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Abstract

Whether there is a trade-off between ‘here’ (country of settlement) and ‘there’ (the

country of origin) is one of the key political questions and concerns regarding political

attitudes and behaviors of immigrant minorities. We take this issue by the horns and

study three components of political attitudes and behavior within a transnational

framework among Dutch-Turkish citizens in the Netherlands: turnout, political trust

and interest, and party choice. The empirical data draws on original exit polls held

during the Turkish presidential and parliamentary elections at a polling station in 2014

(n= 791) and in 2015 (n= 456). We find that that gender and country of birth influence

electoral participation; social class (working class background as labor migrants) influ-

ences voting behavior. While there is a trade-off for political trust and voting behavior,

there is no trade-off for political interest. These findings call for a more nuanced ap-

proach to transnational political behavior that is attentive to processes of convergence

between ‘here’ and ‘there’ and the diversity within migrant groups.

Keywords: diaspora politics; homeland elections; external voting; migrant voters;

political integration; transnationalism

1. Introduction

‘. . . (You) are our power outside the country [. . .] For us you are not only emigrants,

you are our strength in foreign countries. . . I would request you tomake the best use of

the power in your hands. I am expecting you to fill the ballots in Germany and in

Europe to fill with your favor and determination.’

—Turkish President Tayyip Erdoğan in a speech to German-Turkish citizens in the

German city of Karlsruhe prior to the 2015 elections in Turkey (Özay, 2015)

MIGRATION STUDIES 2019 � 1–23 1 of 23

doi:10.1093/migration/mnz034

! The Author(s) 2019. Published by Oxford University Press.

This is an Open Access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (http://creative-

commons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted reuse, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided

the original work is properly cited.

D
o
w

n
lo

a
d
e
d
 fro

m
 h

ttp
s
://a

c
a
d
e
m

ic
.o

u
p
.c

o
m

/m
ig

ra
tio

n
/a

d
v
a
n
c
e
-a

rtic
le

-a
b
s
tra

c
t/d

o
i/1

0
.1

0
9
3
/m

ig
ra

tio
n
/m

n
z
0
3
4
/5

5
4
3
4
7
5
 b

y
 U

n
iv

e
rs

ite
it v

a
n
 A

m
s
te

rd
a
m

 u
s
e
r o

n
 2

1
 F

e
b
ru

a
ry

 2
0
2
0

XPath error Undefined namespace prefix
XPath error Undefined namespace prefix


Political leaders in West European countries are far from pleased with Turkey’s political

campaigning on their soil. Although such campaigning among immigrant populations by

state and political actors is nothing new, its potential impact has grown since Turkish

electoral law was amended in 2012. The new law allows Turkish citizens living abroad to

cast their votes in Turkish elections on the territory of their countries of settlement

(Supreme Election Council 2012). The active engagement in homeland politics that this

law is feared to trigger is at loggerheads with immigration countries’ expectations that

migrants and their descendants fully integrate into political life in the country of settlement.

Dual nationality or political loyalties towards a former or ancestral homeland generally do

not fit this ideal. To paraphraseWaldinger (2008), the underlying belief is that involvement

over ‘there’ obstructs integration over ‘here’—particularly when that homeland is con-

sidered conservative, or worse, authoritarian, as is increasingly the case for Turkey. The

2017 diplomatic crisis with the Netherlands, which expelled the Turkish Minister of Family

and Social Policies campaigning among Dutch-Turks for an upcoming referendum, is but

one example in a series of clashes between Turkey and West European immigration

countries.

Two decades of interdisciplinary scholarship on migrant transnationalism has shown

that immigrant or dual citizen loyalties are not necessarily mutually exclusive, but often

exist side by side (e.g. Levitt and Glick-Schiller 2004).Waldinger (2015) depicts this process

as an inter-societal convergence; migrants link the states they leave with those they enter in

political and territorial terms. We study the interplay between political attitudes and be-

haviors of migrants in both sending and receiving political systems to further unravel this

process. How do political behaviors and attitudes interact with each other in the trans-

national space when citizens of immigrant origin are allowed to vote in the elections of

more than one country? Taking Dutch-Turks as its case, this article tackles this issue that

haunts European immigration countries.

Despite the existence of external voting rights in 115 countries (IDEA 2007), our under-

standing of how electoral attitudes and behaviors in sending and receiving countries inter-

act remains limited. Extant studies generally focus on one side of external voting: how the

political participation of immigrants and dual citizens influences homeland elections and

homeland politics more broadly (Duquette-Rury 2016). There is thus, a lacuna in our

understanding of how political attitudes and behaviors in countries of origin and settle-

ment interact (for a recent exception in Germany, see Goerres et al. (2018)).

The unidirectional approach does not suffice to understand voting transnationally or,

indeed, to assess the impact of transnational voting on political integration in countries of

residence. We examine the convergence of political attitudes and behaviors in sending and

receiving states to study whether there is a trade-off between emigrants’ turnout levels, trust

and interest in politics in the homeland and in the country of residence. We demonstrate

how political attitudes and behaviors are linked to political relations between the sending

and receiving states.

Turkish emigrants in the Netherlands are considered an excellent case for a study of

transnational political behavior in Europe. The Turkish state actively mobilizes Turkish

voters abroad. At the same time—due to the growing strength of anti-immigrant populist

parties in Western Europe—political parties in Western Europe increasingly problematize

presumed attachments with countries of origin among immigrant origin communities.

2 of 23 � L. MÜGGE ET AL.
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Their message is clear: dual loyalties are an obstacle for political integration. The European-

Turkish communities, and especially those members who are deemed to be religious and

conservative, are the focal point of these heated political discussions in various European

countries (Vermeulen 2019). Developments, in both Turkey and the Netherlands have

effect on the transnational political behavior of Dutch-Turkish citizens.

