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From being a marginal research topic that only interested a few scholars just a decade ago, the right to vote of immigrants in home country election —external voting— is progressively becoming a theme covered in numerous scientific books and journals. While the growth of this field of research can naturally be related to the increase in the number of countries allowing external voting, the interest of migration scholars interested in transnational political participation has also greatly contributed to shed light on this practice. 

If the interest is real, there is not yet broad consensus on the concepts to describe this new reality. In this article, I start by looking at the historical origin of external voting in an attempt to define the practice as a set of administrative procedures. However, looking at its speedy global development, I argue that external voting is taking a different meaning for both sending and receiving societies in the era of globalization. Drawing on different examples from Europe, Latin America and Africa, and comparing the early development of external voting legislations with contemporary processes that lead to the enfranchisement of citizens abroad, I argue that the enfranchisement of citizens abroad is now part of a larger state strategy of developing external citizenship in order to capture what some scholars call the “diaspora resource”. For receiving states, I show through two case studies that the development of foreign electoral campaigns on their territory still triggers classic Westphalian fears of dual loyalties of immigrants. Nonetheless, I show that under specific circumstances, external voting can also be perceived by receiving states an opportunity to capture the votes of citizens enfranchised in both the sending and receiving societies. 

Origins of the enfranchisement of citizens abroad

The practice of casting votes from outside the national territory is not new and has been given many names over time—such as external voting, emigrant voting, expatriate voting, diaspora voting, absentee voting, absent voting, out-of-country voting, extraterritorial voting, transnational voting, distance voting, and remote voting — which do not necessarily cover the same practice. As rightly underlined by (Ellis 2007), the first documented experiences preceded the era of modern democracies. Indeed, the Roman Emperor Augustus allowed senators in newly founded colonies to send their votes for the city offices of Rome by mail. This scholar also argues that, much later on, the US state of Wisconsin was the first to allow its soldiers fighting for the Union during the Civil War to cast external votes in 1862.


From the turn of the 20th century to World War II, external voting legislation was implemented in different parts of the world. They all shared the characteristic of restricting the possibility to vote from abroad to specific professional categories of citizens. New Zealand (1890) and Australia (1902), for instance, restricted external voting rights to seafarers in the first pieces of legislation they adopted. Most of the restrictions, however, limited the exercise of this right to citizens serving the home country from abroad. Military and diplomatic personnel stationed abroad were traditionally the citizens who had most rapidly been allowed to vote from outside the national territory. 

The reason for such a development is in line with the way emigrants were perceived in their home countries at the time. Except for a few instances when emigrants were considered as political or economic resources during the 19th century (see Schmitter Heisler 1984), sending states usually considered emigrants as poor citizens who were leaving for good and states lacked interest in trying to maintain links with their emigrants. Most importantly, national sovereignty was a main concern for these countries in the early 20th century. Allowing citizens abroad, who may have developed possible allegiances to other nations, to vote in home-country elections was perceived as dangerous. This rationale obviously did not apply to citizens serving the nation-state from abroad, such as soldiers and diplomats. For this reason, countries like Canada allowed military personnel abroad to take part in elections by mail in 1915, with the United States following in 1942 and India in 1950. Similarly, France adopted specific legislation for administrators stationed in the occupied Rhineland in 1924, while the United Kingdom invited citizens who were working abroad in matters of critical national importance to vote in 1945. 

Because of the restrictive nature of these early legislations on external voting, it could originally be defined relatively simply as a three-step process consisting of the registration of qualified citizens abroad, the casting of ballots from outside the national territory and the allocation and counting of ballots cast abroad. From a purely technical viewpoint, this definition still describes the process of external voting as it happens today: First, voter registration abroad refers to the operation by which qualified nonresident citizens, as identified in the electoral legislation, are added to the electoral roll of citizens residing abroad. Registration may either be passive (citizens abroad are automatically added to the voter registries) or active (they must request registration). Passive registration implies that all citizens abroad identified by home-country authorities as qualified external voters are added to the voter registries of an election without having to express the will to participate. Second, votes cant be cast from abroad through four different modalities: vote in person in consulates, embassies or polling stations abroad, vote by mail, vote by proxy or electronic voting through ICTs. Third, votes cast abroad are opened and counted either by electoral officers abroad or in the home country and these votes are either allocated to a home country constituency with which the emigrant can justify some tie, an extra-territorial constituency or a pre-determined home country constituency (e.g. capital city) in which external votes are mixed with resident votes.

After World War II, more countries passed external voting legislation—particularly in the former French and British colonies. Indonesia’s (1953) and Colombia’s (1961) legislation, however, marked a turning point in the evolution of external voting because they were both drafted with the intent of widely enfranchising citizens abroad. The absence of activity-related provisions in their legislation marked the difference between external voting as a set of electoral procedures and external voting as a right acknowledging that residence abroad is not a valid ground for exclusion from the polity.

