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Introduction 

Why study political parties abroad? Diasporas as new 
arenas for party politics 
Tudi Kernalegenn and Émilie van Haute 

 

Much of the literature on party politics is situated in the context of national states 

(Deschouwer 2006; Haegel 2007). However, due to developing processes of decentralization and 

of continental integration, political parties have also been increasingly studied at infra-state 

(Detterbeck and Hepburn 2010) and supra-state (Delwit, Külahci, and Van de Walle 2004; 

Gagatek and Van Hecke 2014; Timuş and Lightfoot 2014) levels. Accordingly, the multi-level 

study of political parties has slowly but surely developed in the last few years (Detterbeck 2012). 

However, one ‘territorial’ dimension of the study of political parties has been mostly overlooked 

and is clearly undertheorized: that of political parties abroad, active outside the territorial borders 

of the state to which they refer. 

The history of political parties abroad is probably as old as that of political parties, and 

they can take many forms. Already at the end of the 19th century, Russian revolutionary parties 

had active cells in Paris, Geneva and London (Hartnett 2019). In Asia as well, Sun Yat-sen 

founded Xingzhonghui, ancestor of the Kuomintang, in 1894 in Honolulu, and initially 

developed the Chinese republican movement from abroad (Yung-Ching 1989). In another 

context, many of the anticolonialist political organizations originally emerged in the European 

metropolis and were active abroad until independence (Anderson 1992). After a civil war or a 

conquest, it is a common trend for political parties to settle or develop abroad, such as the 

Spanish or Polish political parties after 1939 (Alted Vigil and Domergue 2003; Jaroszyńska-

Kirchmann 2004). 
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In recent decades, globalization and transnationalization have raised questions about the 

civil and political rights of non-nationals on the national territory, and of nationals outside the 

national territory. On this last aspect, emigrants1 have increasingly obtained civil and political 

rights in their country of origin: not only voting rights but also specific representative institutions 

and sometimes direct representation in the national parliament (Collyer and Vathi 2007; Ellis, 

Navarro, Morales, and Wall 2007; Rhodes and Harutyunyan 2010). Between 1989 and 2019, the 

number of countries granting voting rights to nonresident citizens increased from 31 to 149, 

more than half of them implementing such reforms after 2000.2 Almost all democracies have 

now some form of voting from abroad.3 Since the beginning of the 21st century, 15 countries 

(including five Member States of the European Union) have even granted their emigrants the 

right to directly elect members of parliament in one or more constituencies located outside the 

territorial boundaries of the state (Collyer 2014b; Palop-García 2018). These transformations 

concern millions of citizens: an estimated 3% of the world population – 215 million – live 

outside their country of birth (Meseguer and Burgess 2014). We maintain that these reforms have 

created a new arena for party politics. 

Indeed, these reforms have important political consequences. From a normative 

perspective, they question ‘the traditional understanding of democratic citizenship in the nation-

state’ (López‐Guerra 2005: 216). The rise of political parties as institutions is intimately linked 

to the question of citizenship. For Weber (2003 [1917–1919]), the development of universal 

suffrage led to the rise of political parties. In order to address a population with citizen rights and 

the possibility of directly appointing its representatives, political parties were destined to replace 

notables. In fact, as Schattschneider (2009 [1942]) puts it, it is difficult to imagine representative 

democracy without political parties, which he considers as consubstantial to but also a 

prerequisite for modern democracy. At various times throughout their history, parties have 

initiated or adapted to the enlargements and transformations of the citizen and electoral bodies 

(Dalton, Farrell, and McAllister 2011). Rhodes and Harutyunyan (2010) compare the extension 

of civic and citizen rights of emigrants to that of other ‘previously excluded’ groups, such as the 
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poor, racial minorities and women. The characteristics of these new beneficiaries of rights are 

not only social but also territorial, which upsets the classical understanding of territorial 

democracy (Østergaard-Nielsen and Ciornei 2019a). But these reforms also have important 

political and electoral outcomes. Emigrant voters can even influence the outcome of elections, as 

it was the case in Romania in 2009 (Burean 2011) or in Italy in 2006 (Laguerre 2013). This 

extension of the democratic sphere of established nation-states and its political and electoral 

consequences constitute opportunities and challenges for political parties. They face the choice 

of engaging or not in this new arena. 