Next, we review national and transnational approaches to the electoral attitudes and

behaviors of immigrants and their descendants and pose our research questions. The em-

pirical body of the article draws on original exit polls held during Turkish presidential and

parliamentary elections, at the polling station in the city of Rotterdam in 2014 (n= 791) and

in Rijswijk (n= 456) in 2015. The exit polls inquired about electoral behaviors and attitudes

in the Netherlands as well as in Turkey. We complement our survey data with official

records of Turkish citizens voting in the Netherlands and other European countries. Our

analysis focuses on three key components of political attitude and behavior: (1) turnout

rates, (2) trust and interest in Turkish and Dutch politics, (3) party choices in the

Netherlands and in Turkey. The interaction between these components across Dutch

and Turkish political contexts lies at the core of our study.

2. Transnational electoral behavior

Although continued loyalty to the homeland provokes questions regarding one’s (political)

integration in the country of settlement, the assumed negative relationship remains under-

studied in the literature. Extant studies tend to focus on one side of this transnationalism by

studying participation in either homeland or country-of-residence elections. The trans-

national literature discusses the normative implications of allowing or disallowing external

voting and how this is linked to the quality of an emigration country’s democracy (Bauböck

2007; Smith 2008; Brand 2010; Lafleur 2013; Burgess 2014; Collyer 2014; Caramani and

Grotz 2015). Central in this debate are the strategies of sending states to encourage or

discourage their citizens abroad to participate in elections and the extent to which these

efforts are symbolic. The main actors of inquiry in this field are sending state governments.

Empirical studies on the relationship between the political participation in the country

of origin and the country of residence remain inconclusive (Mügge 2016a). Some studies

show that immigrants who participate in the political system of the country of origin are

less attached to the political system of the country of residence and as a consequence of

that less involved and less integrated politically (Staton et al. 2007). Other studies, how-

ever, do not find such relationship (Ramakrishan 2005; Chadhary 2018; Pilati and

Herman 2018).

Waldinger (2015) emphasizes that international migration produces intersocietal con-

vergence that cannot be understood from a geographical angle. While emigrants are no

longer physically in the sending state they are still part of it through a complex package of

feelings of belonging, citizenship, memories, and family relations. Emigrants do not only

migrate with their body but bring their political ideas and attachments with them. In this

process, they create a zone of intersocietal convergence. They link ‘here’ and ‘there’ in a

variety of domains, including politics (Waldinger 2015). Emigrants who demand full citi-

zenship rights in both the sending and the receiving state produce a stronger link, than
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those without dual citizenship. To participate in both spaces emigrants, need to be recog-

nized as citizens of the country they left, but they also need to be recognized as legitimate

citizens in the states they enter. Recognition is often contested on both ends. Transnational

political engagement is thus shaped by the entire migration process. This includes accept-

ance by natives in the receiving state political system, sending state policies regarding

citizens abroad as well as the international relationship between sending and receiving

state (Mügge 2010).

Drawing on subsets of the literature on political behavior and attitudes, we formulate

three research questions concerning turnout, political trust and interest, and political

choice. In these elements we capture the process of intersocietal convergence, as well as

factors that determine political integration of citizens with a migration background in

receiving societies.

2.1 Turnout

Electoral turnout is a key measure of political behavior. Several authors have found

participation in homeland elections to be closely tied to the availability of compatriot

media and the existence of ethnic and national organizations (see Leal et al. (2012) for

Mexicans; Morales and Pilati (2014) for Ecuadorians; Ahmadov and Sasse (2016a) for

Ukrainians). Burgess (2014) finds that emigrants are more likely to participate in home-

land elections when homeland parties actively campaign abroad. The overall idea is that if

there is a dense infrastructure of immigrant organizations and media sources that dis-

perse information on homeland politics, emigrants will be more inclined to vote. Among

Colombians, Escobar et al. (2015) find that those who have previously voted in the

homeland are more likely to vote in homeland elections when they reside abroad. For

Central and East European post-communist democracies, Kostelka (2017) concludes that

transnational voting rates are lower than domestic ones. Whether or not emigrants and

their descendants will continue to be involved with homeland politics depends on the

strength of homeland nationalism, homeland policies to include or exclude participation

of citizens abroad and the actual political climate (Mügge 2013). The latter may fuel

outbursts of homeland directed protests on the soil of the receiving country. Examples of

the past include the Irish, Jewish, and Lebanese lobby in the USA and the Kurds in

European countries (Berkowitz and Mügge 2014).

Studies on the political participation of citizens of immigrant origin underline the im-

portance of social capital. Ethnic groups with dense internal organizational networks—are

more likely to participate in local elections in the country of residence. Comparisons be-

tween first-generation ethnic groups in the Netherlands show that Dutch-Turks have the

most ethnic social capital and turn out in higher numbers in municipal elections (Fennema

and Tillie 1999). Quintelier’s (2009) study on the political participation of immigrant

youth in Belgium finds higher participation rates than among their parents. Given that

the second generation is politically socialized in the Netherlands, we expect Dutch-born

Turkish citizens to have greater Dutch social capital—in access to information about and

participation in civil society organizations and local politics—than the generation of their

parents.
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Finally, there is a paucity of studies examining the relationship between voting behavior

in homeland elections and elections in the country of residence. The extant work suggests

that there is no trade-off. On the contrary, in a comparative study of Ecuadorians,

Moroccans and Turks in European cities, Morales and Morariu (2011: 167) find that

voting in homeland elections is strongly and positively associated with the propensity to

vote in elections in the country of residence.

2.2 Interest and trust

Political trust is generally understood as the trust citizens invest in their government to

develop and implement fair laws in a way that is considered just (André 2014). People

who have higher levels of political trust are expected to participate more in conventional

political activities such as voting and campaigning. Those with high levels of distrust not

only participate less, but also feel less connected to the political system and more often

feel politically alienated (Levi and Stoker 2000). Political trust is therefore, an important

democratic resource for citizens more generally (André 2014). However, empirical re-

search on the relationship between political trust and different forms of political partici-

pation has drawn inconsistent, and at times even contradictory, conclusions (Gabriel

2017).

Political interest is another important precondition for democratic citizenship (Van

Deth 1989). Interested citizens are more knowledgeable about political affairs and have

higher levels of political participation (Verba et al. 1995). Theoretically, political interest is

expected to be highly associated with political participation by functioning as a stepping

stone (Verba et al. 1978; Fischer-Neumann 2014).

