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INTRODUCTION

Two decades after its institutionalization in thaadtricht Treaty, the citizenship
of the Union remains a key topic of the politicarlancevis-a-visthe democratic future
of the EU. Often presented as a powerful tool fa& teconfiguration of the traditional
paradigm of citizenship in the new era of incregsmigration, this element of the
European integration process has been analyzedynfimsth a normative perspective.
Hence, while some authors tried to highlight itsitations through the conceptual
triangle national citizenship-EU citizenship-sugaonal citizenship, others
emphasized its transformative potential, as arciefit way to “create” the European
demos. A key element of this constructive potentsits in the electoral entitlements
granted to EU citizens residing in other Membet&3tai.e. the right to vote and stand in
EP and local elections in these host countriesit Akifted the electoral activism at the
supranational level, this recognition has beenuatatl as a remarkable step forward
towards a political Union (Vink 2005; Shaw 2010)atthcan encourage, through
participatory mechanisms, a sense of shared belgntpwards the Europeares
publica(Pocock 1995; Benhabib 2004; Bellamy and Paluntid®}p

But transposing these normative debates to a nratigal perspectivap what
extent EU citizens residing in other Member Statetally make use of the voting
rights arising from their status of citizens of th#ion? As few studies focused
exclusively on the behavioural dimension of the &tizenship in the electoral field
(Besch 2004; Méndez 2007; Strudel 2002, 2004; @blz012), the answer to this
question still remains uncertain. This paper ig paan ongoing doctoral research that
addresses these unexplored issues, drawing on pacative analysis of the voting
patterns of intra-EU migrants in all EP and lodatgons held from 1999 onward in ten



EU Member StatésWithin this broader research context, this piet@ork focuses on
the electoral impact of the voting rights granted=tJ foreigners in Spain, France and
Belgium. However, at this stage, the paper is \@@gcriptive in its aims, as it only
attempts to provide a first assessment on how tbeciizenship is translated into
participatory practices at the electoral level. Pplaper is structured as follows. The first
section briefly examines the concept of EU citizepsemphasizing the relevance of
the electoral entitlements granted in the Maastflecbaty for the political project of the
EU. The second section focuses on the Spanishclirrand Belgian cases as ideal
settings for analyzing foreigners” electoral engaga, also highlighting the practical
arrangements that accompanied the transpositieotofg rights for intra-EU migrants
into their national legislations. The third sectipresents some preliminary findings on
the voting behaviour of EU foreigners in EP andalagections held in these countries,
also comparing their patterns of political partatipn with those of third-country
nationals for the local elections in which the dathave been entitled to vote. We
conclude with some general remavks-a-visthe political practice of the EU citizenship
in electoral politics, and we point towards furtfiees of research.

l. THE EUROPEAN CITIZENSHIP AND THE ELECTORAL RIGHTS OF
EU FOREIGNERS

I.1. The citizenship of the Union: towards a newdel®@f supranational citizenship?

The concept of citizenship has been traditionatigyceived as a legal status that
bounds the individuals with the political communiby virtue of the rights and duties
conventionally granted within national boundarigk(shall 1963; van Steenberg 1994;
Barbalet 1988). Given this narrow definition pomgtitowards the nation-state as the
most appropriatéocus for political belonging, rights have been traditdly reserved
for those formally affiliated to the polis througheir nationality (Lardy 1999; Weiler
1999; Bosniak 2006). However, recent changes climtehe economic globalization,
the intensification of migration flows and the ieasing saliency of transnational
institutions challenged this homogeneous understgnaf citizenship (Benhabib 2004;
Baubdck 1999). Thus, in the new era of "post-naliogitizenship, rights are often
decoupled from nationality, with a paradigmatic rapde in the case of foreigners who
can enjoy nowadays different entitlements basedthair residence (Soysal 1994;
Sassen 1999; Kivisto and Faist 2007).

These debates over the possibility of formally tngpa supranational form of
membership gained particular relevance in the g, institutionalization of the EU
citizenship being considered as the first systamatnof of the reconfiguration of the
classic paradigm of citizenship. According to &tof the Maastricht Treaty, the EU
citizenship is granted based on the nationalityghef Member States, and it allows its
beneficiaries to: a) freely move and reside witthe EU; b) vote in EP and local

! The dissertation compares the electoral behavidEW foreigners in Spain, ltaly, Greece, France,
Belgium, Luxemburg, Sweden, Denmark, Finland andtAa.



elections in the host Member States; c) receiviodiptic protection in these countries;
and d) petition the EP and apply to the Ombudsmdthough this definition might
appear, at first glance, rather simple, the EUzeiiship gained a broad range of
interpretations, generally subscribing to two mapproaches: whereas the first one
highlighted its limitations and the potential prefis arising from its implementation,
the second one focused more on its positive effiectthe European political project.
More exactly, those authors assuming a criticagpettive questioned the functionality
of the EU citizenship by reducing it to a bundlebakic rights that putts Europeans in a
position of “second class citizens™ (Dell'Olio 2R0bhe main limitation guiding strong
criticisms was that the EU citizenship lacks arepehdent status, its derived character
reiterating that the Member States are still thekgepers of citizenship, even when the
latter is defined at a supranational level (Wellg®9; Vink 2005). Secondly, it has been
argued that the EU citizenship does not bring majetitutional changes at the EU
level, as its associated rights are quite margowhpared to what the national
citizenship brings to its beneficiaries; and, meep that these rights could not
establish, as expected, a direct link betweeneriszand the EU as most of them are
implemented within the framework of each Membernt&tand not at the Community
level (Bellamy, Castiglione and Shaw 2006). Finallge EU citizenship has been
widely contested also because it lacks a pre-exidgkeiropearethnosor demos the
absence of the "European people” defining it asnéeld attempt to unify several
fragmented nationalemoi,or, going even further, a form of membership inggbBom
the above (Kostakopoulou 2001; Giesen and Eder;200k 2005).

