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Abstract

This paper examines the political attributes of emigrants and how their de-
parture affects the electoral outcomes in their home countries. I argue that
emigrants are different from those who remain in their political preferences
as well as economic attributes, such that large-scale emigration changes the
distribution of voters in sending countries. Emigration can also directly af-
fect the policy preferences of individuals who stay in their home countries.
I test these arguments in seven Central and Eastern European countries,
using individual-level surveys and region-level data on emigration and elec-
tions. To address potential endogeneity issues, I use instrumental variable
analysis, leveraging the surge of Polish emigration to the UK after the EU
enlargement. I find that emigrants from Central and Eastern Europe tend
to be younger, highly educated, and politically more progressive and that
the vote shares of far-right parties are larger in regions with higher emigra-
tion rates. Also, I find that exposure to large-scale emigration affects the
vote choices of individuals who remain.
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1 Introduction

While Western Europe and the US are receiving a large influx of immigrants, many

other countries and regions are experiencing net outflows of their population. Over

the last two decades, Central and Eastern Europe have lost nearly 20 million people

as a result of emigration, which is approximately 5.5 percent of their population

(Atoyan et al., 2016). When emigration occurs on such a large scale, what are the

electoral consequences in sending countries?

In this paper, I analyze the economic and political attributes of emigrants from

Central and Eastern European countries and how their departure affects the elec-

toral outcomes in their home countries. These two inquiries are closely connected.

Depending on the characteristics of emigrants, their exit can have different effects

on the remaining population. When emigrants are different from those who remain

in their political preferences, emigration can change the distribution of voters in

sending countries. Also, large-scale emigration can directly affect the policy pref-

erences of individuals who remain behind. I argue that emigrants from Central

and Eastern Europe are disproportionately more politically progressive, making

the remaining voters more conservative and predisposed to supporting far-right

parties. Thus, regions with a higher emigration rate will have greater support for

far-right parties.

Far-right parties in Central and Eastern Europe share some similarities with

far-right parties in Western Europe. Nativist populism is central to far-right par-

ties in both regions (Minkenberg, 2002; Mudde, 2007; Golder, 2016). Like their

counterparts in Western Europe, far-right parties in Central and Eastern Europe

mobilize their voters against ethnic minorities and immigrants especially with non-

EU backgrounds (Bustikova, 2018). They take extremely conservative positions in

social and cultural issues, such as the rights of sexual minorities and ethnic and
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cultural minorities. 1

These characteristics correspond to the profiles of individuals who support far-

right parties in Central and Eastern Europe. Voters with culturally more conser-

vative, and anti-immigrant attitudes are likely to support far-right parties (Allen,

2017). Thus, the emigration of socially and politically progressive voters, who

would be less likely to support far-right parties if they stayed, will benefit the

far-right parties in their home countries.

I test these expectations in seven Central and Eastern European countries

that joined the EU in the 2000s: the Czech Republic, Poland, Slovakia, Slovenia,

Latvia, Estonia, and Romania.2 They provide useful cases for exploring the ef-

fects of emigration in sending countries. Previous studies show that both sending

and receiving countries can design their migration policies and control migration

volumes and flows based on their political interests (Shin, 2017; Miller and Pe-

ters, 2018). EU enlargement has removed such institutional constraints on labor

mobility within the EU. This is an institutional shock at the individual level that

lowers the cost of migration significantly. As a result, Central and Eastern Eu-

ropean countries have been experiencing large-scale voluntary emigration (World

Bank, 2010). Exploiting this institutional change, this paper assesses the electoral

consequences of emigration based on the characteristics of emigrants.

To explore the emigrants’ characteristics, I use individual-level survey data

from the 2010 European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) Life in

Transition Survey (LiTs) and the European Social Survey (ESS). Then I estimate

the total effects of emigration on electoral outcomes at the sub-national level, using

1One notable difference between far-right parties in Central and Eastern Europe from their
counterparts in Western Europe is their welfare policy. While far-right parties in Western Eu-
rope tend to be ambiguous regarding their redistribution policy, far-right parties in Central and
Eastern European countries take a relatively more favorable position toward welfare expansion
and market intervention (Bustikova and Kitschelt, 2009; Bustikova, 2018).

2Ten Central and Eastern European countries joined the EU in 2004 and 2007. Romania and
Bulgaria officially joined the EU in 2007 whereas other countries joined it in 2004. Among these
ten countries, I included seven countries whose emigration data is available at the sub-national
level. The excluded countries are Hungary, Lithuania, and Bulgaria.
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regional emigration and electoral data from seven Central and Eastern European

countries from 2004 to 2018. To address the potential endogeneity issues, I use

instrumental variable analysis, leveraging the surge of Polish emigrants to the

UK after the EU enlargement. Finally, to investigate the effect of emigration on

individual policy preferences and vote choices, I use three waves of individual-

level panel survey data in Poland (POLPAN). The results of the analyses provide

supportive evidence for the argument of this manuscript. I find that (1) migrants

from Central and Eastern European countries tend to be younger, more educated,

and politically and socially more progressive, (2) regions with a large volume of

emigration have higher levels of support for far-right parties, and that (3) regional

emigration can affect individuals’ policy preferences and voting behavior. 3

These findings help us to improve our understanding of the implications of in-

ternational migration from the perspective of sending countries (e.g. Kapur, 2014).

This paper also speaks to a growing literature on geographical sorting, which fo-

cuses on the political division between rural and urban areas in domestic politics

(Rodden, 2019; Maxwell, 2019). The findings of this paper suggest that migration

can facilitate geographical sorting based on individuals’ political preferences even

across borders.

Finally, this paper provides a new angle to examine the growth of far-right

parties in Central and Eastern Europe. Whereas far-right parties in Western Eu-

rope have gathered burgeoning scholarly attention (Kitschelt and McGann, 1997;

Golder, 2016; Norris and Inglehart, 2019; Milner, 2021), their counterparts in Cen-

tral and Eastern Europe have received relatively less attention. The emigration

of progressive voters is not the only explanation for the recent growth of far-right

parties in this region (Mudde, 2005; Bustikova, 2014; Allen, 2017). However, the

exit of voters who are least likely to support far-right populism certainly makes

the distribution of voters more favorable for far-right parties.

3Replication materials can be found at Lim (2022)
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2 Who Emigrates? Characteristics of Emigrants

In this section, I show that emigrants have different political preferences from

individuals who stay. Using two different types of survey data, I compare the

economic and political attributes of emigrants and stayers that affect their political

support for far-right parties.

The canonical theories of migration suggest that people migrate to maximize

their economic gains (Borjas, 1987, 1989). According to these theories, age and

education are some of the strongest predictors of individuals’ economic gains from

migration. Age is an important determinant of the costs of migration for indi-

viduals (Mayda, 2010), and the education (or skill) level of workers is a strong

predictor of their expected income in destination countries. Young and highly ed-

ucated workers in developing countries have more economic incentive to migrate

to developed economies due to a wide wage gap in high-skilled jobs and lower

costs of migration (Hunt, 2006; Mayda, 2010; Grogger and Hanson, 2011). Many

studies find the fast growth in migration rates of young and high-skilled workers

from developing or middle-income countries to developed economies (e.g. Docquier

and Rapoport, 2012). 4

Although the main drivers of emigration are economic factors, emigrants also

differ from those who stay in their political attitudes. Individuals’ economic at-

tributes are often strongly associated with their political preferences. Education

and age are strong predictors of individuals’ political preferences as well. Young

and highly educated people are likely to be more pro-immigrant, and cosmopolitan

(Hainmueller and Hiscox, 2007), which are salient cleavages that affect individuals’

political support, especially for far-right parties (Rydgren, 2008; Golder, 2016; Nor-

4These empirical patterns are not well aligned with the prediction of the Samuel Stolperson
framework. There are a set of studies that explain this discrepancy. Uprety (2017), for instance,
shows how trade liberalization can trigger the fast of high-skilled migration from developing to
developed economies, instead of the low-skilled migration, by increasing the gap in the skill pre-
mium for high-skilled jobs between developing and developed countries. For another explanation
for explaining these discrepancies, see Ethier (1985); Borjas (1989).
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ris and Inglehart, 2019).5 This suggests that the emigration of young and highly

educated voters results in the exit of more cosmopolitan and pro-immigrant voters,

who would be less likely to support far-right parties if they stayed.

Migrants also consider the political environments of the destination countries

when making migration decisions (Fitzgerald et al., 2014; Holland and Peters,

2020). Particularly, the internal migration literature has demonstrated that indi-

viduals choose locations where political views are similar to their own (Rodden,

2019; Maxwell, 2019). Individuals whose preferences are strongly aligned with

their home countries are more likely to stay while those who are open to different

cultures are more likely to leave. Given that attachment to their home and at-

titudes toward different cultures are some of the strongest predictors of far-right

support (Fitzgerald, 2018; Norris and Inglehart, 2019), emigrants are drawn more

from people who would be less likely to vote for far-right parties if they stayed.

To examine the characteristics of emigrants, I use the European Bank for Re-

construction and Development (EBRD) 2010 Life in Transition survey (LiTs) and

European Social Survey (ESS) data. LiTs allows us to explore the attributes of

potential emigrants by asking their willingness to emigrate. One limitation with

LiTs is that it does not capture if respondents actually emigrate. To complement

this, I use the ESS, which captures a sample of emigrants from Central and East-

ern Europe who currently live in Western Europe as well as a sample of people

who remain in Central and Eastern Europe.6 The limitation is that covariates

of emigrants in ESS are measured after the respondents emigrated and therefore

might have been affected by their migration experiences (post-treatment). Ideally,

we would have longitudinal data that captures both pre- and post-emigration atti-

5Some studies find that younger and less educated voters are more likely to vote for far-right
parties due to their weak commitment to traditional parties. See Allen (2017).