For citizens of immigrant origin, political trust and interest are often related to feelings of

loyalty to the political system in the country of residence. A high level of trust is seen as a

milestone in becoming a full member of (mainstream) society, an indicator of attachment

and loyalty to the political system of the receiving country (Maxwell 2010). Since a large

part of the political behavior of (e)migrants revolves around recognition (Waldinger

2015), we expect political trust and interest to correlate with feelings of recognition in

both the homeland and host country political systems. Wals and Rudolph (2018) expect

that trust among immigrants declines when as assimilate in an increasingly more distrustful

contemporaryWestern political culture. Here, wemay expect a trade-off as well: More trust

and interest in the political system of the homeland are triggered by distrust and decreasing

interest in the political system of the Western countries of residence. Or vice versa. The

illiberal development of the Turkish political system in the period under study revolves

around the inclusion of particular political, ethnic, or religious groups (Öktem and

Akkoyunlu 2016). Groups that feel excluded will most likely display lower levels of trust

than included groups.

In a comparative study of Ecuadorians, Moroccans, and Turks in European cities,

Morales and Morariu (2011: 167) find a strong correlation between sustained interest in

homeland politics and interest in the politics of the country of residence. For political trust,

we lack such comparative research. Do voters have similar levels of trust and interest in the

Dutch and Turkish political systems?
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2.3 Party choice

Citizens of immigrant origin in West European countries tend to vote left of center. This can

be explained by their often working-class backgrounds, particularly for those who arrived

under ‘guest-worker agreements’. Working-class interests are traditionally represented by left-

wing social democratic parties (Bird et al. 2011). For the Netherlands, data on the voting

behavior of citizens with immigrant backgrounds is primarily available for local elections

(Van Heelsum et al. 2016). Voters of Turkish descent tend to vote left in municipal elections.

Conservative parties leaning to the right such as the Christian Democrats (CDA) and the

Conservative Liberals (VVD) get scant support from voters with Turkish backgrounds

(Van Heelsum 2002). Twenty years of research in Amsterdam (1994–2014) shows that the

Labor Party (PvdA) has been themost popular party among citizens of immigrant origin. This

holds especially for voters of Turkish descent (Vermeulen et al. 2014). Another explanation for

the popularity of the Labor Party is its traditionally strong representation of politicians of

Turkish descent at both local and national levels (Mügge 2016b).

Support for the Labor Party from the immigrant origin constituency, however, dropped

significantly in the last elections. In 2006, more than 85 per cent of voters of Turkish descent

in Amsterdam voted for the Labor Party; in 2014 this was just over 40 per cent (Vermeulen

2019). New, small religious and ethnic parties with strong links to the Turkish constituency

profited from the loss of the Labor Party, and gained 30 per cent of the Dutch-Turkish

electorate’s votes in Amsterdam (Vermeulen et al. 2018). On the national level we observe a

similar pattern. In the 2017 national elections, a new party, DENK (which means ‘think’ in

Dutch and ‘equality’ in Turkish), founded by two former Dutch-Turkish Labor Party

parliamentarians, gained three seats. Their electorate consists predominantly of Dutch-

Turkish and other immigrant-origin groups. At the time of the Turkish elections in 2014

and 2015, DENK had not yet been formed.

Party choice and political ideologies are rarely studied transnationally; the few existing

studies addressing the ideological correlation between party choices in home and host coun-

tries have arrived at different conclusions. According to Wals (2013), Mexican immigrants

tend to import their homeland ideology, which remains decisive for their electoral behavior

in the host country. The same study also finds that length of residence in the USA does not

have a significant impact on party preference in American politics. In contrast, Lafleur and

Sánchez-Domı́nguez (2014) in their study of Bolivians in Spain, the USA, Argentina, and

Brazil argue that emigrants treat home and host country politics as entirely separate arenas.

Voters may thus support a left-wing party with a pro-immigrant program in the country of

residence and a right-wing party in the homeland. The few studies that examine party choice

in the country of origin show that preferences mirror the voting behavior of nonmigrants

with similar socioeconomic backgrounds in the country of origin (see Ahmadov and Sasse

(2016b) for Poland; Lafleur and Sánchez-Domı́nguez (2014) for Bolivia). Do people vote for

similar parties (in terms of left–right ideology) in Dutch and Turkish elections?

3. Context, methods, and operationalization

The current study focuses on Turkish citizens settled in a West European country, the

Netherlands. Turks are the largest non-western immigrant group in the Netherlands, with a
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population of 397,471 in 2016 (Central Bureau of Statistics 2016a). This includes

first-generation immigrants born in Turkey as well as the second generation, defined as

citizens who have at least one parent born in Turkey. In many ways, Turks in the

Netherlands are illustrative of Turks in Western Europe; with Austria, Germany, France,

and Belgium, the Netherlands is among the European countries with the largest group of

Turkish voters (Abadan-Unat et al. 2014). Like Turkish migration to other European

countries, large-scale emigration to the Netherlands began in the late 1960s in the context

of bilateral guest worker agreements; in the ensuing decades, guest workers were followed

by political refugees and those emigrating for family reunification and formation reasons

(Akgündüz 2008). Since the 1990s, Dutch-Turks are also highly active in Dutch politics as

voters, candidates, and politicians. Until 2014, Dutch-Turks had no formal opportunities

to participate in Turkish electoral politics on Dutch soil; dense, networked immigrant

organizations were their main vehicles for involvement in transnational party politics

(Mügge 2010).