Nevertheless, a second part of the scholarship tadop more optimistic
perspective on the EU citizenship, by considering icitizenship-in-the-making™ that
complements its national counterparts through doegnition of new entitlements and
representation structures regulated at the Commueitel (Delanty 2000; Tambini
2001). Thus, despite its derivative character,Bkecitizenship is still a new form of
membership related to a post-national system dftutiesns and governance (Preuss
1996; Conti, Cotta and Pavares 2010); and its ma@ienal character is reflected by the
fact that it transformed the EU into the only imi@ional organization having its
formally defined citizens and which allows them dwoectly express their political
preferences to “supranational” institutions (Beltasnd Warleigh 2001). Secondly,
against the idea that the rights granted to EUami$ are only a limited input for the
Community law, it has been emphasized that the Ihoweéthese entitlements rests not
only in the fact that they are granted to "mobiliropeans, but also because the
authorities to which these individuals have to addrto for exercising their rights are
those of the EU or those of the host Member Stétggolis 1998; Dell'Olio 2005).
Finally, against the argument that the EU citizgmédicks an affective dimension, it has
been noted that this new form of membership camgty contribute to the creation of a
sense of collective belonging towards the Europsality: the EU citizenshiper se
does not require a prior collective identity, noumitary demos that might act as its
constitutive basis; on the contrary, it can actvaidividuals™ attachment towards the



EU by extrapolating the territorial model @thnosto a new European horizon
(Heldblum 1996; Benhabib 2004; Bruter 2005; Magn2Q07).

I.2. Moving beyond the conceptual analysis: thedperan citizenship and the electoral
rights of non-national EU citizens

Despite the relevant contribution of the above nomed studies on the
normative implications of the EU citizenship, thaent to which Europeans actually
make a use of their rights granted at the EU levatkill an unexplored issue. Twenty
years after its institutionalization and despite ttontroversies related to its formal
definition and conceptual boundaries, the EU aitstep still remains insufficiently
explored, with limited evidence on how the natienall the Member States assume their
status of EU citizens in the political practice k8y indicator of this political practice
rests in the electoral rights recognized to nomenat EU citizens, i.e. the right to vote
and stand in EP and local elections in the host MertatesGiven their aim to reduce
the inequalities of political opportunities basedresidence between Europeans, these
entitlements represent one of the most substamiagfits of the EU citizenship (Shaw
2007; Bellamy and Palumbo 2010; Vink 2005; Olserl130 Additionally, these
electoral provisions stand out as the first systenevidence of the separation of voting
rights from nationality, especially since they wentéroduced in a context of great
diversity in the way in which European countriesp@nded to the inclusion of
foreigners as part of their electorate. Finally,the narrative of the EU institutions
(COM (2010) 605), these entitlements could alsgostipthe constructive potential of
the EU citizenship in affective terms: by makinge usf their “right to have rights”
outside their countries of origin, Europeans midpetter perceive the substantive
meaning of their EU citizenship and develop, innfua shared European identity
(Dobson 2006; Kadioglu 2009).

However, in spite of the wide consensissa-visthe relevance of these electoral
rights, most studies carried out on this topic szl either on or their limited legal
nature (Baubdck 1994; Closa 1995; Eder and Gies#0l;2Shaw 2007) or the
conditions under which they have been transposettienegislations of the Member
States through Directives 93/109/EC and 94/80/E&hi{@aya and Diaz-Crego 2008;
Lansbergen and Shaw 2010). Thus, the body of resdaoking exclusively at how
these entitlements have been actually exerciseanbpile” Europeans is quite limited
and generally focused on patrticular local contelxighis regard, it’s worth mentioning
the work conducted by Favell (2005) in Brussels,seardam and London, the research
carried out by Strudel (2002; 2004) in France, Be&004) in Luxemburg, Collard
(2012) in UK or Méndez (2005; 2010) in Spain, mafsthese studies generally pointing
towards low levels of electoral engagement of Comitgwoters in local politics.

This paper aims to contribute to this ongoing éitere, by examining, from a
comparative perspective, the extent to which naienal EU residents made use of



their electoral rights in all the EP and municipéctions held from 1999 onward in
Spain, France and Belgium. Hence, in the followpages we briefly contextualize the
Spanish, French and Belgian cases and we preseet g@liminary findings regarding
the patterns of electoral engagement of Commuratgrs.

