrants. An almost
similarly open situation exists in Madrid, Barcelona and London. Geneva is
relatively open, except in the dimension of individual rights for Kosovars.
Zurich has a not so different situation, but it is more open in terms
of specific opportunities and more closed in the dimension of individual
rights. Opportunities in Milan follow the shape of the two Swiss cities, but
some major constraints in terms of collective group rights are noticeable in
the Italian city. Finally, Lyon represents a particularly interesting case insofar
as it combines a strong closure in the specific opportunity structures with an
extreme openness at the discursive level. This shows that the institutional
and discursive dimensions of the political opportunity structures do not
necessarily go hand in hand.

Variations in political participation by migrants across cities

Our analysis has hitherto shown that political opportunities vary across cities
and, to some extent, groups. That is, migrants in our sample differ not only
in terms of their own key individual characteristics such as gender, age,
employment status, language proficiency, timing of migration, and so on, but
also in terms of the political opportunities that they can seize at any time.
The case of Moroccans in France offers the most extreme example of this
high variability, as they are under the influence of closed specific opportu-
nities, very open discursive opportunities and relatively open opportunities
in terms of individual rights. This has encouraged us to integrate this type
of data referring to the macro-level of the political context side by side with
other information gathered at the individual level in our population survey
in the nine cities.

Before we turn to the results of a series of regression analyses we have
conducted and which integrate the two types of data, it is worth having a
more descriptive look at the dependent variable, that is, political participation
at the individual level. However, it is important to distinguish between vari-
ous types of activities, as recent work has stressed the need to go beyond the
simple ‘participate/does not participate’ dichotomy (Teorell et al., 2007). They
distinguish in particular between four main types of participation: voting
activities; contacting activities; party activities; and protest activities. In addi-
tion to looking at overall political participation, here we engage, in particular,
with the specific analysis of protest, that is, the form that has traditionally
been investigated by social movement scholars.

Table 3.2 shows the extent of overall participation and more specific
participation in protest activities of migrants in the nine cities studied.
The figures are the percentages of respondents who said they have engaged
in at least one political activity in the past 12 months from a list of 13
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Table 3.2 Overall political participation and participation in protest activities in the
nine cities (percentages)

Barcelona Budapest Geneva London
Overall participation 38.8 (740) 15.3 (823) 41.6 (649) 11.6 (886)
Protest activities 8.2 (740) 7.7 (823) 4.9 (649) 2.0 (886)

Lyon Madrid Milan  Stockholm  Zurich

Overall participation ~ 65.1 (705) 21.5 (866) 10.9 (900) 71.7 (508) 21.2 (902)
Protest activities 32.8 (705) 6.7 (866) 4.4 (900) 27.9 (508) 5.5 (902)

Note: N between parentheses.

possible activities.® As we can see in the first row, the overall participation
varies very much across cities, ranging from less than 12 per cent in London
to over 70 per cent in Stockholm. The second row of the table shows the
distribution of protest activities for migrants in the nine cities.” We also
observe important variations across cities in their relative following. Let us
compare, for example, Lyon with the two Swiss cities, Geneva and Zurich.
This comparison suggests that protest activities play a more important role
in the former, with respect to the other forms of political action. This is
in line with previous cross-national analyses of the protest actions carried
by social movements. Several studies have stressed the moderate action
repertoires of movements in Switzerland due to particularly open political
opportunity structures and have contrasted them to the radical repertoire
of French movements as a result of closed opportunity structures (Kriesi
et al., 1995).

The impact of political opportunity structures on the political
participation of migrants

In order to assess the impact of political opportunity structures on the
political participation of migrants, however, we need to go beyond this
simple descriptive way of presenting our findings. We therefore now move
to a set of multivariate analyses that allow us to control the effect of political
opportunity variables with more usual factors affecting political participa-
tion. Table 3.3 shows the results of four logistic regressions explaining the
effect of the four types of opportunities discussed earlier (individual rights,
cultural group rights, specific opportunities and discursive opportunities)
on the political participation of migrants. We also control for a number
of individual-level variables (gender, age, education, language proficiency,
length of residence, having the citizenship of the country of residence,
being a refugee or an asylum-seeker, being an undocumented migrant, and
being a Muslim).® The dependent variable is a dichotomous variable indicating
whether the individual has participated in at least one of the 13 activities
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Table 3.3 Effects of political opportunity structures on the overall political participation