In response to emigrant requests to attain external voting rights, the Turkish parliament

revised the Electoral Law in 2008 (Law on the Amendment of the Basic Provisions of

Elections and the Voter Registers 2008). The 2008 revision only allowed Turkish emigrants

to cast ballots at customs stations; external voting within countries of settlement had to

follow the AKP’s state-led diaspora policies after the party gained confidence in its electoral

advantage abroad (Ibid).1 Amendments to the Electoral Law in 2012 granted Turkish

citizens abroad external voting rights for national parliamentary and presidential elections

from 2013 onwards. This entitles Consulate-registered Turkish citizens from the age of 18

years to vote. Turkish citizens abroad may cast their ballot at a Turkish consulate in their

country of residence or at the border on their way to Turkey. While problems with regis-

tration led to low turnout for the presidential election in 2014 (Abadan-Unat et al. 2014;

Şahin-Mencütek and Erdoğan 2016), changes to the registration procedure ensured higher

turnout for the national parliamentary election in 2015 (Supreme Election Council 2014a,

2015a).

Turkey is among the most active sending countries and has been managing the loyalties

of its citizens abroad for decades (Daniş and Parla 2009). Recently, under Erdoğan, political

ties with the ‘diaspora have been increasingly formalized to strengthen the government’s

political leverage abroad (Ünver 2013; Aksel 2014; Mencutek and Baser 2018). West

European immigration countries with large Turkish populations, like Germany and the

Netherlands, continue to be critical of Turkish involvement with ‘their’ citizens, and fear

conservative influences that do not correspond with views on integration in the country of

settlement (Mügge 2012). Diplomatic relations are part of the transnational electoral con-

text. During our data collection diplomatic relations between the Netherlands and Turkey

were tense. Issues of conflict included the political influence of Turkey on Turkish-origin

citizens in the Netherlands, such as religious affairs (Öztürk and Sözeri 2018), the Turkish–

Armenian genocide dispute, foster care families for Turkish origin children and

Islamophobia in Western Europe. These tensions led to a diplomatic crisis in 2017 (after

the period under study) when a Turkish minister was expelled from the Netherlands as an

‘unwanted foreigner’.

The Institute for Migration and Ethnic Studies (IMES) and Türkevi Research Centre

conducted exit polls at the two polling stations in the Netherlands. The surveys were
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conducted by a dozen bilingual (Dutch-Turkish) interviewers. We conducted 791 and 456

surveys for the 2014 and 2015 elections, respectively. Our 2014 sample is representative of

party choice, corresponding with the national results for Dutch-Turks and Turks in the

Netherlands, while the 2015 sample diverges slightly (Supreme Election Council 2015c).

The 2014 and 2015 surveys consisted of two pages and included questions (in Dutch and

Turkish) on voters’ backgrounds, including their gender, age, country of birth, and citi-

zenship. For the 2014 presidential elections, voters could vote for the following three can-

didates: Ekmeleddin İhsanoğlu (Republican People’s Party, the Nationalist Movements’

Party, and other minor parties) (Anadolu News Agency 2014), Recep Tayyip Erdoğan

(Justice and Development Party, AKP), and Selahattin Demirtaş (People’s Democracy

Party, HDP) (Supreme Election Council 2014a). In the exit poll, we asked respondents

whom they voted for. In the 2015 parliamentary elections, voters could choose between 16

different parties (Supreme Election Council 2015a, 2015b). The survey listed the four

leading parties in the polls—the ruling Islamic Democratic AKP, the secular CHP, the

nationalist MHP and the pro-Kurdish HDP—as well as the category ‘other’.

Political interest for both elections was operationalized with the following question:

‘Please indicate the extent to which you are interested in Turkish/Dutch politics. Which

of the following statements fit your opinion best?’ The response categories ranged from:

‘No interest at all’ (1) to ‘Very interested’ (5). The surveys in 2014 and 2015 also inquired

about different aspects of political trust. Trust in Turkish and Dutch politics was oper-

ationalised in 2014 with the following question: ‘To what extent do you trust Turkish/

Dutch politics?’ The survey in 2015 inquired about trust in political parties with the fol-

lowing question: ‘Could you indicate to what extent you trust political parties in Turkey/

the Netherlands? Which of the following statements fit your opinion best?’ The response

categories for both years ranged from ‘No trust at all’ (1) to ‘Very high trust’ (5). Since these

questions concern different aspects of political trust (generalized versus parties), we con-

ducted robustness checks to ensure that the results hold when we analyze the years separ-

ately. The results for the separate years are mostly similar to the main results we present

below, where we collapse the years (if otherwise, this is indicated in the text).

4. Results

4.1 Turnout

In total, 2,798,726 Turkish citizens around the world were entitled to vote externally for the

2014 presidential elections, the first election in which Turkish citizens could vote in their

countries of residence. Yet, the turnout was low: only 19 per cent of the eligible voted

(Supreme Election Council 2014b, c). In Turkey the turnout was 77 per cent (Supreme

Election Council 2014e). An explanation for the low turnout abroad is that Turkish emi-

grants could only vote at a particular time on appointment. Voters complained about

different dates offered to members of the same family who had to travel hundreds of

kilometers to consulates. Appointments were no longer necessary with the amendments

in 2015 (Abadan-Unat et al. 2014; Şahin-Mencütek and Erdoğan 2016). In 2015, the turn-

out was higher: 37 per cent of eligible voters casted their ballots at Turkish consulates,
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embassies, and borders (Supreme Election Council 2015a). Yet, turnout levels among

Turkish emigrants was still low especially when compared with the participation levels

in Turkey, which was 86 per cent (Supreme Election Council 2015d).

In the Netherlands, 87 ballot boxes were available for 240,315 Turkish voters, of whom

49,294 or 20 per cent turned out (Supreme Election Council 2014b). Themajority cast their

votes at the Turkish consulates in Deventer and Rotterdam (31,958 persons), with the

remainder (17,336 persons) casting their votes at the border (Supreme Election Council

2014d). In line with the trend in other countries, turnout among Turkish citizens in the

Netherlands was higher (30.09 per cent; 76,502 out of 254,221 eligible voters) for the

national parliamentary elections than for the presidential elections in the previous year

(Kranendonk et al. 2015).

Table 1 details the demographic characteristics of respondents who participated in the

survey during the presidential elections of 2014 and the parliamentary elections of 2015.