Given their normative and political significance, these reforms have been at the heart of a 

body of literature that has increasingly developed since the 1990s (Collyer 2013; Lafleur 2013). 

However, the literature has developed in two separate fields that have surprisingly so far devoted 

little attention to their implications for party politics. 

The first field, rooted in the study of emigration and citizenship (Collyer 2013; Lafleur 

2013; Laguerre 2013), addresses the issue from the individual point of view and focusses on the 

social and political rights related to it. While it has tackled the issue of distant voting by migrants 

(Bauböck 2007; Lafleur 2013), it tends to ignore the partisan dimension of this process. 

Although this literature regularly mentions the presence of political parties among emigrants, it 

usually integrates them into the wider landscape of community organizations without focussing 

specifically on them, with a few exceptions (Dark III 2003; Østergaard-Nielsen and Ciornei 

2019b; Paarlberg 2019). 

The second field, that of multi-level parties and electoral politics, heavily focusses on the 

national level. Despite a turning point denouncing the dominant methodological nationalism and 

the development of a literature focussing on political parties in multi-level contexts (Detterbeck 

2012), it tends to ignore the extraterritorial dimension of party politics. Electoral studies have 

investigated the voting behaviour of migrants in their host country (Bird, Saalfeld, and Wüst 

2010) but have paid little attention to voting behaviour of migrants in their country of origin. 
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The purpose of this volume is to connect these literatures and to put parties abroad at the 

centre of the focus. Adopting a comparative perspective, the goal is to lay the first bases of a 

shared knowledge on the issue. We analyze the multidimensionality of political parties abroad by 

tackling the following questions: (1) what parties abroad are, (2) when and why do they emerge 

and develop, (3) how they organize and (4) what roles do they play? In doing so, we investigate 

emigrant politics as a new arena for party politics. By political parties abroad we mean 

committees, branches and federations established by national or regional parties outside their 

territory but also new political parties that only or mostly compete outside the national territory 

to defend the interests of migrants. By emigrant politics we mean a specific political sphere 

characterized by its territorial boundaries outside the national territory, its own rules and actors. 

Transnationalism studies and the political engagement 
of emigrants 

With some exceptions, it is only recently that nation states have begun to take an interest in their 

emigrants. The idea of giving them social and political rights is even more recent (Burgess 

2014), although it is in the process of being generalized (Gamlen 2008; Turcu and Urbatsch 

2015). Not long ago, the disinterest and even hostility of states towards their emigrants was still 

the norm (Bauböck 2003; Østergaard-Nielsen 2003a). This is no longer the case, and an 

increasing number of states grant social and political rights to their nationals living abroad. This 

points to a global change of standards that partly splits the connection between citizenship and 

residence on the territory of the state (Barry 2006). 

This interest of the state in their emigrants has taken five directions that create new 

arenas for political action for emigrants (Levitt and De la Dehesa 2003): (1) bureaucratic reforms 

to strengthen the state’s presence among emigrants (in the form of consulates or ministerial 

policies, for example); (2) investment policies aimed at encouraging the economic engagement 

of emigrants in their country of origin; (3) the extension of political rights, such as remote voting 
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or dual nationality; (4) the extension of state social services to emigrants (social protection, legal 

advice, etc.); and (5) identity and symbolic politics, such as festivals celebrating emigration or 

cultural policies for emigrants. Many of the policies that were until recently reserved for 

residents, are being extended to nonresidents, whether in terms of citizenship or even welfare 

(Østergaard-Nielsen 2003b). This serves the interests of the emigrants but also gives a presence 

to the ‘absent’ in the national imagination and in the decision-making processes (Collyer 2014b; 

Østergaard-Nielsen and Ciornei 2019a). 

As a consequence of this trend, since the 1990s a growing number of researchers have 

been studying emigration, that is to say the links between emigrants and their country of origin, 

as part of a growing literature on transnationalism (Bauböck 2003; Collyer 2013; Ragazzi 2009). 

