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Abstract

Improving the political participation of immigrants could advance their interests and

foster their integration into receiving countries. In this study, 23,800 citizens were ran-

domly assigned to receive visits from political activists during the lead-up of the 2010

French regional elections. Treatment increased the turnout of immigrants without a�ect-

ing non-immigrants, while turnout was roughly equal in the control group. A postelectoral

survey reveals that immigrants initially had less political information, which could explain

the heterogeneous impact. Although the e�ect fades quickly over subsequent elections, our

�ndings suggest that voter outreach e�orts can successfully increase immigrants' political

participation, even when they do not speci�cally target their communities and concerns.
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1 Introduction

As the number of �rst- and later-generation immigrants continues to increase among the pop-

ulation of the United States and Europe (Segal, Elliot, and Mayadas, 2010; Eurostat, 2011;

Homeland Security, 2012), the question of their integration gains ever more importance. Im-

migrants are more likely than other citizens to be uneducated and unemployed, their median

income is lower, and they are often segregated in suburbs dominated by social housing (e.g,

Beauchemin, Hamelle, and Simon, 2010; Eurostat, 2011; Alba and Foner, 2015). Immigrants'

children remain disadvantaged and their situation is sometimes even worse than that of their

parents (Maxwell, 2009). Perhaps re�ecting these poor economic conditions, the sense of na-

tional belonging of citizens of immigrant origin remains low. In France, for instance, less than

half of naturalized immigrants and only 63% of their descendants say that they strongly feel

French (Simon, 2012). Low integration of immigrants a�ects not only their own well-being

but also the overall social cohesion in the receiving societies (Givens, 2007; Bloemraad, Ko-

rteweg, and Yurdakul, 2008). In the last decade, growing tensions between an estranged youth

population of immigrant origin and the police and other institutions manifested themselves in

major suburban revolts in several European countries (e.g, Duprez, 2009; Dancygier, 2010).

More recently and tragically, marginalization may have catalyzed the radicalization of citizens

of immigrant origin turning to terrorism or joining ISIS as foreign combatants (Kepel and

Jardin, 2015).

Policies implemented to foster immigrants' integration fall into three groups, broadly speak-

ing. Laws regulating the access to citizenship, citizenship tests, and related civic integration

policies directly a�ect immigrants' e�orts and aptitude to integrate (see Bevelander and Spång

(2014) for a recent review of the literature), while anti-discrimination laws address stigmatiza-

tion and discrimination by the mainstream population. Finally, a range of labor market and

housing policies seek to improve immigrants' socioeconomic status (e.g, Joppke, 2007). In-

creasing immigrants' political participation may be an important complementary tool. While

a growing number of immigrants become citizens and obtain the right to vote, they often

remain less likely to participate in the elections than others (e.g, Bass and Casper, 2001;

Jiménez, 2011; Niel and Lincot, 2012; United States Census Bureau, 2012). Enhanced par-

2



ticipation would make it more likely that their preferences are taken into account in policy

choices, thus a�ecting their ability to improve their well-being by advancing political claims

(e.g, Dahl, 1989; Bohman, 1996; Miller, 2008; Fujiwara, 2015). In addition, electoral campaigns

and elections are important moments to develop an identity as a full-�edged member of one's

civic community. The di�culty is that low integration and tensions with the rest of the society

and its institutions may make it di�cult to mobilize immigrants politically, perhaps requiring

that voter outreach appeals be speci�cally tailored to their concerns to be successful. In the

United States, for instance, political parties, which long neglected immigrants and focused on

courting the votes of groups with higher participation, are increasingly adopting this strategy

(e.g, Verba, Schlozman, and Brady, 1995; Leighley, 2001). They target mobilization e�orts

at groups of citizens of immigrant origin deemed close to their ideological platform, hoping

to win votes by increasing their participation. Non-partisan local community-based organi-

zations, too, increasingly engage in �eld campaigns targeting immigrants (e.g, Barreto, 2005;

Garcia Bedolla and Michelson, 2012). In an attempt to boost the impact of these drives, the

message is typically tailored to the targeted communities, conveyed in their native language,

and delivered by coethnic political activists.

This strategy may not be generalizable to all contexts, however. Where the immigrants

are geographically dispersed, targeting speci�c communities can be challenging and costly. In

addition, while tenants of the multiculturalist model are certainly sympathetic to initiatives

that allow immigrants to root their participation in society within their own community,

champions of the assimilationist model believe that their full integration requires overcoming

cultural, religious, and ethnic divides (e.g., Kymlicka and Norman, 1994; Koopmans et al.,

2005; Howard, 2009; Koopmans, 2010). In the many countries where the latter model is

dominant, voter appeals that explicitly target speci�c ethnic groups and contain ethnic cues

may simply not be politically acceptable.

In this paper, we examine whether a voter outreach e�ort can successfully increase the

participation of immigrants even when it neither targets nor crafts its appeal to any speci�c

immigrant community, and whether the e�ect on citizens of immigrant origin is as large as on

native-born citizens.

In the four weeks leading to the French 2010 regional elections, activists from the Parti
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Socialiste (PS) canvassed eight cities of the Ile-de-France region to encourage registered citizens

to vote. Ethnic diversity in these cities is wide: immigrants contribute to a larger share of the

population than in the country as a whole and they come from over 100 di�erent countries. The

campaign did not target any one group. Instead, the experimental sample of 1,347 addresses

and 23,773 citizens includes immigrants of all origins as well as citizens born in France. From

this sample, 678 addresses were randomly allocated to the treatment group, which received

the visits of the canvassers, and the remaining 669 addresses to the control group, which did

not receive any visit. In our analysis we use �immigrant� to refer to citizens of foreign birth

(the ��rst generation�) and their French-born children living with them (who belong to the

�second generation�).

Our results are surprising. Not only were immigrants successfully mobilized by the in-

tervention, but their response was also signi�cantly larger. Using administrative voter rolls

and turnout data, we �nd that the canvassers' visits increased the turnout of immigrants

and children of voting age living with them by 3.4 percentage points in the �rst round and

2.8 percentage points in the second round without signi�cantly a�ecting other citizens. These

impacts correspond to persuasion rates of 10.6% and 9.3% respectively. Immigrants' participa-

tion increased whether they were �rst or second generation, and whether they were originally

from Magreb, Sub-Saharan Africa, or Asia, which are the three main regions of origin in the

sample.

The heterogeneous impact of the visits is all the more striking as contact rate was similar

among immigrants and others, and turnout levels were comparable in both populations in the

control group, once other characteristics are controlled for. We are able to verify that treatment

e�ect heterogeneity is driven by immigrant origin, rather than observed factors correlated

with it. To further shed light on underlying mechanisms, we administered a postelectoral

survey to 900 respondents within two months after the regional elections. We �rst �nd that

immigrants had signi�cantly less political information than non-immigrants, which may have

contributed to make the information conveyed by the political activists more impactful for

them. In addition, immigrants may have been more receptive to the PS activists as their

actual reported voting suggests they are more left-leaning than other citizens.

While the short-run impact of the visits on immigrants compares favorably with the impact
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of door-to-door canvassing measured in other settings (DellaVigna and Gentzkow, 2010), it

diminishes over time: it is smaller and non-signi�cant in the two rounds of the cantonal

elections that were organized one year later. Overall, the results suggest that voter outreach

e�orts can successfully increase the political participation and integration of immigrants even if

they are not speci�cally tailored to them, but that one-shot contacts will not produce durable

impacts.