While the demographic variables are comparable in the two samples, they differ from the

demographic make-up of Dutch-Turks and Turks living in the Netherlands. The percent-

age of women, young voters (below the age of 30 years) and voters born in the Netherlands

Table 1. Demographic variables

Independent variables Presidential

elections

Parliamentary

elections

Gender

Men 472 (58) 269 (61)

Women 336 (42) 173 (39)

Age (years)

18–29 192 (24) 118 (27)

�30 612 (76) 324 (73)

Country of birth

Turkey 566 (71) 299 (69)

The Netherlands 222 (28) 136 (31)

Other 9 (1) –

Dutch citizenship

Yes 643 (80) 349 (77)

No 163 (20) 102 (23)

Education

Primary education 182 (23) 81 (17)

Lower secondary education 102 (13) 51 (11)

Middle secondary education and vocational education 276 (35) 213 (44)

Higher education 233 (29) 139 (30)

Note: Values in brackets represent percentages.

Source: Kranendonk and Vermeulen 2014; Kranendonk et al. 2015
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is significantly lower in our sample than in the Turkish and Dutch-Turkish population.

Additionally, highly educated Turks and Dutch-Turks are over-represented in our sample

(compared to their numbers in the Netherlands) (Central Bureau of Statistics 2016b).

Taken together, the Turkish and Dutch-Turkish citizens most likely to vote in Turkish

elections were: men, citizens above the age of 30 years, people born in Turkey (first-gen-

eration immigrants), and the highly educated. Women, people born in the Netherlands

(second generation), and less educated Turks were less likely to cast their votes.

4.2 Political trust and interest in Turkish and Dutch politics

Figure 1 illustrates that trust in the Turkish political system increases the probability of

voting for Erdoğan, but decreases the probability of voting for İhsanoğlu and Demirtaş .

Voters thus base their judgment of trust on their attachment to the ruling party led by

Erdoğan.

A similar pattern can be seen in the parliamentary elections of 2015. Figure 2 shows that

trust in the Turkish political system increases the probability of voting for the AKP and

decreases the probability of voting for all other parties. Although the questions related to

political trust were framed differently in 2014 (trust in politics) and 2015 (trust in political

parties), they relate similarly to voting choices. Higher levels of political trust are associated

with a higher probability of voting for the incumbent party and its presidential candidate.

Figure 1. The effect of trust in the Turkish political system (1 =No trust at all, 5= Very high trust)

on the probability of voting for the Erdoğan, İhsanoğlu or Demirtaş (95% confidence interval).
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Table 2 merges the two election years to analyze how trust and interest in Turkish and

Dutch politics relate to various demographic factors. It shows the effects of age, gender,

Dutch citizenship, country of birth, and level of education on trust in the Dutch and

Turkish political systems and on interest in Turkish and Dutch politics.

Citizenship solely affects trust and interest in Dutch politics and not in the Turkish

politics. The country of birth affects both trust in Turkish politics as well as in Dutch

politics. Being born in Turkey significantly decreases trust in the Turkish political system

in our observations in Turkish Presidential Elections in 2014. The robustness check shows

that being born in Turkey increased trust in the Turkish political system in 2015, although

this was not statistically significant. Individuals born in Turkey also portray higher levels

of trust in the Dutch political system. Female voters are more trusting of and interested in

Dutch politics than male voters. Educational level affects trust and interest in both

Turkish politics and Dutch politics. Being highly educated decreases trust in Turkish

politics and increases trust in Dutch politics and interest in both Turkish and Dutch

politics.

Figure 3 visualizes effects of age on trust and interest in Turkish and Dutch politics.

Younger and middle-aged respondents are somewhat more likely to have higher levels of

trust in Turkish politics than older voters, although for younger voters, the difference is

only marginally significant. In comparison to both younger and older voters, middle-

aged voters show lower levels of trust in Dutch politics. Age does not affect interest in

Figure 2. The effect of trust in the Turkish political system (1 =No trust at all, 5= Very high trust)

on the probability of voting for the AKP, CHP, MHP, or HDP (95% confidence interval).
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Turkish politics, while interest in Dutch politics increases with age before flatlining from

middle age.

We include trust and interest variables as predictors of each other to research their

correlation and control for demographic variables and education. The questions related

to political trust were framed differently in 2014 (trust in politics) and 2015 (trust in

political parties), we therefore present the years separately. To be clear, we do not

assume causality between the trust and interest variables and are solely interested in

their associations.

Controlling for demographic variables and education, trust in the Turkish political

system appears to be negatively associated with trust in the Dutch political system.

Interest in Turkish politics is positively associated, and interest in Dutch politics negatively

associated (though not statistically significant in 2015), with trust in the Turkish political

system. Interest in Dutch politics is positively associated with interest in Turkish politics,

and with trust in the Dutch political system. Our models explain the least variance of trust

in the Turkish political system in 2015 (at 9 per cent) and the most variance of interest in

Dutch politics in 2015 (at 29 per cent).

Table 2. Regression analyses: trust and interest in Turkish and Dutch politics

Independent variables Trust in

Turkish system

Trust in

Dutch system

Interest in

Turkish

politics

Interest in

Dutch politics

Age 0.05 (0.02)� �0.07 (0.02)��� 0.01 (0.02) 0.04 (0.02)y

Age-squared �0.00 (0.00)�� 0.00 (0.00)��� �0.00 (0.00) �0.00 (0.00)

Women �0.12 (0.08) 0.21 (0.07)�� �0.04 (0.06) 0.18 (0.08)�

Dutch citizenship �0.05 (0.10) 0.21 (0.09)� 0.06 (0.08) 0.39 (0.10)���

Country of birth

Turkey

�0.35 (0.13)�� 0.31 (0.11)�� 0.16 (0.10) �0.02 (0.12)

Education (ref.