. PATTERNS OF IMMIGRATION AND THE RECOGNITION OF
VOTING RIGHTS TO FOREIGNERS IN SPAIN, FRANCE AND
BELGIUM

Spain, France and Belgium represent ideal settiogsnalyzing the political
practice of the EU citizenship in the electoralldidor several reasons. First, these
countries stand out as relevant host societiesnfiomigrants, although with different
migration experiences. On the one hand, Belgium Brahce count with a large
tradition in receiving substantial migration inflewas, since the mid "40s, these
countries increasingly attracted large number afigrants via systematic programs of
recruitment of foreign labour force. During the s50most immigrants came from
Southern Europe- particularly Italy and Spain,¢bmposition of the foreign population
diversifying since the "60s, when European flowaststl to be replaced by migration
waves from third countries like Morocco, Turkey,nlsia or Algeria (Bousettat al
1999; Phalet and Swyngedouw 2003; INSEE 2005). iGithes massive intake of
foreign workers, at the beginning of the “80s,dh®unt of immigrants already reached
9% of the overall population in Belgium (Statbatdar% in France (INSEE). From this
date onward, both countries experienced a certabilisation of the migration stocks
until late "90s, when the share of immigrants iasgzl again reaching, in 2008, 13% in
Belgium and 8% in France. Moreover, given theigéamigration experience, most
foreign-born residents already acquired the cishgm of these two host countries
(Jacobs, Martiniello and Rea 2002; Collard 2010SHE 2005). However, at the
opposite pole, Spain counts with a much more recafthough very intensive-
migration trajectory. After experiencing substantiaves of emigration during the "60s
and “70s, Spain became in a very short period roé tone of the most important
receiving societies in Europe, its foreign-born ylagon increasing six-fold in just
twenty years: from around 1 million in the early089to 6.677.839 in 2011, which
represented 14% of the population. This unprecedenicrease rapidly accelerated
since 2000, being multiplied by five in just overdacade, with an average entry of
around half a million individuals per year (Moral®grez-Nievas and Vintila 2012).

According to the latest Eurostat data (Figure 4)2012, 1.227.965 foreigners
were residing in Belgium, a figure that accountedf1% of the overall population. In
France, the absolute number of non-national retsdemas substantially higher
(3.858.295), although their share from the totgdipation (6%) was lower than in the
Belgian case. As for Spain, despite its recent atign experience, this country
represents, among our cases, the host society whemnggrants show the highest
demographic representation in both absolute arativel terms: in 2012, 5.562.067
foreigners were residing in Spain, thus represgrit2fo of the population.



Figure 1. Foreign residents in France, Spain andgigen, 2012.
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Source: Own elaboration from Eurostat data,2012.

Furthermore, the migration inflows towards thesantoes have been not only
very intense, but also quite diversified. As pashiie Figure 1, in Belgium, the majority
(64%) of non-national residents are intra-EU miggaiVithin this group, immigrants
from neighbourhood countries like France, the Nddinels or Germany count with a
high representation, although Italians, Polish, rMigrds or Romanians also form
important segments of the foreign population. Sqbeatly, non-EU stocks represent a
smaller fraction given their high naturalizationtess with the most numerous groups
coming from Morocco, Turkey and Congo (Statbel)wedwer, in France and Spain,
intra-EU migrants represent a smaller share (35% 4B% respectively) of all
foreigners. In Spain, within this group, we mighstohguish immigrants from EU15
countries- particularly British, French or Germagsnerally socio-economically well-
off groups labeled as “lifestyle migrants™; fromsnheecent waves of immigrants from
the new EU Member States- especially Romanians Botbjarians- generally
responding to an economic migration pattern. Asrnon-EU inflows, Latin America
(Ecuadorians, Colombians, Peruvians) and Africati@darly Moroccans) are the most
frequent regions of origin (INE). Finally, in Franahe largest communities of intra-EU
migrants are those with the largest migration eepee (Portuguese, Italians,
Spaniards); but also German and Belgian citizeesidally responding to a border
migration pattern) as well as Britons (mainly lifde migrants). As for TCNs, the most
representative nationalities are Algerians, Moroscand Turks (INSEE).

Anyhow, despite the high demographic concentratddnimmigrants, these
countries only recently decided to extend votinghts to foreigners, for different
reasons. In Spain, due to its recent migration espee, the electoral enfranchisement
of foreigners was not a salient issue until 200Benvit entered the political agenda due
to the proposals to extend local electoral rigbtshird-country nationals. In Belgium
and France, this topic emerged during the 70's &W$. However, the negative



politicization of immigration made by the Nation&tont in France, and the strong
opposition from the extreme-right party Vlaams BlokBelgium impeded any step

forward towards the recognition of voting rights foreigners in the first case, whereas
in the latter, it delayed this recognition untiliigurecently (Bousetta, Gsir and Jacobs,
2005; Jacobs 2010).

Against this general background, non-national Etizems became the first
group of foreigners allowed to vote in all threeucties analyzed, although the
transposition of the Directives regulating the eiss of these electoral rights was
somehow problematic in all cases. More exactlyhaalgh Directive 93/109/EC on
voting rights in EP elections was successfully ienpénted in all countries by the 1994
elections, the adaptation of Directive 94/80/ECvoting rights in municipal elections
faced constitutional reforms. On the one hand, 3panish Constitution reserves the
right to vote for Spaniards, but for local elecgpthe active suffrage is also recognized
to nationals of countries that signed reciprocgye@ments with Spain. In practice, only
Norwegian citizens had the right to vote in Sparital election§ although similar
agreements have been recently concluded with ofheinly Latin American)
countries. Nevertheless, since the reciprocity basis istéthio the active suffrage, the
Spanish Constitutional Court ruled that in orderratify the Maastricht Treaty, an
amendment to the Constitution was needed, as tsveasuffrage was not mentioned
in the wording of Article 13.1 (Closa 1992, 1998&4d@llo 2012). Although this was
only a technical amendment (Méndez 2005), evenr dfie reform, the Spanish
government postponed the nomination of EU foreigress potential voters until the
1999 electoral contests, due to political consitil@na (Closa 1998).