6I use the ESS from Western European countries to capture a sample of emigrants while I
use the ESS conducted in Eastern European countries to capture a sample of people who stay
in Eastern Europe. To identify the emigrants, I use questions asking if respondents were born in
a country of their current residence, when and where they migrated. For more information, see
appendix (A.1.2)
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tudes. Unfortunately, there is no data available that tracks international migrants

across borders. My approach aims to address this issue by showing consistent

patterns across pre- and post-emigration.

Using both LiTs and ESS, I compare the distribution of emigrants and indi-

viduals who remain across several dimensions. I compare their age and the level

of education, which affect their political attitudes as well as migration decisions.7

Then, I compare their attitudes toward immigrants, which is a strong predictor

of support for far-right parties (Norris, 2005; Norris and Inglehart, 2019; Golder,

2016; Allen, 2017).

Figure 1 presents the different distributions of (potential) emigrants and peo-

ple who remain. The red and gray color each represents (potential) emigrants

and stayers. The first and second row of figures is based on LiTs, and ESS, re-

spectively. The first column shows that emigrants are younger than individuals

who stay across both datasets. While the bulk of emigrants are in their twenties

to thirties, stayers are distributed evenly through their thirties to seventies. The

second column shows that emigrants are relatively more educated. LiTs shows

that emigrants have a higher proportion in teritiary education or higher, while

ESS shows that the share of individuals with a higher degree than a teritary ed-

ucation is larger in the emigrant sample. The third column shows how emigrants

have different attitudes toward immigrants. In both datasets, emigrants are more

pro-immigrant than individuals who stayed.8

In sum, Figure 1 suggests that emigrants are younger, more highly educated,

and pro-immigrant. LiTs and ESS do not directly ask (potential) emigrants’ vote

7For emigrants respondents in ESS, I use the age of their emigration, instead of their current
age to compare the age of emigration decision. ESS wave 5 to 9 have questions regarding
when they migrated to the country they currently reside which allow us to calculate the age of
emigrants’ departure while ESS waves 1 to 4 do not ask the exact year of arrival. For this reason,
I use ESS waves 5 to 9 only to compare emigrants’ characteristics with stayers.

8It is challenging to measure emigrants’ attitudes toward immigrants. ESS has several ques-
tions asking respondents’ attitudes toward immigrants. Yet, when targeted respondents are
emigrants, it makes themselves as immigrants in these questions. To address this issue, I use a
question asking their attitudes toward immigrants of different ethnicity or race as a proxy for their
attitudes toward minorities and diversity in general. For more explanation, see appendix(A.1.2)
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Figure 1: (Potential) Emigrant vs Stayers

LiTs (2010) : Willing vs. Not Willing to Emigrate
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choice, which prevents us from measuring emigrants’ support for far-right parties

directly.9 However, previous studies affirm that these attributes are a set of strong

predictors of far-right support (e.g. Allen, 2017; Colantone and Stanig, 2018; Norris

and Inglehart, 2019).

To analyze the profiles of emigrants more systematically, I estimate a logistic

model of individuals’ willingness to emigrate on these attributes using the LiTs.

The results in the Table 1 shows consistent pattern with the figure 1. Both model

1, and 2 show that that younger and more educated people are more willing to emi-

9ESS asks respondents which party they voted for in the most recent national elections in
that country. However, emigrants are not eligible to answer the question regarding their vote
choice in national elections of host countries.
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Table 1: The Characteristics of (Potential) Emigrants (LiTs)

Dependent variable:

Willing to Emigrate

(1) (2)

Age −0.055∗∗∗ −0.053∗∗∗

(0.002) (0.003)

Female −0.327∗∗∗ −0.334∗∗∗

(0.067) (0.075)

Education 0.116∗∗∗ 0.107∗∗∗

(0.025) (0.028)

Anti-Immigrant −0.161∗∗∗

(0.052)

Support for Democracy 0.263∗∗∗

(0.076)

Religiosity −0.292∗∗

(0.147)

Vote −0.090
(0.078)

Unemployed 0.513∗∗∗ 0.555∗∗∗

(0.119) (0.144)

Satisfied with Econ −0.148∗∗∗ −0.159∗∗∗

(0.035) (0.039)

Country FE
Observations 6,149 4,808
Log Likelihood −2,839.312 −2,274.514

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01

grate. In the model 2, I include a vector of variables regarding individuals’ political

attitudes. I include individuals’ attitude toward democracy, which remains one of

the salient political cleavages in Central and Eastern Europe (Allen, 2017) and if

respondents voted in the most recent election to control for whether (potential)

emigrants are politically engaged more or less than (potential) stayers.10 Model 2

shows that younger and more educated people are more willing to emigrate and

have more positive views of immigrants and democracy as well.

10Emigrants can be less engaged in politics in expectation of leaving the country in the near
future. For instance, Goodman and Hiskey (2008); Sellars (2019)
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These results are consistent with the results from the ESS data reported in the

table 2.11 As in the previous analyses, I use logistic model with country and year

fixed effect. The findings in the table 2 confirms that emigrants are likely to be

younger, and more highly educated. Also, emigrants tend to be ideologically more

progressive, and pro-immigrant.

Table 2: The Characteristics of Emigrants (ESS Wave 5-9)

Dependent variable: Emigrants

(1) (2)

Age (of arrival) −0.086∗∗∗ −0.086∗∗∗

(0.005) (0.005)

Female −0.048 −0.046
(0.109) (0.109)

Education 0.118∗∗∗ 0.121∗∗∗

(0.031) (0.031)

Anti-Immigrant −0.132∗∗ −0.090
(0.065) (0.068)

Ideology −0.116∗∗∗ −0.116∗∗∗

(Conservative) (0.027) (0.027)

Religiosity −0.044∗∗ −0.046∗∗

(0.020) (0.020)

Country (of origin) FE
Year FE
Observations 30,358 30,358
Log Likelihood −1,481.117 −1,474.686

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01

Overall, across different sources of data, I find that emigrants are disproportion-

ately drawn more from younger, more educated, and politically more progressive

segments of the population. These findings raise a following question: how does

the departure of these emigrants affect the electoral outcomes in sending countries?

Would their emigration benefit far-right parties in their home countries?

11ESS and LiTs do not have the exact same set of questions, but they do have comparable
questions. For more information on questions from each data, see appendix(A.1)
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3 Emigration and Electoral Outcomes

3.1 Emigration and Distribution of Remaining Electorates

I argue that emigration affects the electoral outcomes in their sending countries

by changing the composition of the remaining voters. Whereas scholars acknowl-

edge that there are various channels through which emigration affects politics

(Kapur, 2014), existing literature on this subject heavily focuses on remittances.

Financial remittances increase the disposable income of the recipients and re-

duce their economic dependence on the domestic market. This, in turn, affects

the recipients’ political attitudes and behavior. When individuals receive finan-

cial remittances from abroad, they have fewer economic grievances and are less

likely to participate in politics or punish the incumbent for economic downturns

(Germano, 2013; Ahmed, 2012, 2017; Tertytchnaya and De Vries, 2018). On the

other hand, some studies argue that the financial remittances can make elections

more competitive by reducing the recipients’ dependence on the domestic market,

and thereby weakening their incentive to maintain clientelist transactions (Lu and

Villarreal, 2021). Financial remittances can also have more direct influences on

the survival of the political regime by funding the incumbent or the opposition

directly (Pfutze, 2012; Escribà-Folch et al., 2018; Bearce and Park, 2019).

Another set of studies focuses more on the role of social or political remittances.

Migrants not only transmit money but also transmit new ideas and information

they learned or observed in their host countries (Levitt, 1998), which includes polit-

ical information and norms such as the argument for human rights and democratic

values. Many studies show that social or political remittances play important roles

in diffusing norms and values to sending countries. When individuals have a family

member or close friend who is an emigrant, they likely have politically or socially

more aligned views with the host country of the emigrant (Pérez-Armendáriz and
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Crow, 2010; Barsbai et al., 2017; Karakoc et al., 2017), and this affects their voting

behavior as well. For instance, Barsbai et al. (2017) suggest that political infor-

mation and values transmitted from Western European countries to Moldova by

emigrants contribute to the decline of the communist parties.

These studies show some important channels of influence from emigration to

sending countries’ politics. However, emigration is not only a source of capital

inflows or new ideas but also outflows of political actors. Thus, by looking at

the influences through remittances only, we cannot capture the total effects of

emigration.

The literature on brain drain looks into the effects of outflows of emigrants

from the perspective of human capital loss. A wide gap in income, especially for

high skilled jobs, can draw many highly skilled workers from developing to de-

veloped countries. Scholars have been studying outflows of high-skilled laborers,

focusing on its economic effects. They view emigrants primarily as economic ac-

tors, exploring the economic effects of emigration such as fiscal loss (Desai et al.,

2009), economic growth (Kapur and McHale, 2005, 2009), and income distribution

(Mishra, 2007).

Recently, some studies look into the political effects of emigration through eco-

nomic channels. Using the case of Swedish emigration to the US, Karadja and

Prawitz (2019) show that labor shortages, induced by emigration, could empower

workers and allow them to demand welfare expansion. Although these findings

make valuable contributions to improving our understanding of the effects of em-

igration, the fact that emigrants are self-selected political actors, as well as eco-

nomic actors, is still often overlooked in empirical research.12

Emigration results in not only a loss of labor but also a loss of political ac-

tors. Especially when emigrants are disproportionately drawn more from people

with certain political ideologies or preferences, their departure will have signif-

12Karadja and Prawitz (2019) did not find the evidence of self-selection by political features.
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icant effects on electoral outcomes in sending countries. This argument is also

relevant to the ‘safety valve’ argument from the literature on emigration policies

in authoritarian regimes (Hirschman, 1970; Miller and Castles, 2009). When po-

litically disaffected people leave, the authoritarian regimes may benefit from their

exit due to the decrease in (potential) domestic opposition. Thus, authoritarian

governments can use emigration as a safety valve for their regime (e.g. Endoh,

2010; Miller and Peters, 2018). My argument shares a logic similar to this theory

in that selective emigration can benefit certain political groups by changing the

distribution of the political preferences in sending countries.