1.1 Contribution to the Literature

A large literature shows a negative correlation between ethnic diversity and public goods

provision (Easterly and Levine, 1997; Alesina, Baqir, and Easterly, 1999; and Miguel and

Gugerty, 2005, among others). In a recent study in France, Algan, Hémet, and Laitin (2016)

�nd that ethnic diversity decreases the quality of public goods, such as local public spaces. Our

study focuses on similar neighborhoods, characterized by large ethnic diversity and prevalent

social housing. Consistent with previous �ndings, political participation � a particular form of

public good, since it does not generate any direct private return � is very low on average in our

sample. Building on the existing literature, we test whether it can successfully be increased

by a get-out-the-vote e�ort.

Methodologically, we draw on the randomized controlled trials conducted by Gosnell (1930)

and Gerber and Green (2000). While most following get-out-the-vote experiments were con-

ducted in the United States, in partnership with nonpartisan organizations, our study com-

pletes the smaller number of experiments evaluating a partisan e�ort (e.g., Arceneaux and

Nickerson, 2010; Gerber, Green, and Green, 2003; Nickerson, Friedrichs, and King, 2006; Pons,

2016), and it is the �rst organized in France. The most distinctive feature of our �eld exper-

iment is as follows. A few studies have estimated the impact of get-out-the-vote campaigns

targeting immigrants, and found large e�ects of phone banks and door-to-door canvassing (e.g,

Michelson, 2005; Wong, 2004; Garcia Bedolla and Michelson, 2012). In many of these studies,

ethnic cues, explicitly present in the script or resulting from the very presence of coethnic

canvassers and the use of voters' native languages, may have increased voters' receptiveness
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and contributed to the results. By contrast, the content of our intervention was not tailored to

any speci�c group of voters: immigrants were actually underrepresented among the canvassers,

who did not target coethnics and conveyed an ethnic-neutral message.

In addition, the fact that canvassers contacted both immigrants and non-immigrants allows

us to compare the impact of an identical voter outreach e�ort on both groups. While many

studies compare the levels of registration, participation, or the political preferences of di�erent

groups of citizens de�ned by ethnicity or place of birth (e.g, Wol�nger and Rosenstone, 1980;

Verba, Schlozman, and Brady, 1995; Cho, 1999; Ramakrishnan and Espenshade, 2001; Jack-

son, 2003; Xu, 2005; Bevelander and Pendakur, 2011; Maxwell, 2010), few get-out-the-vote

experiments compare treatment e�ects across di�erent groups of the population (Arceneaux

and Nickerson, 2009; Fieldhouse et al., 2014; Braconnier, Dormagen, and Pons, 2015). But this

evidence is required to assess the impact of voter mobilization campaigns on the demographic

composition and partisan balance of the electorate, both outcomes which are at least equally

important as overall participation. The di�culty is that any sociodemographic characteristic,

such as immigrant origin, correlates with many other variables. As a result, treatment e�ect

heterogeneity measured along one dimension may capture the in�uence of correlated factors

(e.g, Horiuchi, Imai, and Taniguchi, 2007; Imai and Strauss, 2011; Green and Kern, 2012).

We disentangle treatment e�ect heterogeneity along a particular variable from heterogeneity

along other dimensions by including other observed variables interacted with the treatment

dummy in the same regression.

Finally, we not only measure the short-run impact of door-to-door canvassing, but also the

persistence of the e�ect. Unlike experimental (Gerber, Green, and Shachar, 2003; Davenport

et al., 2010; Garcia Bedolla and Michelson, 2012) and nonexperimental work (Meredith, 2009;

Fujiwara, Meng, and Vogl, 2016) showing that voting can be habit forming, the impact remains

positive but decreases substantially and is no longer statistically signi�cant in the follow-up

elections.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 describes the context of the

experiment and its design. Sections 3 presents the results and Section 4 investigates underlying

mechanisms. Section 5 concludes.
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2 Experimental Setting and Data

2.1 The 2010 French Regional Elections

The intervention took place during the campaign for the 2010 regional elections in Ile-de-

France, the region that includes Paris and surrounding areas. French regions were created in

1982 to decentralize some of the power concentrated in Paris, and were allocated authority

over social housing, high schools, transportation, environment, town and country planning,

business support, adult skills training, and research. Each region is headed by a president and

has a regional assembly, both elected for six years. Regional elections take the form of list polls

with two rounds. The list that receives the largest vote share in the second round receives

25% of the seats at the regional assembly, while the remaining 75% are divided proportionally

between all lists that made it to the second round.

Turnout at the 2010 elections was relatively low: only 46% and 51% of the registered

citizens participated in the �rst and second rounds, on 14 and 21 March. The Parti Socialiste

won 21 of the 22 metropolitan regions. In Ile-de-France the participation was also low. The PS

gathered 25% of the votes in the �rst round and merged its list with two other left-wing lists

in the second round. The merged list received 57% of the votes, enabling Jean-Paul Huchon to

be reelected as president of the region.1 Cantonal elections took place one year later, in March

2011,2 in half of the cities of the sample, accounting for 68% of registered citizens. Similarly to

the 2010 elections, they were characterized by a low turnout (45% in both rounds) and by the

overall domination by left-wing parties. We use these elections to estimate the medium-run

impact of the intervention.

1Despite this clear-cut victory, the outcome of the election in Ile-de-France had been uncertain during most
of the campaign: on the left of the political spectrum, �the Greens� emerged before the �rst round as a powerful
third force and threatened to receive a larger vote share than the PS. On the right, Valérie Pécresse was a
serious contender. The Minister for Higher Education and Research minister at that time, she was heading the
list of the �UMP�, the party of President Nicolas Sarkozy, which held more than half the seats at the National
Assembly.

2The general councils of departments (the administrative unit below the region) whose members are chosen
by these elections, have fewer responsibilities than the regional councils. They oversee middle schools, solidarity
programs, leisure, and town and country planning, and a few other areas of government. Until 2015, council
members were elected for six years; every three years, half of the cantons of each department came up for
election.
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2.2 The Intervention

A total of 1,347 buildings with 23,773 citizens were included in the experiment: 678 addresses

were randomly allocated to the treatment group, which received the visits of the canvassers,

and the remaining 669 addresses to the control group, which did not receive any visit. All

citizens living in the same building thus belonged to the same group by design.3 Before

randomly allocating the buildings between the treatment and control groups, we strati�ed

them by street and size to ensure balance of the two groups.4

The door-to-door visits took place on evenings and Saturdays during the four weeks before

the �rst round of the 2010 election. Between the �rst and second rounds, in one city, Mon-

trouge, canvassers continued to cover treatment group buildings that they had not covered

before the �rst round.5 Canvassers knocked on doors in groups of two. They were active

members of the PS and were not compensated for their participation in the experiment. Only

a few of them had previous experience of door-to-door canvassing, and all received a training

course that included role-playing.

To ensure that the intervention would be administered uniformly across canvassers, the

training course was identical in all cities, and all canvassers received a toolkit with detailed

instructions and advice on how to start and lead the conversations. The full toolkit is available

in the Appendix in both the original and English versions (Figures A3 and A4). Canvassers

were instructed to provide basic information systematically about the date of the election and

the location and opening times of the poll o�ce. They urged people to vote, using general

arguments about the importance of voting and of the forthcoming elections as well as personal

examples and stories. They further encouraged people to vote for the PS, as the campaign

sought to increase both overall turnout and voter support. At the end of the discussion, the

canvassers gave their interlocutor a lea�et summarizing the platform of this list. When no one

3Conducting the randomization at the apartment level would have increased our statistical power, but
proved infeasible. Indeed, registered citizens usually do not indicate their apartment number on the voter rolls.

4The size of a building, proxied by the number of registered citizens living in it, is a good indicator of
socioeconomic status: in the areas included in the sample, big buildings often contain social housing, and
households there are poorer, on average, than those in residential areas.

5Some buildings were cross-randomized to receive a second visit between the two rounds. Unfortunately,
only 84 buildings housing 2,145 registered citizens could be integrated in this second randomization, since the
two rounds were separated by one week only. This very small sample limits the precision of the comparisons
we can draw between the impact of one versus two visits, and one visit before the �rst round versus one visit
between the two rounds; thus, we do not report these estimates.
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opened, this lea�et was left at the door.