As mentioned, early developments of external voting focused on the enfranchisement of individuals temporarily abroad who were serving the national interests of the sending state. While the fact that these service members and diplomats were nationals was indispensable to the possibility of voting from abroad, citizenship was not the main argument on which voting rights were given. Instead, it was the type of activity that they conducted abroad that made them members of the polity, despite their absence from the national territory. The case for diplomats was even clearer in the sense that, from a legal viewpoint, they were not residing outside of the national territory. 

Because the electoral participation of these categories of citizens was usually numerically limited, less politically contentious, and less logistically complex to organize, such legislation spread worldwide.
 Indeed, today most states possess legislative provisions allowing at least some citizens abroad to take part in home-country elections. More precisely, Collyer and Vathi (2007) argue that historically the number of countries allowing external voting has been underestimated and conclude, as does the International IDEA Handbook on External Voting (2007), that external voting—understood as a set of procedures allowing some or all citizens of a country to vote in home-country elections from outside the national territory—is widespread today at the international level since over 100 countries have adopted such legislation. This does not, however, hide the fact that there exist large differences between the different pieces of external voting legislation worldwide, and that some states have failed to adopt additional legislation that would render external voting effective in fully enfranchising all nationals living abroad (e.g. Turkey and Greece).

As shown in table 1, what is striking with the adoption of external voting legislation in many parts of the world is not only the lesser importance of professional criteria to be qualified as a voter from abroad, it is also the fact that the increase in the number of states allowing external voting mainly accelerated tremendously in the 1990s and 2000s.

Table 1. Countries that Implemented External Voting Policies for the First Time in the 1990s and 2000s

	Decade
	Country (date)

	1990s (27)
	Argentina (1993), Austria (1990), Belarus (1994), Belgium (1999), Bosnia and Herzegovina (1996), Botswana (1997), Bulgaria (1990), Cape Verde (1991), Côte d’Ivoire (1995), Croatia (1992), Estonia (1992), Georgia (1995), Guinea (1993), Kazakhstan (1994), Latvia (1992), Lithuania (1992), Moldova (1993), Namibia (1994), Poland (1990), Romania (1990), Senegal (1993), Slovenia (1992), South Africa (1994), Tajikistan (1994), Ukraine (1994), Uzbekistan (1994), Venezuela (1998)

	2000s (29)
	Afghanistan (2004), Bolivia (2009), Cameroon (2011), Chad (2001), Czech Republic (2002), Dominican Republic (2004), Ecuador (2006), Egypt (2011), Gabon (2009), Ghana (2008), Honduras (2001), Hungary (2004), India (2004), Iraq (2004), Italy (2003), Japan (2002), Kyrgyzstan (2000), Laos (2006), Liechtenstein (2004), Mexico (2006), Monaco (2007), Mozambique (2004), Nauru (2004), Philippines (2004), Pitcairn Islands (2001), Rwanda (2003), Singapore (2006), Thailand (2000), Tunisia (2004) 

	Total: 56
	


Source: IDEA and IFE (2007) and own research (Lafleur 2013).

Enfranchising citizens abroad in the era of external political citizenship

In this article, I argue that the generalization of external voting at the international level has to be related to the development of sending state policies towards citizens abroad that Smith calls “diasporic policies” (2003). In this sense, we should consider that external voting is not only becoming a norm shared by a vast majority of states but is also one of the many tools used by sending states to connect with citizens abroad. In this sense, it can be argued that the meaning of external voting has changed progressively.

Different states like Italy or Poland tried to capture emigrant remittances or their political support from abroad during the 19th century (Schmitter Heisler 1984) through flattering discourses or the adoption of policies towards emigrants. Yet, these policies and discourses developed by sending-state authorities in favor of citizens abroad have become widely adopted across the globe in recent years. At the discursive level, Waterbury (2010) has rightly pointed out that many homeland governments have drafted new discourses on the “global nation,” which extends beyond the traditional borders of the nation-state to encompass the diaspora. In the different countries where home states try to engage with their citizens abroad, they often produce these new discourses, presenting them as a valuable resource (or even as national heroes) in an attempt to stimulate their allegiances (Gamlen 2006). One of the best know examples of such a discursive change is Haiti where discursive changes on emigration have even led to the symbolic redefinition of national boundaries; the nation is viewed as an extraterritorial entity that encompasses the multiple spaces where the diaspora is located. (Laguerre 1999). At the policy level, sending states are increasingly adopting policies that address issues that emigrants face when dealing with their home country (e.g., tax issues, access to consular services, investment in the home country, etc.). They can also primarily seek to strengthen emigrants’ feelings of belonging to the home country (e.g., dual citizenship, language courses, cultural programs abroad, etc.). The particular development of dual nationality legislation in countries that formerly prohibited it and the increase in rights attached to the status of citizens residing abroad confirm the desire of many states to strengthen relations with their communities abroad (Spiro 2006). 