On the other hand, Belgium had to implement thee®@ive 94/80/EC by
January 1996, the text of the Directive alreadyudinng a derogation for the Belgian
casé. Although this derogation was not finally usede ttecognition of local voting
rights for EU citizens was postponed until the 19818ctions, the constitutional
amendment raising strong controversies betweemtiastream political parties. First,
revising the Constitution required a two-third méjoin the Parliament, a threshold
that the governing parties did not reach at thaweti(Lafleur 2011). Secondly, the
discussion over the enfranchisement of EU foregmas extended also to TCNs (Rea
1998). Thirdly, this reform faced a strong relucirirom the Flemish parties, which
feared that foreigners” electoral empowerment wawgdken their position in Brussels
and benefit the French speaking parties (Jacobgjri#dlo and Rea 2002). In fact, in
1997, the Flemish Parliament even recommended ésé&iation of EU citizens’
electoral rights to additional requirements like tiecessity to pay taxes or to satisfy a
certain period of prior residence (Rea 1998). Owarylater, however, the ECJ
condemned Belgium for not complying with the obliga stipulated in Directive

2 The agreement between Spain and Norway was sigri290.

3 Citizens of Bolivia, Ecuador, Peru, Colombia, Chiaraguay, New Zeeland, Iceland, and Cape Verdenhzeen
allowed to vote for the first time for the 2011 &belections.

4 The derogation allowed the Member States to apgtiitional requirements of prior residence to natiemal EU
voters when the latter group accounted for more &G#26 of the overall electorate.



94/80/EC, and given this external pressure, thes@ation was finally amended in
1998 so that EU foreigners could vote for the 28@&tions. Moreover, in amending
the Constitution, Belgium not only rejected the pmsitions to restrict EU citizens”
voting rights, but it also opted for an open refonhich allowed the extension of the
active suffrage also to third-country nationalssithe 2006 local elections.

Finally, France was the last EU Member State inptdg the provisions of
Directive 94/80/EC. In 1992, the French ConstitodéilbCourt declared unconstitutional
the implementation of these rights. First, becaus®uld contravene to Article 3 of the
Constitution that reserves the active and pasasiffeage in elections for the municipal
assemblies orConseil de Paristo national citizens (Collard 2010; Oriol 2003).
Secondly, the Court argued that, since local cdargcalso participate in the election of
the French Senate, the extension of local votigltsi for EU citizens would imply that
they would have a say in the election of an exgeubody invested with national
sovereignty (Strudel 2003). The constitutional mefovas carried out in 1992, and it
consisted in adding the exception of EU foreigressbeneficiaries of local electoral
rights, although they were excluded from the ofiidemayor or deputy-mayor as well
as from the designation of the senators. Moreowes, reform did not habilitate EU
foreigners to vote for the 1996 local electiong, Which the European Commission
threaten France with the infringement procedurenfircomplying with the obligations
stipulated in Directive 94/80/EC. As a result, 898, France adopted the Organic Law
no. 98 which allowed EU foreigners to vote for first time for the 2001 elections.
Furthermore, although several law proposals emegjeet this date regarding the
extension of local voting rights also for TCNs,d&enitiatives were finally rejected due
to the strong opposition from right-wing partiesififél de Wenden 2010).

In any case, a relevant institutional arrangemedmt taccompanied the
transposition of voting rights for EU foreigners afl countries under study was the
requirement of prior registration in the Electo@ensus, which clearly hindered
foreigners” likelihood to vote. In Spain and Franak citizens entitled to vote have to
be previously registered in the electoral roll irder to cast their ballot. In both
countries, the registration is automatic for nadlotitizens, whereas foreigners have to
actively express their wish to be included in tHecEbral Census. On the other hand,
Belgium uses a compulsory voting system, non-vobaig subject to progressive
fines. However, as the European Directives didallow the Member States to oblige
EU foreigners to exercise their electoral rightsyas decided that intra-EU migrants
have to previously register in a special electoddl in order to be able to vote.
Furthermore, although the registration is voluntanyce registered, foreigners are also
required to comply with the mandatory voting praoed

In all three countries, the application for regsisn is available to those who: a)
are at least 18 years old and have not been depiiom the right to vote in their own
countries and; b) are enrolled in the populatiogister or the register for foreigners.
Non-national residents who meet these conditionse ha submit an application for



registration to the City Councils of the municipas in which they reside, this
application being required only once, as it is endgtically renewed for the following
elections. Moreover, two separate electoral liseskept for each type of elections (EP
and local); and the registration for one list does entail inscription on the other, the
participation thus being subject to enrolment oseparate electoral register for each
type of elections. Additionally, as mentioned, $pand Belgium recognize local voting
rights also for third-country nationals althoughlike EU citizens, they have to comply
with additional prerequisites in order to be atecast their ballot. In Spain, non-EU
foreigners are allowed to vote only after a cerfaémiod of legal residence that goes
from 3 years for Norwegians to 5 years for otheiNEGwith reciprocity agreements.
The same applies in Belgium, with the only differerthat the period established by law
iIs the same -5 years- for all groups, independeaftlytheir origin. Moreover, in
Belgium, non-EU foreigners also have to sign a fardeclaration by which they agree
to respect Belgian laws and the European Converitiorthe Protection of Human
Rights. Finally, the registration requirement adgplies in their case; however, whereas
in Belgium it has a permanent character just likeEU migrants, in Spain, TCNs are
required to enrol before each local election foraktihey want to vote.

