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Abstract
Immigrants now constitute a sizeable and rapidly growing group among many Western countries’ electo-
rates, but analyses of their party preferences remain limited. Theoretically, immigrants’ party preferences
might be explained with both standard electoral theories and immigrant-specific approaches. In this article,
we rigorously test both perspectives against each other using the most recent data from Germany. Applying
the Michigan model, with its three central explanatory variables – party identification, issue orientations and
candidate evaluations – to the party preferences of immigrant-origin and native voters, we find that this
standard model can explain both groups well. In contrast, we find no direct effects of the most prominent
immigrant-specific variables, and neither do these meaningfully moderate the Michigan variables. However,
we find strong formative effects on the presence of political attitudes and beliefs: immigrants with a longer
time spent in Germany, a stronger German identity and less experience of discrimination report significantly
fewer item non-responses for the Michigan model’s main explanatory variables.
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The integration of immigrants into host societies is at the heart of several debates in the social
sciences, and an abundant literature has been written around immigrants’ economic (Van
Tubergen, Maas, and Flap 2004), cultural (for example, Wimmer and Soehl 2014) and social (for
example, Ersanilli and Koopmans 2010) integration. In comparison, the political integration of immi-
grants has received scholarly attention only more recently (for a review, see Bird et al. 2011). Most of
this attention has been devoted to the drivers of immigrants’ formal (Fraga 2018; Oskooii 2018;
Reichert 2013; Spies, Mayer, and Goerres 2020) or informal (Berger, Galonska, and Koopmans
2004; Jacobs and Tillie 2004) political participation, and to explanations of their politically relevant
attitudes (De la Garza, Falcon, and Garcia 1996; Fennema and Tillie 1999; Heath et al. 2013). In con-
trast, comparatively few studies have addressed the drivers of immigrants’ party preferences, espe-
cially outside the comparatively well-researched US context (De la Garza and Cortina 2007; De la
Garza, Falcon, and Garcia 1996; Ramakrishnan and Espenshade 2001; Valdez 2011). With a few not-
able exceptions (Bergh and Bjørklund 2010; Dancygier and Saunders 2006; Sanders et al. 2014),
scholarship on the party preferences of immigrant-origin voters is still in its infancy in Europe.

In this article, we analyse the party preferences of immigrant-origin voters, as compared with
native voters, at the 2017 election to the German Bundestag. We define ‘immigrant-origin voters’
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as those who either immigrated themselves (first generation) or have at least one parent with this
experience (second generation) but who have already acquired German citizenship and thereby
also the right to vote. In Germany, around 6.3 million immigrant-origin voters were eligible to
vote in the last federal election, representing around 10 per cent of the entire electorate. For inter-
national discussion, Germany is also an interesting case to study as it offers two very distinct
groups of immigrant-origin voters: Turks as former guest workers and Russian-Germans as eth-
nic German ‘late resettlers’. Also, Germany gives us the possibility of testing the theoretical
assumptions that were mainly developed for the majoritarian US and UK systems in a multiparty
system.

Theoretically, two perspectives can be distinguished when it comes to the analysis of
immigrant-origin voters’ party preferences. The first perspective is that these can be explained
by the same theories that are used for native voters in standard electoral research. We account
for this possibility by applying the Michigan model to both immigrant-origin and native voters,
comparing the predictive power of its three central factors – party identification (that is, a long-
standing psychological attachment to a political party) and short-term issue and candidate orien-
tations – for both voter groups. Our overarching theoretical assumption is that differences in the
party preferences of immigrant-origin and native voters can be explained by differences in the
Michigan model’s central explanatory variables – and thus by standard approaches of electoral
research.

Following the second perspective, immigrant-origin voters’ party preferences cannot be
explained by standard electoral theories alone. Rather, we need additional immigrant-specific
variables and approaches to fully understand them. We account for this perspective by adding
three of the most widely discussed immigrant-specific factors to the Michigan model: length
of stay in the host country, ethnic identity and discrimination experiences. All of these variables
are prominently discussed in the integration literature, even if only few studies so far have related
them to immigrants’ party preferences. Thus, we theorize about these factors’ direct, moderating
and indirect effects on the Michigan model’s three main explanatory variables. Our overall the-
oretical assumption is that more acculturated immigrant-origin voters will adapt their party pre-
ferences to those of native voters, while more recently arrived, culturally segregated and strongly
discriminated immigrant-origin voters will show considerable differences in their party prefer-
ences that cannot be explained by standard approaches of electoral research.

Our representative survey data stem from the Immigrant German Election Survey (IMGES), a
survey fielded after the federal election of September 2017, which includes both a standard elect-
oral study and immigrant-specific factors, allowing for tests of influence between both. Using
both multi-level regression models and path models of propensity to vote, we find sharp differ-
ences in the party support of immigrant-origin and native voters. At the same time, our findings
suggest that the Michigan model can explain a large part of these differences, as both groups use
party identification, as well as candidate and issue evaluations, when deciding their party prefer-
ences. In contrast, immigrant-specific factors have neither direct nor substantial moderating
effects on the Michigan model’s main explanatory variables. However, immigrants who have
spent a longer time in Germany, have a stronger German identity and have less experience of
discrimination report significantly fewer item non-responses for the Michigan model’s main
explanatory variables, that is, these immigrant-specific factors decide on whether
immigrant-origin voters develop political attitudes and beliefs in the first place.

Explaining Immigrants’ Party Preferences with the Michigan Model
The Michigan model – also known as the Ann Arbor model – is one of the most commonly used
theoretical approaches for the explanation of individual voting behaviour in established democ-
racies, and for Germany in particular (Krämer and Rattinger 1997; Neundorf and Adams 2018).
It assumes that the majority of voters do not face a completely new and thus open decision-

British Journal of Political Science 1033

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123421000302 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123421000302


making situation before every election. Rather, they bring with them long-standing, affective, psy-
chological linkages with a political party, that is, party identification. While party identification is
itself acquired in primary socialization, it is seen as a stable construct that only changes with
major life events. Once acquired, it then functions as a perceptual screen and, accordingly, dir-
ectly affects voters’ short-term attitudes towards candidates and their perceptions of issue com-
petencies (Campbell et al. 1960, 133–8). According to the Michigan model, the voters’
decision-making process is thus represented as a funnel of causality, the end point of which is
the vote decision. Party identification, as a long-term factor, as well as the short-term factors
of candidate and issue preferences, are upstream of this.

The Michigan model has been successfully applied to the study of native voters for decades
(for an overview, see Johnston 2006). Thus, our baseline assumption is that the model can
also be used to explain the party preferences of immigrant-origin voters (H1). Specifically, the
model’s short-term factors of candidate and issue orientations might be equally important for
the vote decision of immigrant-origin and native voters alike. Of course, this does not mean
that both groups like or dislike the same candidates, or regard the same issues as being important
(Wüst 2004). However, we expect that candidate and issue preferences have the same explanatory
power for both groups, as has been argued in studies from both the United States (Abrajano,
Alvarez, and Nagler 2008; Barreto 2007) and the UK (Fisher et al. 2014; Heath et al. 2013).

In contrast, applying the Michigan model’s central concept of party identification to the group
of immigrant-origin voters seems more questionable. Party identification is defined as a relatively
stable attachment to a political party, mainly acquired during primary socialization and, therefore,
substantively transmitted within the family (Rekker et al. 2019). It is, therefore, unclear how first-
generation immigrants (born and at least partly socialized abroad) and second-generation immi-
grants (having at least one parent not being born and socialized in the host society) might develop
identification with the parties of their host country, or how they pass it on to their children.
Consequently, the level of partisanship has been found to be much lower among US
immigrant-origin than among native voters (Cain, Kiewiet, and Uhlaner 1991; Hajnal and Lee
2006; Uhlaner and Garcia 2005), and previous results from Germany also seem to resemble
this pattern (Wüst 2004). However, some ethnically defined groups might also hold very strong
party identities, as is reported, for example, in the UK (Heath et al. 2013, ch. 6) and for voters of
Cuban origin in the United States (Bishin and Klofstad 2012). Thus, previous empirical results for
the role of party identity for immigrant-origin voters’ party preferences are ambiguous, and this
pattern further seems to vary among distinct ethnic groups.