As shown in the previous section, emigrants from Central and Eastern Europe

tend to be younger, more educated, and politically more progressive than those

who stay. In other words, emigrants are drawn more from a segment of people who

are less likely to vote for far-right parties if they stayed. Thus, their departure will

benefit far-right parties by making the distribution of the electorate more conser-

vative. Of course, the emigration of progressive voters is not the sole explanation

for the recent growth of far-right parties in this region. However, it makes the

distribution of voters more favorable for far-right parties.

It should be noted that emigration does not necessarily prevent emigrants from

voting (Ahmadov and Sasse, 2016). Many countries provide de jure external vot-

ing. All the countries in the sample allow de jure external voting as of 2006.13 How-

ever, the presence of de jure external voting system does not guarantee the same

de facto chances of voting for migrants. Migration reduces individuals’ propensity

to vote by increasing the cost of voting by a significant amount. Emigrants often

need to visit polling stations to vote. Yet, there are only a few of them, and they

are located only in a very few metropolitan areas, which are hardly accessible to

many migrants (Highton, 2000).

13The Czech Republic and Slovakia introduced external voting in 2002 and 2006, respectively.
The other countries introduced it at the time of their first legislative elections since the democ-
ratization (Kostelka, 2017).
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Using the data from post-communist countries which include all seven countries

in our sample, Kostelka (2017) found that turnouts for external voting are signif-

icantly lower than for domestic. While domestic turnout is on average 56.63 %

across different countries and elections in Central Eastern European countries, ex-

ternal turnout is, on average, only 9.31 %. In some elections, the external turnout

rate is only 1.1 % (Romania, 2008). A notable exception is Slovenia in the 2011

election. While most countries’ external turnout rates are below 10 %, the exter-

nal turnout rate of Slovenia in 2011 was 27.1 %. Yet, domestic turnout rates (63

%) are still significantly higher than external turnout rates. These low external

turnout rates indicate that emigration changes the distribution of the electorate

in sending countries despite the presence of de jure external voting system.14

3.2 Emigration and Individual Voting Behavior

The exit of politically progressive voters can affect electoral outcomes not only

by changing the composition of voters, but also by directly affecting the policy pref-

erences of people who are left behind. Large scale emigration induces demographic

changes that could have downstream effects on individuals’ voting behavior as well

as direct impacts on the distribution of voters. This is another under-explored

channel through which emigration affects politics in sending countries.

There are several reasons to believe that emigration influences the policy pref-

erence and voting behavior of people who remain behind. First, emigration can

raise concerns regarding sustainability of traditional values and local communities

among the people who are left behind. Emigration of family members or neighbors

leave psychological distress to those who remain behind. This includes feelings of

abandonment and concerns about losing the cultural roots of their communities

(Marchetti-Mercer, 2012). As younger and more educated segments of their pop-

14Additionally, to test if emigration can change the distribution of remaining voters, I inves-
tigate the relationship between emigration and turnout rates. I find that emigration negatively
correlates with turnout rates. For the detail, see table A8 in the appendix.
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ulations leave, the remaining people may become more worried about the sustain-

ability of their communities and traditional cultures. Given that the attachment

to the traditional values and social capital of local communities are some of the

strongest predictors of individual support for far-right parties (Fitzgerald, 2018;

Bolet, 2021), regional emigration rates could affect the voting behavior of people

who remain.

In the same vein, emigration also induces changes in the social networks that

migrants leave behind (Marchetti-Mercer, 2012), which could affect the political

attitudes of the remaining people. As politically more progressive people leave, the

people who remain behind will have fewer chances to interact with more progressive

political views, and their networks become more uniform in terms of political

opinions. Previous studies in political behavior demonstrate that homogeneous

networks lead people to be less tolerant of other political views and to be more

radical by reducing their chances to be exposed to oppositional views (Mutz, 2002;

Huckfeldt et al., 2004).

In sum, I argue that the emigration of young, highly educated, and politically

progressive people benefits far-right parties in sending countries by (1) changing

the distribution of electorates in sending countries more favorable to them, and

(2) directly affecting the policy preferences and vote choices of individuals who are

left behind. This leads to the hypothesis that the vote share of far-right parties is

greater in regions with higher emigration rates.

4 Research Design

To test the hypothesis, I start by exploring the relationship between emigration

rates and vote share of far-right parties at the sub-national level, using the data

on migration and electoral outcomes from seven Central and Eastern European

countries.
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For the sub-national unit analyses, I use NUTS 3, which is the most disag-

gregated regional unit that is comparable across EU countries.15 I use data on

emigration and parliamentary election outcomes at the NUTS 3 level, collected

from the national statistics offices of each country.16 To measure the level of re-

gional emigration, I use the number of permanent or long term migrants who spend

longer than a year outside of their country of origin. A good portion of migrants

from Central and Eastern Europe are short term or seasonal workers who return

to home countries within a few months (e.g. Okólski and Salt, 2014). Whereas

short-term migration may potentially affect politics in sending countries through

different channels, it is unlikely to change the distribution of electorates since sea-

sonal workers likely vote at their home. Therefore, in this paper, I focus on the

long-term and permanent emigrants to estimate the effects of emigration on the

electoral outcomes.17

To code far-right parties, I use the Chapel Hill Expert Survey (CHES) data

(Bakker et al., 2015, 2020). CHES provides an indicator for ideological positions

of parties in Europe and specifies their party family based on the survey of experts

of each country’s politics.18 Using CHES’ classification for far-right parties, I code

far-right parties in the sample. Table 3 reports the list of far-right parties in

the sample since EU enlargement. Most of these parties are classified as far-right

parties in other datasets (e.g. Comparative Manifesto Data) and previous studies

except Law and Justice (PiS) in Poland. Whereas CHES classifies PiS as a far-right

party from the early 2000s, some previous studies consider PiS as center-right until

15NUTS 3 is defined as ”small regions for specific diagnoses” by Eurostat (https://ec.
europa.eu/eurostat/web/nuts/background). For more explanation on NUTS 3 region in each
country, see appendix (A.2.1).

16For more information on data source, see appendix (A.2)
17Statistical office of each country uses different methods to acquire the emigration data: Some

require the registration to their citizens for changes in residency (Estonia, Poland), while others
use administrative data such as national health system (Latvia) or implement the extensive
annual survey (Slovenia, Slovakia, Czech Republic). For more information regarding each data
source, see appendix(A.2.2)

18CHES follows Hix and Lord (1997) to code party family, and classifies agrarian and confes-
sional parties separately. For more detail, see Bakker et al. (2015).
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Table 3: Far-Right Parties in Eastern Europe

Country Election Year Far-Right Parties

Slovakia 2006, 2010, 2012 2016
Slovenska nacionalna stranka (SNS)
(Slovak National Party)

Slovenia 2008, 2011, 2014, 2018
Slovenská národná strana (SNS)
(Slovenian National Party)

Poland 2005, 2007. 2011, 2015
Prawo i Sprawiedliwosc (PiS)
(Law and Justice)

Latvia 2006, 2011, 2014, 2018

Nacionala apvieniba “Visu Latvijai!”—
“Tevzemei un Brivibai/LNNK”(TB-LNNK)
(National Alliance, ”All for Latvia,
for Fatherland and Freedom!/LNNK” )

Romania 2004, 2008, 2012
Partidul România Mare (PRM)
(Party of Great Romania)

Czech Republic 2015, 2017
Úsvit pŕımé demokracie (Úsvit)
(Dawn of Direct Democracy)
Svoboda a př́ımá demokracie (SPD)
(Freedom and Direct Democracy)

Estonia 2015, 2019
Eesti Konservatiivne Rahvaerakond (EKRE)
(Conservative People’s Party of Estonia)

Source: Chapel Hill Expert Survey (2004-2019)

the mid 2000s, and instead consider League of Polish Families (LPR) to be a far-

right party (e.g. Mudde, 2007; Bustikova, 2014).19 In the appendix, I replicate the

results using this alternative coding that classifying LPR as a far-right party in the

mid 2000s. The results are consistent in terms of the direction of the coefficients

and their statistical significance.20

For the analysis, I estimate variants of the following model:

Far-Right Votet,i = βEmigrationi,t−1 + Zi,t−1γ + φi + ψt

where i indexes NUTS 3 regions, and t election years. Far-Right Votei,t is the vote

share of the far-right parties whereas Emigrationi,t−1 is the emigrants’ proportion

of the voters, one year lagged.

The term Zi,t−1 represents a vector of regional confounders that could affect the

19CHES classifies LPR as a confessional party, and Comparative Manifesto Project data con-
sider LPR as Christian Democratic Party while classifying PiS as a conservative party.

20For the results with the alternative coding for far-right parties are reported in appendix
(A.2.7).
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support for far-right votes and emigration rate at the same time. This includes

regional GDP, unemployment rate, immigration inflows, current transfers, and

financial remittances.21 Lastly, I include NUTS 3 region fixed effects (φi) meant

to account for unobserved region-specific, time-invariant factors, and ψt represents

year fixed effects, meant to control unobserved time-specific factors.

5 Findings

Table 4 reports the regression results of vote share of the far-right parties on

the emigration share of the voters at t − 1 for seven countries. All results are

based on OLS models with both year and region fixed effects. The coefficients of

the explanatory variable are signed as expected. Emigration positively correlates

with the votes for the far-right parties. This relationship is statistically significant

and consistent with the argument that emigration benefits the growth of far-right

parties across different models. The size of the coefficients from some model speci-

fications is larger than one might expect solely from changes to the distribution of

the electorates. It suggests that emigration may have effects on electoral outcomes

through channels other than changing the distribution of voters, such as affecting

the policy preferences of individuals who remain in their home countries. This is

further investigated in section 6.2.