Keeping in mind these differences, in the followisgctions we proceed to
analyze the extent to which non-national EU citzemde use of their voting rights in
EP and municipal elections in Spain, France andiBei.

[1. LOOKING AT THE POLITICAL PRACTICE: THE ELECTORAL
ENGAGAMENT OF NON-NATIONAL EU CITIZENS

To what extent non-national EU citizens made usehefr voting rights in
Spain, France and Belgium? Can we identify a smpédtern of political participation
between different foreign groups within the sanmenang context, or, on the contrary,
some EU citizens are more prone to engage in edqtolitics than others? Moreover,
do these patterns vary depending on the type ofiefes or the host country taken into
consideration? The next sections address theseiansedy looking at the patterns of
political participation of non-national EU citizems different electoral contests, more
exactly, the 1999, 2004 and 2009 EP electionslithede countries; the Spanish local
elections of 1999, 2003, 2007 and 2011, the 20@12898 French municipal elections;
and the Belgian local elections of 2000, 2006 abitR2

For each one of these electoral contests, we amdiyzt, the potential impact of
the foreign electorate, by looking at the numbenari-national EU residents entitled to
vote. Secondly, we focus on their registrationgatethe Electoral Census. In absence
of the real figure for turnout among foreignerstivkd from the secrecy of voting, we
analyze the share of non-nationals registered t® fvom all potential foreign voters for
each electoral moment, this being considered, doogpto previous studies, as the most
useful indicator for approximating the extent toievhnon-national EU residents made
use of their electoral rights (Jacobs, Martiniglltd Rea 2001; Strudel 2004; Méndez



2005; Shaw 2007). For the first elections in wheeatth group was entitled to vote, the
registration rate is an accurate indicator for dwitn as one can reasonably assume that
those who made the effort to register are veryilte vote. However, this registration
rate should be interpreted with caution for thdoiwing elections, as the electoral
enrolment of EU foreigners is automatically renewédus having a permanent
character once the first application is submittddnce, in these cases, we pay more
attention to the incorporation of new voters, itease who registered for the first time
for each election. However, in Belgium, the additibcompulsory character of the
voting system makes the registration rate a goodypfor turnout not only for the first
elections in which foreigners have been entitleddi®, but also for the following ones.

I1l.1. The electoral engagement of non-national &tirens in EP elections

As mentioned, the first aspect we consider in otdeapproximate the extent to
which intra-EU migrants exercised their voting tghs their potential electoral impact.
In this regard, Table 1 summarizes the number otHldens entitled to vote (potential
voters) for the 1999, 2004 and 2009 EP electionallinhree countries analyzed; and
their share over the total potential electorateefach electoral contest. Furthermore, the
table also distinguishes between EU15 citizens raigtants from the new Member
States that joined the EU in 2004 and 2007, thosng to test the argument of the
extent to which Europeans” likelihood to vote alepends on their specific origin.

Table 1. EU foreigners entitled to vote for EP &tats in France, Spain and Belgium (Potential
voters)

Elections/ EP 1999 EP 2004 EP 2009
Groups
EU foreigners (total N)
France 1.216.635 1.220.366 1.151.150
Spain 961.478 1.165.809 1.970.778
Belgium 496.056 513.988 594.507
EU15
France 1.216.635 1.118.543 1.060.048
Spain 961.478 1.052.963 1.044.912
Belgium 496.056 500.781 530.013
New EU MS
France 36.823 91.102
Spain 112.846 925.866
Belgium 13.207 64.494
% EU foreigners over total potential electorate
France 3,0 29 2,6
Spain 2,8 3,4 5,6
Belgium 6,8 6,8 7,3

Source: Own elaboration. In the Spanish case, dteeid from the Municipal Census of the Spanistitirte for Statistics. The data
for Belgium is from Statbel, Direction Générale t&tique et Information Economique. In the Frenelse; the data for the 1999
and 2004 elections is from Strudel (2001, 2010) @otlard (2010) whereas for the 2009 elections,da& is from the INSEE

Population Census conducted that year. * The figofeotal potential electorate are from the Minigif Interior of each country.

The first aspect we can draw from this data is,tllageneral terms, intra-EU
migrants counted with a strong electoral potentiaéll three countries under study.
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However, their electoral visibility was substaridgtigher in Belgium than in Spain or

France, to the point that around 7 out of each d@@ntial voters for all EP elections

analyzed in Belgium were foreigners. Thirdly, thégeres also show that, whereas in
France and Belgium, the fraction of Community @itig as potential voters maintained
more or less stable over time, in Spain, it incedais a vertiginous manner in the last
years: in light of the data, the percentage of Bkéifgners from the overall potential

electorate in Spain duplicated since 1999, reaclalgost 6% for the 2009 EP

elections. However, a closer look to these figunegcates that this difference is due to
the variation in the distribution by origin of thereign electorate between the three
countries, which derives, in turn, from their difféat migration experiences.