Immigrant-Specific Approaches
In contrast to the standard electoral theory perspective presented earlier, the second perspective
highlights the role of immigrant-specific factors, that is, characteristics that are not relevant to
native voters and are thus not accounted for by standard electoral theories (for a comparable
approach on turnout, see Spies, Mayer, and Goerres 2020). In the following section, we focus
on three of the most prominently discussed immigrant-specific factors: length of stay in the
host country, ethnic identity and the role of discrimination experiences.1

1These three immigrant-specific approaches are surely not the only ones that are frequently discussed in research on immi-
grants’ political integration. While we also test for ethnic group effects, we do not address language proficiency and ethnic
network effects in our analyses. We have two main reasons for this. First, our sample of German immigrant-origin voters is
not an ideal setting for testing for language proficiency, as nearly all respondents have a good or very good command of
German. Keeping in mind that German citizenship is a necessary condition to participate in German federal elections
(and, thus, also to be part of our sample), these figures come at little surprise. However, any estimates for language skills
would, thus, have been extremely biased. Second, our decision to not include network effects is motivated by the lack of the-
oretical arguments relating these to immigrants’ party preferences. At the same time, theoretically and empirically, ethnic
network effects are often hard to separate from ethnic identity effects.
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By including these variables in the Michigan model, we argue that they may affect party pre-
ferences in three possible ways. First, they may have their own statistically significant, direct rela-
tionship with party preferences – irrespective of the Michigan model core variables. Second, they
may moderate the effects of party identification, candidate choice and issue orientations on
immigrant-origin voters’ party preferences. Third, immigrant-specific variables might already
have a formative effect on the presence of political attitudes and beliefs at the beginning of the
Michigan model’s funnel of causality by determining whether immigrant-origin voters are able
to answer the question of whether they identify with a party or can report meaningful attitudes
towards both candidates and issues. Empirically, variation in item non-response might indicate
such formative effects. In the next section, we develop our arguments for the effects of length
of stay, ethnic identity and discrimination, and structure our expectations between their direct,
moderating and formative effects. Table 1 summarizes our theoretical expectations.

Length of Stay

The possibly most prominent immigrant-specific variable is length of stay in the country of resi-
dence. Length of stay is often equated with immigrant generation as well as political socialization,
assuming that second-generation immigrants (being, by definition, born and thus politically
socialized in their country of residence) have also spent more years in their country of residence
than their first-generation parents. While this might surely be a vague assumption for many
cases, for the analysis of immigrants’ vote choice, it seems more reasonable, as only adult citizens
are allowed to vote. Thus, second-generation immigrant-origin voters would at least have spent
their entire youth (18 years in the German context) in the country of residence. Therefore, length
of stay can indeed be expected to be correlated with immigrant generation, as well as with the
country of political socialization, allowing us to also apply arguments developed for these later
variables for our own theoretical model.

Summarizing the direct effects of length of stay (H2a), the majority of studies report that there
is such an effect on vote choice but, at the same time, state that ‘there is relatively little theory’ to
support it (DeSipio and Uhlaner 2007, 196). In the United States, several studies address how the
vote choice of Latino voters is affected by their time spent in the country, with the voting patterns
of Mexican-origin voters being at the centre of such analyses (Abrajano, Alvarez, and Nagler

Table 1. Summary of hypotheses

H1 (Michigan model) H2 (length of stay) H3 (ethnic identity) H4 (discrimination)

H1: The standard Michigan
model can explain the party
preferences of native and
immigrant-origin voters
equally well. Its central
variables (party identification
and candidate and issue
evaluations) will have
comparable effects for native
and immigrant-origin voters.

H2a: Length of stay in the
country of residence will
exert direct effects on
immigrants’ party
preferences, even when
controlling for the
Michigan model’s central
variables.

H3a: Ethnic identity will
exert direct effects on
immigrants’ party
preferences, even when
controlling for the
Michigan model’s
central variables.

H4a: Discrimination will
exert direct effects on
immigrants’ party
preferences, even when
controlling for the
Michigan model’s central
variables.

H2b: Length of stay in the
country of residence will
moderate the effects of
the Michigan model’s
central variables on
immigrants’ party
preferences.

H3b: Ethnic identity will
moderate the effects of
the Michigan model’s
central variables on
immigrants’ party
preferences.

H4b: Discrimination will
moderate the effects of
the Michigan model’s
central variables on
immigrants’ party
preferences.

H2c: Length of stay in the
country of residence will
exert formative effects on
the Michigan model’s
central variables.

H3c: Ethnic identity will
exert formative effects
on the Michigan
model’s central
variables.

H4c: Discrimination will
exert formative effects on
the Michigan model’s
central variables.
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2008; De la Garza, Falcon, and Garcia 1996; DeSipio and Uhlaner 2007). For Europe, recent find-
ings from the UK show not only that immigrant-origin voters held a strong preference for the
Labour Party in the 2010 election, but that this support pattern was further linked to their
time spent in Britain (Heath et al. 2013, 117). For Germany, the two major groups of
immigrant-origin voters also show traditionally high support patterns: for the Social
Democrats among Turkish-origin voters; and for the Christian Democrats among
post-Soviet-origin voters (Wüst 2004). In summary, we can assume a strong direct effect of length
of stay in the country of residence on immigrant-origin voters’ party preferences, with its pattern
potentially varying between immigrant groups.

Turning to the moderating effects of length of stay (H2b), it is a common assumption of inte-
gration research that immigrants tend to become more similar to native citizens in terms of vari-
ables such as income (Massey 1986), formal education (Rumbaut 2005) and values (De la Garza,
Falcon, and Garcia 1996) the longer they live in the host society. Immigrants tend to assimilate.
The equivalent assumption for their voting preferences is that they might also become more simi-
lar to native voters the longer they stay in the country of residence, especially as variables such as
income, education and values are known to exert a strong influence on party preference. As far as
the three basic variables of the Michigan model are concerned, previous studies have mainly
addressed a moderating effect of length of stay on party identification. For the United States,
DeSipio and Uhlaner (2007, 191) report that party identification had a much greater impact
on the vote choices of the third and later generations of Mexican-origin voters in the 2004 presi-
dential election. Following these authors, we can thus assume that greater knowledge and experi-
ence of the host society’s political system – whether regarding party identification or candidate or
issue orientations – also increase the effect of these variables on vote choice with greater length of
time spent in the country of residence. At the same time, we assume that length of stay might be
of special importance for the effect of party identification, as party identification needs consid-
erable time to develop. In addition, we expect a more limited moderating effect of length of
stay on candidate and issue orientations, the two shorter-term factors of the Michigan model,
which should be more easily accessible for recently arrived immigrant voters.

Finally, and upstream from its direct and moderating effects, length of stay might also exercise
a formative effect on the three variables of the Michigan model by increasing immigrants’
affiliation to parties, as well as broadening their knowledge about candidates and issues (H2c).
The longer immigrants live in the host country, the more familiar they become with the political
system (for example, DeSipio and Uhlaner 2007); thus, length of stay might affect the formation
of political attitudes and party attachments prior to the mechanisms that lead to the formation of
party preferences as a form of cognitive and affective politicization (Reichert 2013). Empirically,
the level of knowledge and meaningful attitudes might be captured by the amount of item non-
response: immigrants who have spent a longer time in their country of residence might report
significantly fewer item non-responses on the Michigan model’s core variables than those who
have arrived more recently. From this perspective, ‘Don’t know’ answers are valid responses
from those who do not possess such attitudes and attachments, and are therefore not able to
react to the stimulus of the question (Kroh 2006).