The literature on transnationalism stresses how, through these reforms, nation-states are 

progressively structured and ‘territorialized’ in their relations with emigrants (Boccagni 2014; 

Kastoryano 2006). In return, the literature shows how these reforms enable the emigrants to be a 

politically active citizens in their host country and their country of origin (Bauböck 2003; 

Collyer 2013). There is thus a double dynamic at play, where emigration is constructed as a 

political space from above by the nation-states, and from below by emigrants who co-construct 

and appropriate (or not) this new political space. In that view, transnationalism is a continuum 

where emigrants engage in a multiplicity of forms and intensities of commitments or links 

(Lafleur 2013; Waldinger 2013), that can be oriented towards the country of origin (and thus 

have a transnational orientation), towards the country of residence (and therefore have an 

assimilationist orientation) or even towards other migrants (and thus be decentralized and have a 

diasporic orientation) (Landolt 2008: 54). In emphasizing this double dynamic, this literature 

questions the previous assimilationist perspective according to which the emigrants gradually 

integrated into their host country, cutting ties with their country of origin. Researchers emphasize 

that emigrants are not rootless individuals enrolled in a process of integration into their host 

country, but a person divided between a homeland and a host country, able to invest or project 
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socially, politically and cognitively in two countries, creating a transnational space in the process 

(Portes, Guarnizo, and Landolt 1999; Waldinger 2013). 

This corresponds to a ‘transnational turn’ in migration studies that started in the 1990s 

before becoming mainstream in the last decade (Bauböck and Faist 2010; Dufoix, Guerassimoff, 

and Tinguy 2010; Lafleur 2013; Maas 2013). It has pushed the research on the political 

involvement of emigrants into several directions. 

The first one, called ‘diaspora politics’ (Østergaard-Nielsen 2003a), focusses on the ‘hot’ 

activism of diasporas and exiled minorities in conflict with a state of origin, such as the Kurds 

(Østergaard-Nielsen 2003a), the Tamils (Fair 2005; Fuglerud 1999), the Tibetans (Misra 2003), 

the Palestinians (Hanafi 2003), or the anti-Castro Cubans (Pedraza 2007). These studies look into 

how organized minorities continue abroad a political struggle that is rooted at home (Cochrane 

2015). 

Another research trend, ‘emigrant politics’ (Østergaard-Nielsen 2003a), focusses on the 

political activities of economic migrants from countries of emigration to countries of high 

immigration, such as Turks in Germany (Argun 2017; Østergaard-Nielsen 2003a), North 

Africans in France (Collyer 2006; Lacroix 2005) or Mexicans in the United States (Délano 2011; 

Roberts, Frank, and Lozano-Ascencio 1999). These studies investigate the migrants’ reactions to 

their marginalization or the terms of their integration. They emphasize the crucial political role 

of economic, social and political remittances, i.e., transfers of goods, projects but also norms and 

ideas, from the host country into the country of origin (Lacroix, Levitt, and Vari-Lavoisier 2016). 

They also highlight their political activity in their host and home countries (Boccagni and 

Ramírez 2013; Collyer 2013). 

A third and rapidly developing line of research analyzes ‘external citizenship’ 

(Barabantseva and Sutherland 2011; Barry 2006; Brand 2006; Fox 2005; Laguerre 1999; Rhodes 

and Harutyunyan 2010). It focusses more specifically on the issue of long-distance voting, 

whether from a normative perspective (Bauböck 2007, 2009; López‐Guerra 2005) or through the 

lens of political sociology (Collyer 2014a; Hartmann 2015; Lafleur 2013). Some studies have 
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shown that electoral participation can be considered as an expression of belonging and symbolic 

attachment to the nation more than a sign of deep political involvement in the country of origin 

(Boccagni 2011; Itzigsohn 2012). In that view, it would be less about influencing the outcome of 

an election than about expressing one’s loyalty to the state of origin. Other studies, however, 

have pointed out that emigrant voters also express their own specific interests (Bauböck 2009), 

especially when the emigrant vote is visible, counted separately and even more so when it 

contributes to the direct election of specific representatives (Collyer 2014b). 

More recently, the literature has investigated the drivers of political engagement of 

emigrants in their host or home countries (Ahmadov and Sasse 2016; Burgess 2014; Collyer 

2014b; Lafleur 2013). Following the traditional theories on political participation (van Haute 

2009), these studies have looked at micro-level and macro-level factors. At the individual level, 

they have looked at the role of resources and motivations to explain the political engagement of 

emigrants. When it comes to resources, studies have mainly focussed on classic 

sociodemographic characteristics such as age or gender (Burgess 2014; Guarnizo, Portes, and 

Haller 2003; Jones-Correa 1998), education, occupation or socioeconomic status (Guarnizo et al. 