of migrants (odds ratios)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Man 1.217*** 1.143* 1.198** 1.301***
(.058) (.060) (.058) (.060)
Age 1.010*** 1.007** 1.010*** 1.012***
(.002) (.002) (.002) (.002)
Education 2.047*** 2.118*** 1.936*** 2.760***
(.100) (.103) (.101) (.105)
In paid employment 949 974 978 902
(.062) (.064) (.062) (.063)
Language proficiency 3.036*** 2.522%** 3.244*** 2.512%**
(.077) (.087) (.076) (.079)
Proportion of lifetime 1.496*** 1.374** 1.675%** 2.061***
in country of residence (.103) (.114) (.101) (.104)
Citizenship 1.350*** 1.635*** 1.684*** 1.173*
(.078) (.074) (.078) (.075)
Refugee/asylum-seeker 922 .589 .655 .886
(.323) (.315) (.316) (.319)
Undocumented migrant 1.269 1.778*** 1.402* 1.228
(134) (.157) (.135) (.138)
Muslim 904 719%** .802*** T 2xx*
(.067) (.075) (.062) (.064)
Individual rights o
(ref.: closed)
Open 2.162%**
(.105)
Intermediate 1.654***
(.096)
Cultural rights drx
(ref.: closed)
Open 1.513***
(.126)
Intermediate 1.715%**
(.139)
Specific POS rrx
(ref.: closed)
Open 611+
(.088)
Intermediate TT73**
(.076)
Discursive POS el
(ref.: closed)
Open 3.278***
(.090)

(continued)
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Table 3.3 Continued

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Intermediate 1.216**
(.082)
Constant .038*** .060*** Q72 .032%**
(.170) (.178) (.158) (.164)
Nagelkerke R? .168 129 .164 .207
-2 log-likelihood 7270.066 6714.391 7294.152 7061.806
N 6533 5658 6533 6533

* p=.05, ** p=.01, *** p=.001
Note: Standard errors between parentheses.

mentioned earlier. The measures of political opportunities are entered in
the models as categorical variables in which closed opportunities are the
reference category. Since we are above all interested in the effect of political
opportunities on the political participation of migrants and the individual-
level variables are only included as controls, we discuss only the results
concerning the contextual variables.’

Model 1 looks at the first dimension of political opportunities, that is, indi-
vidual rights. The variable referring to this dimension of opportunities is highly
significant and displays a strong effect on participation. An open political
opportunity structure in terms of individual rights (that is, when they tend
to provide migrants with easy access to the community of national citizens)
considerably increases the likelihood of participation in one of the various
political activities, compared to a situation in which individual rights are
more restrictive. The effect is also significant for respondents living in a con-
text characterized by an intermediate situation in this respect, but the odds
of participating are lower. Thus, in line with political opportunity theory,
and net of certain individual characteristics, the overall political participation
by migrants is encouraged by relatively open opportunity structures, but
especially by particularly open ones.

If we turn to cultural group rights, whose effects are shown in Model 2, we
obtain quite similar results. In this case as well, open opportunities in terms
of cultural group rights make political participation more likely. However,
the results suggest a somewhat curvilinear relationship between openness
of the political context and political participation. This can be seen in the
fact that the odds of participating are slightly higher in the intermediate
situation than when opportunities are more open. Thus, while the impact
of individual rights is linear, that of cultural group rights gets closer to a
curvilinear one. While puzzling in some respects, as we cannot interpret the
fact that this occurs only for one aspect of citizenship regimes, this finding is
in line with early arguments in the social movement literature stressing the
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curvilinear relationship between opportunities and protest (Eisinger, 1973;
Kitschelt, 1986; Tilly, 1978).

Specific opportunities also display a significant effect, as we can see in
Model 3. However, their impact on political participation differs from that
of the two previous dimensions in one crucial respect. In this case, a closed
opportunity structure seems to be more conducive to political participa-
tion than both an open and an intermediate one, as indicated by the odds
ratio lower than 1. The ‘worst’ situation in this regard is one in which
opportunities are hypothetically more favourable. Migrants who live in a
context characterized by closed specific opportunities have more chances to
participate than those who are in a city endowed with open or intermediary
opportunities. A full engagement with these findings is not easy, especially
within the limits of this chapter. We think that the crucial point here is
that opportunities follow different logics according to the specific target of
their impact, and the level at which they are effective. Thus, a too drastic
expansion of group-based opportunities may well discourage migrants from
engaging politically through more classic and individual-based forms of
participation. As work on group polarization suggests (Sunstein, 2002),
a strong prospect for migrants’ integration needs to deal with potential
threats of groupness radicalization. In addition, our data emphasize the
articulated mixture of open and closed opportunities at the intersection of
different levels. After all, individuals will engage politically when they see
that their targets are within reach (Bagguley, 1991). Thus, a restrictive policy
measure by the local government may well provoke a stronger political reaction
than a similar measure taken by the national government.

Altogether, all dimensions of institutional opportunities contribute in
important ways to the explanation of participation, regardless of the vari-
able direction they take. Model 4 suggests that discursive opportunities
matter as well. Specifically, open discursive opportunities strongly increase
the chances that migrants have participated in at least one of the various
political activities, as compared to closed opportunities. In this case, we
observe a linear relationship between this contextual aspect and political
participation, as the intermediate category also has a positive effect, but
lower than open opportunities. Put simply, our analysis suggests that
public discourses about migrants and migration matter as much as, if not
more than, the institutional context of laws and various types of policy
arrangements.