To our knowledge, only a few studies so far have used this perspective for the analysis of
migrants’ political behaviour. Wals (2013) finds that the ability of Mexican-origin voters to
place themselves on the left–right political scale in the United States is also related to the
years they have spent in the country. Studies from Germany (Kroh and Tucci 2010) and
Norway (Bergh and Bjørklund 2010) show that the likelihood of having acquired party identifi-
cation increases substantially with each year in the host country. Next to party identification, we
thus hypothesize that a comparable effect is at work for issue and candidate orientations: the
longer the time spent in the country of residence, the more immigrant-origin voters might
develop and report meaningful attitudes and preferences about the Michigan model’s core
variables.
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Ethnic Identity

Besides length of stay in the country of destination, several studies stress the importance of immi-
grants’ ethnic identity for their vote choice (for example, Bergh and Bjørklund 2010; Dancygier
and Saunders 2006; Dawson 1994; Goerres, Mayer, and Spies, 2020; Teney et al. 2010). According
to the social identity approach (Tajfel and Turner 1979), social categorizations such as ethnicity
are cognitive instruments that are used to systematically order the social environment into
‘in-groups’ and ‘out-groups’. Whatever formal or informal groups individuals associate with con-
stitute their in-group; an out-group includes individuals who do not share the same salient social
traits. For immigrant-origin voters, the most relevant self-assigned categories are expected to be
‘ethnic identity’ and ‘national identity’ (of their host society because immigrant-origin voters
have, by definition, been naturalized). It is a well-known fact in research on cultural acculturation
that people may simultaneously hold several identities and activate them occasionally depending
on the context (Berry 1984). Ideally, immigrants combine their ethnic and national identity in the
form of a ‘dual identity’ (Simon, Reichert, and Grabow 2013), using their unique situation to
build on the resources provided by both cultures. However, identities might also come into con-
flict with each other, especially if a strong identification with the ethnic/migrant group prevents at
least a minimal identification with the host society (Diehl and Blohm 2001; see also
Hamidou-Schmidt and Mayer 2021).

Starting with the direct effects of ethnic identity on immigrant-origins’ vote choice (H3a), it is
important to note that being part of a social category or group by birth – whether defined by
ethnicity, race or nationality – does not in itself shape political perceptions. Only when this mem-
bership becomes part of one’s social identity does it substantially affect political attitudes and
behaviour through the process of depersonalization. Immigrants who identify closely with the
ethnically defined in-group tend to see their own well-being as closely related to that of the
group. This idea of a ‘linked fate’ (Dawson 1994) might then exert its influence via ethnic-group
voting: voting for a party that is perceived to represent the interests of the in-group best.
Examples of ethnic-group voting are manifold. For immigrant-origin voters, the strong support
of Cuban-origin voters for the US Republicans (Bishin and Klofstad 2012), that of
Commonwealth-origin voters for the British Labour Party (Heath et al. 2013) and that of
Turkish-origin voters for the German Social Democrats (Wüst 2004) are only some examples.
While detailed empirical analysis of the patterns behind these strong affiliations are rare (but
see Bergh and Bjørklund 2010), from the perspective of ethnic-group voting, they occur because
immigrants vote for the party they perceive as representing the interests of their in-group. From
this perspective, ethnic identity might bypass both party identification and candidate and issue
perceptions.

However, we can also expect a moderating effect of ethnic identity on the Michigan model’s
core variables (H3b). Previous studies of Latino voters in the United States (Barreto 2007; Hajnal
and Lee 2006; Uhlaner and Garcia 2005) argued that the perception of a linked fate fosters the
occurrence of party identification and thus positively affects its weight for vote choice. For
Norway, Bergh and Bjørklund (2010) analysed the strong support for left-wing parties among
non-Western immigrant-origin voters. Distinguishing between more ideological or rational vot-
ing considerations, based on individual self-interest, and those stemming from group member-
ship, the authors conclude that voters are largely motivated by the latter – even if that means
that they then support parties that do not match their own ideology or individual issue prefer-
ences. A comparable effect is described by Heath et al. (2013), who explain the greater loyalty
of minority ethnic voters to the Labour Party in the 2010 British election. The moderating effects
of the ethnic identity of political candidates are also prominently discussed. Focusing on Latino
voters in the United States, Barreto (2007) concludes that their turnout and vote decisions are
strongly affected by the existence of co-ethnic candidates – support patterns that are also relevant
if voters and candidates ‘have only the term Latino in common’ (Barreto 2007, 427). For strong
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ethnic identifiers, it can be reasonably assumed that these support patterns are even more
pronounced (Sanchez 2006; Stokes 2003). At the same time, immigrant-origin voters who are
predominantly motivated by their ethnic identity might easily downplay or completely ignore
their rational self-interest when casting their votes, thereby diminishing the role of candidate
and especially issue effects within the Michigan model.

Theoretical assumptions about the formative effects of ethnic identity on the three Michigan
model variables (H3c) are ambiguous. We might assume that strong ethnic identifiers use their
ethnically defined networks to gather knowledge on parties, candidates and issues (Fennema and
Tillie 1999; Tillie 2004); however, if their ethnic identity alone is relevant for their vote choice,
there is little need for them to gather such knowledge. Rather, ethnic identity might function
as an information shortcut, making more demanding policy or candidate evaluations irrelevant
(Dancygier and Saunders 2006, 973). Therefore, we would expect strong ethnic identifiers to
have less knowledge about the Michigan model’s core variables (see Uhlaner and Garcia
2005). In addition, studies of ethnic network effects point to the potentially segregated environ-
ment of strong ethnic identifiers, providing strong bonding capital to the ethnic community
while, at the same time, limiting bridging capital to the host society (Tillie 2004). For
Germany, Berger, Galonska and Koopmans (2004) conclude that for various immigrant groups
in Berlin, being rooted in ethnic communities has politically disabling effects and leads to less
interest in German politics (see also Diehl and Blohm 2001, 414). Culturally and socially segre-
gated, such voters might even feel alienated from German politics and thus not hold preferences
regarding the Michigan model’s core variables – a pattern frequently reported for African
Americans (Citrin et al. 1975) and Latinos (Pantoja and Segura 2003) in the United States.

Discrimination

Finally, the third immigrant-specific approach highlights the role of discrimination experiences in
the country of destination. Broadly defined, discrimination entails drawing a distinction between
judgements or actions in favour of or against a person or group, based on any possible charac-
teristic (Blank, Dabady, and Citro 2004; Krieger 1999). While discrimination experiences are cer-
tainly not restricted to immigrant-origin voters, discrimination based on ethnicity, race or
immigrant status can be expected to play a prominent role in them (Schildkraut 2005).
Furthermore, discrimination might come in several sub-forms, depending on whether it is experi-
enced personally or experienced as discrimination against the in-group (Sanders et al. 2014). It
might also depend on the person or institution doing the discriminating (Oskooii 2018).
While discrimination is seen as an important variable in the literature on immigrants’ political
behaviour, previous studies have mainly dealt with its hindering or favouring effects on political
participation. Thus, we will focus on the arguments stemming from the participation literature
and relate them to the few previous studies that relate discrimination to vote choice.

There are only limited arguments about the potential direct (H3a) and moderating effects
(H3b) of discrimination on party preferences. Simon, Reichert and Grabow (2013) describe
how discriminated people engage less in formal forms of political participation, including support
for political radicalism, but more in informal or illegal forms. We might thus expect that discrim-
ination leads to a more radical political orientation, including support for more radical parties. As
to the effects of discrimination on mainstream party support, Sanders et al. (2014) analyse the
support patterns of immigrant-origin voters in the 2010 UK election. The authors report that
group-based discrimination increases the probability of voting for Labour (because the party
has historically cared most about underprivileged minorities), whereas personal discrimination
is negatively related to Labour support (because Labour was the incumbent party and was
held responsible for not preventing discrimination). The former interpretation might support a
moderating effect of discrimination on party identification, and the latter might support
increased issue or performance voting. In a related study on candidate support in the same

1038 Achim Goerres et al.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123421000302 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123421000302


election, Fisher et al. (2014, 880) argue that ‘perceived racial discrimination might also be asso-
ciated with greater support for co-ethnic or non-white candidates’, especially among strong eth-
nic identifiers. However, they find no support for this assumption in their empirical analyses.