Whereas model 1 includes only the emigration share along with region and year

fixed effects, model 2 - 4 include different regional confounders. In particular, in

model 3 and 4, I include lagged dependent variable in addition to other regional

covariates. Although I control for the regional-level economic confounders such as

21To my knowledge, data on financial remittances are only available at the country level. I
included national-level remittance inflow. To capture the sub-national level variation in remit-
tances, I use current transfers as a proxy for remittances influx at the regional level. Current
transfers refer to transactions in goods, services, or financial items transferred without economic
value in return, and this includes workers’ remittances from abroad as one of the components.
As another alternative measure, I also control disposable income. For more information, see
appendix (A.2.4).
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Table 4: Emigration and Vote Share of Far-right Parties

Dependent variable

Vote Share of Far-right Parties

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Emigration 3.687∗ 5.174∗∗ 4.141∗ 6.507∗∗

(1.953) (2.378) (2.425) (3.182)

Immigration 4.926 2.685 14.383
(3.326) (2.713) (10.726)

GDP -0.004 -0.002 -0.024∗∗∗

(0.004) (0.003) (0.008)

Unemployment 0.014∗∗∗ 0.010∗∗∗ 0.014∗∗∗

(0.002) (0.002) (0.003)

Population 0.188∗∗∗ 0.139∗∗ 0.204
(0.070) (0.058) (0.149)

Current Transfers -0.0001∗∗ -0.00005∗∗ -0.0001
(0.00002) (0.00002) (0.00004)

(National) Remittances -0.0005∗∗∗

(0.00005)

NUTS FE
Year FE
Lagged DV
Observations 523 454 454 332

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01

18



GDP and unemployment rate as well as region fixed effect that account for unob-

served factors that are specific for each region, there still can be other sources of

endogeneity that may bias our estimates. For instance, politically more progres-

sive people may leave their home country because they expect far-right parties to

grow in the future. To control for each region’s propensity to support for far-right

parties, I use the vote share of far-right parties in the previous election (lagged

dependent variable) as a proxy for the expected growth of far-right parties. Mod-

eling the lagged dependent variable also address potential serial correlation in the

dependent variable in the panel data.

6 Emigration and Electoral Outcomes in Poland

To test the robustness of the results and investigate the potential impacts of

emigration on individuals’ vote choices, I conduct a more rigorous empirical test

with the case of Poland.

Even when controlling for economic confounders and including lagged depen-

dent variables across different model specifications, there can still be remaining

unobservable variables that may affect emigration rates and vote share of far-right

parties simultaneously.22 This endogeneity can bias our estimates.

Also, migration may affect electoral outcomes through channels other than

changing the distribution of electorates. Emigration may affect the policy prefer-

ences and vote choices of those who remain in their home countries. Large-scale

emigration can induce societal and demographic changes that could have down-

stream effects on individuals’ voting behavior.

22For instance, Based on the individual-level analysis in the paper, we know that the regions
with younger, more educated, and cosmopolitan populations likely experience higher rates of
emigration and this will make the demographic attributes of their remaining electorates more
favorable to the far-right. Yet, far-right parties may find it difficult to fully mobilize their po-
tential voters in these regions for unobservable reasons. For example, the existing organizational
and network structures that facilitate political mobilization for far-right parties may be under-
developed in younger, more educated, and cosmopolitan regions.
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Poland provides a useful test case for investigating these possibilities. His-

torically, Poland has been one of the largest sending countries in Europe, and

is a country where emigrants outnumber immigrants (Kaczmarczyk and Okólski,

2008). The volume of immigrants in Poland has been gradually increasing. Yet,

the net migration of Poland has remained negative due to their even faster growth

in emigration. Since Poland joined the EU in May 2004, their emigration to other

EU countries has increased even more. Particularly, migration to the UK, which

allowed Polish workers full access to their labor market immediately after the ac-

cession, was the main driver of post-EU growth in emigration rates (Okólski and

Salt, 2014). As of 2006, the year in which the annual long-term/permanent emi-

gration rate peaked, 47,000 Polish workers left Poland, which is more than twice

the number of emigrants in pre-EU periods.

In addition to its substantive importance, focusing on the case of Poland allows

us to adopt a few empirical strategies to address potential endogeneity issues and

investigate the direct effects of emigration on individual policy preferences. First,

I address endogeneity by using an instrumental variable approach, exploiting the

fact that the growth of Polish emigration in the post-EU accession period has

been driven mostly by an increase in emigration to a single destination country

(UK). I leverage the exogeneity of economic conditions in the UK to construct an

instrument.

Second, to identify the effects of emigration on policy preferences of individuals

who remain, I use a panel survey of a nationally representative sample of Polish

citizens between 2008 and 2013, the Poland Panel Survey (POLPAN). This panel

survey data allows us to investigate the impacts of regional-level emigration on the

remaining individuals’ political attitudes.
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6.1 Endogeneity

An ideal instrument should be exogenous to regional voting outcomes but

strongly correlated with emigration rates. Although it is challenging to find such

instruments, previous studies in the migration literature use a shift-share logic to

address this issue. They predict a country’s emigration rates using the economic

condition of the destination country, interacted with the past emigration patterns

in sending countries (e.g. Mishra, 2007; Pryymachenko et al., 2013; Anelli and

Peri, 2017). This idea builds on the fact that the economic condition of the desti-

nation country exogenously affects the emigration rates from the sending country

(treatment), but the intensity of this impact could vary across regions by their

previous emigration patterns (intensity of treatment).

The economic condition of the destination country is a strong pull factor for

migrants. It likely affects emigration rates, and yet is exogenous to regional voting

outcomes in the sending country. While the economic condition of the destination

predicts the emigration rates at the national level, the intensity of its impact should

vary across regions. To capture the regional variation, previous studies have used

the past emigration rate of each region (Mishra, 2007; Pryymachenko et al., 2013).

The past emigration rate is a proxy for the presence of pre-existing social networks,

which are some of the strongest predictors of emigration flows (e.g. Massey and

Espinosa, 1997). By interacting the economic condition of the destination with the

past emigration rates, previous studies were able to construct instruments for the

region-specific emigration rates (Mishra, 2007; Pryymachenko et al., 2013; Škuflić

and Vučković, 2018).

Following this approach, I construct the instrument for regional emigration

rates in Poland by interacting the unemployment rates in the UK (the exogenous

pull factor) and the past emigration rates of each region in Poland before the

EU accession. A majority of Polish emigrants’ destinations have been Germany
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and the UK. Approximately 62 % of emigrants went to these two countries (2011

census) (Okólski and Salt, 2014).23 Although historically Germany has been a more

popular destination than the UK, the emigration rates to the UK have increased

dramatically after the EU accession. Since the UK allowed full access to their

labor market immediately after the EU enlargement in 2004, the emigration rates

to the UK have increased 28 % compared to the pre-accession period, whereas the

emigration rate to Germany has remained consistent. In the 2 years after the EU

accession, the UK became the most popular destination country (receiving 33%

of emigrants) for Polish emigrants post EU accession (Okólski and Salt, 2014).24

This allows me to leverage the economic condition of the UK as an exogenous

pull factor that affects the emigration rates of Poland. Among other economic

indicators, I use unemployment rates in the UK to measure the demand for labor

inflow.25

To capture the regional variation in tendency to migrate from Poland, I interact

the unemployment rate of the UK with the regional emigration rates prior to

the EU accession, following approaches similar to the previous studies (Mishra,

2007; Pryymachenko et al., 2013; Škuflić and Vučković, 2018). The higher past

emigration (pre-EU) of a region is, the larger impacts the economic condition in

the UK would have on the emigration rates in that region. I use the emigration

rate in 2003, a year before the EU enlargement. 26 The equation below summarizes

23The third most popular destination is the US, which receives 8 % of the emigrants, followed
by Netherlands (4 %).

24While EU accession reduced the mobility restriction for Polish citizens overall, only the UK,
when Ireland and Sweden, allowed Polish workers unconditional, full access to their labor market
immediately. Other countries in the EU gradually opened their labor market. In 2011, Poland
gained full access to the labor market of every EU member, with Germany and Austria finally
fully opened their labor market.

25Some studies use GDP growth as a proxy for the economic condition that affects labor
demand and migration (e.g. Anelli and Peri, 2017). The results are consistent when using this
measure (Appendix A.3.4).

26Ideally, we would have data on the past emigration rates by destination, which would allow
me to use the past emigration rates to the UK exclusively to build an instrument. However, such
data is not available at the sub-national level. For a robustness check, in the appendix, I use
the emigration share in 2004, the year of EU enlargement, instead of pre-EU emigration rates
(Appendix A.3.3). This identification leverages the fact that emigration to the UK has increased
almost exclusively immediately after the EU enlargement due to the free access to the UK labor
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the IV strategy:

Emigrationi,t = βEmigrationi,preEU ∗ UK Unemploymentt−1 + Zi,t−1γ + φi + ψt (First Stage)

Far-Right.Votet,i = β ̂Emigrationi,t−1 + Zi,t−1γ + φi + ψt (Second Stage)

where i indexes NUTS 3 regions and t indexed election years post EU accession.

Emigrationi,preEU refers to the share of emigrants in the region i prior to the

EU enlargement. Both equations include a vector of confounders such as GDP,

unemployment rates, and immigration inflows, (Zi,t−1) as well as region specific

and year fixed effects (φi, ψt). The coefficient of interest is β, which captures the

additional increase/decrease of emigration rates in regions where emigration rate

in pre-EU period is high relative to regions with lower level of the emigraiton in

pre-EU period. I use this additional differences in emigrant share to identify a

causal effect of emigration on vote share of far-right parties.