2.3 Sampling Frame

The experimental sample spans eight cities in Ile-de-France, mapped in Figure A1 in the

Appendix. The cities where chosen based on two criteria: low political turnout in previous

elections, and interest in the experiment shown by the Parti Socialiste's local unit.6 In each

city, the sample includes polling stations characterized by low historical electoral participation.

The sample population primarily lives in the �banlieues,� suburban neighborhoods which

face an important set of interrelated economic and social challenges, including poverty, housing

decay, low employment rates, high criminality, and poor educational achievement. These

neighborhoods are marked by increased internal tensions, notably between the youth and the

police, and a widening gap with the rest of the country.

France has Europe's second-largest foreign-born population, and immigrants contribute to

a larger share of the population in the sample cities than in the country as a whole. They

come from over 100 di�erent countries, mostly former French colonies in Maghreb, Sub-Saharan

Africa, and Asia, resulting in large ethnic diversity.7 Importantly, the door-to-door campaign

targeted neither any one group nor immigrants as a whole, and it did not tailor its message to

speak to their particular concerns. All the interactions were in French, and ethnic minorities

were actually underrepresented among the canvassers, as they are in general among members

of the PS (Dargent and Rey, 2014).

2.4 The Data

Voter rolls
6Cities in the experiment are: Sevran, Villetaneuse, Pierre�tte (in the department Seine-Saint-Denis),

Montrouge, Bagneux, Malako� (in the department Hauts-de-Seine), Domont (in the department Val d'Oise),
and the 11th arrondissement of Paris.

7Before World War II, immigrants to France came primarily from other European countries. Afterwards,
the majority came from outside Europe, primarily former French colonies in Maghreb, Sub-Saharan Africa,
and Asia. Most of them belong to ethnic minorities (Weil, 2005).
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To de�ne our sample, we use the lists of registered citizens that are maintained at the

municipality level.8 The voter rolls include the addresses of all registered citizens, as well as

their gender and date and place of birth. This last variable enables us to identify immigrants,

following the United Nations' de�nition of people born abroad. Since we know neither the

citizenship at birth nor the ethnicity of registered citizens, we cannot disentangle citizens born

abroad with a foreign citizenship (and who mostly belong to visible ethnic minorities) from

those who were born French (and are mostly white), but the latter constitute a small minority

in the sample neighborhoods.

The voter rolls further enable us to reconstruct households and identify descendants of

immigrants born in France. We assume that citizens sharing the same last name (either

as their birth name or married name) and living at the same address belong to the same

household,9 and that two individuals of the same household who were born more than 15

years apart are from di�erent generations. This method allows us to identify the subset of

immigrants' descendants registered to vote who live with their parents and whose parents are

registered. It misses those who do not live with their parents or whose parents are not French

citizens or not registered.

Monitoring spreadsheets

Canvassers were asked to report the date and number of doors knocked and opened in

each building. Overall, they knocked on 9,070 doors and 4,432 (48.9%) opened. Although

it is di�cult to precisely evaluate the relative importance of the di�erent reasons why doors

do not open, the major reason by far is that no one was at home during the canvassers'

visit. Other reasons include distrust of strangers, and children being temporarily alone at

home. The percentage of doors opened was slightly higher in buildings with a larger fraction

of immigrants: from a bivariate regression, we �nd that the door opening rate increases by

0.1 percentage points when the fraction of immigrants increases by 1 percentage point. This

suggests that immigrants were slightly more likely than other citizens to open their door to

the canvassers, but that the di�erence was small.

8Since the door-to-door visits took place after the registration deadline, they did not e�ect registration,
and the administrative voter rolls that each municipality collates every year are an accurate description of the
sample population.

9Although imperfect, this method is relatively satisfying: we obtain an average number of registered citizens
per household of 1.9, when respondents to the post-electoral survey report an average of 2.1.
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Individual turnout

In France, each voter who participates in an election signs an attendance sheet (see an

example in Figure A2). These sheets are available for public review up to ten days after

the election. We took pictures of attendance sheets for the two rounds of the 2010 regional

and the two rounds of the 2011 cantonal elections and digitized them. This administrative

data enables us to measure the actual voting behavior of all registered citizens in our sample

without bias, unlike self-reports of voter turnout, which are often unreliable (Ansolabehere and

Hersh, 2012). Altogether, our analysis is based on approximately 78,000 individual turnout

observations.

Post-electoral survey

A post-electoral survey was administered over the phone on a subsample of registered

citizens whose numbers could be found in the phonebook. All respondents were surveyed

within two months after the regional elections. The questionnaire included questions about

socioeconomic status, information on the elections, and political preferences.

Of the people we called, 892 (24%) responded, and of those 839 completed the entire

survey. The pool of people who were called, and the pool of respondents, was not randomly

drawn from the entire pool of registered voters: their participation is higher, and they live

disproportionately in Sevran (46%, compared to 31% for the entire sample).10

Additional sources of data

Using Google Maps, we measure and control for the distance between a person's home and

polling station. In addition, we obtained housing price data at the building level from the real

estate company www.MeilleursAgents.com, which we use as a proxy for income. Finally, we

identi�ed all sample buildings included in a ZUS (zone urbaine sensible, the government's desig-

nation for underprivileged areas), using the atlas available at http://sig.ville.gouv.fr/Atlas/ZUS/.

10Conversely, Montrouge and Villetaneuse are underrepresented among the respondents to the survey due to
the order in which the surveyors received the lists of phone numbers to call in the di�erent cities. They were
asked to conduct 900 surveys and stopped when they achieved this goal.
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3 Results

3.1 Verifying Randomization

Randomization ensures that all observable and unobservable characteristics should be sym-

metrically distributed between the treatment and control groups. Table 1 veri�es this for a

series of observed characteristics. It presents summary statistics for registered citizens in the

sample, separately for the control and treatment groups. We also show the di�erence between

the means of the two groups and report the p-value of a test of the null hypothesis that they

cannot be distinguished from each other. Overall, registered citizens in the two groups are

extremely similar. Out of 37 di�erences shown in Table 1, only two are signi�cant at the 5%

level, and four at the 10% level, which is in line with what would be expected.11

Slightly more than half of the registered citizens in our sample live in three cities of the

department Seine-Saint-Denis (Sevran, Villetaneuse, and Pierre�tte-sur-Seine) that are known

for their underprivileged neighborhoods and high crime rates. Overall, more than a third live

in a ZUS. The average housing price, 3400 euros per square meter, is nonetheless relatively

high, due to the proximity of Paris.

The average registered citizen lives only 270 meters away from his polling station and is

44 years old. Of the registered citizens, 45% are males and 30% are immigrants. Among

immigrants, 87% come from one of three broad regions: Maghreb (39%), Sub-Saharan Africa

(29%), or Asia (20%).