2003) but also on the degree of integration into the host society (Ahmadov and Sasse 2016; 

Jones-Correa 1998) and on networks and social connections with the country of origin 

(Ahmadov and Sasse 2016; Burgess 2012; Careja and Emmenegger 2012). 

When it comes to motivations, researches have pointed to a paradox in the political 

engagement of emigrants. Indeed, the costs of political engagement are high while the benefits 

seem low (Waldinger 2013). The state of origin has a limited capacity to act in favour of the 

emigrants in their host country (Fitzgerald 2009). Furthermore, the benefits or incentives for 

activism are low. Early research suggested that active emigrants were motivated by symbolic 

incentives in which political engagement is a way to preserve their self-esteem in a context of 

loss of status after migration (Schiller 2005; Skrbiš 2017). Other researches, however, 

emphasized that what characterizes politically active emigrants is education, a relatively large 

social capital and stability in their status in the host country (Guarnizo et al. 2003). 
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At the macro-level, studies have investigated the environment and the political 

opportunity structure of the host country (Ahmadov and Sasse 2016; Escobar, Arana, and 

McCann 2015; Lafleur and Sánchez-Domínguez 2015) or of the country of origin (Bauböck 

2010; Burgess 2014). 

Overall, this literature lays solid foundations on citizenship abroad and political 

engagement of emigrants. However, it mainly focusses on macro-level features (new legal 

framework, waves of migration, electoral outcomes) and individual-level aspects (voting 

behaviour, drivers of political engagement). In doing so, it largely overlooks meso-level aspects, 

especially how operators, such as candidates, activists and political parties, adapt to the new 

transnational context. This is the gap that this volume intends to fill by connecting the literature 

on transnationalism to the literature on party politics. 

Party politics and the extraterritorial dilemma 

The research on political parties has been mostly carried out in the context of nation-states, 

which reflects a form of methodological nationalism (Amelina, Nergiz, Faist, and Schiller 2012; 

Wimmer and Glick Schiller 2002). The processes of decentralization and continental integration 

have pushed the field to a turning point and the development of studies that focus on multi-level 

contexts, be it the infra- or supra-state levels (Gómez-Reino 2018). 

As a result, the multi-level study of political parties has gradually developed in recent 

years (Detterbeck 2012; Swenden and Maddens 2009). This shift of the perspective highlighted 

the ability of parties to invest in the new opportunities offered by decentralization and European 

integration. However, this new perspective has globally ignored the extraterritorial dimension of 

parties, even if the extension of the democratic sphere of established nation-states and its 

political and electoral consequences constitute opportunities and challenges for political parties. 

Parties abroad can take various forms depending on the interaction between the institutional and 

political contexts in which they emerge both in the host and home countries. This edited volume 
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investigates these variations and proposes a classification. Parties also face the choice of 

engaging or not in this new arena, and if so, how and for what purposes. 

In order to address the questions of the origins and development of parties abroad, their 

structure and organization, and their roles and functions, this volume mobilizes the classic 

literature on political parties (Katz and Crotty 2006; Poguntke et al. 2016), rich in theories and 

typologies that can be applied and adapted to parties abroad. In return, the study of parties abroad 

can inform, qualify or challenge a number of dominant ideas in classic party literature. Contrary 

to the dominant narrative on party decline, some parties have successfully invested in the new 

arena of extraterritorial politics. 

The origins and development of parties abroad 

This volume pays a particular attention to how parties abroad emerge and develop: What are the 

incentives and barriers for parties to emerge and operate abroad? Are they submitted to the same 

regulations as parties at home? How does it affect their development? 

While representative democracy is now seen as inseparable from political parties, the 

structuring of political life around parties has not always been obvious. Initially, nascent 

democracies have often posed legal obstacles to the emergence of political organizations, 

through the banning of organized groups or political meetings. In addition, political parties have 

long been associated with a negative image, with the idea of faction, being seen as groups 

pursuing private goals at the expense of the collective good, as sources of divisions of national 

unity (as evidenced by the very term ‘party’ whose root is ‘divide’). Because they brought these 

differences into large groups, gave them body and visibility, the parties were the ones that came 

most in conflict with the vision of homogeneous nations, united, and defined above all by a 

common interest. In the same way, parties have been criticized for betraying the very values of 

democracy in their internal functioning, and for institutionalizing organizations that are more 

involved to safeguard their own interests than to defend those they represented. In the case of 
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parties abroad, these normative and legal constraints could exist both in the host and the home 

countries, generating additional barriers to their development. These constraints are investigated 

in this volume. 