Ending with the potential formative effects of discrimination on the presence of political atti-
tudes and beliefs (H3c), the argument depends very much on if we assume a positive or depres-
sing effect of discrimination on political participation. On the one hand, a substantial body of
public health research shows that exposure to discrimination is associated with feelings of infer-
iority, powerlessness and depression (Oskooii 2018; Schildkraut 2005). Such negative feelings are
also prominently discussed in the literature on political alienation (for a recent review, see Fox
2020) and have been shown to reduce the likelihood of voting in general (Ojeda and Pacheco
2017), as well as the political participation of immigrants specifically (Pantoja and Segura
2003). Thus, we can assume that experiences of discrimination might lead immigrants to be alie-
nated from the host country society, reducing their motivation to participate in political life and
thereby also reducing their probability of gathering information about parties, candidates and
issues (Saggar 2000; Simon, Reichert, and Grabow 2013). On the other hand, there is also con-
vincing empirical evidence that discrimination might increase political participation, especially
the participation of minority ethnic groups. If one traces discrimination experiences not back
to oneself as an individual, but back to one’s membership in a group, feelings of shared identity,
group attachment, linked fate or group consciousness can be strengthened (Sanchez 2006; Stokes
2003). As discussed in the ethnic identity section, such a sense of connectedness might well
encourage group members to become politically cohesive and active, with the reaction of
Latinos to anti-immigrant initiatives (Barreto and Woods 2005; Pérez 2015; Ramírez 2013)
and the strong support for Barack Obama by alienated racial minorities in general (Southwell
2012) being two recent examples.

Data and Methods
In order to analyse the drivers of immigrant-origin voters’ party preferences, we relied on the
most recent post-election survey data gathered from the German general election of September
2017. We combined data from the IMGES for immigrant-origin voters (Goerres, Spies, and
Mayer 2020) with the German Longitudinal Election Study (GLES) for native voters
(Roßteutscher et al. 2017), from which we exclude all immigrant-origin voters. The IMGES
was especially designed to be comparable with the GLES in terms of field time, survey mode
and questionnaire design, allowing for comparisons between the two samples. In both studies,
response rates were similar at 28–29 per cent. Most importantly, the operationalization of our
dependent and independent variables does not differ between the two surveys. The IMGES tar-
gets the two biggest groups of immigrants in Germany: eligible German voters aged 18+ with a
background from Turkey or from the former Soviet Union and its successor states. The GLES has
a native-voter-only sample size of 1,735; the IMGES has a sample size of 947. We weighted our
data with a post-stratification weight that takes into account differences in selection probability
due to sample design and non-response.

Operationalization of Dependent and Independent Variables

For the dependent variable, we used propensity to vote (PTV)2 for the parties that entered the
Bundestag: the Christian Democratic Party (CDU, in all states but Bavaria)/the Christian

2For a multiparty system such as Germany’s, the use of PTV has two main advantages compared to nominal-scale vari-
ables of vote choice First, it is possible to distinguish more clearly between the set of choices voters choose from and their
actual voting decisions (van der Eijk et al. 2006). While both are largely the same in two-party systems, in multiparty systems,
where voters have high utilities for several parties, using PTV items provides additional information, allowing us to measure
preferences for several parties in a non-ipsative way (choosing one alternative does not exclude others). Second, PTV lessens
the effects of social desirability (Johann et al. 2016).
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Social Party (CSU, only in Bavaria), the Social Democratic Party (SPD), the Free Democratic
Party (FDP), the Green Party, the Left Party and the Alternative for Germany (AfD). For the
operationalization of PTV, we used the following item: ‘We have a number of political parties
in Germany, each of which would like to get your vote. How probable is it that you will ever
vote for the following parties? Please answer on a scale where 0 means “not at all probable”
and 10 means “very probable”.’ Three categories for item non-response were offered: ‘I don’t
know this party’, ‘Don’t know’ and ‘Refused’, which we all coded as missing values. Regarding
the three core variables of the Michigan model, we operationalized party identification by
using the established German standard item: ‘Many people in the Federal Republic lean towards
a particular party for a long time, although they may occasionally vote for a different party. How
about you?’3 Apart from the major parties in Germany and the non-response categories ‘Don’t
know’ and ‘Refused’, the option ‘None’ was also offered as an answer category, allowing us to dis-
tinguish between those that do not have a party identification and those that are not able to
answer the question as they do not have an opinion.

Candidate evaluations were measured by feeling thermometers for the leading politician of the
party group, that is, for Angela Merkel (CDU/CSU), Martin Schulz (SPD), Christian Lindner
(FDP), Cem Özdemir (Greens), Sahra Wagenknecht (Left) and Alexander Gauland (AfD).
Respondents were asked to rate the politicians on an 11-point rating scale, ranging from −5
(‘I have a very negative opinion of the politician’) to +5 (‘I have a very positive opinion of the
politician’). Non-response categories included ‘Don’t know this politician’, ‘Don’t know’ and
‘Refused’, which we all coded as missing values. For issue competence perceptions, respondents
were first asked an open question: ‘What is currently the most/second most important political
problem in Germany?’ Afterwards, they were asked: ‘And which party, according to you, is
most capable of solving <Text of the most/second most important problem>?’ Besides ‘Don’t
know’ and ‘Refused’, the option ‘None’ was also offered for these questions to distinguish between
no opinion and no issue competency, with only the first coded as a missing value. Responses were
scored from 0 if the party was never mentioned, to 2 if the party was mentioned for both the most
and the second most important problem.

The three immigrant-specific variables are only included in the IMGES survey, not in the
GLES. For the length of time spent in Germany, we divided the time elapsed since respondents
immigrated to Germany in years by their age in years (for a similar approach, see Bergh and
Bjørklund 2010). The resulting ratio ranged from 0.01 (for recently arrived first-generation immi-
grants) to 1 (for second-generation immigrants who have lived all their life in Germany). Ethnic
identity was measured on a five-point scale by asking respondents if they felt they were a member
of one of the most common ethnic groups in their home country, ranging from 1 (‘does not apply
at all’) to 5 (‘totally applies’). We asked Germans of Turkish descent if they felt ‘Turkish’ or
‘Kurdish’, and Germans of post-Soviet descent if they felt ‘Russian-German’ or ‘Russian’. We
took the highest value over all groups for every respondent. For discrimination, we rely on group-
based discrimination as a filter question for individual experiences. We first asked respondents if
they would describe themselves as being a member of a group that is discriminated against in
Germany (yes/no). We then asked why the group is discriminated against, for example, because
of their ethnic origin, language, gender, disability or religion. Those that named ethnic origin,
language and/or religion as reasons were then asked how often they had experienced discrimin-
ation in five domains within the last five years, such as at the workplace or by the police, on a
three-point rating scale (often, sometimes, rarely). We calculated the mean frequency of

3This item has been established since the 1970s for the measurement of party identification in Germany and is also used by
GLES, allowing us comparisons between native and immigrant-origin voters. Compared to the wordings used in the United
States and UK, it is more complex, as it includes an introduction. However, the cue ‘lean towards’ is weaker than the United
States/UK question, thus also capturing sympathizers. For international comparisons, differences in question wordings could
also affect the results, and we would suppose that non-response would in general be lower in Germany, as the ‘lean towards’
stage is easier to reach than the ‘think of yourself’ part.
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discrimination over all five domains, resulting in a variable with values from 1 (seldom discrim-
ination) to 3 (very frequent discrimination). All respondents who did not describe themselves as
being part of a discriminated group were coded as 0. Controls were included for age (in years),
gender (reference: female), political interest (‘How strongly are you interested in politics?’; range: 1
[‘not at all’] to 5 [‘very strongly’]) and education (‘low’ for less than 10 years, ‘medium’ for 10 to
11 years, and ‘high’ for university entrance exam, the German Abitur). As 39 per cent of the
IMGES participants went to school in their country of origin, we asked for the number of
years they had attended school in order to make this measure comparable with the German sys-
tem. Accordingly, respondents with less than 10 years of schooling were coded as 1, 10 to 11 years
(and no university studies) were coded as 2 and more than 11 years were coded as 3. Furthermore,
we controlled for the immigrant groups (1 = Turkish descent; 2 = post-Soviet descent). All con-
tinuous variables were coded to range from 0 to 1 to allow for the comparison of magnitudes
of effect sizes across variables.