The main consequence of these discursive and policy changes at the global level has development of what Bauböck calls external citizenship (2009) which is a status allowing migrants to be members of two political communities without necessarily having to choose between them. External citizenship is both a legal status—the status of holding the citizenship of a state where one does not live—and a form of belonging to the polity—by voting in home-country elections from outside the national territory 


(Rubio-Marín 2006; Barry 2006; Bauböck 2007) ADDIN EN.CITE . External citizenship is thus as much a status granted by the state as the result of migrant practices. These practices, while always aiming to impact the home country, do not only concern the national polity. External citizens may try to have an impact on regional or municipal authorities as well as nongovernmental actors, such as their relatives or the community they used to live in. In that sense, external citizenship is the status that acknowledges the transnational character of some migrants’ lives and recognizes their capacity to remain active in the home country despite their absence on the national territory. 

In the development of external citizenship over the last two decades, it is important to note that sending states have given significant attention to the political aspects of external citizenship. Extrapolating Martiniello’s (2000a) work on immigrant political citizenship in countries of residence, it can be argued that external political citizenship consists of three dimensions that qualify both political status and a sense of belonging in the home country: consultation, representation, and participation. The first dimension is the capacity of migrants to be consulted by home-country authorities. In recent years, different countries have shown a willingness to better take emigrants’ interests into consideration by fostering the exchange of information. Defending the interests of emigrants in the home country has often been the task of emigrant associations, home country trade unions, and political parties present in countries of residence. The strong presence of Italian trade unions in many countries of residence throughout the 20th century is one example of this phenomenon. Increasingly however, home states have consulted with emigrants through meetings, forums, conferences, and conventions (Gamlen 2006). In addition, sending countries are now financing academic research on topics related to the presence of citizens abroad. But most importantly, it is the creation of dedicated agencies (such as the Institute for Mexicans Abroad in Mexico and the National Secretariat for Migrants in Ecuador) or specific ministries (such as Italy’s Ministry for Italians Abroad) that support this new trend for consultation. Independently of the state’s desire to instrumentalize emigrant communities, these bodies have indeed been designed and presented to citizens abroad as tools to monitor their needs and foster the adoption of policies to respond to their interests.

The second dimension of external political citizenship is the representation of emigrants in the home country. As I mentioned, emigrants have traditionally had informal ways of being heard and indirectly represented in the home country through associations, as well as home-country political parties and labor unions lobbying in their name. In recent years, however, many sending countries have formalized emigrant representation through the development of consultative bodies. These organs are composed of representatives discussing emigration issues with home-country authorities in the name of emigrants. With respect to the composition of these councils, their members can either be chosen by the emigrant community itself after specific elections are held abroad (e.g., the Representatives Council of Brazilians Living Abroad) or appointed by home-country authorities (e.g., the Consultative Council of Moroccans Abroad, CCME). Also, because these bodies mainly serve to facilitate consultation with citizens abroad, they often include nonmigrant actors who have stakes in the dialogue between the home state and the diaspora. These actors can be specific institutions (e.g., regional authorities have a seat in Mexico’s Consultative Council, CCIME) or nongovernmental institutions (e.g., trade unions in Italy’s General Council for Italians Abroad, CGIE).

In addition to the creation of consultative bodies, a few states have also formalized the representation of emigrants by granting them seats in their legislative assemblies. This situation occurs when emigrants are granted passive electoral rights in addition to active ones. Contrarily to the members of consultative bodies, whose opinions are nonbinding, the voices of emigrant members in parliament are equally important to those of parliamentarians elected in the national territory.
 These reserved seats are attributed in one or several foreign constituencies. In Italy, for example, legislators created a single foreign constituency but split it into four geographical districts in which a certain number of MPs and senators are elected according to the size of the Italian population in that area of the world. In Mozambique, emigrants elect two MPs in single-member constituencies (one for Africa and one for the rest of the world). The real weight of these few emigrant MPs (their numbers vary from one in Colombia to 12 in Italy) in large assemblies is obviously questionable. They nevertheless constitute a binding emigrant voice in the drafting of legislation and the control of government. While the creation of such seats is debated in many parts of the world, only 13 countries in Europe, Latin America, and Africa have provisions for such a system of legislative representation: Algeria, Angola, Cape Verde, Colombia, Croatia, Ecuador, France, Italy, Mozambique, Panama, Portugal, Romania and Tunisia.

The third dimension of external political citizenship is the participation of emigrants in home-country political affairs. As I discussed earlier, important literature on political transnationalism has shed light on the many ways emigrants can get involved in home-country politics: raising money for political candidates in the home country, lobbying host country authorities to take certain domestic actions, financing infrastructure in the home community with or without the support of local authorities, and so on. Participation in home-country political affairs has also been given a formal status in an increasing number of states by granting emigrants the right to vote from abroad. Even though voting in home-country elections is not the only practice attached to external citizenship, it is the one that most formally reflects membership in the home-state polity
.