The reply and survey completion rates of the post-electoral survey in the control and

treatment groups are very similar. Among the respondents, 45% do not have a high school

diploma, 59% are employed workers, and 9% report being unemployed. Middle-tier professions

and o�ce workers largely dominate other types of activities.
11Education indicates the highest diploma obtained by the respondent and originally takes nine possible

values. For brevity, we grouped them into four categories. Socioprofessional category indicates the current
occupation or most recent occupation, disentangled into 22 possible responses. We group them into categories,
following the French nomenclature of occupation types (Insee, 2003).
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Table 1: Summary Statistics

Mean SD Mean  SD
Panel A. Building characteristics
City where building is located

Paris, 11th arrondissement 0.056 0.230 0.046 0.210 0.668 23,773
Bagneux 0.098 0.297 0.104 0.306 0.788 23,773
Domont 0.049 0.216 0.049 0.216 0.978 23,773
Malakoff 0.116 0.320 0.118 0.322 0.960 23,773
Montrouge 0.169 0.375 0.162 0.369 0.865 23,773
Pierrefitte‐sur‐Seine 0.065 0.247 0.061 0.240 0.810 23,773
Sevran 0.300 0.458 0.315 0.465 0.699 23,773
Villetaneuse 0.146 0.353 0.144 0.351 0.933 23,773

Based in a ZUS 0.344 0.475 0.354 0.478 0.812 23,773
Housing price 3447 1423 3394 1401 0.706 23,773
Distance to the polling station 0.272 0.243 0.268 0.248 0.867 23,773

Panel B. Individual characteristics (voter rolls, whole sample)
Male 0.449 0.497 0.461 0.498 0.069 23,773
Age 44.2 17.9 44.2 17.8 0.935 23,773
Immigrant 0.291 0.454 0.301 0.459 0.476 23,760

Maghreb origin 0.112 0.316 0.116 0.320 0.683 23,760
Sub‐Saharan African origin 0.085 0.279 0.087 0.282 0.858 23,760
Asian origin 0.056 0.231 0.063 0.243 0.387 23,760
Other origin 0.039 0.193 0.037 0.190 0.746 23,760

Born in Ile‐de‐France 0.520 0.500 0.504 0.500 0.126 23,760

Panel C. Individual characteristics (postelectoral survey)
Called for a survey 0.154 0.361 0.163 0.369 0.467 23,773

Survey conducted 0.242 0.428 0.232 0.422 0.508 3,766
Education

No diploma 0.144 0.352 0.137 0.344 0.784 817
Diploma below end‐of‐high‐school 0.322 0.468 0.287 0.453 0.272 817
End‐of‐high‐school diploma 0.227 0.419 0.254 0.436 0.403 817
Higher education diploma 0.307 0.462 0.322 0.468 0.664 817

Employment status
Employed worker 0.588 0.493 0.583 0.494 0.885 804
Unemployed worker 0.109 0.312 0.077 0.266 0.126 804
Student 0.070 0.256 0.105 0.307 0.076 804
Retired worker 0.179 0.384 0.169 0.375 0.715 804
Other inactivity 0.053 0.225 0.066 0.249 0.452 804

Socioprofessional category
Category 1 (farmers) 0.005 0.070 0.003 0.051 0.592 792
Category 2 (craftsmen, retail traders) 0.037 0.188 0.029 0.167 0.504 792
Category 3 (executives) 0.098 0.298 0.148 0.356 0.028 792
Category 4 (middle‐tier professions) 0.314 0.465 0.266 0.442 0.132 792
Category 5 (office workers) 0.353 0.478 0.302 0.460 0.121 792
Category 6 (laborers) 0.086 0.280 0.089 0.284 0.890 792
Category 8 (no activity) 0.108 0.311 0.164 0.371 0.026 792

Control group Treatment group P‐value 

Treatment 

= Control

Number 

of obs. 

Notes : For each variable, we report the means and standard deviations in both the control group and the 

treatment group and indicate the p‐value of the difference. Standard errors are adjusted for clustering at the 

building level. “Immigrant” refers to citizens of foreign birth and their French‐born children living with them.
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3.2 Overall Impact of the Visits

We �rst estimate the average impact of the visits on all citizens using the following IV regres-

sion:

Yi,b = α1 + β1V isitedb +X
′
bγ1 + Z

′
i,bδ1 +

∑
s

λsb + εi,b (1)

where Yi,b is turnout of individual i living in building b, V isitedb is a dummy variable equal

to 1 if building b received the visit of canvassers, Xb is a vector of building characteristics (its

housing price, distance to the polling station, and whether it is located in a ZUS), Zi,b is a

vector of individual characteristics (age, age², gender, and whether the individual was born

in the region Ile-de-France), and λsb are strata �xed e�ects. V isitedb is instrumented with

Tb, a dummy equal to 1 if the building was allocated to the treatment group. Due to time

constraints, the canvassers did not cover some buildings in the treatment group, and a few

buildings in the control group were covered by mistake, with a �rst stage of 0.86. These

two sources of di�erence between treatment group and actual treatment received are not

particularly interesting, so that the �intention to treat� e�ect does not have any interest per

se in this case and we only report the �treatment-on-the-treated� e�ect (Angrist, Imbens, and

Rubin, 1996). In this and all remaining regressions, we adjust the standard errors for clustering

at the level of the building since randomization was conducted at this level. Failure to do this

would result in an underestimate of the standard errors.

The results are shown in Table 2, Panel A. Average participation was low in the control

group in the �rst round: 34.2%. This turnout rate is ten percentage points lower than the

regional average (43.8%), consistent with the choice of polling stations with a low turnout

history. Participation in the second round was slightly higher than the �rst (37.8%), but still

nine percentage points lower than the regional average (47.1%).

The impact of the visits on overall participation was positive but small and signi�cant

neither in the �rst round (column 1) nor in the second round of the 2010 elections (column 3).

This �nding is robust to the inclusion of individual and building controls (columns 2 and 4).
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Table 2: Impact of the visits on participation in the 2010 regional elections

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Panel A. Overall impact

Visited 0.004 0.003 0.006 0.003 0.005 0.003
(0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.007) (0.007)

Strata fixed effects x x x x x x
Building and individual controls x x x
Observations 23773 23760 23773 23760 23773 23760
R-squared 0.06 0.10 0.05 0.10 0.06 0.11
Mean in Control Group 0.342 0.342 0.378 0.378 0.360 0.360

Panel B. Impact on immigrants and non-immigrants
Visited -0.008 -0.011 -0.005 -0.008 -0.006 -0.009

(0.009) (0.009) (0.010) (0.009) (0.009) (0.008)
Immigrant * Visited 0.041** 0.044*** 0.032* 0.036** 0.037** 0.040**

(0.017) (0.017) (0.019) (0.018) (0.017) (0.016)
Immigrant 0.003 -0.010 0.017 0.002 0.010 -0.004

(0.011) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.011) (0.011)
Strata fixed effects x x x x x x
Building and individual controls x x x
Observations 23760 23760 23760 23760 23760 23760
R-squared 0.06 0.10 0.06 0.10 0.07 0.11
Mean in Control Group, Non-immigrants 0.354 0.354 0.385 0.385 0.369 0.369

Average of first and 
second rounds

Notes : The unit of observation is the individual. Standard errors are adjusted for clustering at the building 
level and reported in parentheses. In Panel A, we estimate the overall impact of the visits. In Panel B, we 
estimate their impact for immigrants and non-immigrants separately. 
Visited is instrumented with Treatment and Immigrant * Visited with Immigrant * Treatment. Building 
controls include: housing price, distance to the polling station, and whether it is located in a ZUS. Individual 
controls include: age, age², gender, and whether the individual was born in Ile-de-France.

First round Second round

3.3 Impact on Immigrants and Non-Immigrants

We then use speci�cations of the form in Equation [2] to estimate the treatment e�ects sepa-

rately for immigrants and non-immigrants:

Yi,b = α2 + β2V isitedb + θ2Ii,b + λ2V isitedb × Ii,b +X
′
bγ2 + Z

′
i,bδ2 +

∑
s

λsb + εi,b (2)

where Ii,b is a dummy equal to 1 if the person is an immigrant. V isitedb and V isitedb×Ii,b are

instrumented by Tb and Tb × Ii,b. In this equation, θ2 estimates the di�erential participation

of immigrants in the control group. β2 and β2+λ2 estimate the impact of receiving the visit of

15



canvassers for non-immigrants and immigrants respectively, and λ2 estimates the di�erential

impact of the visits for immigrants. The results are shown in Table 2, Panel B.