Do we observe similar patterns when we look at a more specific form of
participation instead of the overall political participation? Table 3.4 shows
the results for protest activities. The structure of these findings is similar to
those concerning overall political participation. Focusing on what interests
us most, we see that all types of political opportunities play an important
role, except for collective rights in the intermediary stage, whose effect is
not statistically significant. We observe, however, some differences if we
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Table 3.4 Effects of political opportunity structures on protest activities of migrants

(odds ratios)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Man 1.221* 1.137 1.190* 1.279**
(.086) (.088) (.087) (.088)
Age .992* .994 .993* 993
(.003) (.004) (.003) (.004)
Education 2.167*** 2.054*** 1.871*** 2.968***
(.150) (.155) (.152) (.157)
In paid employment 1.067 1.141 1.182 1.057
(.092) (.0935) (.093) (.094)
Language proficiency 2.534*** 2.535%** 2.755*%* 2.094***
(.137) (.153) (.136) (.141)
Proportion of lifetime in 1.137 1.152 1.223 1.600**
country of residence (.153) (.165) (.150) (.153)
Citizenship 1.903*** 2.478*** 2.098*** 1.670***
(.117) (.110) (.115) (.113)
Refugee/asylum-seeker 1.765 .980 953 1.252
(.490) (.474) (.477) (.478)
Undocumented migrant 934 1.381 1.077 1.011
(.229) (.245) (.230) (.233)
Muslim 1.133 979 .920 953
(.095) (.109) (.091) (.092)
Individual rights (ref.: closed) bl
Open 3.016***
(.176)
Intermediate 2.337%**
(.173)
Cultural rights (ref.: closed)
Open .668**
(.172)
Intermediate .827
(.191)
Specific POS (ref.: closed) oo
Open 418***
(.115)
Intermediate 418+
(.107)
Discursive POS (ref.: closed) ok
Open 2.496***
(.129)
Intermediate S78x**
(.137)
Constant L011%** .03 1%** .046*** .018***
(.277) (.263) (.239) (.249)
Nagelkerke R? 128 .103 141 177
-2 log-likelihood 3933.272 3684.064 3889.077 3765.857
N 6533 5658 6533 6533

* p=.05, ** p=.01, *** p=.001
Note: Standard errors between parentheses
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compare these results with those concerning overall participation. Firstly,
unlike in the previous analysis, the use of protest activities seems to be
discouraged rather than encouraged by open political opportunities in terms
of cultural group rights, even in the intermediate situation. Secondly, the
results pertaining to the specific opportunities largely reflect those previ-
ously observed. Both an open and an intermediate context diminish the
likelihood that migrants have made use of protest activities, as compared
to a situation of closed opportunities. Thirdly, discursive opportunities have
a strong effect as well. However, while a more open discursive context
favours involvement in protest activities, as compared to a closed one, an
intermediate situation seems to deter involvement in this form of partici-
pation. Thus, here we find a curvilinear relationship between the degree
of openness of the political opportunity structure and participation in
protest activities.

In sum, our analysis suggests that, with one partial exception (the effect of
cultural group rights on protest activities), all types of political opportunities
have a significant effect on participation and involvement in protest activities
by migrants. Individual rights and discursive opportunities seem to play
a particularly important role in this regard, an open context favouring
both overall political participation and involvement in protest activities,
as compared to a closed context and, to a lesser extent, to an intermediate
situation.

Conclusion

The main argument of this chapter is that the political participation of
migrants needs to be studied by putting more emphasis on the characteri-
stics of the political context within which they settle. Conceptually, following
previous work in the field of immigration and ethnic relations politics, but
applied here to the individual level of analysis, we have argued that this
political context comprises both an institutional and a discursive strand.
Our findings show, firstly, that both strands vary in important ways across
cities, some cities offering a more favourable context than others. Secondly,
we have shown that the overall participation by migrants in the nine cities
also varies considerably, and so does their involvement in protest activities.
Thirdly, we have shown that all types of political opportunities play a key
role in explaining the political participation of migrants at the individual
level.

Political context matters. Too often the behaviour of migrants is explained
with very little or no reference to the macro-level of their own political
environment. The decision to settle within a precise city represents a moment
of key importance for migrants and their descendants, since each city has
its own peculiar political borders in terms of access to its own processes of
policy-making, discourse and overall community. On the one hand, migrants
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should be cautious about their final places of settlement: beyond the simple
consideration of economic opportunities, the possibility should not be
missed to live in a place where access to citizenship is not precluded, policy-
making is inclusive, and discourse does not stigmatize. On the other hand,
policy-makers and the citizenry in general should be more aware of the
driving force of their own polities: cities are, at least to some important
extent, true rulers of the game. They can have a major say in the implemen-
tation of national frameworks for the incorporation of migrants, they can
provide specific mixtures of opportunities and constraints at the intersection
with the national level, and they give a distinct shape to actors’ interventions
in the public space.