Analytical Strategy and Approach to Missing Values

Our analytical strategy consisted of two steps, each associated with a particular method. First, we
analysed the Michigan model’s explanatory power for both immigrant-origin and native voters
(H1), also testing for potential direct (H2a, H3a, H4a) and moderating effects of the immigrant-
specific variables (H2b, H3b, H4b). We did this by applying multi-level models to PTV. For these
models, we transformed our data to the long format, with six rows of party utilities per respond-
ent. The unit for analysis is therefore no longer the respondent, but the respondent’s evaluation of
a single party (see van der Eijk et al. 2006). The stacked data format increases the sample size by a
factor of six. We account for the clustering on the level of the individuals by estimating multi-level
linear regression models with random intercepts and robust standard errors, with PTV as first-
level and individuals as second-level units.

Second, by focusing on the potential formative effects of the immigrant-specific variables
(H2c, H3c, H4c), we estimated path models with robust standard errors. Here, our interest is
whether the immigrant-specific variables already determine whether immigrant-origin voters
express a party identification or report meaningful attitudes towards candidates and issues.
Certain levels of item non-response are common in most surveys and are thus often part of
research (for example, Berinsky 2008; Tourangeau, Rips, and Rasinski 2012). In general, two rea-
sons for item non-response are discussed (Riphahn and Serfling 2005; Tourangeau, Rips, and
Rasinski 2012): either respondents do not want to provide answers, for example, due to the sen-
sitive nature of questions (Tourangeau and Yan 2007); or respondents are not able to provide
answers because they do not understand the question, are not able to recall the content it taps
(for example, vote choice several years ago) or honestly do not have an opinion because they
never/rarely dealt with the question’s topic (Kroh 2006; Riphahn and Serfling 2005).

Explicitly modelling these patterns of missingness, we assumed that item non-responses
mainly represented the valid answers of those without political attitudes or party attachments
(Rubin, Stern, and Vehovar 1995), and thus assume that they are ‘valid non-responses’: respon-
dents do not indicate a directional attitude because they genuinely do not have one. We used item
non-response dummies for all three Michigan factors, coding item non-responses such as ‘Don’t
know’ and ‘Refused’ as 1, and all other answers as 0. Thus, we are able to distinguish between no
opinion, that is, those answering ‘Don’t know’ or who refuse to answer, and those expressing
negative opinions, that is, that they do not identify with a party, do not judge one party as
being competent to solve an issue or do not like a politician or are not likely to vote for a party.

As reported in Table 2, the proportions of missing values on propensities to vote, party iden-
tification and candidate evaluations are quite high in some of our sample(s). The proportion is
always lowest for native voters and almost always highest for Germans of (post-)Soviet descent.
Evaluations of smaller parties tend to yield higher proportions than these of bigger parties.
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Candidate evaluations of smaller parties reveal the largest proportions of missing values, with
14.4 per cent of native voters, 40.7 per cent of immigrant-origin voters overall, 35.3 per cent
of Germans of Turkish descent and 45.4 per cent of Germans of (post-)Soviet descent not giving
an assessment of the leading candidate of the liberal FDP. If our theoretical expectations on the
formative effects of the immigrant-specific variables (H2c, H3c, H4c) are correct, we would lose
information stemming from these differences by dropping cases with missing data using a classic
listwise-deletion procedure.

For both the regression and the path models, we thus used an imputation procedure for miss-
ing values, called ‘multiple complete random imputation’ (MCRI), introduced by Kroh (2006).
The MCRI general procedure starts with setting a seed (8,407) for reproducibility and sorting
the dataset randomly. Afterwards, we started by creating a new random variable ranging from
0 to 1, with a mean of 0.5 that is uniformly distributed. We then recoded this variable according
to the weighted distribution of the original variable. In a last step, we substituted this generated
value for all those with item non-response for the respective variable.

We repeated these procedures for the independent variable PTV, as well as for the dependent
variables – party identification, candidate evaluations and issue competency – for all six political
parties and the three voter groups separately (natives, Turkish descent and post-Soviet immi-
grants) to account for different distributions between parties and groups. This procedure guaran-
teed that we would find no artificial relationship for imputed cases between the imputed variables
and others.4 We repeated this procedure five times and used Stata’s Multiple Imputation (MI)
framework to analyse the imputed datasets.

Results
Before testing for the standard electoral choice and immigrant-specific perspectives, we give a
descriptive overview on the party preferences of immigrant-origin and native voters at the
2017 Bundestag election. In Table 3, we present the official election outcome in terms of second

Table 2. Shares of missing values in percentages for propensities to vote, party identification and candidate evaluation by
group

GLES
IMGES

Natives All immigrant-origin voters Only Turkish descent Only (post-)Soviet descent

PTV
CDU/CSU 2.8 10.9 6.0 15.2
SPD 2.8 10.5 5.8 14.7
Left Party 3.0 14.8 9.1 19.9
Greens 3.0 12.5 6.8 17.5
FDP 3.2 20.7 15.7 25.1
AfD 2.7 15.7 8.5 22.0

Party ID 3.2 9.6 7.7 11.2
Issue orientation 8.1 18.1 12.3 23.3
Candidate evaluations

CDU/CSU 1.3 6.7 6.9 6.5
SPD 5.8 17.6 11.9 22.6
Left Party 14.6 31.1 24.9 36.6
Greens 9.4 25.1 11.2 37.3
FDP 14.4 40.7 35.3 45.4
AfD 19.8 42.8 37.3 47.6

Notes: Natives: data from GLES. Others: data from IMGES. Grouped together: ‘don’t know’, no answer, ‘don’t know the party/politician’. CSU
for respondents from Bavaria; CDU for all other respondents. Reading example: 10.9 per cent of immigrant-origin voters did not indicate their
personal likelihood to vote for the CDU/CSU (6.0 per cent of Germans of Turkish descent, 15.2 per cent of Germans of (post-)Soviet descent
and 2.8 per cent of native voters).

4For such an artificial relationship, see Table SI 1, p. 2, Model 3b, in the Supplementary Material.
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votes (that is, the party vote in the German system), as well as the reported vote choice and the
PTV for native and immigrant-origin voters.

The official result of the 2017 election was of historically low support for the two government
parties (CDU/CSU and SPD) and the re-entry of the FDP into parliament. Most decisively, the
radical-right AfD entered the Bundestag for the first time. In general, these official results are
backed up by the GLES, even though we see an under-reporting for the AfD vote choice
among native voters. This pattern recurs in the PTV, with many German voters showing a
low willingness to support the AfD in general. Table 3 also shows that the number of respondents
providing information on PTV is decisively higher than those reporting their vote choice. For
immigrant-origin voters, the support pattern is more left-leaning than for natives: all right-wing
parties (CDU/CSU, FDP and AfD) perform slightly worse among immigrant voters, while the
traditional left-wing parties (SPD and the Left Party) perform better, the Greens being an excep-
tion. Important for our area of interest is that these differences among immigrant-origin and
native voters can be observed by looking at the reported second vote as well as at the PTV –
the AfD being the only exception here. In the Supplementary Material (Table SI 2, p. 3), we pro-
vide the results for immigrant-origin voters and distinguish between Turkish-origin and (post-)
Soviet-origin voters. Both groups differ sharply in their party support, the former group being
much more left-leaning than the latter.

Starting with our analysis, in Table 4, we present the results of several multi-level models with
stacked PTV as the dependent variable. In model 1, we estimate the Michigan model for the
group of native voters with party identification, candidate evaluations and issue competence per-
ceptions. It is not surprising that all of these variables significantly affect party preference among
native voters, supporting a well-established finding for Germany. The effects of candidate orien-
tation and party identification stand out here, with issue considerations being significant but far
less important for explaining party preferences.

Model 2 estimates the same model for the group of immigrant-origin voters. The important
finding here is that all Michigan model variables are also related to the party preferences of
this group. At the same time, party identification and candidate assessment each play a weaker
role for immigrant-origin voters, while issue orientations are somewhat stronger related to
party support than we find for natives (see Table SI 3, p. 3, in the Supplementary Material).
Given that party identification is a long-term concept acquired during political socialization,
this difference between immigrant-origin and native voters is in line with our theoretical expecta-
tions. In summary, these results show that the Michigan model works well for both native and
immigrant-origin voters, supporting the baseline hypothesis (H1). While there are differences
as to party preferences between the two groups (see Table 3), to a large extent, these can be
explained by the standard electoral research perspective.