Primary education)

Lower secondary

education

�0.14 (0.15) �0.06 (0.13) 0.19 (0.11)y 0.24 (0.14)y

Middle secondary

education

�0.31 (0.12)�� 0.13 (0.10) 0.11 (0.09) 0.48 (0.11)���

Higher education �0.83 (0.13)��� 0.51 (0.11)��� 0.32 (0.10)�� 1.12 (0.12)���

Year 2015 (ref. 2014) �0.41 (0.08)��� 0.73 (0.07)��� 0.03 (0.06) 0.53 (0.08)���

N 1126 1126 1126 1126

df 9 9 9 9

Adjusted R2 0.06 0.12 0.01 0.13

Prob > F 0.000 0.000 0.009 0.000

yp < 0.10; �p< 0.05; ��p < 0.01; ���p < 0.001.

Source: Kranendonk and Vermeulen 2014; Kranendonk et al. 2015.
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4.3 Candidate and party choice

How do Dutch-Turks abroad vote and how does this compare to the political behavior of

Turks residing in Turkey? In Turkey, the results of the 2014 presidential elections were as

follows: despite growing political opposition, Erdoğan came out as the winner almost

52 per cent of all votes cast by Turkish citizens. The combined candidate of 14 opposition

parties—İhsanoğlu—received around 38 per cent, while the pro-Kurdish candidate

Demirtaş gained almost 10 per cent of the votes (Supreme Election Council 2014e). In

the Netherlands, Erdoğan received 78 per cent of the votes cast, Ihsanoğlu, 18 per cent, and

Demirtaş , around 4 per cent (Supreme Election Council 2014a).

Table 5 illustrates the results according to our exit poll, which closely approximates the

official results for the Netherlands. It shows that the support for Erdoğan is substantially

higher in the Netherlands among Dutch-Turkish voters than in Turkey itself.

Mirroring the results from the presidential elections, the AKP was the most popular

party in the 2015 elections for the national parliament among Turkish voters living in the

Netherlands. Support for the AKP was significantly higher in the Netherlands (Supreme

Election Council 2015c) than in Turkey (Supreme Election Council 2015d). According to

the official results, the AKP received 64.31 per cent of the votes cast in the Netherlands and

40.66 per cent of the votes cast in Turkey.

The regional and socioeconomic background of Dutch-Turkish AKP voters overlaps

with the profile of the religious, lower and middle-class AKP constituency in Turkey.

Economic prosperity for this group is one of the driving forces of Erdoğan’s success,

Figure 3. The effect of age on trust and interest in Turkish and Dutch politics.
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while the secular CHP is mostly supported by Turkey’s urban elite. Due to its elitist repu-

tation, the CHP has weak support among Dutch-Turks who originate mostly from rural

areas (Kalaycıoğlu and Çarkoğlu 2006; Toprak 2005). In line with this, the CHP won only

12 per cent of the vote in the Netherlands, compared to 25 per cent in Turkey. Support in

the Netherlands for the pro-Kurdish HDP (11 per cent) and nationalist MHP (10 per cent)

were a little lower than in Turkey. Table 4 shows the results of our exit poll for the 2015

parliamentary elections (AKP voters were under-represented and HDP voters over-repre-

sented in the sample).

The survey for the 2014 presidential elections contained questions about voting prefer-

ences in Dutch politics. Table 7 shows that in the Dutch national elections, the Labor Party

Table 3. Regression analyses: trust and interest in Turkish and Dutch politics 2014

Independent variables Trust in

Turkish system

Trust in

Dutch system

Interest in

Turkish politics

Interest in

Dutch politics

Age 0.03 (0.03) �0.07 (0.02)�� �0.00 (0.02) 0.06 (0.03)�

Age-squared �0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00)�� 0.00 (0.00) �0.00 (0.00)y

Women �0.11 (0.10) 0.17 (0.09)y �0.05 (0.08) 0.10 (0.10)

Dutch citizenship �0.01 (0.13) 0.10 (0.11) 0.09 (0.10) 0.19 (0.12)

Country of birth

Turkey

�0.54 (0.16)�� 0.18 (0.13) 0.27 (0.12)� �0.17 (0.15)

Education (ref.

Primary education)

Lower secondary

education

�0.15 (0.17) 0.04 (0.14) 0.23 (0.13)y 0.14 (0.16)

Middle secondary

education

�0.29 (0.14)� �0.02 (0.12) 0.15 (0.11) 0.40 (0.13)��

Higher education �0.84 (0.16)��� 0.03 (0.14) 0.43 (0.12)�� 0.88 (0.15)���

Turkish political

trust

– �0.23 (0.03)��� 0.16 (0.03)����0.11 (0.04)��

Dutch political trust �0.32 (0.04)��� – �0.11 (0.03)�� 0.29 (0.04)���

Interest Turkish

politics

0.27 (0.05)����0.14 (0.04)�� – 0.31 (0.05)���

Interest Dutch

politics

�0.012 (0.04)�� 0.22 (0.03)��� 0.20 (0.03)��� –

N 728 728 728 728

df 11 11 11 11

Adjusted R2 0.20 0.20 0.13 0.21

Prob > F 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

yp < 0.10; �p< 0.05; ��p < 0.01; ���p < 0.001.

Source: Kranendonk and Vermeulen 2014; Kranendonk et al. 2015.
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Table 4. Regression analyses: trust and interest in Turkish and Dutch politics 2015

Independent

variables

Trust in

Turkish system

Trust in

Dutch system

Interest in

Turkish politics

Interest in

Dutch politics

Age 0.03 (0.03) �0.05 (0.03)y �0.01 (0.02) 0.06 (0.03)y

Age-squared �0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00)y 0.00 (0.00) �0.00 (0.00)

Women 0.09 (0.12) 0.04 (0.11) �0.01 (0.09) 0.10 (0.11)

Dutch citizenship 0.04 (0.15) 0.10 (0.13) �0.18 (0.11) 0.52 (0.13)���

Country of birth

Turkey

0.11 (0.18) 0.36 (0.16)� 0.20 (0.13) �0.26 (0.16)

Education (ref.