Indeed, our findings show that an exhaustive evaluation of the politi-
cal context is possible only after a full engagement with discourse, as it is
shaped through actors’ interventions in the public space. The consideration
of the political context needs to go beyond the study of institutions
and traditional politics in terms of electoral systems and parties’ strategy.
Political provisions, laws and policy-making need to be considered side by
side with the interventions that actors of different kinds make in the public
space. Our findings show that at least one of the major characteristics of
these interventions, namely, whether they are advanced to improve or
constrain the position of migrants, can be taken as a major predictor of the
political behaviour of individual migrants. Discourse plays an equally strong
and clear role vis-a-vis the institutions.

Political context matters, but there is still much more to study about
the way it does matter. In this chapter, we have just opened space for
further investigation of different types of political opportunities. Each
type stands out for its particular relationship with its object, since dis-
tinct forms of political engagement may respond differently to the same
configuration of opportunities. What is more, opportunities combine into
variable dynamics and directions at the intersections across different
levels. Knowledge of these multi-level dynamics needs to be fostered for
the benefit of scholars, policy-makers, the citizenry and migrants them-
selves.

Notes

1. Newspapers have been selected for each local case, following considerations of
quality, internal structure, presence of local sections (if only national papers were
available), sales and distribution. In particular, the main news sections (with the
exclusion, for example, of sport pages, culture and entertainment pages, and vari-
ous specials) of every Monday, Wednesday and Friday issue have been sampled
and coded for all political claims relating to immigration, migrant integration,
and racism and xenophobia. For two collective actors — migrants and extreme
right organizations and groups — we have also coded claims that are not related to
immigration issues, for example, homeland political issues in the case of migrants,
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or claims on the Nazi regime or the Holocaust in the case of the extreme right.
These claims, however, are not used in the present analysis.

2. Data on Barcelona covers only six months (every other month of 2006 starting
from January). Data on London refers to 2004.

3. We have excluded all claims by migrants from the sample when analysing the
discursive interventions in each city so as to avoid problems of endogeneity that
would blur distinctions between dependent and independent variables.

4. Including migration, asylum and aliens politics, minority and integration politics,
as well as claims relating to racism, xenophobia and interethnic conflicts.

5. A quintile is one of the five classes in which a distribution can be divided, each
class containing one-fifth of the total number of elements.

6. That is: contact a politician; contact a governmental official; work in a political
party; work in an action group; display a badge, sticker or poster; sign a petition;
participate in a public demonstration; boycott a product; buy something for
political reasons; donate money; participate in a strike; contact the media; contact
a solicitor.

7. Out of the 13 forms of political activity listed in note 6, we considered as protest
activities only participation in public demonstrations and in strikes.

8. The length of residence is operationalized through the proportion of the lifetime
spent in the country of residence.

9. Odds ratios are the exponential of the B coefficients, which represent the strength
of a given effect, and can be interpreted as follows: when the odds ratio is greater
than 1, the independent variable has a positive impact on the dependent variable;
when the odds ratio is smaller than 1, the effect is negative; finally, when the odds
ratio equals 1, there is no effect. The effect can be considered to be multiplicative.
For example, a coefficient of 2 means that having the characteristics described
by the independent variables doubles the likelihood of having the characteristics
described by the dependent variable (in this case, participating in party activities,
demonstrative protest or confrontational protest). The same reasoning applies to
coefficients lower than 1, but in the opposite direction.
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The Electoral Participation of
Naturalized Immigrants in
Ten European Cities

Amparo Gonzdlez-Ferrer*

Introduction

The debate about the possibility of entitling foreigners with local voting
rights is periodically resurrected in European countries and cities. On the one
hand, the exclusion of a growing share of their population from the right
to participate in elections implies a contradiction for contemporary liberal
democracies with potential effects on their own legitimacy. On the other
hand, the partial betrayal of the principle ‘one person, one vote’ adds up to
the debate about the responsibility of the receiving states in promoting the
integration of their immigrants. In fact, the recognition of voting rights to
foreigners can be conceived as a tool to facilitate integration rather than just
as a reward to proved attachment and assimilation derived from the acqui-
sition of the host nationality. The former has been the predominant view
in countries like Sweden, Norway, Denmark or the Netherlands, which
extended local voting rights to foreign residents in the 1970s and 1980s.
However, in many other countries a very nationalistic view on this issue
has prevailed, either widely opposing the signature of the Convention on
the Participation of Foreigners in Public Life at the Local Level (1992), or
undergoing very controversial debates before approving its application.!