Redefining external voting

In the light of the growing interest of sending countries in officially recognizing citizens abroad as members of the polity, external voting can no longer be exclusively defined as a set of electoral procedures that we presented above. We now need to acknowledge the fact that external voting has also become a right to be a politically active citizen while living abroad. In other words, the condition of being an emigrant is no longer, per se, deemed incompatible with the exercise of voting rights in the home country. We identify four characteristics of the practice of external voting as it is developing in the framework of external citizenship

 1. Citizenship as a Requisite for Participation in Elections from Abroad

External voting implies that the nationals of a country are capable of casting their vote from outside the territory of the country where this election is held. As underscored by Nohlen and Grotz (2000), external voting must therefore be distinguished from the right for foreigners to participate in host-country elections and from cases where emigrants are allowed to participate in home-country elections under the condition that they return to the national territory to cast their votes on Election Day. The characteristic of exercising a right without having to be physically present on the national territory differentiates external voting from the practice of in-country voting as described above.

2. External Voting Rights Are Reserved to Qualified Citizens

External voting is a right that only citizens abroad who are qualified according to specific legislation can enjoy. Different countries mention the right to vote from abroad in their constitutions but have failed to pass appropriate legislation regulating the exercise of this right. In such cases, while constitutional principles seem to secure this right, there are no external voting provisions for nationals abroad. Other countries may have passed appropriate legislation but legal, technical, operational, or administrative barriers may de facto restrict the ability of citizens to exercise their rights to vote from abroad, even when the legislation is not limited to specific professional categories of citizens abroad. In Mexico, for instance, the obligation to hold a voter-identity card that can only be issued on the national territory has excluded a large share of the emigrant population from being able to register to vote from abroad. 

Aside from the lack of proper implementation and the existence of different administrative barriers, the right to vote from abroad may be subjected to a series of qualification criteria. Obviously, the traditional restrictions that apply to voters residing within the national territory, such as being below the voting age or being deprived of civic rights (e.g., because of a criminal conviction or a prolonged state of immaturity), also apply to voters abroad. In addition, external voting legislation may contain special restrictions for citizens abroad. Qualification criteria related to the duration of residence abroad, the place of residence abroad, and the size of the emigrant community are indeed frequently used in different parts of the world. As we shall see later on, these criteria can be implemented (just like administrative barriers) for purely political purposes. This means that home-country authorities may adopt specific qualification criteria in order to stimulate or undermine the political participation of certain sectors of the emigrant community and therefore control their impact on the elections results.

Because some countries consider that a longer residence period outside of the national territory means a lack of interest, commitment, or stake in home-country affairs, they indeed exclude emigrants from taking part in home-country elections after a certain amount of time spent abroad. In Germany, the United Kingdom, and Canada, the number of years after which an emigrant can no longer take part in elections from abroad is, respectively, 25, 15, and 5 years (Navarro Fierro, Morales, and Gratschew 2007). In other countries, however, the time restriction might play in the opposite direction. In Italy, emigrants who wish to vote ought to be registered in the consular registry but registration is only allowed for citizens intending to stay at least a year abroad. Italian citizens who conduct business trips on Election Day or students doing exchange programs in another country are excluded from the scope of the external voting legislation.

The emigrants’ country of residence may be another criterion affecting the qualification of a voter from abroad. Registration and electoral processes abroad may be complex, burdensome, or costly for home-country authorities. For this reason, they may try to limit the participation of citizens to those residing in certain countries only. Senegal, for instance, allows citizens to register and vote in countries of residence where it has diplomatic representation. Bolivia, on the other hand, opted to limit the right to vote in presidential elections from abroad to citizens residing in the four largest receiving countries of Bolivian migrants (Argentina, Brazil, the United States, and Spain). Bolivia and Senegal are also good illustrations of a third kind of qualification criterion that has to do with the size of the emigrant population abroad. Here again, the financial, logistical, and—most importantly—political consequences of the electoral participation of emigrants may encourage sending countries to limit the number of voters from abroad independently of considerations for the principle of equality of rights for citizens residing abroad. In the case of Senegal, registered voters in a particular destination country are only able to exercise their right to vote from abroad if at least 500 emigrants have registered in the electoral roll of citizens residing abroad in that country. In Bolivia, the numerical restriction applied to voters abroad is twofold. First, the total number of emigrants who can register to vote abroad cannot exceed 10 percent of the resident voting population. Second, none of the four countries of residence in which registration is allowed may register more than half of the total emigrant voting population. 

These different examples of qualification criteria applied to citizens abroad show how the right for emigrants to vote can still be limited despite the absence of professional status restrictions. 