Despite these obstacles, political parties emerged as the central actors of representative 

democracies. The classic literature on parties has therefore developed theories and explanations 

for this emergence: why political parties, and why these political parties in particular according 

to national contexts? Several explanations have been developed that could be applied to parties 

abroad. 

The first approach focusses on the role of institutions, and, in particular, mass electoral 

politics and parliamentarization. According to Scarrow (2006: 17), ‘The newfound prominence 

of political parties in much of the 19th-century Europe seems clearly linked to two distinct but 

interrelated developments: the transfer of political power to legislatures, and the expansion of the 

electorate’. The parliamentarization of democracies has indeed been accompanied by a 

structuring of parliamentary life around political parties. Thus, while the US Congress was 

initially composed of representatives with no political affiliation, parliamentary debates led to 

the emergence of groups within the Congress based on positions on the central issues of the time 

(role of the government in the new federation, report to the former colonizing power), 

systematically opposing two points of view. The parties of parliamentary origin are then 

machines in the service of deputies and their re-election. Similarly, the expansion of suffrage has 

created the need to develop formal organizations (Sartori 2011 [1976]: 23). 

In the case of parties abroad, the role of institutional incentives such as the development 

of voting rights, representative institutions and specific representation in the national legislature 

could be strong incentives for national parties to develop abroad. 

However, not all parties emerged as a consequence of the expansion of suffrage or in 

parliaments (Duverger 1951). Some have extra-parliamentary origins and emerged within a 

social movement or to represent a specific group, around a salient issue such as the extension of 

the suffrage or the defence of workers’ rights in countries facing rapid industrialization. This 



Introduction 

11 
 

second approach focusses on structural and societal factors favouring the emergence of parties. It 

helps to grasp not only why parties emerged but also why some parties emerged and not others. 

It relates to one of the dominant classifications of political parties developed by Lipset and 

Rokkan (1967). They envision parties as the mediators of structural divisions of society called 

cleavages. In Western Europe, two revolutions (industrial and national, at the origin of the 

structuring of nation-states), would have given rise to four potential cleavages (Church–State and 

Centre–Periphery for the National Revolution, Workers–Employers and Rural–Urban for the 

Industrial Revolution). An active cleavage in one country would give rise to a party on each side 

of the divide, with each party mediating the interests of the population on this side of the societal 

divide. This classification therefore identifies eight potential party families. In this perspective, 

the structure of the divisions at play in a country would determine which parties are present in 

the national party system. 

One can wonder whether the development of parties abroad might be linked to the 

sociology of migrations (diaspora politics, emigrant politics, or external citizenship) and the 

representation of specific interests of emigrants. 

Finally, other authors argue that the institutionalist and sociological approaches miss the 

true explanation for the emergence of political parties. The parliamentarization and the social 

context can constitute favourable conditions for their development, but these explanations leave 

aside the role of political actors and their weight in the decision or not to create a political party. 

In his book Why Parties?, Aldrich (1995) argues that political parties are created by rational 

actors who engage in the partisan adventure if and only if it allows them to maximize their 

chances of achieving their goal (to win the elections). The context (the composition of the 

electorate, the institutions and the societal context) influences how actors will make this 

evaluation: are there common interests to be aggregated, and are parties the most effective way 

to achieve the goals in the given context? Kalyvas (1996) offers a similar reasoning in his 

analysis of the birth of Christian democracy. He stressed that there were strategic and ideological 

objections to the creation of Christian Democratic parties. From a strategic point of view, the risk 
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was to divide the Conservative electorate (as Catholics and conservatives shared common 

interests) and to unite non-Catholics in reaction. From an ideological point of view, the creation 

of a political party means the acceptance of democracy and the acceptance that there are 

divergent interests within the community. These positions were not very compatible with the 

position of the Church in the mid-19th century and the Catholic conception of the indivisible 

community. Therefore, how can one explain that, in some national contexts, a Christian 

Democratic party has emerged? For Kalyvas, the explanation goes through an analysis of the 

recognition by actors of a change in the conditions for such an emergence: a fierce anticlerical 

opposition, a change in the balance of power within the Catholic movement in favour of 

Christian democracy and a social structuring of the strong Catholic movement that precedes its 

political structuring. It is a deliberate choice of actors in a specific context. 