As a result of this restrictive approach to granting local voting rights to
non-EU foreigners in most European cities, the only empirical evidence
we have on the electoral behaviour of persons of immigrant origin comes
either from non-naturalized immigrants residing in the aforementioned
North European countries, or from the subset of the population who have
acquired the citizenship of their country of residence through naturalization.
The extent to which the voting behaviour of naturalized immigrants can be
taken as representative of the behaviour of the immigrant population at
large is difficult to assess. However, from a public policy perspective it seems
important to know at least what are the main factors that impinge upon the
inclination of this particular group (‘naturalized immigrants’) to turn out in
the elections of the countries where they live.

63
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There are several reasons why we might expect high rates of participation
among naturalized foreign-born citizens. First, naturalization is a volun-
tary act that will often imply some important advantages for the person
who decides to apply for it, one of which is precisely the possibility of
having a say in the host country’s politics. Moreover, the naturalization
process itself may serve as an opportunity to learn about the politics of the
country and about democracy (Wong, 2000). Immigrants who go through
the naturalization process learn the practical, and normative, rules of the
game when it comes to democracy (DeSippio, 1996). In addition, most
of the naturalized immigrants enter the political system at a moment in
their lives when both their interest in politics and their stakes are high,
compared to their descendants (Ramirez, 2002). For all these reasons,
naturalized immigrants should be expected to show higher participation
rates than the comparable autochthonous population and their own
descendants. However, most of the available studies in this field, which
have mainly focused on the US experience, have found a lower - instead of
a higher - turnout level among naturalized citizens, in comparison to that
of their native counterparts. Within the European context, most of the
scarce empirical evidence available comes from Scandinavian countries,
where the aggregate rates of participation of naturalized citizens are still
reported to be lower than that of the native-born citizens (Ohrvall, 2006,
cited in Bevelander and Pendakur, 2008), although they have effectively
been found to participate significantly more in local elections than their
non-naturalized counterparts (Bdack and Soininen, 1998; Togeby 1999;
Bevelander and Pendakur, 2008).

This consistent finding might be due to differences in the socio-economic
profile of the naturalized group, a lack of assimilation, the particular
effects that (ethnic) social capital may exert on the political engagement
of immigrant individuals, or differences in the political opportunity
structures that both immigrants and non-immigrants face in their cities.
However, our knowledge on this issue still remains quite limited, espe-
cially in the European context, due to the difficulty to trace back the
immigrant origin of voters in most of the available sources for the study
of electoral behaviour.

In this chapter we contribute to the debate on the voting behaviour of
the population of immigrant origin by utilizing the data collected by the
Localmultidem survey in 10 European Cities: Barcelona, Madrid, Geneva,
Zurich, London, Lyon, Milan, Oslo, Stockholm and Budapest. We analyse
the electoral participation of naturalized citizens in national elections, in
comparison with that of the autochthonous population in their respective
cities of residence. Our main goal is to isolate the effect of factors that have
traditionally been found to explain the decision to vote in the general
population from those other factors that are immigrant-specific, both at
the individual and contextual level.
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What makes naturalized voters different?

Two main elements are thought to intervene in shaping an individual’s
voting decision: their interest in politics, and the cost-benefit structure of
voting. But both elements vary with the individual’s resources. Early models
of political participation already found a significant relationship between
socio-economic variables and the propensity to vote (Campbell et al., 1960;
Verba and Nie, 1972; Wolfinger and Rosenstone, 1980). Although education,
income and occupation are commonly utilized to test the resource model,
also known as the socio-economic status (SES) approach, education is gener-
ally the best predictor of electoral participation among these three.

In addition to these resources, age and marital status have also been
found to be strong predictors of an individual’s likelihood of voting.
Generally, the young are less prone to participate in elections, whereas
married individuals are more likely to vote than singles. The argument
behind the higher turnout of married people and, to some extent, of
employed individuals is a network one: both employment and marriage
are indirect indicators of the degree to which individuals are embedded in
social networks, which are likely to foster participation to the extent that
they reduce the costs of obtaining political information. In addition, in the
case of spouses, the positive effect of marriage is hypothesized to come
from potential ‘selective sanctions for noncompliance’ coming from peers
(Rosenstone and Hansen, 1993).