3. External Voting Concerns Different Types of Elections

The right to vote in home-country elections may concern different types of elections: legislative elections, presidential elections, subnational elections, and referenda (both national and subnational). Even though 14 countries allow citizens abroad to vote only in presidential elections, most countries allowing external voting apply it to legislative elections often in combination with one or several other types of elections (Navarro Fierro, Morales, and Gratschew 2007).

In a similar way to the adoption of qualification criteria, deciding which elections emigrants are allowed to participate in may be guided by logistical, financial, and political reasons. However, with the increasing desire of sending countries to stay closely connected with their citizens abroad, this decision may also be guided by a willingness to give emigrants a voice in home-country affairs. Legislators in countries like Mexico and Italy were guided by different motivations to determine the elections in which emigrants could take part. In Mexico, emigrants always preferred to be able to vote in legislative elections for emigrant candidates (i.e., extra-territorial constituency). Independently of the legal, logistical, and political complications that this demand raised, some lawmakers also argued that voting in presidential elections was most appropriate for emigrants. Their idea was that, as the president is the head of the country’s external relations, he would better defend the interest of emigrants abroad. In the state of Michoacán, the discussion on allowing emigrants the right to vote in subnational elections also led to the approval of a limited franchise to gubernatorial elections, while an indirect form of emigrant representation in the regional assembly was implemented. In Italy, legislators decided to allow emigrants to vote for emigrant parliamentarians partly because it would give them a voice in their home-country affairs, but most importantly because political parties thought it would limit the impact of external voters to a predetermined number of seats. With respect to the right to vote in referenda, it could be argued that Italian emigrants’ right to participate in abrogative and constitutional referenda aimed at giving them a voice in decisions that affect the structure of the state. Yet, in practice, the very specific questions to which emigrants were invited to answer along with resident voters in 2003 (i.e., on country planning and labor-law issues) hardly touched upon the interests of citizens who didn’t live on the home-state territory anymore. 

In addition to presidential, legislative, and subnational elections and referenda, a limited number of countries also allow citizens abroad to participate in two specific forms of elections: supranational and primary elections. Perhaps the most interesting case of emigrant participation in supranational elections is that of the European parliamentary elections. With the first direct European election in 1979, Member States of the European Community (EC) sought to create a stronger sense of European identity for citizens living on its territory. To this end, citizens of EC Member States were given the right to elect their own Members of the European Parliament (MEP). To ensure that the development of this European identity would not be undermined by mobility, EC citizens who were living in another country than their country of citizenship were given the opportunity to vote for European Parliament (EP) candidates in their country of residence (Shaw 2007). This provision also spurred countries to allow emigrants to vote from abroad for MEP candidates in their country of origin (e.g. Italy). The second example of the right to vote in a supranational body’s election is the Andean Parliament. Contrarily to the European Parliament, this assembly does not have legislative power and can only make recommendations. Several of its member states, such as Ecuador and Colombia, have, however, taken steps to allow citizens residing abroad (whether they reside in another Andean Community Member State or not) to participate in these elections as well. 

The last type of election in which emigrants may be invited to vote is that of primary elections. The particularity of these elections is that they may have different qualification criteria to be a voter from abroad than the criteria in other types of elections. The typical additional criterion is that one should be a member of the political party that is holding the primary election. This is, for example, the case of the Democratic Party in the United States, which allows its members abroad to participate in primary elections by electronic vote to select a Democratic nominee for the presidential election. The rules to qualify as a voter in primary elections from abroad may also be more lax than for other types of elections. In the case of Italy, the Partito Democratico allowed citizens abroad as young as 16 years of age to participate in the primary election before legislative elections, when the actual voting age is 18 for the election of the house and 25 for the senate. Furthermore, citizens who are temporarily abroad, or who are not registered with consular authorities (and therefore may not vote from abroad in legislative elections), are allowed to take part in the primaries (Partito Democratico 2008).
A major difference between primary elections held abroad by political parties and the other types of elections is that their organization is not necessarily ruled by formal legislation but rather by internal rules adopted by the party itself.
 In such cases, the enfranchisement of citizens abroad is not a state policy. However, political parties that support external voting legislation may find it appropriate to also give emigrants a voice within their party structure through the organization of primaries. They may want to do so to ensure that emigrant views are incorporated in the party platform. Political parties may also be tempted to hold primaries abroad to gather momentum before an upcoming election. 