Let us now turn to the potential impact of the immigrant-specific variables. Starting with their
direct effects, we add length of stay (H2a), ethnic identity (H3a) and discrimination experiences

Table 3. Party preferences of immigrant-origin and native voters at the 2017 Bundestag election

Second vote (percentage) PTV (mean)

Official result Natives (GLES) Migrants (IMGES) Natives (GLES) Migrants (IMGES)

CDU/CSU 33.0 30 23 5.5 5.2
SPD 20.5 20 23 5.6 5.6
Left Party 9.2 11 19 3.4 4.4
Greens 8.9 13 11 4.4 4.1
FDP 10.7 12 9 4.2 3.9
AfD 12.6 10 8 1.3 1.7
Other 5.1 4 7
N 1,571 576 1,631–1,637 784–891
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(H4a) in Model 3. It turns out that their inclusion leaves the effects of the Michigan model vari-
ables virtually unaffected because none of the immigrant-specific variables is significantly related
to the party preferences of immigrant-origin voters. Showing that this finding is not due to multi-
collinearity, we additionally run a model without the Michigan model variables (Model 4) and,
finally, also drop the controls (Model 5). In none of these models are the effects of length of stay,
ethnic identity and discrimination significant. A Wald test (F[3, 136.4] = 0.27, p = 0.884) reveals
that even their joint inclusion does not lead to a statistically significant improvement of the stand-
ard Michigan model. Thus, we can only conclude that immigrant-specific approaches do not
matter directly in the German context, giving no support for H2a, H3a or H4a. Given the

Table 4. Multi-level linear regression models on PTVs for native and immigrant-origin voters

Model 1:
natives

Model 2:
migrants

Model 3:
migrants

Model 4:
migrants

Model 5:
migrants

Party identification 3.37*** 2.38*** 2.38***
(0.11) (0.24) (0.24)

Candidate evaluations 5.11*** 3.36*** 3.36***
(0.15) (0.34) (0.34)

Issue orientations 0.81*** 2.09*** 2.09***
(0.13) (0.36) (0.36)

Immigrant-specific factors
Length of stay −0.15 −0.65 −0.05

(0.36) (0.35) (0.23)
Ethnic identity −0.04 −0.05 −0.04

(0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
Discrimination 0.02 −0.12 −0.11

(0.08) (0.10) (0.10)
Controls

Age −1.03*** −0.66* −0.79* −0.91*
(0.17) (0.31) (0.40) (0.43)

Gender: male −0.04 −0.01 −0.01 −0.00
(0.07) (0.10) (0.10) (0.11)

Education 0.59*** 0.22 0.22 0.33*
(0.10) (0.14) (0.14) (0.16)

Political interest 0.11 0.24 0.24 0.29
(0.15) (0.22) (0.23) (0.25)

(Post-)Soviet descent (base:
Turkish)

−0.02 −0.06 −0.10
(0.11) (0.14) (0.15)

Controlling for party (reference cat.: CDU/CSU)
SPD 0.92*** 1.16*** 1.16*** 0.38 0.38

(0.09) (0.24) (0.24) (0.28) (0.28)
Left Party −0.87*** −0.01 −0.01 −0.75** −0.75**

(0.10) (0.25) (0.25) (0.28) (0.28)
Greens −0.07 0.29 0.29 −0.96** −0.96**

(0.10) (0.31) (0.31) (0.33) (0.33)
FDP −0.09 −0.12 −0.12 −1.37*** −1.37***

(0.09) (0.30) (0.30) (0.28) (0.28)
AfD −0.84*** −1.44*** −1.44*** −3.69*** −3.69***

(0.12) (0.22) (0.22) (0.24) (0.24)
Constant 1.19*** 1.94*** 2.24*** 5.86*** 5.43***

(0.18) (0.30) (0.56) (0.49) (0.31)
Variance (Level 2 random

intercept)
−0.25*** −0.06 −0.06 −0.08 −0.06
(0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.07) (0.07)

Variance (Level 1 error) 0.82*** 0.83*** 0.83*** 1.02*** 1.03***
(0.01) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02)

N 10,308 5,412 5,412 5,412 5,412
Mean AIC 44,891 25,997 26,002 28,104 28,110
Mean BIC 45,023 25,989 26,013 28,128 28,101

Notes: Weighted and stacked data, robust standard errors in parentheses, mean coefficients after multiple imputation analyses with m = 5; all
continuous independent variables recoded to range from 0 to 1. *** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05.
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encompassing literature on the relevance of immigrant-specific variables for political participa-
tion and the few previous studies addressing their impact on vote choice, this is a noteworthy
finding. Also, we come to the same conclusion for the full Model 3 when differentiating further
between Turkish-origin and (post-)Soviet-origin voters (see Table SI 7 in the Supplementary
Material).

Next, we analyse the potential moderating effects of the immigrant-specific variables, asking:
do they alter the effects of party identification or candidate or issue orientations? We find limited
support for this possibility. Table 5 shows a summary of a total of nine tests for the interaction
effects between the three immigrant-specific variables and the three Michigan model variables.
For this, we rerun Model 3, adding the product-term variables first separately for each immigrant-
specific variable, and then all nine in one model (for the complete models M6–M9, see Table A1
in the Appendix). In contrast to the theoretical expectations, eight of these interaction models do
not yield significant improvements, the only exception being the interaction between the time
spent in Germany and the effect of candidate evaluations. While this moderation effect gives lim-
ited support for H2b and is theoretically founded (migrant voters might gather more knowledge
about German candidates the longer they live in the country and use this information for their
vote choices), we would have expected length of stay in Germany to play an even more decisive
role in moderating the effect of party identification. However, neither ethnic identity nor discrim-
ination significantly moderate the Michigan model’s core variables, giving no support for H3b or
H4b.

Summarizing our empirical evidence so far, we were unable to find any direct effects and
almost no moderating effects of the immigrant-specific variables. While this holds little support
for our theoretical expectations, it is too early to state that such approaches are inadequate for
explaining immigrant-origin voters’ party preferences. It might be that immigrant-specific
approaches initially affect the prerequisites of the Michigan model, that is, the existence of
attitudes and attachments towards parties, candidates and issues. From this perspective, the
large numbers of missing values for the Michigan model’s core variables (see Table 2) might
be related to the immigrant-specific variables: longer-term immigrants with a strong
German identity and little experience with discrimination may report significantly fewer
item non-responses than recently arrived immigrants with a strong ethnic identity and strong
discrimination experiences.

In order to test for such formative effects (H2c, H3c, H4c), we employ path models to our
sample of immigrant-origin voters. In the basic model, the variables age, education, gender
and political interest affect party identification, which, in itself, has a direct effect on PTV.
There are also two indirect effects of party identification on PTV through candidate and issue
orientations. The two short-term Michigan model factors correlate with each other and, addition-
ally, have a direct effect on PTV. Lastly, the level of PTV varies by immigrant group. To these
models, we now add four dummy variables for item non-response, taking up the value of 1 if
the respondent did not answer the question, and 0 if they did. Hence, we analyse how the
immigrant-specific factors affect these missing-value dummy variables, presenting the results
in Table 6.

Altogether, we estimate four models: Models 10–12 each include one immigrant-specific fac-
tor, whereas Model 13 allows a comparison of all three. In contrast to the negligible direct and

Table 5. The p-values of the product-term variables of the immigrant-specific and Michigan model variables

Party ID Candidate evaluations Issue orientations

Length of stay 0.139 0.021 0.622
Ethnic identification 0.847 0.462 0.488
Discrimination 0.129 0.486 0.682

Note: Mean p-values based on Table A1, Model 9, in the Appendix.
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moderating effects reported so far, Table 6 indicates significant formative effects of the
immigrant-specific variables on the presence of political attitudes and beliefs, regardless of whether
we estimate these variables separately or jointly. The most relevant and consistent of these effects is
caused by the length of stay in the country of residence: long-term immigrant-origin voters show
decisively fewer non-responses on party identification, candidate evaluations and ascribed issue
competences than more recently arrived immigrants. Comparing those Germans who have only
spent a small fraction of their lives in Germany with those who have spent all of their lives
there, we see an estimated decrease of 15 percentage points in the likelihood of not expressing
any party identification, a decrease of 22 percentage points in the probability of not indicating a
candidate evaluation and a decrease of 18 percentage points in the likelihood of not expressing
an issue evaluation (Model 13). We see these sizeable effects as supporting H2c and interpret
them as deriving from immigrant-origin voters’ greater knowledge of the core Michigan model
variables, acquired during their years spent in Germany.