As shown in the table above and Table 1 in AppendiBelgium and France,
the large majority (more than 90% in 2009) of alitgmtial foreign voters for EP
elections were EU15 citizens, the best represen&dinalities being those with the
largest migration tradition: Italians, Dutch, Frenand Spaniards in Belgium and
Portuguese, Spaniards, Italians and Germans incérdn these two cases, "new’
Community voters from the 2004 and 2007 enlargememre less visible within the
general map of the foreign electorate. However, ditigation was different in Spain,
where the recent EU enlargement waves- and espyeti@ 2007 one- produced
important electoral changes. Thus, before theH&selections, most potential EU voters
came from the UK, Germany, ltaly, Portugal and Eearwhereas other nationalities
counted with a considerably lower representatiooufad 25% of all foreigners entitled
to vote). However, in 2009, due to the incorporatidd Romanians and Bulgarians, the
number of foreign potential voters from the new M@mStates almost equalled the
amount of potential "old” Community voters.

Keeping in mind these differences, Table 2 illussahe absolute numbers and
share of EU foreigners who actually mobilised tgister in the Electoral Census for EP
elections, while differentiating, once again, begwéold” and "new” Community voters.

Table 2. EU foreigners registered to vote for E€céibns in France, Spain and Belgium

Elections/ EP 1999 EP 2004 EP 2009
Groups
All EU foreigners
France 70.056 (5,8) 148.469 (12,2) 226.449 (19,7)
Spain 64.904 (6,8) 129.989 (11,2) 284.366 (14,4)
Belgium 38.233 (7,7) 59.368 (11,6) 66.203 (11,9)
EU15
France 70.056 (5,8) 148.093 (12,5) 221.326 (20,9)
Spain 64.904 (6,8) 126.285 (12,0) 215.358 (20,6)
Belgium 38.233 (7,7) 58.003 (11,6) 63.180 (11,9)
New EU MS
France 376 (1,0) 5.213 (5,6)
Spain 3.704 (3,3) 69.008 (7,5)
Belgium 1.365 (10,3) 3.023 (4,7)

Source:Own elaboration. The figures of EU foreigners regisd to vote are from the Spanish Electoral Cerfisugoreign
Residents (CERE), the French Ministry of Interiodahe Belgian Electoral Service, SPF Interieure Tegistration shares are
calculated based on the numbers of EU foreignditeshto vote in each case (see sources for thgsees in Table 1).
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First, the data shows that, despite their high agamhic concentration, non-
national EU citizens made a quite limited use @frtlvoting rights in EP elections. In
all three countries, the registration rates amomgn@unity voters were fairly low,
especially when compared with the general turnohickv was above 40% in all EP
elections analyzed in Spain and France, and ar@#% in Belgium, due to the
mandatory voting systemFor the 1999 EP elections, the share of EU fomsig who
registered to vote was quite similar in all threermtries, barely reaching 6% in France,
7% in Spain and 8% in Belgium. Nevertheless, whercampare these figures with the
ones for the 1994 EP elections when Community goi&re allowed to cast their ballot
for the first time, we observe that, whereas innEeaand Belgium, the number of
registered EU foreigners almost duplicated, in Sptiis figure was even three times
higher in 1999 than in 19894However, in relative terms, this increase wasoatm
insignificant in all three cases, the electorabément rates being only slightly higher in
1999 compared to the previous EP elections (ar@¥dhcrease).

As for the evolution of this pattern during theldsting European Parliament
elections, the data illustrated in Table 2 suggdss2004 electoral contests did not
bring major changes in this regard. Once againobgerve a preoccupying level of
electoral engagement among Community voters residinthese countries, as the
registration rate of EU citizens maintained in @dBrg low levels, although it almost
duplicated in all cases compared to the prior ERtigins. Thus, in 2004, the share of
registered Community voters reached 11% in Spaiith(W5.085 EU foreigners
registered for the first time for these electiod®% in France (78.413 first-time voters)
and 12% in Belgium (21.135 first-time voters). Ihthree cases, the absolute numbers
of first-time foreign voters in 2004 almost equdlkbe total amount of registrations for
the 1999 EP elections. However, most of them caom EU15 countries, as only few
“new’” Community voters that joined the EU that yegoressed their willing to vote. At
least in Spain and France, the general picturdeif imobilization patterns was quite
unsatisfactory, with an average enrolment rate tanbally lower than that of EU15
citizens for the same elections; and similar omelesver than that of “old” Community
voters during the first EP elections in which thegted in 1994. Nevertheless, the
situation was somehow different in Belgium, whe@ dut of each 100 potential
Community voters from the new Member States erdolle the Electoral Census,
although their absolute number was also much retluteomparison with the other
two countries. However, this figure was not onlyigar to the one observed for EU15
citizens for the same elections in Belgium; bubdlgee times higher than that of "new”
Community voters in Spain and ten times higher nanEe, respectively, for the same
elections held in 2004.

On the other hand, in 2009, the total figure of @mmity citizens registered to
vote increased to 284.366 in Spain, 226.449 in daaand 66.203 in Belgium. In

51In Spain, turnout reached 63,1% in 1999, 45,198004 and 44,9% in 2009. In France, the participatite in
1999 was 46,8%, whereas for the following electibrgeceased to 42,8% in 2004 and 40,6% in 200®eligium,
the turnout rate was 84,7% in 1999, 85,9% in 20G#84,8% in 2009.