This IV approach relies on an assumption that there are no other ways that the

economic condition of the UK affects the voting results differently across regions

by their past emigration rates, except through the current emigration rates. One

might argue that there are some unobserved differences between the regions with

high past emigration rates and those with low past emigration rates that may

also be correlated with voting results post EU accession. For instance, political

conditions before EU accession might simultaneously affect the pre-EU emigration

rates as well as the voting results in later years.

First, to address such potential issues, I control for the vote share of far-right

party in the previous election, including the voting outcomes in pre-EU periods

(2001 parliamentary election). Also, I include regional economic confounders such

as GDP and unemployment rates as covariates, in addition to regional fixed effects,

to account for potential economic conditions that push emigrants and affect voting

results simultaneously. Finally, I would like to emphasize that the instrument does

market.
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Table 5: Instrumental Variable Analysis (Poland)

Dependent variable: Vote share of Far-right Parties

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Emigration 7.134∗∗ 23.773∗∗∗ 7.127∗∗ 14.329∗∗ 6.659∗∗ 12.695∗∗

(3.273) (8.398) (2.937) (6.030) (3.035) (6.130)

Immigration 12.506 7.436 14.807 10.484
(10.251) (11.210) (9.904) (10.696)

GDP −0.031∗∗∗ −0.031∗∗∗ −0.024∗∗∗ −0.025∗∗∗

(0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007)

Unemployment 0.017∗∗∗ 0.017∗∗∗ 0.014∗∗∗ 0.014∗∗∗

(0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003)

Current Transfers −0.0001 −0.00004 −0.0001∗ −0.0001
(0.00004) (0.00004) (0.00004) (0.00004)

Population 0.257∗ 0.192 0.205 0.153
(0.144) (0.153) (0.134) (0.143)

NUTS 3 FE
Year FE
Lagged DV

First Stage F 45.868 44.977 44.135

Estimator OLS IV OLS IV OLS IV

Observations 288 288 252 252 252 252

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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not only rely on the past emigration rates per se but also builds on the exogenous

economic condition of the destination country. Even though there are unobserved

differences across regions by their pre-EU emigration rates, it is hard to think of a

channel where economic conditions in the UK affect the voting results differently

by the past emigration rates, except through differences in post-EU emigration

rates.

Table 5 reports the results of both OLS and IV estimates for Poland around

the EU enlargement. Overall, the results from the table 5 are consistent with

the previous analyses, suggesting that emigration benefits the electoral success of

far-right parties at the regional level. As more emigrants leave, the far-right party

gains more vote share at the regional level. These relationships are statistically

significant across models. This is consistent when controlling the lagged dependent

variable as well (model 5, 6). Across all model specifications, the IV coefficient

estimates are larger than the OLS estimates but their confidence intervals overlap.

As in the previous analyses, the size of the coefficient suggests that the exit of

politically progressive voters may have second-order effects on voting outcomes

beyond the immediate direct effect from emigration on the distribution of voters.

6.2 Emigration and Individual Voting Behavior

I aim to identify the effects of emigration on the policy preferences of individuals

who remain. As noted in the previous section, there are potentially multiple ways

that emigration can affect the policy preferences of individuals who remain behind.

Large-scale emigration can affect the remaining individuals’ policy preferences by

raising concerns regarding the sustainability of their traditional values and local

communities, or by transforming their social network. These mechanisms are

not mutually exclusive. Plausibly, voters could be affected through more than

one mechanism at a time. In this paper, I do not aim to isolate the role of

each potential mechanism that may drive the effects of regional emigration on
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individuals’ support for far-right parties. Instead, I aim to capture the overall

impact of regional emigration share on individuals’ support for far-right parties,

which shows that emigration not only changes the distribution of the electorates

but also directly influences the voting behavior of people who are left behind.

To estimate the effect of regional emigration share on support for far-right

parties at the individual level, I employ the individual-level data from the Polish

Panel Study (POLPAN). POLPAN is carried out every five years, and I include the

most recent three waves (from 2008 to 2018) that are conducted after Poland joined

the EU. Each wave of the survey asks which party respondents support, as well

as their demographic information and place of residence. Using the information

regarding the place of residence of the respondents, I estimate the effects of regional

emigration share on individual vote choice.27

The three waves of the POLPAN covered the time after the EU accession,

which allows us to estimate the effects of large-scale emigration on individuals’

policy preferences and behavior. As in the regional-level analysis, I control for

regional economic variables including immigration, unemployment rate, GDP, and

current transfers. In addition, I include a vector of individual-level variables,

accounting for demographic characteristics such as age, the level of education, and

employment status. The dependent variable is binary variable that takes value one

if respondents are willing to vote for far-right party (PiS) in national elections.

Table 6 reports the results of models with unit fixed effect effect to account for

the time invariant unobserved, time-invariant factors that are specific to each indi-

vidual.28 The effect of the regional share of emigration on the propensity to vote for

far-right party is positive and statistically significant across different model spec-

27While I use NUTS 3 region for the sub-national level analysis in the previous section, the data
is only available at NUTS 2 level in POLPAN data, and regional emigration share is computed
accordingly.

28Due to the model specification, the effects of some of individuals’ demographic features that
are time-invariant (e.g. gender) are not reported. Also, the effects of the variables like education
is relatively understated since the variation within individual is limited. See Table A15 for
different model specification.

26



Table 6: Regional Emigration Exposure and Support for Far-right Parties

DV: Vote for Far-Right Parties

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Individual-Level
Age 0.018∗∗∗ 0.013∗∗∗ 0.015∗∗∗ 0.007 0.016∗∗

(0.002) (0.003) (0.004) (0.007) (0.008)

Education (BA) −0.059 −0.048 −0.043 −0.052 −0.020
(0.050) (0.050) (0.050) (0.055) (0.066)

Unemployed 0.024 0.020 0.019 0.016 0.026
(0.029) (0.029) (0.029) (0.031) (0.034)

Region-Level
Emigration 1.413∗ 1.725∗∗ 2.138∗∗ 1.585∗ 2.018∗

(0.803) (0.773) (0.893) (0.952) (1.105)

Immigration −0.849∗∗∗ −0.808∗∗∗ −0.618∗ −0.845∗∗

(0.292) (0.298) (0.326) (0.335)

GDP −0.001 0.0001 0.049∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) (0.019)

Unemployment −0.011 −0.007
(0.010) (0.011)

Current Transfers −0.002
(0.382)

Disposable Income −0.0001∗∗∗

(0.00004)

Year FE
Observations 1,850 1,850 1,850 1,798 1,584

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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ification. These results affirm that the emigration affects the electoral outcomes

at the sub-national level not only by changing the distribution of electorates, but

also by directly affecting individual political preferences.

7 Conclusion

What are the electoral consequences of international migration in sending coun-

tries? This paper investigates the characteristics of emigrants and how their de-

parture affects the electoral outcomes in sending countries. Using individual-level

survey and regional (NUTS 3) migration data, I find that emigrants from Cen-

tral and Eastern Europe are disproportionately more from politically progressive

populations, and the level of support for far-right parties is higher in regions with

large levels of emigration.

These findings have several implications for the literature. First, they suggest

that international migration can affect sending and receiving countries differently.

It is a common assumption that globalization makes the world more diverse. Yet,

increased mobility can facilitate geographical sorting by individuals’ political pref-

erences. Second, this paper provides one explanation for the recent growth of

far-right parties in Central and Eastern Europe. Many previous studies look into

the electoral success of far-right parties in Europe and point to Western European

countries’ experiences with globalization as the main driver behind this. Central

and Eastern Europe have had vastly different experiences with economic global-

ization from their Western counterparts, yet they also have experienced the rapid

rise of far-right parties. This paper demonstrates the conditions where different

experiences with globalization can result in similar political backlashes.

This paper has some limitations, and more needs to be done in future research.

First, this paper’s empirical strategy focuses on capturing the total effect of emi-

gration, not empirically testing potential mechanisms. As the results suggest, the
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effects from the exit of politically progressive voters on electoral outcomes likely

go beyond its direct influences on the distribution of remaining voters. As table

6 suggests, emigration could have more direct impacts on individual policy pref-

erences and voting behavior. Future research should explore these potential paths

by which emigration influences politics.

Also, this paper focuses on Central and Eastern Europe only, which raises the

question of how generalizable the results are. The pattern of migrants’ selection

and their characteristics can vary by region. However, this paper still provides

an insight that large-scale emigration can induce changes in electorates depending

on the attributes of emigrants. For a more comprehensive understanding of the

political impacts of emigration, future research should expand on how different

migration selection processes influence politics in sending countries differently.
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Appendix

A.1 Individual Level Migration Decision

A.1.1 Descriptive Statistics (LITS)

A.1: Descriptive Statistics (LiTs 2010)

Variable n mean min max sd

Willing to Emigrate 6273 0.23 0.00 1.00 0.42
Age 6641 47.23 18.00 99.00 17.48

Female 6641 0.53 0.51 0.55 0.01
Education (EISCED) 6641 4.10 1.00 7.00 1.41

Anti-Immigrant 5619 1.31 0.00 2.00 0.70
Pro-Democracy 5963 0.49 0.00 1.00 0.50

Religiosity 6641 0.09 0.00 1.00 0.28
Unemployed 6641 0.06 0.00 1.00 0.24

Vote 6505 0.60 0.00 1.00 0.49
Satisfied with Econ 6506 2.40 1.00 5.00 1.03

To capture (potential) emigrants, and (potential) stayers from the six Eastern European countries,
we use LiTs from the all six Eastern European countries (Poland, Czech Republic, Slovakia, Slovenia,
Latvia, Estonia).