The participation of immigrants at the �rst round of the 2010 regional elections did not

signi�cantly di�er from non-immigrants (column 1), a �nding robust to including individual

and building controls (column 2). Similarly, the participation of immigrants in the second

round of the elections did not signi�cantly di�er from non-immigrants (columns 3 and 4).

While immigrant origin is not associated with a di�erent turnout level, it accounts for an

important share of treatment e�ect heterogeneity.

As shown in columns 1 and 2, the visits had a signi�cantly larger impact on immigrants

than non-immigrants in the �rst round. The di�erence, 4.4 percentage points, is signi�cant

at the 1% level in the speci�cation with individual and building controls. The participation

of non-immigrants was not a�ected: the coe�cient on Visited is actually negative, although

small and not signi�cant at the standard levels. However, adding the coe�cients on Visited

and Immigrant x Visited, we �nd that the visits increased the participation of immigrants by

3.4 (= 4.4 - 1.1) percentage points, which is signi�cant at the 5% level. Scaling this estimate

by the inverse of the fraction of doors opened (48.9%), we obtain that the visits increased the

�rst round participation of immigrants who live in an apartment which opened its door by

approximately 7.0 percentage points (3.4 ∗ 1/0.489).12 Our estimate can be compared to the

existing literature using the method proposed by DellaVigna and Kaplan (2007). We divide

the treatment e�ects by the proportion of immigrants that could potentially be mobilized to

vote by the treatment (i.e., 1 minus the fraction of nonvoters in the control group among

immigrants). We obtain a persuasion rate of 0.034/ [0.489× (1− (0.354− 0.010))] = 10.6%.

This is of the same order of magnitude as persuasion rates measured by previous studies

examining the impact of door-to-door canvassing on participation. For instance, Gerber and

12This result is derived under two assumptions. First, we assume that the impact of the visits on households
that did not open their door is negligible. This assumption is supported by Sinclair, McConnell, and Green
(2012) �nding that voter mobilization does not yield spillovers across households. Second, we assume that the
number of citizens living in households that opened their door is equal on average to the number of citizens
living in households that did not, so that we can proxy the fraction of citizens living in households that opened
their door by the fraction of doors opened. Note that in the postelectoral survey, members of larger households
were more likely to say that their household did not receive the canvassers' visit during the campaign. Thus, if
anything, the fraction of doors opened provides an upper bound to the fraction of citizens living in households
which opened their door, and taking the inverse provides a lower bound to the true impact of the visits on
citizens living in an apartment which opened its door.
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Green (2000) and Green, Gerber, and Nickerson (2003) �nd persuasion rates of door-to-door

canvassing of 15.6% and 11.5% respectively.

In the second round, the impact of the visits on immigrants was larger again than on non-

immigrants (columns 3 and 4). The di�erence, 3.6 percentage points, is signi�cant at the 5%

level. While the participation of non-immigrants was not signi�cantly a�ected, the participa-

tion of immigrants increased by 2.8 (= 3.6 - 0.8) percentage points, an e�ect signi�cant at the

10% level. This corresponds to a persuasion rate of 0.028/ [0.489× (1− (0.384 + 0.002))] =

9.3%. Averaging over both rounds, the impact of the intervention on immigrants was 3.1

percentage points, and signi�cant at the 5% level.

Finally, we distinguish between di�erent groups of citizens of immigrant origin. First,

we separate citizens born abroad from their children, identi�ed based on the voter rolls as

individuals living in the same household and 15 years younger or more. The results are

presented in Table 3, Panel A. The impact of the visits was positive on both subgroups in

both rounds, but the interaction with the treatment is signi�cant only for citizens born abroad,

which constitute a larger group. Second, in Panel B, we separate immigrants by broad origin,

Maghreb, Sub-Saharan Africa and Asia and compare the impact of the visits across them.

The impact on turnout at the �rst and second rounds was large for citizens born in the three

regions. Even though the small sample size limits the statistical precision of this comparison,

we do �nd that Maghreb origin and, averaged over both rounds, Sub-Saharan African origin

are signi�cant when interacted with the treatment dummy.
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(1) (2) (3)
Panel A. Immigrants born abroad vs. 
Children

First round Second round Average of first and 
second rounds

Visited -0.011 -0.008 -0.009
(0.009) (0.009) (0.008)

Immigrants born abroad * Visited 0.057*** 0.036* 0.046***
(0.018) (0.019) (0.017)

Immigrants' children * Visited 0.007 0.037 0.022
(0.031) (0.033) (0.030)

Immigrants born abroad -0.028** -0.008 -0.018
(0.014) (0.013) (0.012)

Immigrants' children 0.034* 0.023 0.028
(0.020) (0.021) (0.019)

Strata fixed effects x x x
Building and individual controls x x x
Observations 23760 23760 23760
R-squared 0.10 0.10 0.11
Mean in Control Group, Non-immigrant 0.354 0.385 0.369

Panel B. Immigrants of different origins
Visited -0.012 -0.009 -0.010

(0.009) (0.009) (0.008)
Maghreb origin * Visited 0.064** 0.056** 0.060**

(0.025) (0.027) (0.024)
Sub-Saharan African origin * Visited 0.045 0.045 0.045*

(0.029) (0.029) (0.027)
Asian origin * Visited 0.036 0.017 0.027

(0.036) (0.035) (0.033)
Other origin * Visited 0.020 0.008 0.014

(0.044) (0.047) (0.042)
Maghreb origin -0.039** -0.019 -0.029*

(0.016) (0.017) (0.015)
Sub-Saharan African origin 0.046** 0.039** 0.043**

(0.020) (0.019) (0.018)
Asian origin -0.030 0.000 -0.015

(0.026) (0.025) (0.024)
Other origin -0.023 -0.021 -0.022

(0.026) (0.029) (0.026)
Strata fixed effects x x x
Building and individual controls x x x
Observations 23760 23760 23760
R-squared 0.10 0.10 0.12
Mean in Control Group, Non-immigrant 0.354 0.385 0.369

Notes : The unit of observation is the individual. Standard errors are adjusted for clustering at the building 
level and reported in parentheses. 
In Panel A, we estimate the impact of the visits for non-immigrants, immigrants born abroad, and their French-
born children living with them, separately. Visited is instrumented with Treatment, Immigrant born abroad * 
Visited with Immigrant born abroad * Treatment, and Immigrants' children * Visited with Immigrants' Children 
* Treatment. In Panel B, we estimate the impact of the visits for non-immigrants and immigrants of different 
origins separately. Visited is instrumented with Treatment, Maghreb origin * Visited with Maghreb origin * 
Treatment, Sub-Saharan African origin * Visited with Sub-Saharan African origin * Treatment, Asian origin * 
Visited with Asian origin * Treatment, and Other origin * Visited with Other origin * Treatment. 
Building controls include: housing price, distance to the polling station, and whether it is located in a ZUS. 
Individual controls include: age, age², gender, and whether the individual was born in Ile-de-France.

Table 3: Impact of the visits on participation in the 2010 regional elections 
for different groups of immigrants
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3.4 Small and insigni�cant persistence

To evaluate the impact of the visits at the 2011 cantonal elections, one year later, we restrict the

sample to the four cities in which cantonal elections were held in 2011: Montrouge, Pierre�tte-

sur-Seine, Sevran and Villetaneuse. These four cities account for 68% of the entire sample.