In this volume, we analyze under what conditions and in what context the development of 

parties abroad is considered the most appropriate solution to achieve one’s objectives. Does this 

cost-benefit calculation fundamentally differ from that made during the establishment of parties 

on the national territory? Who are the political entrepreneurs engaged in setting up parties abroad 

and what are the drivers of their commitment? Some studies highlight the role of the national 

leadership in the context of electoral campaigns (Lafleur 2013) or legislative work (Østergaard-

Nielsen and Ciornei 2019a), but this needs to be investigated further. 

Thus, we investigate the barriers and opportunities for the development of parties abroad. 

We focus on the legal and contextual barriers as well as the role of the institutional and societal 

context in the host and home countries as opportunities for parties to develop abroad. 

Furthermore, we investigate the role of national and local political actors. 

The structure and organization of parties abroad 

Another sub-field in the classic literature on political parties, embodied by pioneers such as 

Bryce, Michels, Ostrogorski or Duverger, deals with party organizations. The development of 
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models has become an Olympic discipline, with each researcher aiming to impose his label on a 

specific organizational model. The classical opposition between mass parties and cadre parties of 

Duverger (1951) or Neumann (1956) was complemented by Kirchheimer’s catch-all party 

(1966), and then variants of the metaphor of the franchise party (Carty 2004), the business-firm 

party (Hopkin and Paolucci 1999) or the entrepreneurial party (Krouwel 2006) and finally the 

cartel party (Katz and Mair 1995). These different models focus on the way in which the parties 

ensure the link between citizens and the state (Lawson 1980). They distinguish the parties based 

on their basic unit or branch but also their characteristics in terms of resources, size and 

composition of the party base, type of leadership, level of professionalization, bureaucratization 

and efficiency, their more or less centralized structure and the balance of power between what 

has been called the three ‘faces’ of party organizations: the party in central office, the party in 

public office and the party on the ground. 

The typologies of party organizations can be used as analytical grids to study the way 

parties abroad are structured (Katz and Mair 1995; Krouwel 2006). Do they also rely on three 

distinct faces? What is the relationship between the party abroad and the central party at home? 

These are questions that are addressed in this volume. 

The roles and functions of parties abroad 

Parties constitute a means to render intelligible a series of processes for citizens. They are often 

regarded as indispensable to the functioning of political representation and democracy. Many 

authors have suggested classifications of the functions performed by parties, without a consensus 

really emerging on a common categorization (Lawson and Merkl 2014; Panebianco 1988 [1982]; 

Sartori 2011 [1976]; Wright 1971). At most, the literature agrees on three main categories of 

functions identified by Key (1964): (1) functions exercised in relation to the electorate, (2) as an 

organization or (3) in the context of governmental participation (Van Haute and Sauger 2018). 
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In relation to the electorate, parties would simplify and structure electoral choices 

(aggregation of interests), serve as channels of communication, educate citizens, participate in 

their socialization and their integration into the political system (integration), generate symbols 

of identification and loyalty or organize election campaigns. Parties are also considered as 

channels of political participation (participation/mobilization). 

As organizations, parties recruit, train and select leaders and candidates (recruitment of 

political staff) and develop political programmes (programmatic function). In relation to 

government, parties also fulfil certain functions. They would create majorities, organize 

government, lead opposition and debate (mediation/expression), implement political objectives, 

ensure accountability for government actions, control the government administration, maintain 

the stability of the government, structure the parliamentary divisions and organize the 

representation (function of government, coordination and political decision). 

In this volume, we analyze whether the functions performed by parties abroad fall within 

this typology or whether they exercise specific roles related to the context in which they operate. 

Notably, do they develop specific claims and political cultures, or are they just relays of their 

mother-party at home? The answer does not need to be the same for all parties and countries. 

Structure of the book 

For the first time with this volume, political parties abroad are at the centre of the focus. Using 

the ‘mother’ parties at home and the related classic theories of parties but also Europarties and 

their relation to national parties as a reference point, our main goal is to investigate (1) what 

parties abroad are, (2) when and why they emerge and develop, (3) how they organize, and (4) 

what roles they play. In doing so, we intend to offer a less scattered and more conceptual 

knowledge about parties abroad. 