A comparable, but less coherent, picture emerges for ethnic identity: strong ethnic (that is,
non-German) identifiers show more non-response for candidates (two percentage points) and
issues (three percentage points) but not for party identity. While these effects are much smaller
than the ones reported for time spent in Germany, we interpret them as indicating a lower
interest in ethnic identifiers for German politics in general, especially for the more
information-demanding and short-term Michigan model factors. For the long-term factor of
party identity, strong ethnic identifiers might learn which party to vote for through their ethnic
networks, which makes gathering knowledge about candidates and issues less relevant to them

Table 6. The effect of immigrant-specific factors on missingness of the Michigan model’s core variables (only
immigrant-origin voters), path models

Model 10: including
length of stay

Model 11: including
ethnic identity

Model 12: including
discrimination

Model 13: including all
immigrant-specific variables

DV: missing party ID ←
Length of stay in
Germany

−0.14*** −0.15***
(0.02) (0.02)

Ethnic identity −0.01 −0.01
(0.01) (0.01)

Discrimination
index

−0.01
(0.01)

0.00
(0.01)

Constant 0.18 0.12 0.09 0.23
(0.02) (0.03) (0.01) (0.04)

DV: missing candidate evaluation ←
Length of stay in
Germany

−0.25*** −0.22***
(0.04) (0.04)

Ethnic identity 0.02* 0.02*
(0.01) (0.01)

Discrimination
index

−0.07***
(0.01)

−0.06***
(0.01)

Constant 0.44 0.20 0.29 0.37
(0.03) (0.04) (0.01) (0.05)

DV: missing issue orientation ←
Length of stay in
Germany

−0.19*** −0.18***
(0.04) (0.04)

Ethnic identity 0.03*** 0.03***
(0.01) (0.00)

Discrimination
index

−0.02 −0.02
(0.01) (0.01)

Constant 0.30 0.06 0.18 0.19
(0.03) (0.02) (0.01) (0.03)

Notes: Weighted and stacked data, robust standard errors in parentheses, mean coefficients after multiple imputation analyses with m = 5; all
continuous independent variables recoded to range from 0 to 1. For the full table with all paths, see Table A2 in the Appendix. DV =
dependent variable. *** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05.
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(see also Barreto 2007, Bergh and Bjørklund 2010). Together, these findings give some support
for H3c.

Lastly, we look at the effects of discrimination. Here, only the path of candidate evaluations on
the missing dummy is significant and negative (six percentage points): the more that
immigrant-origin voters feel discriminated against, the more likely they are to report attitudes
towards German candidates. While the null effects of discrimination on party identification and
on issues remind us to interpret this finding carefully, there is little support for the interpretation
that immigrants who have experienced discrimination show less interest in or even feel alienated
from German politics, as this should have led to higher rates of item non-response. Rather, discri-
minated immigrant-origin voters seem to put more emphasis on getting to know which candidates
might be responsible for discrimination, or they look out for candidates of their own ethnicity when
casting their votes, thereby acquiring meaningful attitudes towards them (H4c).

To corroborate our results, we also conducted several sensitivity analyses (see the
Supplementary Material). We first estimated our models only for those respondents without
missing values on the key variables to see if listwise deletion changed our findings (see Tables
SI 4 and SI 5 in the Supplementary Material). We find similar results concerning the direction
and significance of effects if we exclude those with missing values for party identification, can-
didate evaluations, issue orientations and propensity to vote for all analyses. Next, we estimated
the models separately for the groups of voters and non-voters to look for differences between the
politically mobilized and non-mobilized (see Tables SI 4, SI 5 and SI 6 in the Supplementary
Material). We find the same significant results for direct effects and formative effects. For the
moderating effects, only one out of nine product-term variables (the negative product-term of
partisanship and discrimination) for the group of voters, and none for the group of non-voters,
is statistically significant at the 5 per cent level. In general, our findings for direct, moderation and
formative effects were very similar. Finally, we estimated all models for the group of
Turkish-descent and (post-)Soviet-origin immigrant-origin voters (see Tables SI 7 and SI 8 in
the Supplementary Material). The results confirm the applicability of the Michigan model for
both subgroups and the meaninglessness of any direct and moderating effects of the immigrant-
specific variables. The formative effects of length of stay, ethnic identity and discrimination, as
indicated in the path models, hold for the subgroup of (post-)Soviet voters. For
Turkish-descent voters, time spent in Germany lowers the number of item non-responses only
for party identification, while ethnic identity and discrimination experiences show more ambigu-
ous formative effects than we find for the group of all immigrant-origin voters (see Table SI 9 in
the Supplementary Material). We also check whether the inclusion of income, coded as terciles
and also including a category for missing values (12 per cent of respondents), changes the
results.5 However, we still find no significant results for direct effects (see Table SI 10 in the
Supplementary Material). For the moderating and formative effects (see Table SI 11 and
Table SI 12 in the Supplementary Material, respectively), our results are also very similar. In gen-
eral, length of stay in Germany shows larger and more coherent effects on item non-response for
the Michigan model variables (H2c) than the other immigrant-specific variables (H3c and H4c).6

Conclusions
Migrant voters now make up a sizeable group in the electorate of many Western countries, but we
know surprisingly little about the drivers of their party preferences. While some previous studies
have taken up a standard electoral studies perspective – trying to explain immigrant-origin voters’
party preferences with the same theories used for native voters – others have stressed the role of
immigrant-specific variables. Here, we rigorously tested these perspectives against each other,
using the Michigan model variables to account for the first perspective, and length of stay, ethnic

5We thank one of the anonymous reviewers for this suggestion.
6We also ran additional analyses with state fixed effects. These additional models yielded no qualitatively different results.
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identity and discrimination as the most prominent variables for the second, immigrant-specific
perspective. Focusing on Germany, a multiparty system with a very different immigrant-origin
voter population in comparison with both the United States and the UK – but one much
more representative of Continental Europe – we used the most recent, high-quality survey data
to model the two distinct approaches.

In sum, the Michigan model was able to explain the party preferences of native and
immigrant-origin voters well, with the slight variation that party identification is more important
for the former, whereas issue orientations matter more for the latter. While this standard electoral
studies perspective gets us far in understanding immigrant voters’ party preferences, the most
prominent immigrant-specific factors play a special role in adding to our understanding.

Our first main finding here is that immigrant-specific factors do not exercise any direct effects,
nor do they moderate the effects of the Michigan model’s core variables in a relevant way. These
non-findings stand in sharp contrast to many previous contributions on immigrant-origin voters.
It could simply be possible that we did not measure all immigrant-specific constructs optimally and,
therefore, failed to find direct effects. We did collect these data ourselves, but we might have missed
something. More interestingly, this might be due to differences in the political systems of the host
societies or due to the fact that few previous studies have fully controlled for standard variables and
immigrant-specific variables at the same time. As we also found some variation between the two
biggest groups of immigrant-origin voters in Germany, a straightforward research design for future
studies would be to analyse the party preferences of the same immigrant group across different host
societies – a design currently prevented due to reasons of data availability.

Our second main finding might also motivate future studies to analyse the role of
immigrant-specific variables well before the point in time when they are usually considered.
While we find few direct and moderating effects, length of stay, ethnic identity and discrimin-
ation experiences do exert formative effects on the party preferences of immigrant-origin
voters. Especially, immigrants who have spent a longer time in Germany are much abler
and/or more willing to express their party identification and their candidate and issue orienta-
tions. Studies that focus exclusively on direct and moderating effects may thus underestimate
the role of immigrant-specific factors, which seem to have much stronger effects at the begin-
ning of standard electoral research models.