Table 4: Impact of the visits on participation in the 2011 cantonal elections

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Panel A. Overall impact

Visited 0.004 0.003 0.001 -0.001 0.003 0.001
(0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.008)

Strata fixed effects x x x x x x
Building and individual controls x x x
Observations 15416 15405 15410 15399 15410 15399
R-squared 0.06 0.11 0.05 0.10 0.06 0.12
Mean in Control Group 0.262 0.262 0.291 0.291 0.277 0.277

Panel B. Impact on immigrants and non-immigrants
Visited -0.003 -0.004 -0.010 -0.011 -0.006 -0.007

(0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.011) (0.011) (0.010)
Immigrant * Visited 0.019 0.020 0.028 0.029 0.024 0.025

(0.021) (0.020) (0.021) (0.021) (0.019) (0.019)
Immigrant -0.012 -0.016 0.020 0.015 0.004 0.000

(0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.015) (0.013) (0.013)
Strata fixed effects x x x x x x
Building and individual controls x x x
Observations 15405 15405 15399 15399 15399 15399
R-squared 0.06 0.11 0.05 0.10 0.06 0.12
Mean in Control Group, Non-immigrants 0.274 0.274 0.293 0.293 0.283 0.283

Average of first 
and second rounds

Notes : The unit of observation is the individual. Standard errors are adjusted for clustering at the building 
level and reported in parentheses. In Panel A, we estimate the overall impact of the visits. In Panel B, we 
estimate their impact for immigrants and non-immigrants separately. 
Visited is instrumented with Treatment and Immigrant * Visited with Immigrant * Treatment. Building 
controls include: housing price, distance to the polling station, and whether it is located in a ZUS. 
Individual controls include: age, age², gender, and whether the individual was born in Ile-de-France.

First round Second round

The results are shown in Table 4. As for the regional elections, we �nd that the impact of

the canvassers' visits on overall participation at the cantonal elections is small and signi�cant

neither in the �rst round nor in the second round (Panel A). Similarly, we do not �nd any

signi�cant impact on non-immigrants (Panel B). The important di�erence is that the impact on

immigrants, while positive, is smaller than at the regional elections, and not signi�cant. Table

A1 disentangles between di�erent groups of citizens of immigrant origin. Unlike the regional

19



elections, the impact is signi�cant neither for citizens born abroad nor for their children (Panel

A), and it is only signi�cant (at the 5% level) for immigrants of Maghreb origin in the second

round (Panel B). These results suggest that the e�ect of the short interaction that mobilized

some immigrants for the elections immediately following the intervention decays over time.

Previous studies investigating whether mobilization e�ects persist in subsequent elections have

also found that they decay over time (e.g, Davenport et al., 2010), but unlike this study they

nonetheless typically found large and signi�cant persistent treatment e�ects (see also Gerber,

Green, and Shachar, 2003; Garcia Bedolla and Michelson, 2012).

4 Mechanisms Explaining the Heterogeneous Treatment E�ects

The fact that the visits successfully increased the participation of immigrants in the 2010

regional elections answers our main question: voter outreach e�orts which are not tailored to

speci�c immigrant communities can nonetheless improve their participation. The signi�cantly

larger impact among immigrants is, however, unexpected and puzzling. We now investigate

underlying mechanisms which may explain this treatment e�ect heterogeneity. Purely mechan-

ical explanations are unlikely to account for it: the door-opening rate was not much larger

in buildings with a larger fraction of immigrants, and their participation is not lower than

other citizens in the control group, so that the e�ect cannot be interpreted as a mere catch-up

e�ect. Instead we �rst examine whether treatment e�ect heterogeneity along immigrant origin

captures the in�uence of correlated sociodemographic factors. We then turn to di�erences in

political attitudes, namely political knowledgeability and ideological closeness to the PS, as

potential drivers of the large impact of the visits among immigrants.
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4.1 Isolating the In�uence of Immigrant Origin on Treatment E�ect Het-

erogeneity

We now address the possibility, inherent to subgroup analysis, that treatment e�ect hetero-

geneity measured along one dimension � here, immigrant origin � may capture the in�uence of

other correlated factors. Immigrant origin is indeed correlated with multiple sociodemographic

variables, as shown in Table 5. Panel A focuses on sociodemographic variables observed on the

entire sample and presents summary statistics separately for immigrants and other citizens.

We show the di�erence between the means of the two groups and report the p-value of a test

of the null hypothesis that they cannot be distinguished from each other. Immigrants are

signi�cantly more likely than others to live in a ZUS, they are slightly younger on average

and they live in buildings where housing price is lower. Among immigrants, a larger share

are males, and they are of course more likely to be born outside of the region Ile-de-France.

Heterogeneous treatment e�ects along immigrant origin may actually come from di�erences

in these correlated characteristics. For instance, the treatment may have a�ected all citizens

born outside of the region, not just immigrants, by helping them to bridge a knowledge gap.

Alternatively, what mattered was perhaps not being of immigrant origin, but standard of

living, proxied by housing price.

To disentangle the in�uence of immigrant origin on treatment impact from the in�uence

of correlated variables, we allow for heterogeneity in the treatment e�ects by other dimensions

than place of birth. Speci�cally, we include interaction terms between the treatment indicator

and each of these variables in a unique regression:

Yi,b = α4+β4V isitedb+θ4Ii,b+λ4V isitedb×Ii,b+W
′
i,bρ4+V isitedb×W

′
i,bτ4+X

′
bγ4+Z

′
i,bδ4+εi,b (3)

where Wi,b is the vector of characteristics along which we allow for heterogeneity in the treat-

ment e�ects. V isitedb, V isitedb × Ii,b and V isitedb ×W
′
i,b are instrumented by Tb, Tb × Ii,b

and Tb ×W
′
i,b.
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Table 5: Differences between the characteristics of immigrants and non-immigrants

Number 
of obs. 

Mean SD Mean SD
Panel A. Characteristics known for the entire sample
Gender 0.437 0.496 0.497 0.500 0.000 23,760
Age 44.424 18.348 43.600 16.629 0.008 23,760
Born in Ile-de-France 0.634 0.482 0.222 0.416 0.000 23,760
Based in a ZUS 0.296 0.456 0.476 0.499 0.000 23,760
Housing price 3594 1456 3010 1208 0.000 23,760
Distance to the polling station 0.273 0.243 0.263 0.250 0.188 23,760

Panel B. Characteristics known for respondents to the postelectoral survey
Education

No diploma 0.116 0.320 0.194 0.396 0.004 816
Diploma below end-of-high-school 0.335 0.472 0.240 0.428 0.003 816
End-of-high-school diploma 0.228 0.420 0.266 0.443 0.258 816
Higher education diploma 0.322 0.468 0.300 0.459 0.563 816

Employment status
Employed worker 0.575 0.495 0.612 0.488 0.298 803
Unemployed worker 0.086 0.280 0.110 0.313 0.299 803
Student 0.075 0.263 0.114 0.318 0.074 803
Retired worker 0.212 0.409 0.090 0.287 0.000 803
Other inactivity 0.053 0.224 0.075 0.263 0.228 803

Socioprofessional category
Category 1 (farmers) 0.006 0.075 0.000 0.000 0.079 791
Category 2 (craftsmen, retail traders) 0.028 0.165 0.043 0.204 0.296 791
Category 3 (executives) 0.128 0.335 0.110 0.314 0.454 791
Category 4 (middle-tier professions) 0.315 0.465 0.240 0.428 0.031 791
Category 5 (office workers) 0.324 0.468 0.335 0.473 0.774 791
Category 6 (laborers) 0.082 0.275 0.098 0.298 0.444 791
Category 8 (no activity) 0.117 0.322 0.173 0.379 0.041 791

Panel C. Knowledgeability and partisanship
Political information

Knows that he/she is registered 0.845 0.363 0.796 0.404 0.204 456
Knows who was elected pres. of the regio 0.517 0.501 0.443 0.499 0.172 440
Able to cite responsibilities of the region 0.332 0.472 0.281 0.451 0.280 440
Overall information index 0.000 0.708 -0.132 0.710 0.081 458

Political preferences
Voted for PS at first round 0.459 0.501 0.500 0.506 0.647 127
Voted for PS at second round 0.727 0.448 0.900 0.304 0.009 139

Non-immigrants Immigrants P-value 
Native-
borns = 

Notes : For each variable, we report the means and standard deviations both for non-immigrants and for immigrants 
and indicate the p-value of the difference. Standard errors are adjusted for clustering at the building level.
In Panel C, the sample is restricted to individuals in the control group. 