4. External Voting Includes the Right to Be Elected from Abroad

Even though the issue is debated in many different parts of the world, only a limited number of countries that have legislation permitting external voting also have provisions on the passive electoral rights of emigrants (Algeria, Angola, Cape Verde, Colombia, Croatia, Ecuador, France, Italy, Mozambique, Panama, Portugal, Romania and Tunisia). Such provisions allow citizens abroad to stand as candidates in home-country elections. As explained above, the development of external voting is a recognition by home-country authorities that their citizens abroad remain members of the polity despite their physical absence from the territory. This symbolic recognition goes even further with passive electoral rights because it is an acknowledgment by the home state that emigrant interests need to be represented in legislative assemblies. It therefore acknowledges that citizens abroad have specific claims towards their home country that can be voiced directly in parliament. With reserved seats in parliament, the distinction becomes clearer between external voting legislation of the early 20th century and contemporary legislation. Old legislation on external voting limited enfranchisement to certain categories of citizens who, for the most part, were serving the national interests from abroad. The enfranchisement of these citizens who were recognized as having particular qualities was thus an exception to a principle that reserved ballots to citizens residing in the national territory. Contemporary legislation on external voting (and particularly those that include passive electoral rights) recognizes, on the contrary, that residence abroad is not a cause for exclusion from the political community but rather a new ground upon which political rights are granted.

Contemporary external voting policies are thus redefining the geographical borders of the political community because they clearly suggest that the condition of an emigrant residing on another state’s territory is not incompatible with polity membership. This deterritorialization of the political community is more obvious when looking at foreign constituencies. These constituencies are often subdivisions of the planet covering the different areas of the world where emigrant communities are located. Each of these divisions allows citizens abroad to elect a determined number of MPs who live abroad just like them. 

In the first part of this article, I have demonstrated that external voting is not a new or exceptional public policy. Despite important variations in the content, scope, and grade of different countries’ legislation, a majority of states in the world today have provisions that allow at least some citizens abroad to vote in home-country elections without having to return. In the 1990s and 2000s, a substantial increase in the number of states that have implemented such policies was observed. I argue that this acceleration demonstrates that external voting is no longer just a set of administrative and technical procedures regulating the registration, voting modality, and count of votes cast abroad. Today, external voting has increasingly become a right by which citizens abroad are recognized as having formal membership in the polity independently of their desire to ever return to the homeland. Based on the above discussion external voting rights can be defined as such: the active and passive voting rights of qualified individuals, independently of their professional status, to take part from outside the national territory in referenda or in supranational, national, subnational, or primary elections held in a country of which they hold citizenship but where they permanently or temporarily do not reside.

External voting and the receiving societies

After examining the changing meaning of external voting for sending states, we wish to examine, in the second part of this article, how the developing practice of external voting is received by immigrant receiving countries. The Westphalian organization of international relations has historically led states to look at emigrants’ linkages with their home country with suspicion. The treatment inflicted by US authorities upon the so-called “enemy aliens” of Japanese, German, and Italian origin during World War II is one example of the consequences of such suspicion 


(Fox 1990; Lothrop 2001; Scherini 2001) ADDIN EN.CITE . 

Today, scholars working on transnational political practices have identified different concerns of receiving societies when it comes related to immigrants involvement in home country politics: 1) the possible importation of foreign conflicts (Østergaard-Nielsen 2003), 2) the possible diplomatic tensions that may arise between sending and receiving states authorities when immigrants oppose the home country regime from abroad 


(Shain 1999; Haney and Vanderbush 1999; Smith 2000) ADDIN EN.CITE  and 3) the impact of transnational political engangement on the poltical incorporation of immigrants in the receiving society 


(Glick Schiller and Fouron 1999; Roberts, Frank, and Lozano-Ascencio 1999; Schmidtke 2001) ADDIN EN.CITE . Looking at two opposite external voting experiences with regards to receiving societies— the Tunisian Constituent Assembly election and the Italian legislative elections — I examine how these fears materialize today and how potential electoral gains can alter the receiving societies’ position the vote of foreigners in host country elections.

1. Resistance to External Voting in Host Countries: The Case of Canada

Most receiving countries in the world don’t have problems with the organization of foreign elections on their territory. Every year, hundreds of thousands of emigrants worldwide participate in home-country elections from abroad without facing any particular local resistance. Though it is possible for authorities to prohibit foreign political campaigns on their territory, prohibiting electoral operations is far more complex. Indeed, when the modality through which emigrants participate is postal voting, preventing emigrants from receiving and returning their ballots is hardly conceivable. When the vote is cast in person at embassies and consulates, polling stations abroad are protected from the interference of local authorities by the 1961 Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Relations, which guarantees the inviolability of diplomatic missions.

In spite of the apparent global tolerance towards external voting, Canada has been singled out as the one state that has expressed strong reservations about other countries’ external voting legislation. More precisely, Canada is concerned about emigrants’ passive electoral rights and the inclusion of Canada in foreign constituencies. Indeed, Canada refuses that its territory be considered as part of another state’s constituency, and that candidates residing on its territory represent Canada in a foreign parliament. It may appear surprising at first glance that criticisms on external voting arose in a country that officially considers itself a multicultural society, and where ethnic groups are encouraged to share their culture and values with other citizens (Wayland 1997). However, in two instances Canadian authorities precipitated diplomatic tensions with foreign governments over the organization of their national elections on Canadian soil. 