® For the 1994 EP elections, 47.632 Community vaegistered in France, 23.999 in Belgium and 23.408gain.
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relative terms, this implies an average registratate of 20% in France, 14% in Spain
and only 12% in Belgium, with a quite unsatisfagtorcrease in the level of political
participation, even bellow the one observed dutireg2004 EP elections. By countries,
the differential in the registration rate compatedthe 2004 elections was higher in
France than in Belgium and Spain although, in #itel case, the absolute number of
registrations duplicated from 2004 to 2009. Astfe breakdown by specific origins, in
all three cases, the share of EU15 citizens emratiehe Electoral Census was equal or
higher than the average one for all foreignersth&t opposite pole, citizens from the
new Member States maintained low levels of elettermjagement, well bellow the
general average. This pattern become noticeable Ev&pain where, as previously
mentioned, the 2007 EU enlargement lead to a suofitancrease of foreigners
electoral potential. Despite of that, in 2009, tegistration rate among these "new"
Community voters increased with only 4% compare@Q64, with 8 out of each 100
potential voters from this group being includedtba lists of the Electoral Census for
Foreign Residents by the time of the latest EPtieles. In any case, although this
percentage is extremely reduced, it was quite anrid the one observed for EU15
citizens for the second EP elections in which tweye entitled to vote.

Last but not least, Figures 2, 3 and 4 provideulseformation regarding the
distribution of this registration data by citizenshthus allowing us to point out some
interesting differences in the way in which spectdroups of Community voters used
their status of EU citizens status in the electbeddl.

Figures 2, 3 & 4. Share of registered voters frdme bverall number of non-national EU
citizens entitled to vote in EP elections in Sp&iance and Belgium, by citizenship
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Source: Own elaboration. The figures of EU foreigneegistered to vote are from the Spanish Elect@emsus for Foreign
Residents (CERE), the French Ministry of Interiodahe Belgian Electoral Service, SPF Interieure Tagistration shares are
calculated based on the numbers of EU foreigndieshto vote in each case (see sources for thgsees in Table 1).

In general terms, this data indicates that theepagtof effective participation in
EP elections of some groups of EU citizens is remtessarily correlated to their initial
electoral potential. Thus, in each country, we olesdéhat some foreigners counting
with a high electoral visibility made a quite limit use of their voting rights, by
showing registration rates lower than the generatage. This is the case, for example,
for Portuguese and Spaniards in France; Romanaiiens and Germans in Spain; or
Dutch and Spaniards in Belgium. At the oppositeepbbwever, some groups showed
registration rates slightly than the general averathis pattern applied for Italians,
Belgian, Dutch, British and German citizens in E&nnationals of Belgium, the
Netherlands, France or Denmark in Spain; or Italiand French citizens in Belgium.
Generally, these differences seem to suggest thitough they are formally
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empowered with the same electoral entitlements,féeigners do not act, at least in
these three countries, like an homogeneous grotipeilectoral sphere, some of them
being more prone to actively exercise their votigdts than others.

In sum, the analysis conducted so far suggestsotiigtfew Community voters
exercised their electoral rights in EP electionthmthree countries analyzed. However,
to what extent, if any, do these patterns of pmditiparticipation among Community
voters also apply for local elections which repntgbhe second administrative level for
which EU citizens are entitled to vote while resglin other Member States? The next
section addresses this issue, by closely lookingeaextent to which non-national EU
citizens made use of their active suffrage fomalinicipal elections held subsequently
to 1999 in France, Belgium and Spain. In doingthe, first aspect we consider, once
again, is the electoral potential of foreigners éaich one of these electoral contests.
Secondly, we pay attention to their mobilizatiott@ans, by looking at their registration
rates in the Electoral Census. Just like for ERtieles, we use this percentage of
electoral enrolment as proxy for turnout. Basedtloat, we focus on the potential
differences in the patterns of electoral engagenoériEU citizens in both types of
elections- EP and municipal-; and we compare ihwlie case of TCNs in those local
elections in which the latter were allowed to vateorder see if the EU citizenship
status is translated into a specific electoral bhe that draws a differentiation line
between intra-EU migrants and those coming fromB0ncountries.

I11.2 The electoral engagement of EU foreignersoical elections

As already mentioned, the first municipal electionsvhich EU foreigners were
entitled to vote have been celebrated in 1999 iair§®2000 in Belgium and 2001 in
France. In Spain, local elections are held every fgears, whereas in Belgium and
France, the term of office at the municipal lewefar six years. Thus, whereas in the
Spanish case, we focus on the levels of electorghgement of foreigners during four
local elections (1999, 2003, 2007 and 2011), ingBeh, we look at three electoral
contests at the municipal level (2000, 2006 and22@ihd only two (2001 and 2008) in
the France. In all three countries, the local gornent represents the lowest
administrative division, the number of councillda@ming the municipal assembly
depending on the size of the municipalities. Ini§@ad Belgium, the electoral system
at the local level is based on party lists and priipnal representation. In France,
commune®f less than 3.500 inhabitants use a pluri-nommajority vote system in
two rounds; whereas municipalities counting withrenthan 3.500 inhabitants apply a
two-ballot system with partial proportional repretgion based on party lists. Finally,
Belgium and Spain decided to extend the activeagdf in local elections also to third-
country nationals, although in the latter case Hpglies only based on reciprocity
agreements. In France, however, EU foreignerstdreéhe only foreign group entitled
to vote in municipal elections.
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Keeping in mind these observations, Table 3 sunmesrthe figures of EU
citizens and TCNs entitled to vote (potential vefdior the local elections held from
1999 onward in France, Belgium and Spain (seedbte 2, 3 and 4 in Appendix).