To the best of our knowledge, we are the first to explicitly analyse the reasons for such item
non-response patterns among immigrant-origin voters. However, in their study on the party
identities of Asian and Latino voters in the United States, Hajnal and Lee (2006, 138) report
that ‘from the standpoint of most conventional approaches to party identification … about
half of these immigration-based groups would likely be coded and discounted as “missing
data”’. This seems to stand in stark contrast to recent findings from the UK, reporting a strong
party identity among several immigrant groups for Labour (Heath et al. 2013, ch. 6). In any case,
given the levels of item non-response for central political variables among both US and German
immigrant groups, further analyses of their potential reasons and consequences for immigrants’
political integration seem promising.
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Table A1. Multi-level linear regression on propensities to vote, with immigrant-specific factors as moderators of the
Michigan variables, only immigrant voters

Model 6: interaction
with length of stay

Model 7: interaction
with ethnic identity

Model 8: interaction with
discrimination

Model 9: full
model

Party identification 1.44 2.42* 2.42*** 1.42
(0.80) (0.92) (0.28) (1.19)

Candidate evaluations 2.00*** 4.03*** 3.32*** 2.51*
(0.58) (0.92) (0.32) (1.13)

Issue orientations 2.80** 1.83 2.04*** 2.62
(0.92) (1.17) (0.33) (1.35)

Immigrant-specific factors
Length of stay in Germany −1.23* −1.20*

(0.51) (0.53)
Ethnic identity 0.05 0.03

(0.11) (0.11)
Discrimination index −0.08 −0.04

(0.10)
Length of stay × party ID 1.27 1.33

(1.13) (1.09)
Length of stay × candidate
evaluations

2.14** 1.99*

(0.75) (0.78)
Length of stay × issue
orientations

−1.13 −1.05

(1.24) (1.23)
Ethnic identity × party ID −0.04 0.03

(0.24) (0.23)
Ethnic identity ×
candidate evaluations

−0.17 −0.14

(0.22) (0.22)
Ethnic identity × issue
orientations

0.08 0.02

(0.31) (0.31)
Discrimination index ×
party ID

−0.45 −0.46

(0.34) (0.31)
Discrimination index ×
candidate evaluations

0.31 0.25

(0.28) (0.27)
Discrimination index ×
issue orientations

0.10 0.07

(0.36) (0.36)
Controls

Age −0.66 −0.61* −0.58 −0.70
(0.36) (0.29) (0.29) (0.36)

Gender: male −0.01 −0.00 −0.01 −0.00
(0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10)

Education 0.27 0.25 0.26 0.26
(0.14) (0.15) (0.15) (0.14)

Political interest 0.18 0.17 0.19 0.17
(0.20) (0.20) (0.20) (0.20)

(Post-)Soviet descent
(base: Turkish)

−0.08 −0.03 −0.03 −0.08

(0.15) (0.11) (0.12) (0.15)
Controlling for party (reference cat.: CDU/CSU)

SPD 1.11*** 1.18*** 1.19*** 1.13***
(0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18)

Left Party −0.08 −0.07 −0.06 −0.07
(0.22) (0.21) (0.21) (0.21)

Greens 0.31 0.36 0.38 0.33
(0.24) (0.24) (0.25) (0.23)

FDP −0.16 −0.13 −0.13 −0.16
(Continued )

1052 Achim Goerres et al.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123421000302 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123421000302


Table A1. (Continued.)

Model 6: interaction
with length of stay

Model 7: interaction
with ethnic identity

Model 8: interaction with
discrimination

Model 9: full
model

(0.22) (0.22) (0.22) (0.22)
AfD −1.46*** −1.46*** −1.47*** −1.45***

(0.22) (0.22) (0.22) (0.22)
Constant 2.84*** 1.77*** 1.95*** 2.74**

(0.57) (0.51) (0.29) (0.77)
Variance (Level 2 random

intercept)
−0.07 −0.06 −0.06 −0.07

(0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06)
Variance (Level 1 error) 0.81*** 0.81*** 0.81*** 0.81***

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
N 5,412 5,412 5,412 5,412
Mean AIC 25,842 25,879 25,880 25,839
Mean BIC 25,974 26,011 26,012 26,023

Notes: Weighted and stacked data, robust standard errors in parentheses, mean coefficients after multiple imputation analyses with m = 5; all
continuous independent variables recoded to range from 0 to 1. *** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05.

Table A2. Full path models on PTV (only immigrant voters)

Model 10:
including length of

stay
Model 11: including

ethnic identity
Model 12: including

discrimination
Model 13: including all

immigrant-specific variables

MV party ID (dummy) ←
Length of stay in
Germany

−0.14*** −0.15***

(0.02) (0.02)
Ethnic identity −0.01 −0.01

(0.01) (0.01)
Discrimination index −0.01 0.00

(0.01) (0.01)
Constant 0.18 0.12 0.09 0.23

(0.02) (0.03) (0.01) (0.04)
MV candidates (dummy) ←

Length of stay in
Germany

−0.25*** −0.22***

(0.04) (0.04)
Ethnic identity 0.02* 0.02*

(0.01) (0.01)
Discrimination index −0.07*** −0.06***

(0.01) (0.01)
Constant 0.44 0.20 0.29 0.37

(0.03) (0.04) (0.01) (0.05)
MV issues (dummy) ←

Length of stay in
Germany

−0.19*** −0.18***

(0.04) (0.04)
Ethnic identity 0.03*** 0.03***

(0.01) (0.00)
Discrimination index −0.02 −0.02

(0.01) (0.01)
Constant 0.30 0.06 0.18 0.19

(0.03) (0.02) (0.01) (0.03)
Party ID ←

MV party ID −0.00 −0.00 −0.00 −0.00
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)

Age 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)

Education 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

(Continued )
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Table A2. (Continued.)

Model 10:
including length of

stay

Model 11: including
ethnic identity

Model 12: including
discrimination

Model 13: including all
immigrant-specific variables

Gender: male −0.00 −0.00 −0.00 −0.00
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

Political interest 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)

Constant 0.08** 0.08** 0.08** 0.08**
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)

Candidate evaluations ←
MV candidate
evaluations

−0.03 −0.03 −0.03 −0.03

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Party ID 0.27*** 0.27*** 0.27*** 0.27***

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Constant 0.48*** 0.48*** 0.48*** 0.48***

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Issue orientations ←

MV issues −0.01 −0.01 −0.01 −0.01
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)

Party ID 0.37*** 0.37*** 0.37*** 0.37***
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)

Constant 0.07*** 0.07*** 0.07*** 0.07***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

PTV ←
MV PTV 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11

(0.31) (0.31) (0.31) (0.31)
Party ID 2.11*** 2.11*** 2.11*** 2.11***

(0.30) (0.30) (0.30) (0.30)
Candidates 3.54*** 3.54*** 3.54*** 3.54***

(0.24) (0.24) (0.24) (0.24)
Issue orientations 2.04*** 2.04*** 2.04*** 2.04***

(0.44) (0.44) (0.44) (0.44)
Immigrant group:
Turkish

−0.09 −0.09 −0.09 −0.09

(0.14) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14)
Constant 3.05*** 3.05*** 3.05*** 3.05***

(0.31) (0.31) (0.31) (0.31)
Variance PTV 6.51*** 6.51*** 6.51*** 6.51***

(0.23) (0.23) (0.23) (0.23)
Variance MV PTV 0.11 0.12 0.12 0.11

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Variance party ID 0.10*** 0.10*** 0.10*** 0.10***

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Variance MV party ID 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Variance candidates 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Variance MV

candidates
0.11 0.12 0.12 0.11

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Variance issues 0.06*** 0.06*** 0.06*** 0.06***

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Variance MV issues 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Covariance

(candidates and
issues)

0.01*** 0.01*** 0.01*** 0.01***

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
N 5,412 5,412 5,412 5,412

Notes: Weighted and stacked data, MV = missing value, robust standard errors in parentheses, mean coefficients after multiple imputation
analyses with m = 5; all continuous independent variables recoded to range from 0 to 1. *** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05.
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