In 2008, the Canadian government expressed concerns over Italian external voting legislation because it allowed Italian citizens in Canada to represent other Italians from Canada in parliament. Because the Italian legislation obliges diplomatic authorities to sign an agreement with local authorities before the election, the risk was real that Italians in Canada would be prevented from voting. Only a few weeks before the elections, Canada eventually granted Italy a “one-time only authorization” to hold elections in Canada, provided that electoral campaigning was limited to letters, e-mail, Web sites, and meetings at the consulates. The issue reappeared three years later when the Tunisian Electoral Authority, created after the 2011 revolution, announced its intention to invite Tunisians abroad to take part in the election of the constituent assembly. The fact that the Tunisian authorities included Canada in a foreign constituency that covered some European countries and the Western Hemisphere angered Canada. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs issued a statement saying that it encourages foreign states to allow citizens residing in Canada to vote in their country of origin’s elections, but refuses requests by foreign states to include Canada in their extraterritorial constituencies. It also repeated its opposition to the presence of foreign political parties and electoral campaigns.
 

Canada’s position led to a major outcry within the Tunisian community, Canadian opposition parties, and Quebec’s regional parliament (the region where most Tunisians in Canada reside). All of them denounced the government’s inconsistency, which supported the transition of Arab regimes towards democracy yet obstructed Tunisia’s electoral process (Radio Canada 2011). A few days before the election, the Canadian government reaffirmed its opposition to Tunisia’s electoral system, but said that it would respect the inviolability of its embassies and consulates (where the electoral operations ultimately took place). This situation also forced representatives of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs to clarify the government’s position during a public hearing in parliament:

No one should represent Canada as a constituency in a foreign elected assembly. Having a foreign country unilaterally include Canada as part of its own voting districts could lead to the election of candidates who would be perceived as representing fellow Canadian citizens in a foreign elected assembly. It may also lead, in some cases, to importing foreign political disputes to Canada. Foreign electoral campaigns in Canada have the potential to focus on domestic Canadian political issues or bilateral disputes, and to undermine social cohesion, inclusiveness and identity.
 

Canada’s opposition to foreign constituencies and passive electoral rights is an example of the concern that receiving societies have of the three potentially harmful consequences that we mentioned previously:  the importation if foreign political conflicts within emigrant communities, the intrusion of emigrant parliamentarians in a host country’s foreign policy and the negative effect of external voting on immigrant integration. 

Host countries capitalizing on sending countries’ external voting practices: the case of Italian parties abroad

In spite of the lukewarm welcome that some receiving countries give to other countries’ attempt to make immigrants vote from abroad, the practice of external voting has also proved to be an opportunity for transnational cooperation between political parties. Campaigning abroad is a complex and costly matter for political parties. To get around this difficulty, political parties of the sending country sometimes rely on the help of sister parties in receiving countries. 

Looking at the cooperation of Italian political parties with domestic parties in destination countries across the world, a preliminary observation indicates that cooperation naturally happens between political parties that share similar ideologies. In this sense, external voting is not intrinsically creating a new form of dialogue. Indeed, parties across the globe have historically communicated with each other through international forums and, more recently, through formal structures on the supranational level (e.g. European political parties). The novelty with the development of external voting is that it gives parties an incentive for cooperation because they can both benefit from the support of the same voters but in different elections. Indeed, considering that a share of external voters also vote in host-country elections, political parties in destination countries see foreign electoral campaigns as an opportunity to establish contacts with a share of their own electorate. In other words, those same emigrants considered as external voters by home-country political parties are also considered as potential “ethnic voters” (or voters of foreign origin) by political parties in the host county. 

In the case of Italian elections abroad, political parties across the world have seen potential gains in helping Italian parties campaigning abroad. In South America, where the largest population of dual nationals is to be found, an Italian MP living in Brazil, Fabio Porta, sums up this idea: 

[T]he majority of my voters in Argentina and Brazil are voters for Argentine and Brazilian politicians. For this reason, the [Argentine or Brazilian] politicians who helped me were also thinking about their own political base. . . . Getting involved in Italian politics is thus a way to be close to an electorate that characterizes itself strongly by its ethnic or national identity. (Interview 7 July 2009)

Despite the particular numerical importance of the Italian communities in South America, the attitude of cooperation that local political parties have towards home-country parties can also be observed in other parts of the world. Transnational cooperation between political parties takes essentially three forms. First, political parties in the host and home societies can sporadically exchange support during electoral campaigns. This meant, for example, that representatives of the German Social Democratic Party (SPD) participated in campaign events organized by the Italian Democratic Party (PD) in Germany before the Italian legislative elections. In turn, representatives of the PD took an active part in the SPD campaign during local elections in Berlin in an effort to deliver the Italian vote. In this case, Italian citizens living in Germany were indeed allowed—as EU citizens—to take part in local elections in their country of residence. Second, transnational cooperation between political parties can also be stimulated by the presence of emigrants within party structures in the host country. In the lead-up to the 2008 legislative elections in Italy, an Italian citizen was temporarily sitting on the Belgian Socialist Party’s (PS) governing body as a representative of the interests of immigrants living in Belgium. Third, transnational cooperation between political parties also happens when the same individuals stand as candidates in elections of two countries. Coming back to the example of Germany, several Italian emigrants who stood as candidates to become Italian MPs elected abroad subsequently stood as candidates in local elections in their countries of residence. Another example is that of Basilio Giordano, who occupied elected positions in Canadian local politics and sought to be elected as a national parliamentarian of that country one year before being elected as an Italian senator elected abroad (Interview 23 July 2009). In theory, this third form of cooperation could lead citizens to simultaneously hold elected positions in their country of residence and in their home country.