Primary

education)

Lower secondary

education

�0.18 (0.24) �0.52 (0.21)� �0.01 (0.18) 0.30 (0.22)

Middle secondary

education

�0.18 (0.18) �0.11 (0.16) �0.12 (0.14) 0.33 (0.17)y

Higher education �0.39 (0.21)y 0.13 (0.19) �0.13 (0.16) 0.63 (0.19)���

Turkish political

trust

– �0.17 (0.04)��� 0.16 (0.04)��� �0.03 (0.05)

Dutch political

trust

�0.22 (0.06)��� – 0.01 (0.04) 0.32 (0.05)���

Interest Turkish

politics

0.29 (0.07)��� 0.02 (0.06) – 0.40 (0.06)���

Interest Dutch

politics

�0.03 (0.06) 0.31 (0.05)��� 0.28 (0.04)��� –

N 398 398 398 398

df 11 11 11 11

Adjusted R2 0.09 0.19 0.15 0.29

Prob > F 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

yp < 0.10; �p< 0.05; ��p < 0.01; ���p < 0.001.

Source: Kranendonk and Vermeulen 2014; Kranendonk et al. 2015.

Table 5. Presidential candidate preference

Presidential candidate Frequency %

Recep Tayyip Erdoğan (AKP) 606 76.6

Ekmeleddin İhsanoğlu (CHP, MHP and other minor parties) 145 18.3

Selahattin Demirtaş (HDP) 40 5.1

Total 791

Source: Kranendonk and Vermeulen 2014; Kranendonk et al. 2015.
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(PvdA) enjoyed most support from Erdoğan and İhsanoğlu voters. Pro-Kurdish Demirtaş

voters were more spread out, but mostly voted for the Socialist Party (SP) and the PvdA.

The liberal parties (D66 and the VVD), the Greens (Green Left) and the CDA were less

popular among Turkish voters in the Netherlands. Table 7 further shows that a majority of

conservative AKP supporters vote for progressive, secular left-wing parties such as the

PvdA, D66, GreenLeft, and SP in Dutch politics.

5. Discussion and conclusion

Whether there is a trade-off between ‘here (country of settlement) and ‘there’ (the country

of origin) in the political behavior of citizens with immigrant backgrounds is a central

concern in the immigration countries of Western Europe. We take this issue by the horns.

Within a transnational framework of intersocietal convergence (Waldinger 2015), we study

three components of political behavior among Dutch-Turkish citizens in the Netherlands:

electoral turnout, trust and interest in politics, and most importantly party choice.

Our findings show that, highly educated men above the age of 30 years who were born in

Turkey are more likely to vote in Turkish elections in the Netherlands than women, the

Table 7. Dutch party choice by presidential candidate choice

Choice presidential candidate Party choice Dutch national elections (%)

PvdA D66 GreenLeft SP VVD CDA Other Total

(100%)

Recep Tayyip Erdoğan 60 10 6 8 2 10 4 308

Ekmeleddin İhsanoğlu 56 17 10 9 2 7 – 91

Selahattin Demirtaş 25 17 17 33 – – 8 24

Total 57 12 7 10 2 9 3 423

Source: Kranendonk and Vermeulen 2014; Kranendonk et al. 2015.

Table 6. Party choice in 2015 parliamentary elections

Party choice Frequency %

AKP (Justice and Development Party) 234 51.3

CHP (Republican People’s Party) 58 12.7

MHP (Nationalist Movement Party) 49 10.7

HDP (Peoples’ Democratic Party) 105 23.0

Other 10 2.2

Total 456

Source: Kranendonk and Vermeulen 2014; Kranendonk et al. 2015.
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second generation and/or less educated Dutch-Turks. Voters with greater trust in Turkish

political parties have been more supportive of the AKP and its leader, which have been

ruling Turkey since 2002. Voters with high levels of trust in Dutch political parties are less

likely to support the AKP and its leaders. Political trust among Turkish-origin voters seems

correlated with the feeling of acceptance and recognition in both political systems. While

we find a trade-off between trust in Turkish and Dutch political parties, there is no such

trade-off when it comes to interest in Turkish and Dutch politics. Voters tend to trust one

system or the other, but this does not influence their level of political interest. Voters who

are more interested in homeland politics tend to be more interested in politics in the

country of residence as well. Interest in Turkish politics is positively associated with and

interest in Dutch politics negatively associated with trust in Turkish politics. Interest in

Dutch politics is positively associated with interest in Turkish politics and with trust in

Dutch politics.

When we compare party choice in the Dutch and Turkish elections, it appears that most

Erdoğan supporters voted for the Labor Party (PvdA) in the Dutch national elections in the

period under study. They supported a conservative candidate in Turkey and a progressive

social-democratic party in the Netherlands. This pattern can largely be explained by the

voters’ socio–economic backgrounds and social class. While the AKP represents the con-

servative, religious, lower, lower-middle, and middle classes, the Dutch Labor Party trad-

itionally represents workers, including workers with an immigrant background. Support

for Erdoğan and the AKP among Dutch-Turkish voters confirms existing research that the

AKP appeals to individuals with traditional beliefs and lower socio–economic status. For

individual Dutch-Turkish voters this difference in voting behavior in Turkish and Dutch

elections does not necessarily present a contrast. It illustrates their ‘guest worker’ back-

ground in the Netherlands and their origins in mostly conservative regions (Central

Anatolia) in Turkey (Vermeulen et al. 2018).

Compared to other immigrant origin groups, Dutch-Turks are the most active in Dutch

and homeland politics. Dutch-Turks also appear to be more critical of Dutch politics than

other immigrant origin groups. Over the past years, several Dutch-Turkish politicians have

clashed with the Labor party (PvdA) over issues in Turkish politics and policies regarding

integration and Islam. This clash triggered the formation of a new political party, DENK—

the only party with representation in the Dutch parliament led by politicians with immi-

grant backgrounds (Vermeulen et al. 2019). This development underlines how the situation

in both sending and receiving states constantly changes and that such dynamic can lead to

more convergence. It also illustrates that for the second generation ‘here’ and ‘there’ cannot

be simply separated. Developments in both sending and receiving societies simultaneously

affect the political behavior of citizens with a migration background.

Our results underline that the political behavior of citizens of immigrant origin cannot

be captured as a simple trade-off. Transnational political behavior is complex and differs

across its key components of voter turnout, trust and interest in politics, and party choice.