Willing to Emigrate: I measure individuals willingness to emigrate using a question asks ”Do you
intend to move abroad in the next 12 months?” The responses to this question are coded as binary, 1
indicating willingness to emigrate, 0 not willing to emigrate.

Education (EISCED): highest level of education is coded in 7 point scale of EISCED category: 1: less
than lower secondary, 2: lower secondary, 3: lower tier upper secondary, 4: upper tier upper secondary,
5:advanced vocational, sub-degree, 6:BA level, 7: higher than MA degree.

Anti-Immigrant: Attitudes toward immigrants are measured using a question that asks ”if immigrants
are a burden for society(2), valuable contribution (0) or have none of these effects (1).”

Pro-Democracy: I measure individuals’ support for democracy using a question that asks whether
respondents agree with the statement that ”democracy is preferable to other forms of political systems”.
The responses to this question are coded as binary, 1 indicating a preference for democracy, 0 a preference
for other forms of political systems. In the survey, an authoritarian government was listed as an example
for the other political system.

Religiosity: I measure religiosity using a question asking if a respondent is ”a member of religious in-
stitution”. Answers are coded as binary, 1 indicating an active member while 0 indicating passive or no
membership.

Unemployed: I measure employment status using a question asking if a respondent is ”unemployed in
last 12 months.” Responses are coded binary.
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A.1.2 Descriptive Statistics (ESS)

A.2: Descriptive Statistics (ESS Wave 5-9)

Variable n mean min max sd

Emigrants 36619 0.02 0.00 1.00 0.12
Age (of emigration) 36619 48.18 18.00 102.00 17.77

Female 36590 0.55 0.00 1.00 0.50
Education (EISCED) 36484 4.02 1.00 7.00 1.62

Education (BA or Higher) 36484 0.20 0.00 1.00 0.40
Anti-Immigrant 35559 2.67 1.00 4.00 0.89

Ideology 31488 5.29 0.00 10.00 2.29
Religiosity 35974 4.12 0.00 10.00 3.25

In order to capture a sample of emigrants who live in other (Western) European countries, I use
European Social Survey data from 13 Western European countries (United Kingdom, Germany, France,
Belgium, Netherlands, Italy, Ireland, Austria, Swiss, Norway, Sweden, Finland, Denmark). On the other
hand, to capture a sample of people who remain in their home countries, I use the ESS from Eastern
European countries (Poland, Czech Republic, Slovakia, Slovenia, Estonia). Latvia is excluded from this
sample due to a lack of coverage of the ESS data.

Emigrants: ESS asks respondents if they are born in country of their current residence, when, and
where they migrated from. Using these question, I could identify emigrants from six Eastern European
countries who live in other (Western) European countries. In order to control for emigrants who migrated
before they gain their suffrage, I subset the emigrant sample only to people who emigrate at their age of
18 or older.

Age (of emigration): ESS wave 5 to 9 provides the exact year of emigration while ESS wave 1 to 4
provides the duration of their migration if emigrants stay in the country less than 5, 10, 15, or 20 years.
In order to estimate the precise age of arrival, I only use ESS wave 5 to 9.

Education (EISCED): ESS uses the same EISCED 7 point scale of highest level of education with LITs.

Anti-Immigrant: It is challenging to compare emigrants’ political attitudes in host countries with those
who stay in home countries since their political environment is different. Especially, it is hard to measure
emigrants’ attitudes toward immigrants. ESS has several different questions about attitudes toward im-
migrants. Yet, targeted respondents are emigrants, which means they themselves are immigrants in this
context. Therefore, general questions regarding the attitudes toward immigrants might not be a good
proxy for their attitudes toward immigration. To address this concern, I use a question that asks their
attitudes toward immigrants with different race or ethnicity (”Do you agree with allowing many/few im-
migrants from poorer countries outside Europe?”). Using this question will prevent emigrant respondents
from considering immigrants in the survey question as themselves and provide a proxy for their attitudes
toward minorities and cultural diversity. 1 indicates ”allowing many to come,” and 4 indicates ”allowing
none of them to come.”

Ideology: SS does not have the identical question with LiTs that asks how supportive respondents are
for democratic regimes. ESS has a question with how satisfied with the democracy in your country, but
’your country’ could mean the country of their current residence. Therefore, for the second best, more
direct way to measure the political attitudes, I use a following question: ”Where would you place yourself
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from 0(left) to 10(right) scale?”

Religiosity: ESS directly asks ”how religious are you in 0(not at all) to 10 (very religious) scale.

As discussed in the manuscript, one challenge to use ESS to measure emigrants’ attributes is that
ESS estimates the post-emigration attributes. In order to address this issue, at least for demographic
variables, I select ones that are more likely to be determined pre-emigration such as age (of emigration),
gender, level of education. For these reasons, I did not include current unemployment status, or satisfied
with the national economy (not home country), which are for sure be affected by emigration decision.
Also, I only used the emigrants sample who were older than 18.

A.1.3 T-test: (Potential) Emigrants vs Stayers

In addition to the visualization and the regression analyses reported in the main text, I report the
simple t-test results that show the differences between (potential) emigrants from stayers. Confidence
intervals reported in the tables are at 95% level.

A.3: T-Test: (Potential) Emigrants vs Stayers (LiTs)

Variable Emigrants Natives Difference CI.low CI.high

Age 36.71 50.86 14.15 13.26 15.04
Female 0.53 0.53 0.00 -0.00 0.00

Education (EISCED) 4.33 4.02 -0.31 -0.39 -0.23
Education (BA or higher) 0.207 0.162 -0.045 -0.068 -0.022

Unemployed 0.11 0.05 -0.06 -0.08 -0.05
Satisfied with Econ 2.29 2.43 0.14 0.07 0.20

Vote 0.55 0.61 0.06 0.03 0.09
Support for Democracy 0.56 0.46 -0.09 -0.12 -0.06

Anti-Immigrant 1.22 1.35 0.13 0.09 0.18
Religiosity 2.80 3.00 0.20 0.12 0.27

A.4: T-Test: Emigrants vs Stayers (ESS)

Variable Emigrant Native Diff CI.low CI.high

Age (of arrival) 29.23 48.47 19.24 18.49 19.98
Female 0.54 0.55 0.01 -0.03 0.05

Education 4.41 4.02 -0.39 -0.54 -0.23
Education (BA or Higher) 0.27 0.20 -0.07 -0.11 -0.03

Idegology 5.06 5.29 0.23 0.07 0.40
Anti-Immigrant 2.14 2.68 0.54 0.47 0.61

Religiosity 5.02 4.10 -0.92 -1.16 -0.68

A.2 Emigration and Far-Right Parties in Eastern Europe

A.2.1 Geographical Unit (NUTS) of Eastern Europe

NUTS is geographical unit that is comparable across EU member countries. NUTS 3 is the most
disaggregated unit within the NUTS system, which is defined as ”small regions for specific diagnoses” by
Eurostat (https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/nuts/background)
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A.5: NUTS 3-Level Information (2013)

Country NUTS 3 Unit (2013) Count

Czech Republic Region (Kraje) 14

Poland Subregions (Podregiony) 72

Slovakia Regions (Kraje) 8

Slovenia Statistical regions (Statistične regije) 12

Latvia Statistical regions (Statistiskie re ‘gioni) 6

Estonia Groups of counties (Groups of Maakond) 5

Romania Counties(judet,e) and Bucharest 42

A.2.2 Source of the Migration Data

This section reports the source of migration data as well as the method of each data collection.

• Poland Statistical Office ”Statistics Poland”
(https://bdl.stat.gov.pl/BDL/dane/podgrup/temat)

Data on registration for permanent residence in gmina and on registration of departure for per-
manent and long-term residence abroad is through PESEL (national registration number) register
collected by the Ministry of the Interior and Administration.

• Statistical Office of the Republic of Slovenia
(https://pxweb.stat.si/SiStatDb/pxweb)

Data are collected through the statistical survey “Migrations” (SEL). Data in this survey are col-
lected from the administrative collection of the Ministry of the Interior, namely the Central Popu-
lation Register.

• Statistical Office of Slovak Republic
(https://slovak.statistics.sk/)

The statistical survey on migration movement of population, every year organised by the SO SR,
is the main source of data on international migration. It is an exhaustive survey conducted under
the Programme of National Statistical Surveys by means of statistical reports Report on Migration.
The Ministry of Interior of the SR is the administrative source of data on acquisition and loss of
citizenship of the SR.

• Estonia Statistical Office
(http://pub.stat.ee/px-web.2001/dialog/statfile1.asp)

An emigration event occurs if a person’s residency index which at the beginning the year was 1
obtains the value 0 by the end of the year and it is not a death event.

• Latvia Statistical Office
(https://data1.csb.gov.lv/pxweb)

Migration data is synthesized based on a various source of administrative data primarily including
Office of Citizenship and Migration Affairs (OCMA), State Social Insurance Agency (SSIA).

• Czech Statistical Office
(https://vdb.czso.cz)

The data on migration were taken from the reports on migration (reporting units were Registration
offices of residence and district offices of the Foreign and Border Police of the Czech Republic)
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between the years 2001 and 2094. Since 2005 they have been electronically taken from the Ministry
of Interior.

• Romania National Institute of Statistics
(https://insse.ro/cms/en/content/official-statistics-romania)

The data on migration were taken from the National Institute of Statistics of Romania between the
years between years 1994 and 2019. Estimates are based on the exhaustive statistical survey based
on administrative data.

A.2.3 Source of the Electoral Data

This section reports the source of parliamentary election data. Geographical boundaries of NUTS regions
do not always align with the boundaries of electoral constituencies. In these cases, I collected the district-
level election outcome data and aggregate them to NUTS 3 regions.