This discussion on transnational cooperation between political parties confirms that external voting is not inherently a controversial practice from the viewpoint of host-country authorities. When political parties in those countries see potential electoral gains of their own in supporting host-country sister parties trying to reach voters abroad, issues of sovereignty and security may become secondary. This conciliatory position of political parties in destination countries is, however, dependent on two elements. First, the size of the migrant community (including the second generation) needs to be large enough in order for them to be a relevant group within host-country politics. Second, this community must be enfranchised in at least some host-country elections. When these two conditions are met, political parties from different states have obvious advantages in working together to reach out to migrants. 

Conclusion

This article started by showing that the enfranchisement of citizens abroad is historically reserved to a minority of individuals whose profession was deemed of national interest and were accordingly rewarded with the privilege of voting in spite of their absence from the national territory. The wave of adoption of external voting laws that started in the 1990s did not only turn external voting from an exceptional mechanism adopted by a handful state into a widely adopted norm, it also dramatically modified the meaning of the practice. As we demonstrated, external voting now belongs to the realm of diasporic policies by which sending societies aim at maintaining links with citizens abroad. Together with the discourses that can be found in different parts of the world by which sending states explicitly acknowledge that absence is no reason for exclusion from the polity, the adoption of external voting laws mark a turning point in state-diaspora relations. External voting is now one dimension of external citizenship whose construction by sending states reveals their willingness to recognize that emigrants can be members of two political communities without necessarily having to choose between them.
External voting as it is adopted in different parts of the world today is also a much more diverse concept for we showed how much it can vary in the level of inclusiveness of the electorate abroad, the type of election in which emigrant can vote, the modalities through which votes are cast abroad and the level of representation allowed by the constituencies in which they vote.

With regards to receiving societies, I demonstrated that the classic fears related to immigrant involvement in home country politics continue to exist in certain cases in spite of the global toleration for external voting. Nonetheless, because external voting policies are usually adopted in combination with diasporic policies such as dual citizenship, external voters who also hold the citizenship of their country of residence can —under the right circumstances— simultaneously become a political resource for both countries. As shown in the case of Italy, this realization is conducting political in receiving countries to cooperate with sending country political parties to secure the vote of citizens with voting rights in the two spaces. As the number of states allowing external voting has strongly increased, the potential for party cooperation across borders that it opens potentially important. This dimension, as well as the response that emigrants give to their enfranchisement are facets of the global development of external voting that still require further research to propose a fuller picture of this practice of increasing salience.
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� It could be argued, however, that these votes weren’t cast from outside the national territory since the federal authorities never recognized the secession.


� There are, however, cases —such as the Canadian referendum of 1916 or the US presidential election of 2000�—where the political participation of soldiers from abroad led to accusations of fraud and manipulation.


�In this article, I refer to “emigrant parliamentarians” when referring to those parliamentarians elected by citizens abroad in extraterritorial constituencies. In the Mexican states of Zacatecas and Michoacán, however, local legislation refers to “emigrant parliamentarians” to describe former emigrants who are invited by local parties to sit in the regional parliament. In these specific cases, emigrant parliamentarians are not elected by citizens living abroad.


� External voting is also the practice that most formally recognizes emigrants’ membership in a regional polity, in cases where citizens abroad are allowed to take part in regional elections (e.g., the state of Michoacán and the Federal District in Mexico).


� In the case of the United States, there exist a lot of different forms of primary elections that are governed either by legislative provisions or internal party rules. 


� See Foreign Affairs and International Trade Canada. "Foreign Elections in Canada and Foreign Electoral Constituencies. Circular Note No. Xdc-1264 of September 8, 2011" (2011), http://www.international.gc.ca/protocol-protocole/circular_1264_circulaire.aspx?lang=eng&view=d (accessed 21 February 2012).


� Foreign Affairs and International Development Committee. "Hearing of Roxanne Dubé, Director General, Geographic Strategy and Services Bureau, Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade on October 6, 2011” (2011), http://www.parl.gc.ca/HousePublications/Publication.aspx?DocId=5164225&Language=E&Mode=1&Parl=41&Ses=1 (accessed 21 February 2012).
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