Many of the immigrants currently living in European democracies came
to their countries of residence for economic opportunities. This fact indi-
rectly implies that they typically have low SES or, at least, a lower SES than
natives. Accordingly, they also are expected to have lower electoral participa-
tion levels. However, individuals of similar SES also reveal different attitudes
towards politics due to differences in psychological characteristics and pre-
vious socialization experiences. Not only does the level of political interest
vary between individuals of the same socio-economic group, but so also does
the extent to which they believe that their participation matters (external
efficacy) and that they understand politics (internal efficacy). In most cases,
studies concerned with the political incorporation of people of immigrant
origin have not paid attention to these political orientations due to the
lack of data, on the one hand, and to the overwhelming dominance of the
resources approach in previous analyses of electoral behaviour, on the other.
However, some recent investigations have demonstrated the importance
of political orientations in shaping the immigrants’ decision to naturalize
(Pantoja and Gershon, 2006; Diehl and Blohm, 2003). If the immigrants most
interested in politics tend to be over-represented among the group of natu-
ralized citizens, it seems essential to neutralize the effect of potential differ-
ences in political orientations across groups in order to explain correctly
differences in the turnout of naturalized and non-naturalized voters.
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Moreover, migration is known to have an important disruptive effect in
different fields of social and economic life, which is expected to vanish as
the length of residence increases and the behavioural patterns of immigrants
progressively converge (assimilate) with that of their comparable natives. In
the case of political integration, the evidence available so far also indicates
a positive effect of years since migration on electoral participation (Uhlaner
et al., 1989; Hill and Moreno, 1996; Ramakrishnan and Espenshade, 2001).
Some authors have even concluded that differences in turnout behaviour
among naturalized immigrants from different national origins merely reflect
differences in length of stay across groups, or differences in their time of
arrival (Bass and Casper, 2001; LaFountain and Johnson, 2009). However,
we know that ‘years since migration’ is just a proxy for many other processes
going on in the settlement process that we often cannot adequately measure.
One of the main reasons why naturalized immigrants might vote less than
autochthonous citizens is their language skills, which are a crucial resource
for navigating the political system and obtaining the very basic information
needed to participate. Apart from language skills, more subjective indicators
of assimilation such as ‘perceptions of discrimination’ are also expected to
affect immigrants’ propensity to vote and, at the same time, vary with length
of residence. Previous studies in the US have confirmed that both language
fluency (Johnson et al., 2004), and the absence of feelings or experiences of
discrimination (Schildkraut, 2004) are generally associated with increases in
the electoral participation of naturalized immigrants.

In spite of the consistent evidence that suggests that assimilation affects
turnout levels, important differences across ethnic and/or national groups
who reside in the same country remains even after controlling for differ-
ences in their length of stay. These inter-group differences have sometimes
been attributed to the long-lasting effect of different political cultures in their
countries of origin. Other authors have emphasized the potential role that
the aggregated characteristics of the migrant communities to which they
belong may play in explaining different participation gaps across ethnic
groups. Particularly lively has been the debate around the effects that aggregate
levels of (ethnic) social capital may have in accounting for the differences
in turnout between ethnic groups since the publication of Fennema and
Tillie’s (1999) original article on this matter. It appeared from their network
analyses that the Turkish community in Amsterdam is the most civic,
followed by the Moroccan community, the Surinamese and the Antillean.
This rank order was the same as the rank order found for turnout at elec-
tions, which led the authors to conclude that ‘the more an ethnic group is
engaged in the own community’s affairs, the more it participates in local
politics’ (1991: 721).

Despite the large empirical efforts conducted over the last years to
test the different implications of the (ethnic) social capital hypothesis
(Fennema and Tillie, 2001; Michon and Tillie, 2003; Berger et al., 2004;
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Jacobs et al., 2005; Tillie, 2004), the evidence still remains inconsistent
and particularly scarce with regard to the potential effects of associational
engagement on the electoral behaviour of migrants at the individual level
(Togeby, 1999). Formulated at the individual level, the theory is that partici-
pation in voluntary ethnic organizations builds social trust and tolerance,
which in turn creates the basis for widespread political participation and
trust in political institutions of the country of residence (see Anduiza and
San Martin, Chapter 9 in this volume). If participation in ethnic organiza-
tions merely increases participation, but not trust, it is still possible that
organizational participation enhances political mobilization, but this mobi-
lization is not necessarily an asset for democracy. Therefore, it is important
that participation in ethnic organizations leads not only to increased activ-
ity, but also to increased participation in the political institutions of the
country of residence - for example, higher voter turnout (Togeby, 2004).

Finally, the role of the institutional context and the structure of political
opportunities, configured either at the national level (Ireland, 1994; Soysal,
1994; Koopmans and Statham, 1999a; Giugni and Passy, 2004), or the local
level (Bousetta, 2000; Garbaye, 2002; Morales et al., 2009), is also thought
to be fundamental in explaining immigrants’ political integration as a
whole. Although one of the major weaknesses of the opportunity structure
approach was, for a long time, the lack of specific measurements for such
a multifaceted concept, some recent pieces of research have substantially
improved the quality of their empirical test by gathering systematic
information on a series of indicators for different dimensions of the
opportunity structure (see Koopmans et al., 2005; Giugni and Passy, 2004;
Koopmans, 2004a). They have all confirmed the importance of models of
citizenship - both national and locally defined - in shaping patterns of col-
lective mobilization and political claims-making by immigrants and ethnic
minorities (see also Cinalli and Giugni, Chapter 3 in this volume). However,
none of them has examined whether and how these models of citizenship
affect the electoral participation of individuals of immigrant origin who
are entitled to voting rights.