• Polish Parliamentary Elections
European Election Database
(https://nsd.no/european_election_database)
Polish State Election Commission ()
(https://parlament2015.pkw.gov.pl/

• Slovenia Parliamentary Elections
European Election Database
(https://nsd.no/european_election_database)
Slovenia Election Comission
(https://www.dvk-rs.si/index.php/en)

• Slovakia Parliamentary Elections
European Election Database
(https://nsd.no/european_election_database)
Statistical Office of the Slovak Republic
(https://volby.statistics.sk/)

• Latvia Parliamentary Elections
European Election Database
(https://nsd.no/european_election_database)
Latvia Central Election Commission
(https://www.cvk.lv/en)

• Estonia Parliamentary Elections
Estonia Electoral Commission
(http://rk2015.vvk.ee/)
https://rk2019.valimised.ee

• Czech Republic Parliamentary Elections
European Election Database
(https://nsd.no/european_election_database)
Czech Statistical Office Election Server
(https://www.volby.cz)
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• Romania Parliamentary Elections
European Election Database
(https://nsd.no/european_election_database)

A.2.4 Emigration and Alternative Proxy for Financial Remittances

To my knowledge, remittances are only available at the country level. As a proxy for the remittances
inflow at the sub-national level, I use current transfers (received) in the main text. In addition to the
current transfers, I also control the disposable income at the regional level as another alternative measure.
Remittance can affect the recipients’ behavior is by increasing their disposable income regardless of
domestic economic condition. Data is from Eurostat.

A.6: Vote Share of Far-right Parties w Alternative Proxy for Remittances

Dependent Variable: Vote Share of Far-right Parties

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Emigration 4.174∗∗ 3.284∗ 6.732∗∗∗ 6.407∗∗∗

(1.849) (1.878) (2.309) (2.380)

Immigration 5.671∗∗ 3.453 12.625 14.792
(2.680) (2.188) (8.364) (8.044)

GDP -0.002 -0.0005 -0.031∗∗∗ -0.025∗∗∗

(0.003) (0.003) (0.006) (0.006)

Unemployment 0.014∗∗∗ 0.010∗∗∗ 0.016∗∗∗ 0.014∗∗∗

(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

Population 0.200∗∗∗ 0.150∗∗∗ 0.244∗∗ 0.191∗

(0.061) (0.053) (0.121) (0.112)

Disposable Income -0.00001∗∗∗ -0.00000∗∗∗ -0.00000∗ -0.00000∗∗

(0.00000) (0.00000) (0.00000) (0.00000)

(National) Remittances -0.0005∗∗∗ -0.0004∗∗∗

(0.00003) (0.00004)

NUTS FE

Year FE

Lagged DV
Observations 454 454 332 332

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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A.2.5 Emigration and Vote Share of Other Parties

If emigration increases the vote share of far-right parties by changing the distribution of voters,
emigration should degrade supports for the other parties as well. When young, highly educated, and
politically progressive people leave, emigration should decrease the vote-share of parties with more cos-
mopolitan values and policy positions. I investigate the relationship between emigration and vote share
of left, center-left, and center-right parties. I code the party family based on the classification of the
Chapel Hill Expert Survey.

A.7: Emigration and Vote Shares of Other Parties

Dependent variable: Vote Share
Left Center-Left Centrist (Liberal)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Emigration -1.810∗∗∗ -1.448∗∗∗ -1.299∗∗ -1.771 0.945 0.930 -3.948∗∗∗ -3.501∗∗∗ -3.425∗∗∗

(0.598) (0.510) (0.527) (1.652) (1.121) (0.835) (1.490) (1.271) (1.275)

Immigration 0.401 0.427 0.027 0.005 -5.591∗∗∗ -5.483∗∗∗

(0.382) (0.387) (1.394) (0.004) (1.553) (1.550)

GDP -0.0005 -0.0003 0.004∗∗∗ 0.004 -0.004∗∗ -0.004∗∗

(0.0005) (0.0005) (0.001) (3.436) (0.002) (0.002)

Unemployment 0.001∗ 0.001 0.007∗∗∗ 0.007 -0.002 -0.002
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (6.372) (0.001) (0.001)

Current Transfers 0.00002∗∗∗ -0.00000 0.00001
(0.00001) (-0.160) (0.00002)

NUTS 3 FE

Year FE
Observations 92 86 86 561 492 492 561 492 492

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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A.2.6 Emigration and Turnout

I investigate the relationship between emigration rates and turnout at the regional level to test the
implication of mechanism that the exit of politically progressive voters change the demographic composi-
tion of voters. If emigration changes the remaining pool of the voters, it should also decrease the turnout
since emigrants will still likely be registered as voters.

A.8: Emigration and Turnout

Dependent variable: Turnout Rates

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Emigration −8.427∗∗∗ −6.718∗∗ −8.704∗∗ −6.806∗∗

(2.647) (2.909) (3.588) (3.466)

Immigration −6.050∗∗ −2.752 −2.459 −2.334
(2.791) (2.481) (3.116) (3.192)

GDP −0.001 −0.013∗∗∗ 0.007 −0.016∗∗∗

(0.004) (0.003) (0.006) (0.003)

Unemployment −0.009∗∗∗ 0.004∗∗ −0.010∗∗∗ 0.006∗∗∗

(0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002)

Current Transfers 0.0001∗∗∗ −0.00001 0.0002∗∗∗ −0.00004
(0.00002) (0.00002) (0.00004) (0.0001)

Population −0.301∗ 0.292∗∗ −0.323∗ 0.515∗∗∗

(0.165) (0.136) (0.174) (0.180)

(National) Remittance 0.0005∗∗∗ 0.0002
(0.0002) (0.0001)

NUTS FE
Year FE
Lagged DV
Observations 440 371 277 277

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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A.2.7 Alternative Coding for Polish Far-Right Parties

All the radical right-wing parties in CHES are considered to be radical right wing parties in other
datasets (e.g. Comparative Manifesto Data) and previous studies except Law and Justice (PiS) in Poland.
Whereas CHES classifies PiS as a radical right wing party from early 2000s, some previous studies
categorize PiS as conservative party, and instead consider (LPR) as a radical right wing party in 2005,
and 2007 elections (Bakker et al., 2020, 2015).1. In the main text, I followed the CHES coding. In
the appendix, I replicate the same instrumental variable approach as well as OLS, using the alternative
coding that adds LPR as far-right party in 2005, and 2007 elections. The results are consisntent in terms
of the direction of coefficient and the statistical significance.

A.9: Emigration and Vote Share of Far-right Parties (with alternative coding)

Dependent variable:

Vote Share of Far-right Parties

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Emigration 2.061∗ 0.781 3.601∗ 3.659∗

(1.113) (1.336) (2.020) (1.928)

Immigration 0.842 −0.963 −0.694
(1.165) (1.642) (1.404)

GDP 0.0002 −0.004 −0.001
(0.001) (0.002) (0.002)

Unemployment 0.007∗∗∗ 0.012∗∗∗ 0.009∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Current Transfers −0.00001 −0.00002 −0.00004
(0.00001) (0.00003) (0.00003)

(National) Remittances −0.0003∗∗∗ −0.0003∗∗∗

(0.00002) (0.00002)

NUTS3 FE

Year FE

Lagged DV
Observations 561 492 351 351

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01

1CHES classifies LPR as confessional party, and Comparative Manifesto Project data consider LPR as Christian Demo-
cratic Party.
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A.3 Endogeneity and Instrumental Variable

A.3.1 Instrumental Variable Analysis with Poland and Romania Data

In the main analysis, I focus on Polish case, leveraging the fact that emigration rates from Poland to
UK has increased dramatically since the EU enlargement in 2004. Because UK has become the most
popular destination country for Polish workers, I could use the economic condition of UK as a strong
pulling factor that exogeneously affects emigration rates from Poland. If there is no particularly popular
destination country, it is hard to construct strong instrument since economic condition of destination
country may not have strong effects on emigration rates from sending countries. In order to test if this
finding is generalizeable to other countries, I extended the IV analysis to include the Romania case.
Like Poland, Romania experienced a surge in emigration rates after they entered the EU. While many
EU countries limited the instant access of Romanian workers to their labor markets at that time, the
transitional arrangements such as non-employment free movement within EU decreased Romanians’ cost
of migration significantly, and as a result, the number of Romanian emigrants more than doubled from a
year before they joined the EU. Particularly, Spain, as one of the countries that opened their borders to
Romanian workers shortly after the EU accession, has become one of the major destination countries for
Romanian emigrants (e.g. Camarã, 2019). Applying the same empirical strategy I used to instrument for
Polish emigration rates using economic condition of UK, I leverage the exogeneity of economic condition
in the destination (Spain) to construct an instrument for Romanian emigration rates. Table 10 shows
the results of both OLS and 2SLS estimators. Though the F-statistics are lower than the main analysis
with Poland, the value of F-statistics are higher than the standard for a weak instrument (F = 10 ).

A.10: IV Analysis (Poland and Romania)

Dependent variable: Vote share of Far-right Parties

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Emigration 6.268∗∗ 27.684∗∗∗ 10.743∗∗∗ 17.165∗∗∗ 9.325∗∗∗ 15.496∗∗

(2.469) (10.069) (2.297) (6.315) (2.432) (6.609)
Immigration 1.193 −1.379 0.136 −2.183

(2.943) (3.859) (2.891) (3.744)
GDP −0.030∗∗∗ −0.031∗∗∗ −0.024∗∗∗ −0.025∗∗∗

(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)
Unemployment 0.010∗∗∗ 0.011∗∗∗ 0.007∗∗∗ 0.008∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
Current Transfers −0.059∗∗ −0.058∗∗ −0.059∗∗ −0.058∗∗

(0.025) (0.024) (0.023) (0.023)
Population 0.100∗ 0.072 0.072 0.048

(0.058) (0.064) (0.052) (0.059)

NUTS 3 FE

Year FE

Lagged DV

First Stage F 25.682 25.489 24.500

Estimator OLS IV OLS IV OLS IV

Observations 372 372 336 336 336 336
∗∗∗p < 0.01; ∗∗p < 0.05; ∗p < 0.1
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A.3.2 Instrumental Variable Analysis for alternative classification of Far-right par-
ties in Poland

All the radical right-wing parties in CHES are considered to be radical right wing parties in other
datasets (e.g. Comparative Manifesto Data) and previous studies except Law and Justice (PiS) in Poland.
Whereas CHES classifies PiS as a radical right wing party from early 2000s, some previous studies
categorize PiS as conservative party, and instead consider (LPR) as a radical right wing party in 2005,
and 2007 elections 2. In the main text, I followed the CHES coding. In the appendix, I replicate the
same instrumental variable approach, using the alternative coding that classifying LPR as far-right party
in 2005, and 2007 elections. The results are consistent in terms of the direction of coefficient and the
statistical significance.