Table 3. Foreigners entitled to vote in local elexas in Spain, France and Belgium (Potential

voters)

Elections/ EU foreigners | EU15 New EUMS | TCN % foreigners over total
groups (total N) potential electorate*
France
2001 1.201.206 1.201.206 4,9
2008 1.234.172 1.164.785 69.387 4,5
Belgium
2000 498.315 498.315
2006 529.874 506.460 23.414 108.617 7,8
2012 653.903 542.590 111.313 146.721 9,3
Spain
1999 961.478 961.478 16.004 2,9
2003 1.036.924 1.036.924 16.477 3,1
2007 1.559.050 882.483 676.567 14.276 4,5
2011 2.112.045 1.103.608 1.008.437 352.125 7,1

Source: Own elaboration. In the Spanish case, ateid from the Municipal Census of the Spanistitirte for Statistics. The data
for Belgium is from Statbel, Direction GénéraletBtigue et Information Economique. In the Freneke; the data is from Strudel
(2001, 2010) and Collard (2010). * The figuresatift potential electorate are from the Ministrylrior of each country.

A first overview of the data suggests that, oncairagoreigners counted with a
substantial electoral representation in local mdiin all three countries, their share
from the overall electorate being even higher thHan the European Parliament
elections. Secondly, just like for EP electionslgien represents, among our cases, the
country where non-nationals showed the highestiagicvisibility as, by the time of
the 2012 elections, 9 out of each 100 residenttlezhto vote at the municipal level
were foreigners. As for the evolution of this patie¢he data indicates that, whereas in
France, foreigners” potential electoral impact rzaned more or less stable over the
period analyzed, in Belgium and Spain, due to #test EU enlargements and the
extension of voting rights to TCNs, the share oh-nationals eligible to cast their
ballot increased during the last years and it eltgslicated in Spain from 1999 to 2011.

Finally, the distribution by citizenship of thesgures is largely consistent with
the one previously highlighted for EP electionsBklgium and France, EU15 citizens
with a larger migration tradition constituted theshsubstantial segments of the foreign
electorate at the local level. By the time of thstImunicipal elections held in each case,
Community voters originating from EU15 countries@nted for 68% of all foreigners
entitled to vote in Belgium, this share rising #® in France. By specific origins, the
most representative nationalities within this gramere Italians, French, Dutch and
Spaniards in Belgium; and Portuguese, ItaliansnBpads and Germans in France. This
confirms the observation already highlighted for &&ctions, that the 2004 and 2007
enlargement waves did not lead to substantial aeamgthin the foreign electorate in
these two countries; not the extension of localngptights to TCNs in Belgium, as for
the 2012 local elections, non-EU migrants (mainlyrbtcans and Turks) only
represented 18% of all foreigners entitled to vétethe opposite pole, however, in

16



Spain, we distinguish two relevant changes witlia general map of non-national
electorate over the period analyzed. First, ifluhg 2007 local elections, EU15 citizens
(particularly Britons, Germans and Italians) codnieth the highest electoral potential,
after the 2007 EU enlargement, Romanians becamiotbgn group with the highest
potential impact, the share of "new” Communityzeitis over all foreigners entitled to
vote reaching 41%. Secondly, for the 2011 electides new groups of non-EU
migrants with reciprocity agreements were alloneddst their ballot for the first time.
Given that they were highly represented in demdycapterms (particularly
Ecuadorians, Colombians and Peruvians), their @l@cempowerment changed again
the distribution of the foreign electorate, sucattfor the latest Spanish local elections,
TCNs already accounted for 15% of all potentiakvet

Table 4 illustrates foreigners” levels of politigedrticipation in local politics in
France, Belgium and Spain by differentiating betweBU15 foreigners, those
originating in the new Member States and non-Elergmtthus allowing us to address,
once again, the question of the extent to whicd™ahd "new” Europeans, as well as
TCNs, are converging as far as their patternseaftetal engagement are concerned.

Table 4. Foreigners registered to vote in locakélens in Spain, France and Belgium

Elections/ All foreigners EU foreigners EU15 New EUMS TCN
Groups

France
2001 166.122 (13,8) 166.122 (13,8) 166.122 (13,8)
2008 258.703 (21,0) | 258.703 (21,0))  255.008 (21,i) 693(5,3)

Belgium
2000 87.858 (17,6) 87.858 (17,6) 87.858 (17,6)
2006 128.038 (20,1) | 110.973(20,9)|  109.607 (21,6) .366.(5,8) 17.065 (15,7)
2012 141.397 (17,7) | 120.826 (18,5)|  114.869 (21,0) .955(5.4) 20.571 (14,0)

Spain
1999 71.174 (7,3) 70.869 (7,4) 70.869 (7,4) 309)(1
2003 153.405 (14,6) | 152.896 (14,8)| 152.896 (14,8) 509 (3,1)
2007 334.594 (21,3) | 334.072 (21,4)  246.056 (27,9) 8.0 (13,0) 522 (3,7)
2011 489.816 (19,5) 427.771 (20,3) 289.629 (26,2) 38.142 (13,7) 52.045 (14,8)

Source:Own elaboration. The figures of EU foreigners regisd to vote are from the Spanish Electoral Cerfisugoreign
Residents (CERE), the French Ministry of Interiodahe Belgian Electoral Service, SPF Interieure Tagistration shares are
calculated based on the numbers of EU foreignédieshto vote in each case (see sources for thgsees in Table 1).

The first consideration we can draw from the dat¢hat, generally, our results
seem to corroborate th