Nevertheless, differences in turnout based on gender and country of birth point to the

importance of considering diversity within immigrant-origin groups when studying trans-

national political involvement. Overall, we can conclude that there is no trade-off in interest

between the politics of both countries.
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Yet, our finding that there is a trade-off in trust between Turkish and Dutch political

parties and systems, merits further more qualitative studies that go beyond survey material

used in this study to explain this difference. One hypothesis is that how voters view their

own position in the political system (sending or receiving) influences trust. A negative

diplomatic relationship illustrates a more general discontent with either the situation of

Dutch-Turkish citizens in Western Europe (among the large group of AKP-voters) or a

discontent with the political developments in Turkey (among voters for oppositional

parties). Until recently Dutch-Turkish voters saw ‘here’ and ‘there’ as two different political

spheres as they voted for opposite ideological parties. Due to recent developments in

Turkey and Western Europe overlap between ‘here’ and ‘there’ increases.

Future research should study what the citizens, who participate in two political systems,

consider important for adequate transnational representation. How are ‘here’ and ‘there’

related in their views? How does convergence differ over time, per group, and between

political contexts?
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Şahin-Mencütek, Z. and Erdoğan, M. M. (2016) ‘The Implementation of Voting from

Abroad: Evidence from the 2014 Turkish Presidential Election’, International Migration,

54/3: 173–86.

Smith, R.C. (2008) ‘Contradictions of Diasporic Institutionalization in Mexican Politics:

The 2006 Migrant Vote and Other Forms of Inclusion and Control’, Ethnic and Racial

Studies, 31/4: 708–41.

Staton, J. K., Jackson, R. A. and Canache, D. (2007) ‘Dual Nationality among Latinos: what

Are the Implications for Political Connectedness?’, The Journal of Politics, 69/2: 470–82.

Supreme Election Council (2012) <http://www.ysk.gov.tr/doc/mevzuat/dosya/1583/6304.

pdf> accessed 8 Mar 2018.

—— (2014a) <http://www.ysk.gov.tr/doc/dosyalar/docs/2014CB/CB-AdayOylari-Ulkeler

-2014.pdf> accessed 8 Dec 2017.

—— (2014b) <http://www.ysk.gov.tr/doc/dosyalar/docs/2014CB/2014CB-Kesin-416_b_

Yurtdisi.pdf> accessed 12 Dec 2017.

TRANSNATIONAL ELECTORAL BEHAVIOR OF TURKS IN THE NETHERLANDS � 21 of 23

D
o
w

n
lo

a
d
e
d
 fro

m
 h

ttp
s
://a

c
a
d
e
m

ic
.o

u
p
.c

o
m

/m
ig

ra
tio

n
/a

d
v
a
n
c
e
-a

rtic
le

-a
b
s
tra

c
t/d

o
i/1

0
.1

0
9
3
/m

ig
ra

tio
n
/m

n
z
0
3
4
/5

5
4
3
4
7
5
 b

y
 U

n
iv

e
rs

ite
it v

a
n
 A

m
s
te

rd
a
m

 u
s
e
r o

n
 2

1
 F

e
b
ru

a
ry

 2
0
2
0

http://www.dw.com/tr/erdo%C4%9Fandan-oy-kullan%C4%B1n-%C3%A7a%C4%9Fr%C4%B1s%C4%B1/a-18442589
http://www.dw.com/tr/erdo%C4%9Fandan-oy-kullan%C4%B1n-%C3%A7a%C4%9Fr%C4%B1s%C4%B1/a-18442589
http://www.dw.com/tr/erdo%C4%9Fandan-oy-kullan%C4%B1n-%C3%A7a%C4%9Fr%C4%B1s%C4%B1/a-18442589
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41269-018-0102-4
http://www.ysk.gov.tr/doc/mevzuat/dosya/1583/6304.pdf>
http://www.ysk.gov.tr/doc/mevzuat/dosya/1583/6304.pdf>
http://www.ysk.gov.tr/doc/dosyalar/docs/2014CB/CB-AdayOylari-Ulkeler-2014.pdf>
http://www.ysk.gov.tr/doc/dosyalar/docs/2014CB/CB-AdayOylari-Ulkeler-2014.pdf>
http://www.ysk.gov.tr/doc/dosyalar/docs/2014CB/2014CB-Kesin-416_b_Yurtdisi.pdf>
http://www.ysk.gov.tr/doc/dosyalar/docs/2014CB/2014CB-Kesin-416_b_Yurtdisi.pdf>


—— (2014c) <http://www.ysk.gov.tr/doc/dosyalar/docs/2014CB/2014CB-Kesin-Gumr

ukYurdisi.pdf> accessed 12 Dec 2017.

—— (2014d) <http://www.ysk.gov.tr/doc/dosyalar/docs/2014CB/CB-Temsilcilik-secsan-

sayilari-2014.pdf> accessed 12 Dec 2017.

—— (2014e) <http://www.ysk.gov.tr/doc/dosyalar/docs/2014CB/2014CB-Kesin-416_d_

Genel.pdf> accessed 12 Dec 2017.

—— (2015a) <http://www.ysk.gov.tr/doc/dosyalar/docs/Milletvekili/7Haziran2015/Kesin

SecimSonuclari/ResmiGazete/B.pdf> accessed 8 Dec 2017.

—— (2015b)<http://www.ysk.gov.tr/doc/dosyalar/docs/Milletvekili/7Haziran2015/Kesin

SecimSonuclari/ResmiGazete/D.pdf> accessed 8 Dec 2017.

—— (2015c) <https://sonuc.ysk.gov.tr/module/ssps.jsf> accessed 8 Dec 2017.

—— (2015d) <http://www.ysk.gov.tr/doc/dosyalar/docs/Milletvekili/7Haziran2015/Kes

inSecimSonuclari/ResmiGazete/C.pdf> accessed 14 May 2019.

Toprak, B. (2005) ‘Secularism and Islam: The Building of Modern Turkey’, Macalester

International, 15: 26–43.
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