In the particular case of naturalized immigrants, the rules regulating
citizenship acquisition are expected to be one of the institutional factors
that more strongly affect their electoral participation. However, in which
direction that effect goes is not clear in advance since the main deter-
minants of the naturalization decision have not been yet clearly established
in the literature (Johnson et al., 1999). One of the arguments more commonly
utilized by the advocates of restricting immigrants’ access to citizenship
is that the tougher the naturalization rules, the more selective the process,
and thus the more similar new and old citizens will be. Applied to the
field of political integration and electoral behaviour, one may expect that
the participation gap between naturalized immigrants and the autoch-
thonous population will be smaller in those cities where the process to
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acquire citizenship assures that naturalized citizens know the language, the
costumes, intend to stay permanently, and feel truly attached to their new
country. And, the other way around, the gap is expected to be larger in
those contexts where the access to citizenship is not demanding enough.
We will refer to this reasoning as the ‘selection hypothesis’.

On the other hand, it also seems reasonable to expect that norms regu-
lating the access of foreigners (and their relatives) to entry and residence
permits will have an effect on the turnout of the naturalized (and foreign-
ers, where they are granted local voting rights). Contexts that facilitate the
acquisition and renewal of residence permits will promote ‘more integrated’
immigrants to the extent that a stronger legal status reduces the probability
of exploitation, discrimination, social exclusion and so on. Moreover, as
some authors have pointed out, harsher conditions for family reunifica-
tion, difficult access to legal employment and, in general, insecurity of
residence status may operate as strong incentives for naturalization (see
Baubock and Cinar, 2001 on the recent Austrian example). Such an ‘escape
into naturalization’ is likely to weaken the potential link between natural-
ization and the exercise of voting rights if the main reason to naturalize is
(merely) to avoid laws applied to foreigners.

Finally, the particular setting in which the election takes place is likely
to affect the turnout of different groups. In the case of voters of immigrant
origin, Pantoja et al. (2001) have demonstrated that the degree of politiciza-
tion around immigration issues significantly affects the level of immigrants’
participation. There is also some evidence of this in Dutch cities (van
Heelsum et al., 2007). Accordingly, we expect an increase in turnout among
the naturalized citizens if relatively strong anti-immigrant parties are present,
while we have no clear theoretical argument to expect either a positive or a
negative effect on autochthonous voters.

Data, samples and main descriptives of the dependent variable

Data and samples

Persons to whom the citizenship of a state is not ascribed at birth may be
able to acquire it later in life through naturalization. Accordingly, we classify
an individual in the Localmultidem dataset as a naturalized respondent if
she acquired the citizenship of the country of residence after birth. We must
emphasize that our samples were not designed to be representative of the
naturalized population residing in each city, but only of the population of
specific groups of immigrant origin. However, the proportion of naturalized
respondents in our city samples is quite close to the proportion estimated
by other sources, which make us more confident about the reliability of our
results.2 On the other hand, it is important to highlight that some of these
individuals we call ‘naturalized’ can be ‘second-generation immigrants’
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since they are children of immigrants who were born as foreigners in their
parents’ country of immigration but acquired the citizenship of their country
of residence (and birth) later on. In our data, these individuals represented
approximately 10 per cent of the total sub-sample of naturalized citizens.?
We have run all the models with and without this group, and results hardly
change.

The size of the naturalized group in a particular city or country depends
on the rules governing the access to the host country’s nationality,
the length of stay of the immigrant population and their propensity to
naturalize. Differences among cities reported in Table 4.1 largely reflect
variation along these three dimensions. As shown, 25 per cent of the total
naturalized population concentrates in Oslo and 17 per cent in Stockholm,
while the rest of the naturalized group is more or less evenly distributed
across cities, with the only exception being Milan, where the presence of
naturalized citizens is negligible.

The dependent variable

In this chapter we will analyse turnout in national elections, and we are
primarily interested in the differences between naturalized individuals and
the autochthonous population.* The question used to create our dependent
variable (‘voted in the last national elections in the country of residence’)
was the following: ‘Sometimes people don’t vote because they cannot or
because they don’t want to. Did you vote in the last [name of host coun-
try parliament] elections, or was there anything that made you unable or
unwilling to vote?’