In columns 2 through 7 of Table 6, Panel A, we allow the treatment e�ect in the �rst

round of the 2010 regional elections to be heterogeneous along the following dimensions suc-

cessively: gender, age, born in the region Ile-de-France, ZUS, housing price, and distance to

the polling station. The di�erential e�ect obtained on immigrants is remarkably consistent

across all speci�cations, both in magnitude (between 4.1 and 4.5 percentage points) and in

statistical signi�cance (at the 5 or 1% level). In column 8, we allow for heterogeneity by all
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these dimensions simultaneously, and measure a consistent di�erential e�ect of 4.0 percentage

points, signi�cant at the 5% level. The estimate of the di�erential e�ect of canvassing on the

participation of immigrants in the second round is also consistent with allowing for hetero-

geneity of the treatment e�ect along these dimensions, as shown in Table 6, Panel B. In all

speci�cations, the estimate of this di�erential e�ect lies between 3.4 and 3.8 percentage points,

and it is signi�cant at the 5 or 10% level.

While these results suggest that immigrant origin is the key factor responsible for treat-

ment e�ect heterogeneity, we cannot exclude that other unobserved sociodemographic factors

correlated with immigrant status contributed to it. In particular, occupation, education, and

income are commonly considered important determinants of voter turnout levels (e.g., Camp-

bell et al., 1960; Rosenstone and Hansen, 1993). We do not observe these variables in our

entire sample but collected them on the subsample of respondents to the postelectoral sur-

vey.13 Panel B of Table 5 shows di�erences between immigrants and other citizens for values

taken by the three variables. We also run chi-square tests of homogeneity to determine whether

immigrants and non-immigrants have the same distribution of each of these variables. Table

A2 reports the test statistics and p-values of Pearson's chi-squared test and the likelihood-ratio

chi-square test. We fail to reject the hypothesis that immigrants and non-immigrants have the

same distribution of socioprofessional categories: for this variable, the p-values of the Pearson's

and likelihood-ratio chi-squared test statistics are respectively 0.469 and 0.386. However, we

reject the hypothesis that both groups have the same distribution of education levels and the

same type of employment status at the 1% level: as shown in Table 5, immigrants are more

likely to not have a high school diploma and they are less likely to be retired workers. As a

result, we cannot exclude that education and employment status contributed to the estimated

in�uence of being an immigrant on the e�ect of the treatment. In fact, the lower education

of immigrants may have a�ected their level of political information. We now discuss whether

di�erences in political knowledgeability and partisanship may have contributed to the large

impact of the visits among immigrants.

13Education indicates the highest diploma obtained by the respondent and takes nine possible values, start-
ing with no diploma. Employment status takes �ve values: employed worker, unemployed worker, student,
retired worker, and other inactivity. Socioprofessional category indicates the current occupation or most recent
occupation, disentangled into 22 categories.
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4.2 Knowledgeability and Partisanship

Provision of Information

An important part of the canvassers' visits was to provide information about the date of the

election, the location and opening times of the poll o�ce, and the political agenda of their can-

didate. Information on the whereabouts of the election can signi�cantly reduce the logistical

costs of voting (e.g, Wol�nger, Highton, and Mullin, 2005), while information on political plat-

forms can help formulate political opinions, reducing the cognitive costs of becoming engaged

with and informed about the political world, which may be an even greater barrier to voter

turnout (Berinsky, 2005). In the present study, the larger impact of the visits on immigrants

may simply come from the fact that the information provided by the canvassers was more

impactful for them, as they were originally less informed about French politics and about the

regional elections as a result of being born in a foreign country, for the most part, and having

on average fewer contacts with other citizens than native-borns do.

Panel C of Table 5 compares levels of political information among immigrants and other

citizens along several dimensions, measured in the postelectoral survey: whether the respon-

dent knows that she is registered,14 who was elected as president of the region, and what the

responsibilities of the regional council are (in terms of programs overseen). We restrict the

sample to citizens in the control group to avoid contaminating the estimation with the e�ect of

the treatment. Immigrants are less informed on all three dimensions although these di�erences,

while sizable, are not statistically signi�cant. To summarize all di�erences in a unique mea-

sure, we then group all four outcomes into a global index, de�ned to be the equally weighted

average of the z-scores of its components, following Kling, Liebman, and Katz (2007).15 The

di�erence between immigrants and non-immigrants is 0.13 standard deviation on average and

it is signi�cant at the 10% level. This gives some empirical support to the interpretation

14We asked each respondent whether he or she was registered and compare their answers to actual status,
which is registered for all, since we only surveyed citizens registered on the voter rolls.

15The z-scores are calculated by subtracting the mean among non-immigrants in the control group and
dividing by the standard deviation among them. Some outcomes are missing for some citizens, who used their
right to refuse to answer. Following Kling, Liebman, and Katz (2007), if an individual's response is known for
at least one of the four outcomes, then any missing values for the other outcomes are imputed at the mean of
the relevant group so that the estimates are the same as the average of those that would be obtained for the
components of the index.
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that the larger impact of the visits on immigrants came from the fact that these had less

information.

We then investigate whether the visits actually increased information by using speci�ca-

tions of the form in Equations [1] and [2], where we replace turnout by information as the

outcome Yi,b. The results are shown in Table A3. Both the overall impact (Panel A) and

the impact on non-immigrants (Panel B) are small and non-signi�cant. The impact on immi-

grants' informedness is larger and of the same magnitude as the impact on their participation.

This suggests that simple information on voter registration status and eligibility to partici-

pate as well as on the candidates and the election helped increase immigrants' voter turnout.

However, due to the small sample size and related low statistical power, the e�ects are non-

statistically signi�cant, forbidding any �rm conclusion on the impact of the visits on political

informedness.

Political Closeness to the Parti Socialiste

A complementary explanation for the heterogeneous impact of the visits is that the discussions

with the canvassers resonated di�erently for those with political views closest to the ideological

platform of the Parti Socialiste (PS). Like other European progressive parties, the PS is per-

ceived as more sensitive to immigrants' interests than right-wing parties (Givens and Luedtke,

2005). It promotes immigrant naturalization, anti-discrimination policies, and the right to vote

in local elections for non-naturalized immigrants. Unsurprisingly then, immigrants in France

are generally more to the left, ideologically (Brouard and Tiberj, 2011). Self-reported voter

choice measured in the post-electoral survey suggests that this is true in the sample as well.

While a large majority of citizens in the sample are on the left, immigrants who voted and

disclosed whom they voted for were even more likely to vote for the PS than non-immigrants

(Table 5, Panel C). At the second round, the di�erence was particularly large (17 percentage

points) and signi�cant at the 1% level. Immigrants' stronger ideological closeness to the PS

may have contributed to the di�erential impact of the visits.
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Conclusion

This paper examines whether voter outreach e�orts can successfully increase the participation

of immigrants, and whether the e�ect on immigrants is larger or smaller than on other citizens.

In the four weeks leading up to the French 2010 regional elections, members of the Parti

Socialiste canvassed eight cities of the region surrounding Paris to encourage citizens to vote.

The 23,773 citizens in the sample included immigrants from over 100 di�erent countries in

Maghreb, Sub-Saharan Africa, and Asia, as well as native-born citizens. The door-to-door

campaign targeted neither any one group nor immigrants as a whole. Initially, immigrants'

turnout level did not greatly di�er from native-born citizens. However, the door-to-door visits

increased immigrant turnout by 3.4 percentage points in the �rst round and 2.8 percentage

points in the second, without signi�cantly a�ecting non-immigrant turnout. The e�ect in the

cantonal elections that were organized one year later was still positive but smaller and non-

signi�cant. These results are robust to controlling for treatment e�ect heterogeneity along

other sociodemographic variables.