In order to answer these questions and analyze the multiple faces of parties abroad, the 

volume adopts an inductive and comparative perspective. Indeed, since the volume is exploratory 
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research and investigates an emerging phenomenon, our strategy was to adopt an inductive 

approach starting from empirical evidence to proceed in the conclusion to theory-building. For 

the same reason, it was important to have a broad and open perspective on parties abroad. 

The volume therefore digs into 12 case studies that were selected for their diversity and 

therefore for their expected potential to investigate the diversity of forms and functions that 

political parties abroad can take. These cases are characterized by differences in terms of legal 

frameworks and social and political contexts both at home (authoritarian and democratic 

regimes, with and without institutional provisions for voting rights and representation for 

emigrants, European and non-European countries) and in the host country but have the 

commonality of having developed parties abroad. This is the strategy adopted in the classic 

theories of parties: comparing party organizations in different settings in order to highlight 

commonalities and understand differences. These different settings include democratic and non-

democratic cases. This broad case selection strategy allows us to explore the diversity of forms 

of political parties abroad and to offer an original and comprehensive classification of parties 

abroad in our conclusion. It also ensures to investigate the diversity of paths that lead to the 

emergence and development of parties abroad. 

In our conclusion, we then suggest an integrated theory of parties abroad based on the 

empirical insights of the case studies, using the classic literature on parties but also considering 

the specific context in which they operate. Analyzing these different cases also allows us to 

emphasize whether parties abroad present commonalities in terms of functions and organizations 

despite these differences. We apply and amend the classic functionalist and organizational 

approaches of party politics to political parties abroad. 

If the case selection is based on differences on our first two questions (what parties 

abroad are and how they emerge), the volume is then structured around our last two concerns: 

how parties abroad organize and what roles they play. 

The first group of chapters look at how parties abroad channel the vote of emigrants, and 

how it leads to the development of specific party structures. Focussing on the paradoxical 



Introduction 

16 
 

transnational involvement of an Estonian anti-immigrant party among Estonian emigrants in 

Finland (EKRE), Mari-Liis Jakobson, Tõnis Saarts and Leif Kalev explain how EKRE 

successfully identified a transnational target audience that resembles their supporters back home 

and had been neglected by other Estonian political parties. Their strategy was so successful that 

between 2015 and 2019 they went from the sixth to the first most voted party among emigrants. 

The branches of American parties abroad studied by Amanda Klekowski von Koppenfels are 

much older and developed. Emigrants’ votes are organized differently for intra-party procedures 

(nomination) and general elections. It impacts how these parties organize abroad and what 

activities they develop. In Mexico too, parties seek support from citizens residing abroad despite 

low turnout and restrictive rules regarding overseas campaigning. Michael Paarlberg explains 

that outreach efforts are not uniform: this variation is shaped by the partisan skew of the diaspora 

community, itself a product of historical legacies of migration and state policy. 

The second group of chapters investigates cases where parties abroad also contribute to 

the selection of specific representatives of the emigrants, and how in return it affects their 

organization abroad. Sergiu Gherghina and Sorina Soare explain that the existence of MP seats 

for Romanians emigrants incentivized political parties to compete for their votes and establish 

organizations abroad. Dominated by the party in central office and very localized in some areas 

of high emigration, party branches abroad nevertheless play a networking role with their sister-

parties. With a particularly large political representation, including 23 parliamentarians, French 

emigrants constitute a dynamic and globalized extraterritorial political space. Tudi Kernalegenn 

and Cédric Pellen show how La République en Marche (LREM) was able to take advantage of 

this opportunity structure, organize itself rapidly both at a local and global scale and become, in 

2017, the dominant party among French emigrants. Their chapter also emphasizes the specific 

challenges of institutionalizing party branches abroad. Ecuador is another country with special 

representation, with three overseas electoral districts. Sebastián Umpierrez de Reguero and Régis 

Dandoy analyze how MPAIS won most of the electoral seats since 2007: external voting was not 
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only crucial for the party’s electoral and political success but it successfully adapted its ideology 

and its internal structure in order to integrate nonresident voters. 