A.11: IV Analysis (Poland) with Alternative Coding

Dependent variable:

Vote share of Far-Right Party
(1) (2) (3)

Emigration 16.352∗∗∗ 11.549∗∗∗ 10.424∗∗∗

(4.455) (3.758) (3.862)

Immigration 9.586 12.554
(8.777) (8.491)

GDP −0.013∗∗∗ −0.007∗

(0.004) (0.004)

Unemployment 0.013∗∗∗ 0.011∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.001)

Current Transfers 0.019 −0.002
(0.035) (0.032)

Population 0.047 0.039
(0.137) (0.123)

NUTS 3 FE

Year FE

Lagged DV

Estimator IV IV IV

First Stage F 45.893∗∗∗ 45.283∗∗∗ 44.973∗∗∗

N 288 252 252
∗∗∗p < 0.01; ∗∗p < 0.05; ∗p < 0.1

2CHES classifies LPR as confessional party, and Comparative Manifesto Project data consider LPR as Christian Demo-
cratic Party.
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A.3.3 Instrumental Variable Analysis with Emigration rates after the EU accession

Ideally, we would have data of the past emigration rates by destination, which would allow me to
use the past emigration rates to the UK exclusively to build an instrument. However, such data is
not available at the sub-national level (NUTS 3). For a robustness check, I construct the instrument
with the emigration share in 2004, at the year of EU enlargement, instead of pre-EU emigration rates
(UnemploymentUK,t × Emigration2004). This leverages the fact that emigration to the UK has increased
almost exclusively immediately after the EU enlargement due to the free access to the UK labor market
(Okólski and Salt, 2014). Table A 12 reports the results of this new identification. The results are mostly
consistent with the results reported in the main text.

A.12: IV analysis with 2004 emigration rates (Poland)
(1) (2) (3)

Emigration 22.943∗∗∗ 17.403∗∗∗ 14.986∗∗∗

(6.861) (5.380) (5.569)

Immigration 9.243 11.511
(9.981) (9.421)

GDP −0.030∗∗∗ −0.023∗∗∗

(0.006) (0.006)

Unemployment 0.012∗∗∗ 0.009∗∗∗

(0.002) (0.002)

Current Transfers −0.099∗∗∗ −0.103∗∗∗

(0.037) (0.035)

Population 0.096 0.066
(0.141) (0.129)

NUTS 3 FE

Year FE

Lagged DV

Estimator IV IV IV

First Stage F 48.838∗∗∗ 48.973∗∗∗ 47.117∗∗∗

N 288 252 252
∗∗∗p < 0.01; ∗∗p < 0.05; ∗p < 0.1
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A.3.4 Instrumental Variable Analysis with GDP growth rate in the UK

In the main text, I use the unemployment rate of the UK to construct a shift-share instrument as a
measure of economic condition in destination country that affects emigration rates of Poland exogenously.
Whereas I use the unemployment rate of the UK to measure the labor demand of the UK, some previous
studies use the GDP growth rates as a measure of economic condition of destination country (e.g. Mishra,
2007). Following this convention, I use the GDP growth rate of the UK, interacted with the emigration
rate in pre-EU (2003) as an instrument for the emigration rates. Table A.9 show that results are consistent
with the results in the main text.

A.13: IV analysis with UK GDP growth rate (Poland)

Dependent variable:

Vote share of Far-Right Party
(1) (2) (3)

Emigration 32.425∗∗∗ 23.817∗∗∗ 21.624∗∗∗

(8.043) (5.799) (5.872)

Immigration 5.145 7.220
(11.190) (10.553)

GDP −0.030∗∗∗ −0.023∗∗∗

(0.006) (0.006)

Unemployment 0.012∗∗∗ 0.009∗∗∗

(0.002) (0.002)

Current Transfers −0.089∗∗ −0.092∗∗

(0.040) (0.037)

Population 0.038 0.010
(0.148) (0.136)

NUTS 3 FE
Year FE
Lagged DV

Estimator IV IV IV

First Stage F 58.254∗∗∗ 57.782∗∗∗ 55.701∗∗∗

N 288 252 252
∗∗∗p < 0.01; ∗∗p < 0.05; ∗p < 0.1
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A.4 Regional Emigration and Individuals’ Support for Far-right Par-
ties

A.4.1 Regional Emigration and Individuals’ Support for Far-right Parties (Cross-
National)

To test whether individual-level analysis can be generalized to other countries, I explore how regional
level emigration rates affect individual vote choice, using the European Social Survey (ESS), which asks
individuals’ vote choice in the most recent national election. ESS does not include data for Latvia and
Romania, but it includes all other Central, Eastern European countries in the sample. The results are con-
sistent with the analysis with Polish Panel data. Regional emigration rates are positively correlated with
individuals’ propensity to vote for far-right parties, controlling other individual, and regional covariates,
along with country and year fixed effects.

A.14: Regional Emigration and Individuals’ Vote Choice (ESS)

Dependent variable: Vote for Far-right Parties

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Individual-Level

Age 0.004∗ 0.006∗∗∗ 0.007∗∗∗ 0.007∗∗∗

(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
Female −0.048 0.018 0.025 0.040

(0.070) (0.066) (0.066) (0.075)
Education −0.154∗∗∗ −0.158∗∗∗ −0.162∗∗∗ −0.156∗∗∗

(0.023) (0.024) (0.024) (0.028)
Urban −0.293∗∗∗ −0.280∗∗∗ −0.285∗∗∗ −0.263∗∗∗

(0.062) (0.057) (0.059) (0.067)
Unemployed −0.056 −0.082 −0.078 −0.086

(0.052) (0.052) (0.053) (0.060)

Regional-Level

Emigration −0.261 4.471∗∗∗ 3.669∗∗∗ 0.465
(0.218) (1.362) (1.238) (0.961)

Immigration −2.926∗∗∗ −2.418∗∗∗ −0.175
(0.817) (0.734) (0.631)

Population −0.022 −0.064 0.322
(0.171) (0.161) (0.265)

GDP −0.00000 −0.00000 −0.0001∗∗∗

(0.00001) (0.00001) (0.00003)
Unemployment −0.015 −0.063∗∗∗

(0.013) (0.023)
Current Transfers 0.002∗∗

(0.001)

Country FE

Election Year FE

Observations 15,810 11,609 11,267 10,036
Log Likelihood −5,422.062 −4,532.520 −4,471.219 −3,844.885
Akaike Inf. Crit. 10,878.120 9,103.039 8,982.439 7,731.771

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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A.4.2 Regional Emigration and Individuals’ Support for Far-right Parties (RE)

While fixed effects model successfully account for the individual specific unobservables, it does not
capture the effects of covariates that are time-invariant within unit (e.g. gender) or covariates that varies
little within unit over time (e.g. education). As an alternative, I estimate the random effect model with
the varying intercept for unit, and time.

A.15: Regional Emigration and Individuals’ Vote Choice (Random Effects)

Vote for Far-Right Parties

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Age 0.005∗∗∗ 0.004∗∗∗ 0.004∗∗∗ 0.003∗∗∗ 0.002∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Female 0.016 0.022 0.022 0.025 0.027
(0.030) (0.029) (0.029) (0.029) (0.031)

Education (BA) −0.109∗∗∗ −0.133∗∗∗ −0.131∗∗∗ −0.152∗∗∗ −0.158∗∗∗

(0.029) (0.028) (0.029) (0.029) (0.032)

Unemployed 0.018 0.011 0.011 0.004 0.017
(0.026) (0.026) (0.026) (0.026) (0.028)

Emigration 1.051 2.337∗∗∗ 2.410∗∗∗ 1.840∗∗∗ 0.856
(0.646) (0.631) (0.653) (0.662) (0.768)

Immigration −1.569∗∗∗ −1.593∗∗∗ −1.259∗∗∗ −0.815∗∗∗

(0.173) (0.183) (0.196) (0.221)

GDP −0.0002 −0.001 0.004
(0.001) (0.001) (0.008)

Unemployment −0.012∗∗∗ −0.022∗∗∗

(0.003) (0.005)

Current Transfers −0.0001
(0.0001)

Disposable Income −0.00001
(0.00002)

Observations 1,850 1,850 1,850 1,798 1,584

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01

15



References

Bakker, R., De Vries, C., Edwards, E., Hooghe, L., Jolly, S., Marks, G., Polk, J., Rovny, J., Steenbergen,
M., and Vachudova, M. A. (2015). Measuring party positions in europe: The chapel hill expert survey
trend file, 1999–2010. Party Politics, 21(1):143–152.

Bakker, R., Hooghe, L., Jolly, S., Marks, G., Polk, J., Rovny, J., Steenbergen, M., and Vachudova, M. A.
(2020). 1999-2019 chapel hill expert survey trend file. version 1.2. Chapel Hill, NC: University of North
Carolina, Chapel Hill. Available at: chesdata.eu.
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