If the respondent answered negatively, the interviewers were instructed
to ask them whether they were eligible to vote or not. Approximately
13 per cent of the 1990 naturalized individuals included in our analyses
responded that they were not eligible to vote at the time of the latest
national elections.’ Additionally, 2.5 per cent said they did not remember
whether they voted or not, and 0.5 per cent refused to answer this question.
In the case of the autochthonous population, 2.4 per cent were not eli-
gible, 2 per cent could not remember and 1.1 per cent refused to answer.
Therefore, we calculated the turnout percentages with a final sample of 1674
naturalized individuals and 3109 autochthonous.

As shown in Table 4.2, on average, individuals who acquired the nation-
ality of their host country by naturalization participated approximately
20 per cent less than the autochthonous population of their respective city
in the last national elections (see the turnout ratio in last row). However,
there are large cross-city variations in this regard. Zurich presents the largest
gap in turnout levels, but no gap is observed in Lyon, and it is even reversed
in the case of London. In between, we observe cities with relatively large
participation gaps such as Barcelona, Madrid, Milan or Oslo, and cities with
relatively small gaps such as Budapest, Geneva and Stockholm.



Table 4.1 Sample size by city of residence (row percentages)

BAR BUD GEN LON  LYO MAD  MIL OSL STO ZUR  Total
Naturalized 7.2 6.3 9.4 10.2 8.5 6.8 2.1 25.4 17.2 6.8 100.0
(144) (126) (187)  (202) (170) (136) (42 (505)  (342) (136)  (1990)
Autochthonous 9.2 18.3 7.3 9.0 11.3 9.3 9.2 9.1 9.9 7.5 100.0
(302) (600) (240)  (297) (371) (306)  (301) (300)  (324) (247)  (3288)
Total 8.5 13.8 8.1 9.5 10.3 8.4 6.5 15.3 12.6 7.3 100.0
(446) (726) (427)  (499) (541) (442)  (343) (805)  (666) (383)  (5278)

Note: Number of observations in brackets.

(074



Table 4.2 Turnout

of naturalized and autochthonous population in last national elections, by city of residence (percentages)

BAR BUD GEN LON LYO MAD MIL OSL STO ZUR Total
Autochthonous 82.5 80.6 73.4 50.0 65.8 87.2 93.1 96.3 94.1 69.9 79.9
Naturalized 55.6 69.9 65.3 52.9 62.9 59.3 69.4 66.2 86.8 32.8 64.9
Turnout -27.0 -10.7 -8.1 2.9 -2.9 -27.9 -23.7 -30.1 -7.3 -37.1 -15.0
Differential
Nat/Aut
Turnout Ratio 0.7 0.9 0.9 1.1 1.0 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.9 0.5 0.8
Nat/Aut

1L
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Some of these differences across cities are due to differences in the turnout
propensity of different ethnic groups, which are unevenly represented in the
cities we study (see Figure 4.1). For instance, naturalized citizens of Kosovar
and Ecuadorian origin have turnout levels below 50 per cent, and they are
only present in Swiss cities and South European cities, respectively. However,
‘pure’ city-effects also seem to exist as individuals of the same ethnic origin
living in different cities reveal substantial differences in turnout. In Figure 4.1,
this fact is clearly illustrated by the case of the Turks, who participate much
more in Scandinavian cities than do their counterparts in Zurich, or of the
Moroccans who participate much more in Lyon than in the Spanish cities.

Finally, we cannot discard the possibility that migrant communities have
different characteristics across cities with regard to their SES, migration
background, religious practice, political attitudes and so on, which could
account for — at least part of — the turnout gap between naturalized citizens
and the autochthonous population. In fact, in our sample, naturalized
individuals are, on average, younger and less educated than the majority
population, and are also married and employed more frequently than their
native counterparts. Furthermore, the presence of atheist/agnostic respondents
is more common among the autochthonous population (23 per cent) than
among the naturalized group (10 per cent), and the proportion of Muslims
is virtually zero in the majority population while it represents almost half
of the naturalized individuals. With regard to their political attitudes, natu-
ralized immigrants lag behind the autochthonous population in their level
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Figure 4.1 Turnout level by city of residence and ethnic group
Note: bars around the symbol represent the 95 per cent confidence interval for each
average turnout.
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of political interest and associational engagement, although differences are
relatively small.®

All in all, it is clear that we should consider all these concurrent
dimensions (group-effects, city-effects and individual-effects) simultane-
ously in order to provide a complete account of the turnout gap observed
between naturalized citizens and the majority population in our ten cities.
Unfortunately, limitations in the number of cases and the selection of immi-
grant groups across cities prevent us from such an ideal analysis because
few groups are present in several locations. Alternatively, we have decided
to run two different types of multivariate analysis. First, we focused on the
largest ethnic or regional ethnic groups surveyed in several cities (Turks,
Maghrebians and Andeans) and analysed the main determinants of their
electoral behaviour by utilising logistic regressions to assess the size and
characteristics of the potential differences across groups. Secondly, we ran a
second set of analyses in which we pooled the information for all natural-
ized citizens (regardless of their ethnic/natio