What makes our results particularly striking is that the economic scarcity and lack of

immigrant electoral power that characterize the French suburbs have typically generated con-

�icts between immigrant communities and the state (Lagrange and Oberti, 2006; Duprez,

2009; Dancygier, 2010). The large impact of the visits suggests that current tensions, rather

than dampening the mobilization of immigrants, actually may have made the intervention

particularly noticeable and impactful. Many citizens of immigrant origin share a feeling of

being stigmatized and rejected by the mainstream population: in France, 59% of immigrants

believe that French society does not give people of di�erent origin the means to integrate

(Brouard and Tiberj, 2011) and 45% feel that natives do not regard them as French (Simon,

2012). Immigrants may have seen the canvassers' visit as a break with everyday experience �

a signal that they were perceived and treated as full citizens whose votes mattered. This e�ect

� together with immigrants' lower baseline level of information about the elections and their

political views closer to the Parti Socialiste, measured by our survey � could explain why the

impact of the visits was signi�cantly larger among immigrant citizens than the mainstream

population.
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This study shows that voter outreach e�orts do not need to be tailored to any community or

target any one group to successfully increase the participation of citizens of immigrant origin.

This result is particularly relevant for countries with an assimilationist model of integration,

which expects citizens to overcome cultural and ethnic divides. In contrast to the idea that

immigrants are unwilling to advance their integration in the receiving societies, our �ndings

suggest that proactively extending a hand to them could complement existing policies and

advance the integration of new arrivals. Future research will hopefully identify additional

ways in which political parties, nonpartisan organizations, and public institutions can use

direct and personal contacts to improve immigrants' integration and participation. A one-

time visit in the context of an election, with e�ects rapidly decaying over time, will obviously

not su�ce.
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Appendix

(1) (2) (3)
Panel A. Immigrants born abroad vs. 
Children

First round Second round Average of first and second 
rounds

Visited -0.004 -0.011 -0.007
(0.011) (0.011) (0.010)

Immigrants born abroad * Visited 0.022 0.025 0.023
(0.021) (0.021) (0.019)

Immigrants' children * Visited 0.017 0.046 0.031
(0.033) (0.034) (0.030)

Immigrants born abroad -0.033** 0.007 -0.014
(0.015) (0.016) (0.015)

Immigrants' children 0.018 0.028 0.023
(0.023) (0.023) (0.021)

Strata fixed effects x x x
Building and individual controls x x x
Observations 15405 15399 15399
R-squared 0.11 0.10 0.12
Mean in Control Group, Non-immigrant 0.274 0.293 0.283

Panel B. Immigrants of different origins
Visited -0.003 -0.011 -0.007

(0.011) (0.011) (0.010)
Maghreb origin * Visited 0.039 0.065** 0.052*

(0.030) (0.032) (0.028)
Sub-Saharan African origin * Visited -0.006 0.007 0.000

(0.032) (0.032) (0.030)
Asian origin * Visited 0.048 0.015 0.031

(0.036) (0.037) (0.034)
Other origin * Visited -0.050 -0.009 -0.029

(0.051) (0.052) (0.047)
Maghreb origin -0.032* 0.020 -0.006

(0.017) (0.020) (0.017)
Sub-Saharan African origin 0.019 0.045** 0.032

(0.023) (0.021) (0.021)
Asian origin -0.039 -0.018 -0.028

(0.025) (0.029) (0.025)
Other origin 0.000 -0.017 -0.009

(0.034) (0.033) (0.031)
Strata fixed effects x x x
Building and individual controls x x x
Observations 15405 15399 15399
R-squared 0.11 0.10 0.12
Mean in Control Group, Non-immigrant 0.274 0.293 0.283

Notes : The unit of observation is the individual. Standard errors are adjusted for clustering at the building level and 
reported in parentheses. 
In Panel A, we estimate the impact of the visits for non-immigrants, immigrants born abroad, and their French-born 
children living with them, separately. Visited is instrumented with Treatment, Immigrant born abroad * Visited with 
Immigrant born abroad * Treatment, and Immigrants' children * Visited with Immigrants' Children * Treatment. In 
Panel B, we estimate the impact of the visits for non-immigrants and immigrants of different origins separately. Visited 
is instrumented with Treatment, Maghreb origin * Visited with Maghreb origin * Treatment, Sub-Saharan African 
origin * Visited with Sub-Saharan African origin * Treatment, Asian origin * Visited with Asian origin * Treatment, and 
Other origin * Visited with Other origin * Treatment. 
Building controls include: housing price, distance to the polling station, and whether it is located in a ZUS. Individual 
controls include: age, age², gender, and whether the individual was born in Ile-de-France. 

Table A1: Impact of the visits on participation in the 2011 cantonal elections for different 
groups of immigrants
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Table A2: Tests of the homogeneity of the distribution of sociodemographic characteristics 
among immigrants and non-immigrants

Characteristic
Test 

statistic
P-value Test 

statistic
P-value

Education 9 8 816 20.9 0.007 21.7 0.005
Employment status 5 4 803 20.7 0.000 22.3 0.000
Socioprofessional catego 22 21 791 20.8 0.469 22.2 0.386

Number 
of obs.

Notes : We test the null hypothesis that the distribution of, respectively, education level, employment 
status, and socioprofessional category, is identical between immigrants and non-immigrants. We 
report both the Pearson's chi-squared test statistic and p-value and the likelihood-ratio chi-squared 
test statistic and p-value.

Pearson's chi-
squared test

Likelihood-ratio chi-
squared test

Number 
of 

categories

Degrees 
of 

freedom
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Table A3: Impact of the visits on political informedness

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Panel A. Overall impact

Visited -0.005 -0.004 0.019 0.017 0.004 0.003 0.012 0.014
(0.025) (0.025) (0.034) (0.032) (0.032) (0.031) (0.049) (0.045)

Building and individual controls x x x x
Observations 890 889 850 849 851 850 892 891
R-squared 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.07
Mean in Control Group 0.829 0.829 0.492 0.492 0.315 0.315 0.000 0.000

Panel B. Impact on immigrants and non-immigrants
Visited -0.019 -0.022 0.010 0.006 0.008 0.004 -0.004 -0.010

(0.030) (0.029) (0.041) (0.039) (0.040) (0.037) (0.060) (0.055)
Immigrant * Visited 0.044 0.054 0.024 0.034 -0.014 -0.002 0.047 0.072

(0.054) (0.054) (0.072) (0.070) (0.067) (0.066) (0.103) (0.100)
Immigrant -0.049 -0.048 -0.074 -0.076 -0.052 -0.039 -0.132* -0.122

(0.038) (0.040) (0.054) (0.058) (0.048) (0.050) (0.076) (0.079)
Building and individual controls x x x x
Observations 889 889 849 849 850 850 891 891
R-squared 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.05 0.01 0.07
Mean in Control Gr., Non-immigran 0.845 0.845 0.517 0.517 0.332 0.332 0.000 0.000

Notes : The unit of observation is the individual. Standard errors are adjusted for clustering at the building level and 
reported in parentheses. In Panel A, we estimate the overall impact of the visits. In Panel B, we estimate their 
impact for immigrants and non-immigrants separately. 
Visited is instrumented with Treatment and Immigrant * Visited with Immigrant * Treatment. Building controls 
include: housing price, distance to the polling station, and whether it is located in a ZUS. Individual controls 
include: age, age², gender, and whether the individual was born in Ile-de-France.

Overall 
information index

Able to cite 
responsibilities of 

the region

Knows that he/she 
is registered

Knows who was 
elected president 

of the region
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Figure A3. Practical guide to door-to-door canvassing (English version).
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Figure A4. Practical guide to door-to-door canvassing (Original version).
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