The third set of chapters investigate cases where the institutional incentives for the 

development of parties abroad are absent or minimal, but where parties abroad have nevertheless 

developed to perform other functions such as lobbying for and with emigrants. Comparing three 

cases from Northeast Asia, Takayoshi Uekami, Jisun Park and Boyu Chen demonstrate how the 

presence of parties abroad can be determined by home political rules. Since domestic local 

branches of Japanese and Korean parties are usually based on personal networks of elected 

officials, these weak parties face difficulties in setting up organizations abroad in a context of 

highly personalized politics. On the contrary, the two major parties in Taiwan are incentivized by 

the social context to develop. They are mainly built around the social cleavage between Natives 

and Mainlanders. This structural conflict has been transplanted to Taiwanese societies abroad 

even in the absence of voting opportunity. Avital Friedman and Ofer Kenig also investigates why 

Israeli parties invest a lot of resources for sustaining their activities and branches outside of 

Israel in a context where citizens cannot vote from abroad. They emphasize that the ethnos, 

rather than the demos, can act as a strong incentive for parties to develop abroad. They explain 

that Israeli parties abroad focus their activities on the relations with interest groups and other 

elites, mainly in the Jewish communities and not Israeli citizens. Focussing on Syriza in Paris, 

Modestos Siotos also emphasizes the lobbying dimension of parties abroad. Party leaders in 

Athens urged members living abroad to create local branches in order for Syriza’s political 

agenda to spread around Europe, specifically in the context of the foreseen conflict with 

Greece’s lenders. However, the section did not manage to survive the party’s generalized crisis 

after the end of its first six months in power, reminding readers how dependent sections abroad 

are from home politics. 

Our last set of chapters investigates the role of parties abroad when they develop in 

relation to an authoritarian regime at home, leading them to fulfil specific functions such as 

controlling emigrants in the host country in the framework of a conflict at home. Mathilde 
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Zederman compares two Tunisian parties established in France at the time of the authoritarian 

regime of Ben Ali: the Rassemblement Constitutionnel Démocratique (RCD), the party-state of 

the regime, and the Islamist party Ennahda, then banned in Tunisia. The two parties develop an 

opposite vision of Tunisia and try to mobilize emigrants to popularize their vision. The party 

abroad then becomes not only an instrument of propaganda to promote a project and discredit the 

opposing party but also an instrument of supervision and control of the Tunisian diaspora. The 

case of the Algerian neighbour, studied by Belkacem Benzenine, is relatively different. Parties 

are far from positioning themselves as political forces able to frame the political life of 

emigrants. However, they affect the diaspora indirectly through the many associations they 

create and control. The networks of the two major parties take a clientelist form thanks to the 

support of consular and diplomatic representations. Opposition parties, on the other hand, face 

logistical difficulties in carrying out their activities abroad. Likewise, İnci Öykü Yener-

Roderburg explains that Turkish parties abroad are not very visible but nonetheless influential 

through the associations and institutions they control. However, the Justice and Development 

Party (AKP) and the Peoples’ Democratic Party (HDP) display significantly different levels of 

mobilization abroad due to the dissimilar structural origins: while AKP’s vote is directly oriented 

by the home country headquarters, HDP’s is arranged by the diasporic groups themselves. 

Of course, these case studies do not exhaust the diversity of political parties abroad, but 

they nevertheless make it possible to lay the foundations of a real, original knowledge on parties 

abroad. Whether because of constraints, such as the ban in the country of origin, or opportunities, 

such as the extension of the right to vote or the setting up of specific representation, emigrants 

are increasingly integrated in the political arena of their home country. It is not a marginal 

phenomenon, and it has important political consequences. Political parties operate in this 

changing context of globalization and transnationalization. This volume shows under which 

circumstances these adaptable organizations engage in this new arena for party politics. 
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Notes 

1. In this introduction we use the concept of emigrants to designate all country nationals residing 

abroad, independent of the length of their stay, their status or motivation for emigration. 

It is used as an umbrella concept that integrates diasporas, economic emigrants, 

expatriates and external citizens. 

2. Retrieved from: International IDEA, ‘Voting from Abroad Database’, www.idea.int/data-

tools/data/voting-abroad. Accessed 27 July 2019. 

3. Only two full democracies (Malta and Uruguay) and five ‘flawed’ democracies (Jamaica, Sri 

Lanka, Suriname, Taiwan and Trinidad and Tobago) have, as of 2019, strictly no 

provision for external voting. We use the Democracy Index 2018 definition and may 

therefore have omitted micro-states excluded from that source. Retrieved from 

www.eiu.com/topic/democracy-index. Accessed 27 July 2019. 
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